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SENATE-Monday, May 11, 1981 

May 11, 1981 

<Legislative day ot Monday, April 27, 1981) 

The Senate met at 9:45 a.m., on the printed) which will be offered today or 
expiration of the recess, and was called tomorrow. 
to order by Hon. TED STEVENS, a Senator The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-
from Alaska. pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

C. Halverson, LL.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Our Father in heaven, as we begin 
this week of work, we thank Thee for 
the experiences of the weekend. We pray 
for those who have been disappointed, 
for those who are ill-in hospital or 
home, for those who are hurting in this 
large Senate family. May Thy grace 
abound in them with healing and hope. 

As the huge; complicated process of 
Senate work begins, help us to treat each 
other as persons, not things. Help us to 
respect each other, honor each other, 
love each other, serve and encourage 
each other. 

We ask this in the name of Him who 
as the Servant gave His life as ransom 
for all. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND). 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., May 11, 1981. 
To the Senate: · 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable TED STEVENS, a Sena
tor from the State of Alaska, to perform the 
duties of the Chair. 

STROM THURMOND, 
President pro tempore. 

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

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the mi
nority leader is recognized for not to ex
ceed 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I yield such time as he may desire to 
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon
sin (Mr. PROXMIRE). 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the distin
guished minority leader. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR-BAL
ANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the name of the 
Senator from Virginia <Mr. HARRY F. 
BYRD, JR.) be added as a cosponsor of 
the balanced budget amendment <un-

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION Wll.,L 
NOT INHiBIT FREEDOM OF 
SPEECH 
Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, for 

the last 14 years, I have urged the Senate 
to ratify the Genocide Convention which 
would very simply make the "intent to 
destroy, in whole or in part, a national, 
ethnical, racial or religious group" an 
international crime. 

One of the criticisms of those who 
oppose ratification is that the Genocide 
Convention will inhibit the freedom of 
speech guaranteed by the first amend
ment of our Constitution. These critics 
assert that "direct and public incite
ment to commit genocide" as a punish
ment act under article III would result 
in the censorship of prejudicial opinions. 

This is clearly not so. In 1969, the 
Supreme Court decision in Brandenburg 
against Ohio reaffirmed the line drawn 
by the Supreme Court between protected 
speech and prohibited direct and im
mediate incitement to action. 

The Court held: 
The Constitutional guarantees of free 

speech and free press do not permit a State 
to forbid or proscribe advocacy of the use 
of force or of law violation except where 
such advocacy is directed to inciting or pro
ducing imminent action and is likely to in
cite or produce such action. 

The falsity of this claim was reaffirmed 
by the American Civil Liberties Union 
when it said in support of the treaty: 

If this convention did interfere with the 
first amendment, the ACLU would be the 
first one to be complaining, without regard 
to whether or not we commend the objec
tives of the convention. However, we do not 
think there is any problem under the first 
amendment to the Constitution. 

Mr. President, it is obvious that this 
claim that the Genocide Convention will 
inhibit freedom of speech is totally un
founded. 

It is just one of the misconceptions 
that have unfortunately delayed the rat
ification of this important treaty. 

Mr. President, the time has come for 
the Senate to act. It is time to ratify the 
Genocide Convention. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I have no further requests for time. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum, and 

I ask that the time be taken from the 
time allotted to me. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, at the suggestion of the distin
guished assistant Republican leader, Mr. 
STEVENs, who is now presiding, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings be approved to date. 

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

FRENCH EL~ONS 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I think it 

appropriate to take a moment to rec
ognize the significant victory achieved 
this weekend by Francois Mitterrand in 
the French presidential elections. Bear
ing in mind the bonds of friendship and 
·common interests shared by the people 
of France and the United States, bonds 
born of a rich history that began in the 
early days of our own struggle for inde
pendence, we welcome and support this 
latest expression of the French demo
cratic process. 

In more recent history, we have fought 
together in war and prospered together 
in peace and we have developed a rela
tionship that serves well our mutual best 
interests. We look forward now to a 
strengthening of that relationship and 
the fashioning of a new relationship be
tween the government of a new French 
President and the still new administra
tion of President Reagan. We can be 
confident that they will move together in 
attempting to preserve the ties of the 
past and to meet the challenges of the 
future. I am certain that the Senate will 
be as supportive as it is hopeful for the 
success of that endeavor. 

For my own part, Mr. President, I 
would like to extend my congratulations 
to president-elect Mitterrand and to the 
future success of his government. 

SPANISH DEMOCRACY 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I was dis

mayed to learn Friday that the recent 
wave of violence in Spain had resulted 

, in severe injuries to General Joaquin 
Valenzuela, the chief military aide to 
King Juan Carlos, and in the killing of 
three military aides. This continual vio
lence, striking this time among the 
King's closest circle of advisors, reminds 
us once again, that no democracy is pre
served and defended without costs. 

I was recently in Spain, Mr. President, 
with a delegation of our colleagues, and 
had at that time extensive discussions 
with the King, the Prime Minister, the 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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Foreign Minister and other omcials of 
the Spanish Government. We visited the 
Congress of Deputies where the at
tempted coup of February 23 occurred 
and we were impressed with the deter
mination of the Spanish people, their 
King, and their government to maintain 
and defend their young democracy 
against forces that would restore it to 
dictatorship or render it into anarchy. 

The Spanish people deserve a better 
option, Mr. President, and from the 
United States, which has fought so often 
to preserve democracy, the Spanish peo
ple deserve our unqualified support for 
the efforts of the King and his govern
ment. 

As is always the case, violence in 
Spain serves only the purposes of those 
who do not have sufficient support 
among the people to accomplish their 
goals by peaceful means. The Spanish 
people should know that we commend 
and support their rejection of violence 
and the easy temptation to return to to
talitarian rule. We can do that best by 
recognizing their achievement in estab
lishing a Spanish democracy and their 
courage in preserving it. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I yield back the remainder of my time 
and, at the request of the assistant ma
jority leader, I yield back the remainder 
of his time. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT protem

pore. There will now be a period for the 
transaction of routine morning business 
not to extend beyond the hour of 10 a.m. 

Is there further morning business? 

SECRETARY HAIG'S MEETING IN 
ROME WITH NATO MINISTERS 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, Secretary 
AI Haig has just returned from Rome 
where he held a meeting with NATO 
Foreign Ministers that has been rightly 
proclaimed by President Reagan as ''tri
wnphal." At the conclusion of my re
marks I will comment on the communi
que which Secretary Haig negotiated 
with our valued allies that enumerated 
a clear strategy for relations with the 
Soviet Union. Before doing so I shall first 
comment on positions taken by President 
Leonid Brezhnev recently at the 26th 
Communist Party Congress and to give 
the first report to the Senate on my own 
visits in Moscow with three leading 
members of the Politburo. In doing so I 
wiU protect the confidentiality of cables 
sent by the American Ambassador with 
respect to remarks made to me by Soviet 
offioials. 

Mr. President. General Secretary Leo
nid Brezhnev's report to the 26th party 
congress differed very little in its main 
foreign policy points from the remarks 
the Soviet President made to me last 
November in Moscow. 

To his party colleagues, Brezhnev re
gretted the deterioration in United 
States-Soviet relations, but, not surpris-

ingly, assigned the blame to the United 
States. He reasserted Soviet willingness 
to withdraw from Afghanistan if all out
side assistance to the Afghan rebels 
ceases, calling ''international" aspects of 
the Afghan problem negotiable but "in
ternal" aspects not. He reiterated Soviet 
intentions of helping assist "newly freed" 
developing states when they so request, 
but opposed "counterrevolutionary" out
side assistance. 

At the same time, President Brezhnev 
left open a door to some potentially more 
realistic bilateral talk, calling for "an 
active dialog" between our two govern
ments at all levels-while clearly angling 
for a summit. He went on to express more 
specific willingness than have the Soviets 
heretofore to deal mutually with the cur
rent SALT impasse: 

We are prepared to continue the relevant 
discussions with the U.S. without delay, pre
serving all the positive elements that have 
been so far achieved in this area. . . . It goes 
without saying that the negotiations can 
only be conducted on the basis of equality 
and equal security. 

When the outcome of the November 
elections made it probable that I would 
become the new chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, a long
planned visit to the Soviet Union, de
layed because of the U.S. boycott, and 
the Olympics, took place the end of No
vember 1980. It seemed to me to be a 
good time to have a frank dialog with 
Soviet officials. Such dialogs are essen
tial to insure that the very real and seri
ous differences between our two coun
tries are not compounded or made even 
more dangerous by avoidable misunder
standing. 

My principal appointments during my 
November 22 to 28 visit in the Soviet 
Union were with President Brezhnev, 
Defense Minister Ustinov and Foreign 
Minister Gromyko, and I was accom
panied for the three sessions by Tom 
Watson, Jr., former U.S. Ambassador to 
the Soviet Union and Robert Galvin, 
president of Motorola. 

While I made it clear to the Kremlin 
leadership that I spoke solely in a sena
torial capacity and as the presumed next 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, not as an executive branch emis
sary, I did consult before leaving Wash
ington with President-elect Reagan, with 
his National Security Adviser Richard 
Allen, with President Carter, with former 
P!'esidents Nixon and Ford, with former 
Secretary of State Kissinger, and with 
Gov. William Scranton and Gen. Brent 
Scowcroft who had recently been in the 
U.S.S.R. 

I also conferred with West German 
Chancellor Schmidt, who has also re
cently been in Moscow, on November 20 
during his visit here, and just before my 
departure for Moscow. While I did not 
speak for the incoming administratJon. 
I was able to impart some of their feel
ings drawing occasionally from direct 
public statements made by Ronald Rea
gan. One of my principal objectives was 
to convey to key Soviets the present mood 
of the United States and the concerns of 
the American people about Soviet inter
national behavior and intentions. 

In this, my third, meeting with Presi
dent Bre7.hnev. and in meetings on sue-

ceeding days with Foreign Minister Gro
myko and in my first meetings with De
fese MiniSter Ustinov and the Defense 
Ministry Chiefs of Staff, I tried to leave 
all three men and their colleagues ac
companying them in no doubt as to the 
seriousness of America's desire for peace 
and for realistic strategic arms control. 
I stressed equally, however, our inevita
able linkage of a Soviet pattern of con
tinuing military buildup and aggressive 
international behavior to our attitudes 
toward them as a party to arms control 
agreements, and America's detennina
tion to protect our global vital interests 
at whatever level of competition may be 
required. 

At the outset of our meeting, President 
Brezhnev made a number of points, 
which he released later that same day 
in a Tass statement. He--

Focused attention on the serious ag
grav·ation which has occurred in Soviet
United States relations which has most 
adversely affected the general interna
tional situation. A new spiral in the arms 
race, initiated not by us, has begun, and 
the danger of war in the world has 
increased. 

Expressed conviction that with a mu
tual desire of both sides it is possible to 
improve the situation. For this it is nec
essary to display political will and to 
conduct a balanced, realistic course. 

Asserted the Soviets did not want a 
worsening in the relations with the 
United States. Moreover, we do not want 
everything positive which was achieved 
in the past through joint efforts to be 
thrown away. The Soviet Union favors 
strengthening and developing relations 
with the United States on a long-tenn 
basis. 

Stressed the hopelessness of attempts 
to achieve superiority over the U.S.S.R. 
The Soviet Union is not a country with 
which it is possible to talk on such a 
basis. The only reliable path for develop
ment of Soviet-United States relations 
is observ·ation of the principle of equal
ity and equal security. 

Noted how important it is that there 
shQuld be no letup in the efforts of the 
sides to limit strategic weapons on a 
mutual basis. Success in this matter is 
the he~rt of all international security. 

Declared-
There are also quite a. number of other 

import.ant and urgent international prob
lems, for whose solution the Soviet Union 
and the United States must find a common 
language. The Soviet Union . . . does not 
lack the willingness to conduct this matter 
with the United States constructively, with 
mutual account t-aken of each other's legiti
mate interests. We would be perfectly ca
pable of cooperating as equal partners, if the 
American side also showed a willingness to 
do this. 

T.he .following are among the general 
points I made to President Brezhnev and 
the other Soviets about what to expect 
from America in the 1980's: 

First, on U.S. goals, I said that I would 
be working closelv with my colleague, 
Senator TOWER, soon to be elected chair
man of the Armed Services Committee. 
He had recently stated the following 
clear-cut goals for American policy, and 
I agree with his statement: 

First, protect the United States against 
mmtary attacks; this is our first and fore
most national interest. 
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second, unhindered access to resources 

and overseas markets. 
Third, the security of our ames. 
Fourth, the freedom, independence and 

peaceful development of less-developed 
countries. 

Fl!th, the promotion of individual human 
rights in all countries. 

on the new administration's commit
ment to peace and to arms control: 

President (then elect) Reagan is a man of 
deep conviction, rleeply devoted to peace, de
voted to the finding of an accord with the 
only other superpower in the world . . . He 
has said he would be w1111ng to have early 
talks on arms limitations provided they are 
fair, equitable, verifiable, and represent ceil
ings as well as real reduction. 

On America's determination to com
pete, including militarily: 

I must report on the mood of the United 
States: There has been an overwhelming 
mandate for President Reagan. This gives 
him the power to negotiate, but because of 
the unprecedented action of the Soviet Un
ion in using armed forces for the first time 
in a third world area, there is a mood in 
America to enter into an arms race which we 
know we could win. Not that we underesti
mate the power of the Soviet Union. But we 
are prepared to deploy as many systems to 
balance the Soviet Union at whatever cost 
to the United States. That is why this meet
ing and others are so important, because the 
Reagan Administration and the new Con
gress are reassessing our future plans for the 
next four or more years, and at your party 
congress in February 1981 you are doing the 
same thing for the next five years. Our tech
nology, our ab111ties, our industrial might 
are vastly superior to what they were in the 
1940's when we were supplying material to 
you as an ally. I want to assure you that the 
United States rloes not want to go ·into an 
arms race, but 1f we are forced into it we 
have the economic power to win it. 

On the importance of avoiding mis
calculations an:i surprises: I said that 
President Reagan wanted to remove the 
possibility of ambiguities in the future. 

We should get lnto a position where the 
actions of each side are predictable in order 
to avoid misunderstandings. It is important 
that both sides be clear about what they 
consider important. We do not doubt the So
viet w1111ngness to stand up for what It 
clearly feels is in its national security inter
ests. The USSR must never doubt the U.S. 
m111tary capacity and wm to take whatever 
measures are necessary to fully protect our 
own national security interests. There should 
be no miscalculations and no more surprises. 

On linkage: 
It had been prominently mentioned In the 

campaign, particularly by Governor Reagan. 
Nothing, or course, exists In isolation and 
problems are affected by the circumstances 
of the times. President-elect Reagan has said 
that he favors llnkage In Issues of Soviet
American relations. Actually such llnkage 
has long been a polltical reallty in American 
ll!e and particularly !n Congress. Soviet ac
tions in pursuit of Soviet Interests, whllt' 
they may seem lt:gitlmate by Soviet stand
ards, have had a profoundly negative impact 
on U.S. perceptions of Soviet intentions and, 
I would add, on world opinion. 

I had anticipated that the Soviets 
would grant appointments :first at lower 
levels, but on our early morning arrival 
into Moscow, we learned that President 
Brezhnev would receive us that same 
day. 
Mu~h of my comments in our 3 days 

with Brezhnev, Ustinov and Gromyko 

revolved around two topics-the SALT 
impasse and linkage. All our discussions 
were frank and factual, laying the basic 
differences we have on the table without 
equivocation. I will not here publicly re
cord all of the more sensitive policy 
nuances, but rather try to convey the 
essence of ground covered. The full clas
sified record is available to Senators who 
may wish to read it. 

From the outset I emphasized that 
strategic arms control was my most im
portant agenda item. I had extraor~i
nary difficulty in getting past their reit
erations that the SALT II treaty is a 
carefully balanced whole resulting from 
7 years of precise analysis and negotia
tions, to make them understand the po
litical reality that the treaty as it stands 
is "dead as a doornail" in the United 
States. I think I :finally succeeded in 
driving home that reality. 

Exactly how the Soviet leadership will 
in fact respond to that political fact of 
life is, of course, still somewhat unclear. 
They did assure me they were willing to 
talk, as soon as the U.S. side was ready, 
about the general subject of strategic 
arms control, to hear views on a broad 
plane from the Reagan administration, 
and to present their own. They further 
suggested that such discussions could get 
to specific proposals, noting that this 
stage could more readily be reached in 
a cooperative, rather than a confronta
tional, atmosphere. They were quite :firm 
that they would not participate in simply 
discarding the whole of the SALT II 
treaty. I suggested that, since there was 
much in the existing treaty with which 
Mr. Reagan agreed, this common ground 
be identified, allowing the sides to turn 
to points where there were questions. I 
added that they would do well to study 
both the 23 reservations attached to the 
treaty by the Foreign Relations Commit
tee in October 1979, when it re:rorted out 
the treaty favorably, and also those pro
posed amendments which had failed at 
that time in committee but endured as 
serious issues for many Senators and for 
many other Americans. 

In the course of our lengthy discus
sions of SALT, it was clear to me that 
the Soviets are seriously disturbed about 
the general proposition of the United 
States occasionally failing to ratify 
treaties it has signed. I suggested that 
it might be appropriate for the Foreign 
Relations Committee to look again at 
two treaties on our calendar for some 
time, the threshold test ban and the 
peaceful nuclear explosions treaties. 
The Soviets replied that this would be 
a good step. If the Reagan administra
tion asked the Senate to ratify these two 
treaties, I said I would ask the Foreign 
Relations Committee to make it a prompt 
order of business. I added that our ability 
to ratify any treaty was directly related 
to there being no untoward world events. 
As recently as yesterday I discussed this 
once again with the Reagan administra
tion. 

Another issue which emerged during 
our SALT discussions that I should re
port to the Senate concerns the proposed 
U.S. MX missile system. The Soviet lead
ers expressed to me great concern that 
specific basing modes then under active 

consideration by the United States would 
not prove verifiable by national technical 
means under the terms of the SALT II 
ceilings on launcher numbers. 

With respect to linkage, I made several 
general statements along the lines of the 
one I have already quoted here, and then 
told them straight out that it would be 
helpful to Americans in addressing SALT 
if Soviet troops were out of Afghanistan. 
I related my own personal experience in 
Afghanistan some years ago when it was 
a peaceful, nonalined nation, no threat 
to the U.S.S.R. And I underscored the 
heavy price in international opinion th~t 
the Soviets continue to pay for Afgham
stan-witness this past fall's 122 U.N. 
votes condemning the Soviet invasion. 

The Soviets strongly resisted the con
cept of linkage. I was treated to abstract 
arguments that pushed linkage so far 
that nothing in history would have been 
accomplished if people had waited for a 
chance to resolve all international prob
lems at once, rather than first tackling 
some of the more tractable issues at 
hand. I also heard the usual Soviet re
sponses of Afghanistan: That the United 
States was simply using Afghanistan as 
a pretext for inaction on SALT n, and 
that Soviet troops would withdraw if 
outside interference in Afghanistan 
cea,.sed. They additionally suggested that 
the United States put pressure on Paki
stan to cease alleged interference, and 
asserted that the international aspects of 
the Afghanistan problem were suitable 
for United States-Soviet discussion, but 
Afghanistan's ''internal affairs" not. I 
got a hasty "no" when I suggested that 
Third World intermediaries might be 
helpful. 

I did hear two provisionallv encourag
ing notes, however. In emphasizing the 
impact of Afghanistan on the attitudes 
of Americans, I stressed the importance 
of predictability in avoiding misunder
standings and miscalculations. 

When I expressed our concern a;bout 
a potential Soviet threat to the major oil 
supply routes of the industrialized de
mocracies, they said :flatly that the 
U.S.S.R. would not interfere with our oil 
supply. 

My understanding of these Soviet 
leaders' undertakings is that considera
ble burden falls on the United States to: 
First, make clear what we will and would 
not tolerate in Soviet international be
havior, and second, look credible in our 
determination and capabilities to police 
what limits we declare. 

I also discussed Poland at length in 
the linkage context, emphasizing the 
grave consequences that Soviet inter
vention in Poland would have, across the 
board, on United States-Soviet relations 
and on East-West relations in general. I 
suggested East-West cooperation on Po
land's enormous economic needs. The 
Soviet leaders' response was that Po
land's problems were Poland's; the So
viets do not intend to discuss Poland 
with anyone. including the United 
States; and that U.S. actions-unspeci
fied-have not always paralleled U.S. 
statements on noninterference in Polish 
affairs. 

Twice in mv conversations with the 
three Soviet leaders I made 'brief refer
ences to China. I was struck, not for the 
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first time, with the almost palpable so
viet concern with their China problem. 

We had one very brief exchange on 
Middle East issues when I spoke as an 
individual Senator. I asked for the Soviet 
leaders' views on future steps toward a 
comprehensive settlement, noting that 
President-elect Reagan had clearly iden
tified Jordan as the key to this, a position 
I had long held myself. I asked whether 
the Soviet Union would be willing to use 
its influence in the Arab world, especially 
with the PLO, to promote a more com
prehensive settlement including Jordan. 
The Soviet leaders reminded me of their 
categorical rejection of Camp David, and 
repeated their established three points 
for a realistic Arab-Israeli accord: Is
raeli evacuation of all occupied lands; an 
independent state to meet the legitimate 
demands of the Palestinian people; the 
right of all states, including Israel, to ex
ist. Beyond that, the Soviet leaders sug
gested that it should be the prerogative 
of an independent Palestinian state to 
decide whether some form of affiliation 
with Jordan were desirable. 

I expressed my personal view that 
there would be no enduring peace in the 
area unless the problem of the Pales
tinians were fairly resolved. I stated that 
I envisioned as one option a Palestine on 
the West Bank and in Gaza which would 
be governed by its own elected officials-
Arafat or someone else-but only in fed
eration with Jordan and if it would be 
demilitarized for at least 25 years until 
the Palestinians had demonstrated that 
they would live in peace and not be a 
threat to anyone. I said explicitly that I 
was not talking about an armed, aggres
sive PLO state. If Arafat were elected, he 
would realize, in effect, his wish to be a 
"chief of state" but, as I said, only on 
condition that the territory would be de
militarized for at least 25 years and 
would be federated with Jordan. King 
Hussein is the only Arab leader who has 
waged war on the PLO, and he drove 
them out of Jordan. 

In conclusion, I would like to comment 
that the Soviet leaders are tough, able, 
and shrewd people, and they enjoy an 
impressive continuity of experience. 
While most Western leaders come and 
go, Gromyko has been Soviet Foreign 
Minister for almost 24 years; Ustinov 
has been running Soviet defense indus
try since 1941, adding the professional 
armed forces to his responsibilities 5 
years ago; and Brezhnev has been at the 
pinnacle of Soviet power for over 16 
years. This is why it is so important that 
we field and support as competent, 
tough, and vigorous national security 
management as possible, as I am pleased 
to see President-elect Reagan is doing. 

Once again I sensed the Soviet re
spect for American economic power once 
harnessed, and a continuing Soviet 
awareness of America as a formidable 
political and military competitor as well. 

There is no question in my mind about 
the Soviet leaders' desire for meaning
ful strategic arms control, although it is 
also clear that we are going to have to 
persist every step of the way in future 
negotiations to achieve real equality ade
quately verifiable. 

Clearly, the Soviets work hard, and 
sometimes skillfully, to divide us from 

our allies. But our alliances are based on 
common- values and interests, not on 
force, and will only be seriously divided 
by our own ineptness or inattention. In 
this, as in other aspects of the challenge 
we face, American leadership is the 
key-in moral values, in economic 
health, in defense strength, and in po
litical example. 

Mr. President, the administration is 
clearly following through on dealing 
resolutely with the Sovie~ in close ac
cord with our European allies. I call to 
the Senate's attention the historic NATO 
communique which Secretary Haig 
negotiated with our allied Foreign Min
isters this week in R·ome. Together we 
are signaling a clear willingness to do 
business with the Soviets to the extent 
that their conduct permits. 

This would have been an impressive 
enough NATO ministerial for i·ts com
mitment to the twin tracks of theater 
nuclear modernization deployment and 
theater nuclear arms control negotia
tions. That it also enunciated a clear 
strategy for relations with tihe Soviet 
Union makes it the more impressive. I 
extend my congratulations to Secretary 
Al Haig and the administration and I 
submit for the RECORD excerpts from the 
communique. 

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

EXCERPTS F'ROM REPORT AT NATO TALKS 
RoME, May 5, 1981.-Following are ex

cerpts from the communique issued here to
d·ay 8lt the end of a two-day NATO foreign 
ministers' meeting: 

The North Atlantic Council is deeply con
cerned at the continuing threats to security 
and international stab111ty. Determined to 
counter these threats by effective restraints, 
including firmness in defense and persistence 
in the search for peaceful solutions, minis
ters in that spirit agreed on the following: 

1. The strength and cohesion of the alli
ance remains indispensable to guarantee the 
security of its members and thereby to foster 
stable international relations. This stab111ty 
requires that all nations act with restraint 
and responsib111ty. Claims by the Soviet 
Union that it too subscribes to such policies 
are not borne out by Soviet deeds. 

The more constructive East-West relation
ship which the allies seek requires tangible 
signs tha.lt the Soviet Union is prepared to 
abandon the disturbing buildup of its mili
tary strength, to desist from resorting to 
force and intimidation and to cease creating 
or exploiting situations of crisis and 1nsta.
b111ty in the third world. 

2. The Soviet invasion and occupation of 
Afghanistan is a particularly flagrant ex
ample 6f violation of the principles of re
straint and responsib111ty in international 
affairs. 

Soviet forces must be withdrawn and a. 
political settlement must be found. 

3. In Europe, efforts to restore East-West 
cooperation and exchanges on the basis of 
the Helsinki Final Act cannot but be se
verely undermined by the use or threat of 
force for intervention in the affairs of other 
countries. Poland must be left free to re
solve its own problelilS. Any outside inter
vention would have the gravest consequences 
for international rel111tions as a whole and 
would fundamentally change the entire 1n
terna.tiona.l situation. 

4. In this situation, the allies will 
strengthen their capab111ty to deter aggres
sion and act, individually or collectively, to 
encourage Soviet restraint and respons1bU1ty 
in international affairs. 

5. The ames agree that assuring an over
aU m111tary balance between NATO and the 
Warsaw ~ct is fundamental to the securLty 
of the all1ance, the eruorcemen t of restraint 
and the maintenance of peace. 

6. Poi.ltical settlements must be found to 
crisis or confiict situations, especially when 
they affect sensitive areas such as the Middle 
East, Southeast and Sowthwest Asla or 
Southern Africa.. 

8. The allies will ma.inta.in a. dialogue with 
the Soviet Union and will work together 
for genuine detente and the development of 
East-West relations, whenever Soviet beha
vior make this possible. The principles and 
provisions of the Helsinki Final Aot provide 
a code of conduct that must be observed by 
all the signatories. 

The ames reaffirm their support for the 
French proposal for a Conference on Dis
armament in Europe. 

9. The allies support negotiations to achieve 
meaning.ful restraints on Soviet m111tary 
power and to improve security. The object of 
this policy is a stable m111tary balance, 1f 
possible at reduced levels. 

The ames stress the value of stabilizing, 
equitable and verifiable arms control through 
limitations on Soviet and U.S. strategic arms. 

10. The ames taking part in the Vienna ne
gotiations on Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions continue in their determination 
to achieve genuine manpower parity in the 
form of a common collective ce111ng based on 
agreed data. 

12. The ames who participated in the 
December 1979 NATO decision on Long
Range Theater Nuclear Forces moderniza
tion and arms control reaffirmed their com
mitment to that decision. They emphasized 
that in light of increasing Soviet Long-Range 
Theater Nuclear Forces deployments, which 
in the case of the SS-20 already exceed the 
total Long-Range Theater Nuclear Forces de
ployment planned by NATO, the modernizing 
of NATO's Long-Range Theater Nuclear 
Forces is more essential than and offers the 
only realistic basis for parallel Theater Nu
clear Forces arms controL 

Since the December 1979 decision. Soviet 
threats and efforts to divide the allies have 
only strengthened their resolve to take the 
steps necessary to maintain deterrence, re
dress the imbalance in Long-Range Theater 
Nuclear Forces, and insure their security. The 
latest Soviet proposal for a moratorium on 
Long-Range Theater Nuclear Forces deploy
ments is wholly unacceptable to these allies. 
It would freeze them into inferiority by 
blocking the NATO modernization program 
altogether. Moreover, the proposal would per
mit the Soviets to increase the threat to 
NATO by fa111ng to limit systems capable of 
striking amed territory from east of the 
Urals. 

These allies welcomed the intention of the 
United States to begin negotiations with the 
Soviet Union on Theater Nuclear Forces arms 
control within the SALT framework by the 
end of the year. The American Secretary of 
State intends to discuss the timing and pro
cedures for these negotiations with Foreign 
Minister Gromyko in September at the 
United Nations. These negotla.tlons wm rely 
on an updated alliance threat assessment and 
a study of functional requirements for NATO 
Theater Nuclear Forces to be undertaken 
within the framework of the Special Con
sultative Group and the High Level Group 
on matters of immediate priority. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SIMPSON). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to Public Law 86-42, appoints 
the following Senators to the Canada
United States Interparliamentary Con
ference, to be held in Halifax, Nova 
Scotia, May 22-26, 1981: The Senator 
from Idaho <Mr. McCLURE) and the 
Senator from North Dakota <Mr. 
ANDREWS). 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

FIRJST CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
ON THE BUDGET 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 10 a.m. 
having arrived, the Senate will now re
sume consideration of the pending busi
ness, Senate Concurrent Resolution 19, 
which the clerk will state by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 19) 
setting forth the recommended congres
sional budget for the United States Govern
ment for the fiscal years 1982, 1983, a.nd 1984, 
a.nd revising the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for the fiscal 
yea.r 1981. 

AMENDMENT NO. 46 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of the pending 
amendment, No. 46, of the Senator from 
New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) on which 
there shaU be 1 hour of debate. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair for his courteous ac
knowledgement that we commence this 
week's consideration of our first budget 
resolution with the continued discussion 
of the amendment which I proposed on 
Friday afternoon and which was dis
cussed at some length at 'that time. 

The reason an hour was set aside by 
the courtesy of our majority leader and 
the minority leader was to give those 
Senators who were not going to be avail
able on Friday afternoon the oppor
tunity to speak if they wished. I have, 
even so, a few additional remarks which 
I would like to make on this point. 

As the diSitinguished Presiding Officer 
will recall, we were discussing not just 
the specifics of the transfer of small and, 
at some level. simply symbolic amounts 
of money from the Bureau of Reclama
tion to student loans and to mass transit. 
At a larger level I was seekjng to do 
what I know the Pres;ding Officer and 
the distinguished manager of th;s legis
lation has also sought. to raise the ques
tion of national water policy and the 

absence of it and the consequences that 
are going to flow from the seeming in
ability of the American Government to 
breakaway from a pattern of practices 
here which began at the turn of the cen
tury, had early on extraordinary suc
cesses only to run into a period of ex
cess, a period of resistance, followed by 
a period of stalemate. 

We have no water policy in this coun
try at this time. We have simply a series 
of programs that go forward which no 
one any longer thinks would be useful 
whilst signs of disaster build. 

I was speaking Friday afternoon 
about a crisis which was going to engulf 
our agriculture and, in consequence, our 
society if we do not pay heed to it, a 
crisis that will occur in the lifetime of 
persons in this body. Crisis is easy enough 
to find. We have converted vast arid 
regions of this Nation to a water-inten
sive agriculture for which they are not 
suited, and have further used nominally 
agricultural.:.based water programs to 
produce industrial uses, again in arid 
regions where there is not an adequate 
amount of water. 

We begin to use geologic water, we 
begin to use water which is not replen
ished through atmospheric cycles but is 
simply held under the ground much as 
is oil, much as is coal, and we are going 
to pay for this, Mr. President. 

Over this weekend in the New York 
Times there was an extensive article 
datelined Denver in which it says, 
"Springtime in the Rockies Brings 
Omens of a Drought." It talks about the 
worst snowPack runoff in perhaps half a 
century. 

It talks of the highest Anril tempera
tures in the last 108 years. It talks of the 
sharply reduced yields of sugar beets, al
falfa, hay, and garden vegetables and 
melons in eastern Colorado. It talks of 
the late spring and early summer rain
fall over eastern Colorado and Montana, 
W'hich, usually sparse even in the wettest 
years would have benefited, some spring 
crons, but the rain did not come. 

Throughout the country streamftows 
are abnormally low, and in the rich 
corn-producing areas of central Nebras
ka farmers pump from irrigation wells 
sunk into the Ogallala sands, the vast 
aquifer that lies beneath the High 
Plains. 

But in recent years, Mr. Seth s. King 
writes: 

The heavy drawing from this irreplace
able underground supply ha.s lowered the 
water table more tha.n 30 feet in ma.ny a.rea.s. 

We are gotng to see that agriculture 
die off, and we are going to be astounded 
when we do. 

Mr. Pres;dent, I ask unanimous con
sent that Mr. King's article be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection. the article 
wac; ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 
SPRINGTIME IN THE ROCKIES BRINGS OMENS 

OP A DROUGHT 

(By Seth S. King) 
DENVER, Ma.v 6.-Along- the front range 

of the Colora.d.o Rockies this w~ek the shoul
ders of the highest peaks were stm draped 
wtth snow. But below the 10,000-foot level 

the mountains were bare a.nd so was the 
cupboard of snow-melted water on which 
vast sections of the High Plains east of here 
depend for irrigation and municipal water 
supplies. 

Snow-measuring teams from the Soil Con
servation Service found la.st week tha.t the 
snow pa.ck wa.s only 28 percent of normal 
for this time of yea.r a.nd tha.t most of it 
on the lower elevations wa.s a.lrea.dy gone, 
melted a. 'month earlier tha.n usual. 

"It's about the worst we've seen in 45 
years of recordkeeping," sa.id Bernard A. 
Shafer, supervisor of the snow surveys. 

Consequently, the ra.te a.t which streams 
fiow in the Platte cmd Arka.nsa.s River drain
age basins, which stretch ea.stwa.rd like two 
giant vascular systems, wa.s now barely a. 
third of normal. 

"This means," M~. Shi811'er sa.id, "tha.t 
ma.ny of the springs and small streams tha.t 
cattle ranchers use to water their stock wm 
be dry by midsummer. It a.lso means tha.t 
the cities a.nd towns along the eastern side 
of the mountains, where 80 percent of Colo
rado lives, wlll be facing municipal water 
shortages this summer." 

Denver a.nd ma.ny of its subul"bs ha.ve a.l
rea.dy put into effect, a. month earlier than 
usual, restrictions tha.t llml.t la.wn watering 
to every third da.y. 

A few la.te springs rains, fa.lllng a.t the 
right time, could enhance the High Plains 
winter wheat, which requires relatively little 
ra.infa.ll a.nd is nearing maturity in fa.ir to 
good condition. But these rains would be 
too la.te to improve surface- a.nd ground
water levels in the dra.ina.ge systems, Mr. 
Shafer sa.id. 

ADVICE ON PLANTING 

Fortunately, most of the storage reservoirs 
on both sides of the Continental Divide 
were filled with la.te fall rains, so irrigators 
east of the Rockies who dra.w water from 
storage systems wlll praba.bly ha.ve enough 
to get by, he added. 

"Even so, we ha.d the highest April tem
peratures in the last 108 years," Mr. 'Shafer 
continued, "a.nd subsurface moisture wa.s 
sucked out of many a.rea.s. Which means 
tha.t more irrigation water wlll be needed to 
produce normal crops, a.nd these will cost 
farmers a. lot more money this yea.r." 

The Soil Coonserva.tion Service was a.lrea.dy 
advising even those farmers with p'l'iority 
rights to reservoir water to plant only their 
best lands this year, leaving the rest fallow. 

"But those farmers a.nd ranchers who ta.ke 
their irrigation a.nd stock water straight out 
of the Arkansas a.nd South Platte Rivers 
will get little or no water a.t a.ll,'' Mr. Shafer 
sa.id. 

This would sharply reduce yields of sugar 
beets, a.lfa.l!a., ha.y a.nd the garden vegetables 
a.nd melons for which these eastern Colo
rado a.rea.s a.re famous. Shorter supplies of 
hay a.nd vegetables would increase retail 
prices for those commodities throughout the 
oountry. And empty ponds would force cattle 
ranchers to sell a.nlma.ls much sooner than 
they ha.d planned. 

La.te spring a.nd early summer ra.infa.ll over 
eastern Colorado, Wyoming a.nd Montana., 
usually sparse even in the wettest years, 
would benefit range grasses a.nd spring wheat 
crops. But it is too la.te, Mr. Shafer sa.id, for 
a.ny meaningful increases in the amounts of 
water running into the irrigation streams. 

This is the second yea.r tha.t these areas 
ha.ve ha.d below-normal moisture. The rea
sons depend on which climatologist one lis
tens to. Some believe it is further proof tha.t 
the planet is entering a. dry cycle similar to 
those of the pa.st. Others do not subscribe to 
such long-range predictions a.nd ha.ve no ex
planation other than the ordinary vagaries 
of the weather. 

Throughout the country, stream flows a.re 
a.bnorma.lly low. reflecting the low rates of 
ra.infa.ll. In the Northeast, recent ra.tns ha.ve 
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been adequate to relieve planting conditions 
but not enough to replenish the reservoirs 
on which many cities depend for their :'water 
supplies. Another extended dry season this 
summer would immediately threaten ·crops 
and water supplies in areas dependep.t on 
current rainfall. 

LOWERING THE WATER TABLE 

Through the old Dust Bowl areas of south
eastern Colorado, southwestern Kansas and 
the Panhandle of Oklahoma, winter wheat 
got a good enough start last fall to provide 
cover for the sandy soils. As a result, early 
spring damage, wind erosion and dust storms 
were no worse than usual this spring. 

But to the north, into Nebraska anci. the 
Dakotas, sparse winter snow left wide ~reas 
dangerously short of moisture. 

In the rich corn-producing areas of ··cen
tral Nebraska, farmers pump essential ·irri
gation water from wells sunk into the Ogal
lala sands, the vast aquifer that lies beneath 
the High Plains. · 

In recent years the hea'vy drawing from 
this irreplaceable underground supply has 
lowered the water table more than 30 feet 
in many areas. 

The planting season was under way there 
this week. But farmers are expected this 
summer to require much larger amounts 
from their wells which they will have to 
draw up from deeper levels at much great.er 
cost. 

An unusually dry fall and winter in Min
nesota and Iowa has left some fertile corn 
and soybean areas very short of the subscnl 
moisture needed to sustain crops through 
the heat of July. · 

A HARDSHIP FOR BARGES 

Dr. R. H. Shaw, extension meteorologist at 
Iowa State University, said recently that the 
dry winter also had had "a very serious im
pact" on the levels of streams flowing into 
the Missouri River and the Upper Mississippi. 

This could impede summer barge. traffic 
on the two rivers, thus greatly increasing the 
cost of transporting and handling the large 
quantities of grain shipped to export termi
nals in Louisiana. 

About 70 percent of Iowa's crop areas re
couped subsoil moisture this spring, Dr. Shaw 
said. If rain fell in reasonable quantities in 
those sections, they could produce close to 
normal crops, he said. 

But in the dry central Iowa counties, these 
rains would have to come at exactly the 
right time and in exactly the right quantities. 

"The odds on that happening in all those 
· counties," Dr. Shaw said, "is about the same 
as a poker player faces when he tries to draw 
two cards to fill an inside straight." 

. Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, to 

. continue, the proposal I have made to 
· transfer $200 million from the natural 
·.resources and environment function to 
·the transportation and education func
tions is rooted in two very simple princi
pies: First, an equitable application of 
the President's own economic criteria for 
reducing Federal expenditures; and the 
removal of a Federal price subsidy which 
encourages profligate use of scarce water 
supplies. 

I would like to note, Mr. President, 
that just a few weeks ago in the other 
body our distinguished friend, Repre
sentative GEORGE MILLER, from Califor
nia, introduced water-pricing reform act 
and .with it on that occasion included in 
the ·RECORD an article from the Wall 
Street Journal in which there is a sub
heading "Needed: A Water Market." It 
states: 

New .projects could be avoided for years if 
the price of water were allowed to move to
ward its replacement cost which is 50 times 
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what some farmers are currently paying. 
This would happen if all users whose water 
supplies exceeded their needs were allowed 
to sell to those who don't have enough. 
Amazingly, the buying and selling of water is 
restricted in most of the regions and this en
courages those with a surplus to use it 
wantonly. 

"Wantonly" is not a word easily en
countered in the Wall Street Journa'l, 
but it describes a reality, and it describes 
one which the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico has spoken to on this 
floor on many occasions. I have had the 
honor to join him in legislation that is 
designed to bring some of the reality and 

·the well-known discipline of the market 
to the uses of water else we will destroy 
this resource. 

And that is what is so astonishing in 
the President's budget; that if you were 
to place the budget of the Water and 
Power Resources Service, formerly 
known as the Bureau of Reclamation, 
and measure it against the economic 
criteria which the President has set for 
budget reduction, you surely would have 
been attracted to an opportunity to re
duce expenditures here, just the elemen
tal proposition that sound economic cri
teria must be applied to economic sub
sidy programs or that capital investment 
in public sectors, such as water resource 
projects, must be stretched out and re
targeted. 

And yet this particular budget was all 
but untouched. Instead to reducing the 
Bureau of Reclamation's budget, the 
President proposes to increase the fiscal 
year 1981 level of $793 to $850 million 
in 1982, a 7-percent increase. 

A closer examination of the adminis
tration's proposal to reduce the planned 

· construction for water projects by 15 
percent over the next 5 years reveals 
that the Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation did not receive 
the same treatment. The corps' con
struction budget was cut by 12 percent 
in 1982; the Bureau's construction 
budget by only 5 percent. And no effort 
whatever was made to deal with the 
fact that the original and continued 
legal requirements of the Bureau of 
Reclamation-established by the Recla
mation Act signed by President Roose
velt on June 17, 1902-are not being 
abi4ed. We are breaking the law. The 
law requires that the Reclamation Fund 
be replenished out of the true cost of 
the p;rojects and the true returns. Noth
ing of the kind is happening. 

on ·March 13, 1981, just 2 days before 
the President submitted his revised 
budget to Congress, the General Ac
counting Office released a study which 
I spoke .to on Friday afternoon, in which 
the title of a report to Congress is clear 
enough: :. "Federal Charges for Irriga
tion Projects Reviewed Do Not Cover 
Costs." "rhe summary stated: 

Since no interest is charged, however, 
these payments actually cover less than 10 
;percent of the Federal Government's actual' 
costs. · 

And when 90 percent of a good is free, 
it will be used in excess. It is the first 
principle of ~ - a free market; that that 
which is underpriced will be over con
sumed. Those. who produce in the private 
sector and underprice their products dn 

not long continue to do so. Only Govern
ment can, by subsidy. And that subsidy 
would not be the first subsidy we en
countered in American government and 
would not be alarming, as such, save 
that it is less than the optimal use of 
resources. But it is a subsidy that is de
stroying the water table of the West and 
setting up conditions for which the 21st 
century is not going to judge us kindly. 

I said on Friday that the same cir
cumstances that led to the extraordi
nary depletion of farm soil in the south
eastern United States during the 19th 
century are being repeated in the deple
tion of agriculture water in the West. 
And there will come a consequence, 
there will come a time when the term 
"wanton" will, indeed, be used to de
scribe this generation. 

I know the distinguished Presiding Of
ficer shares many of these concerns. I 
think it is altogether felicitous that he 
should be presiding at the moment. 

This GAO study of which I spoke, I 
will just read a passage from it. 

GAO reviewed six Federal irrigation proj
ects and found that the water produced will 
cost the Government between $54 and $130 
an acre-foot each year, but the crops grown 
by the farmers will not yield enough revenue 
to cover this cost. The farmers will continue 
to buy the Federal water, however, because 
tbey are charged a price below Government 
cost. 

Repayments for irrigation are presented to 
the Congress as full repayment. Since no in
terest is charged, however, these payments 
actually cover less than 10 percent of the 
Federal Government's actual cost. 

After the flrst two decades of the 
reclamation program, money appropri
ated from the fund was supplemented by 
funds appropriated from the General 
Treasury. The fund was originally begun 
by the sale of Federal lands and was 
meant to be cycled and replenish it
self. Now, for fiscal 1982, two-thirds of 
the construction budget of the Bureau 
will come from the General Treasury 
and only one-third from the Reclamation 
Fund. 

The amendment I have proposed would 
equalize the construction from the two 
sources bv reducing the share from the 
General Treasury 'to $197 million so at 
least you would have a 50-50 distribu
tion between general funds and the rec
lamation funds. 

I repeat that subsidies often serve a 
useful and necessary social purpose. No 
one argues against the principle. But 
when subsidies create all the worst in
centives and palpably wrong conse
quences, it is time to look at them. 

Julia Vitullo-Martin, in the Fortune 
magazine article I mentioned, points out: 

New projects could be avoided for years if 
the price of water were allowed to move to
ward its replacement cost, which is 50 times 
what some farmers are currently paying. 

Instead, the Southwest would be(Jin to use 
water more intelligently, as it eventually 
must, and the rest of the country stop under
writing its development. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article by Mr. Vitullo
Martin appearing in the February 23, 
1981, issue o.f Fortune magazine, be 
printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
ENDING THE SOUTHWEST'S WATER BINGE

FEARS TO THE CONTRARY, THERE 'S No REAL 
SHORTAGE YET-AND WoN 'T BE IF THE PRICE 

OF WATER IS ALLOWED To SEEK ITS OWN 

LEVEL 

(By Julia Vitullo-Martin) 
To most Americans the semiarid and desert 

regions of the Southwest · evoke sharply con
trasting images-the old one of cowboys 
roaming the dusty terrain in search of water
holes, and the more recent one of verdant 
new communities whose growth ts dizzying 
even by Sunbelt standards. The whole region, 
which stretches from western Texas to the 
southern California coast, seems a 
threatened paradise, with agriculture. in
dustry, and urbanization fast approaching 
the limits dictated by scant rainfall. 

The statistics sound scary. Arizona claims 
that its supply of water already falls short 
of its needs by 2.3 million acre-feet a year; 
an acre-foot of water, or 326,000 gallons. is 
enough to cover an acre to a depth of one 
foot . California is said to have a shortage of 
three million acre-feet, and West Texas four 
million. 

Yet profligate waste goes on amid all the 
water worries : gardeners in Beverly Hills 
hosed down sidewalks during the 1978 
drought; farmers routinely use irrigation 
water far more lavishly than they really need 
to; desert developments like Arizona's Foun
tain Hills feature enormous fountains-in 
this case the world's largest , shooting water 
skyward at 7,000 gallons a minute. Arizona. 
the second-fastest-growing state in the coun
try with an estimated population jump of 53 
percent during the Seventies, ranks eighth 
in the nation in per capita water use. 

BILLIONS FOR DAMS 

The waste goes on because the Southwest's 
water is underpriced. As Fortune said of the 
entire country 15 years ago ("Water Short
age Is a Frame of Mind," April 1965) , the 
Southwest is not running out of water-it's 
running low on cheap water. The region's 
problexns differ from those of lar:!'e parts of 
the Northeast and Midwest currently suffer
ing water shortages; these are a temoorary 
affiiction caused by subnormal rainfall in 
parts of the country that usually get more 
than they need. In the Southwest, Umlted 
rainfall is a permanent condition. But sub
sidles-mainly from the federal government 
which has spent tens of bllllons on dams an:i 
canals-have kept the price artificially low. 
Because water is priced far below its r ~nlace
ment cost-the cost of providing additional 
supplles-it is being squandered. 

The Southwest's reaction to its artificial 
water shortage is to cry out for even more 
federal spending, on projects rane;ing from 
the one-third-comoleted, $2.2-·bllllon Cen
tral Arizona ProJect to a $26-billlon dream of 
brimrlng water from the Mississiopi t.o west 
ern Texas. The proposed budget for fiscal 
1982 that the Reagan Administration inher
ited contains at least $1 b1llion for western 
water projects-and gives the new President 
an opportunity to show he is serious abou t 
cutting federal spendln~. The same oppor
tunity was bungled by Jimmy Carter, who 1n 
the early days of his administration made a 
"hit llst" of water projects, a lot of them in 
the West, and then bowed to political pres
sure and allowed many of them to go ahead. 

NEEDED: A WATER MARKET 

New projects could be avoided for years if 
the price of water were allowed to .move 
toward its replacement cost, which is 50 
times · what some farmers are currently 
paying. This would happen if all users 
whose water supplies exceed their needs 
were allowed to sell to those who don't have 
enough. Amazingly, the buying and selling 

of water is restricted in most of the region, 
and this encourages those with a surplus to 
use it wantonly. 

The reform of water pricing would cause 
widespread economic dislocation in the short 
run as marginal farxns and other enterprises 
closed, profitable farxns were forced to shift 
crops, mines were revamped to conserve more 
of the water they use, and homeowners pon
dered their gardens, swimming pools, and 
way of life. But these changes, many of the 
region's economists argue, would not halt the 
Southwest's growth, nor would they cause 
general hardship. Instead, the Southwest 
would. begin to use water more intelllgently, 
as it eventually must, and the rest of the 
country would stop underwriting its devel
opment. 

Water subsidies take several forms in the 
Southwest, depending on where the water 
comes from. Wells are generally the preferred 
source, since groundwater is often right un
der the user's land and there for the taking. 
In this case there is no direct subsidy at all , 
unless the landowner's pumps run on subsi
dized electricity. The other source is surface 
water from streams, rivers, lakes, and reser
voirs, most of which is subsidized directly 
and heavily. some surface-water projects are 
financed by state governments. But the most 
important proje·cts-with the most generous 
subsidies-are federal. 

Fede·ral water, like energy before the OPEC 
price explosion of 1973, is priced far below 
its replacement cost. Water from ne·w federal 
projects would cost at least $160 an acre-foot 
if the price covered construction of dams and 
canals at today's inflated costs, plus the 
operation and maintenance of these fac111t1es. 
But few agricultural users of federal water 
pay anything remotely as high. Farmers in 
California's Central Valley pay only $3.50 an 
acre-foot. 

NOT A PENNY FOR INTEREST 

One obvious reason is that most of the 
water comes from projects built years ago, 
at a fraction of today's costs, by the Wate·r 
and Power Resources Service ·( WPRS) , the 
federal agency concerned with western water 
supplies. But that's far from the whole story. 
By law, the fees collected by the WPRS, 
formerly called the Bureau of Reclamation, 
cover only costs defined' as "reimbursable." 
Under this formula users repay some of the 
funds advanced· to build the projects, but 
not all. Nor does Washington get a penny of 
interest on construction funds used in irri
gation projects--quite an omission in a time 
of high interest rates. 

The fees do not even cover the govern
ment's operating and maintenance costs. 
Many projects are designed to control floods 
as well as to supply water, and the law bars 
WPRS from charging users--even farmers 
in a flood plain-for any part of a project at
tributabLe to flood control. Finally, irriga
tion water is priced according to the ab111ty 
of farmers in each area to pay. Small wonder, 
then, that many federal projects aren't tak
ing in enough to cover even their narrowly 
defined reimbursable costs. Cal.lfornia's Cen
tral Valley Project loses $79,000 a day. 

The full extent of the federal water bo
nanza will never be known, since the figures 
are buried in various parts of the budget, 
but it is undoubtedly huge. According to 
the Department of the Interior, the federal 
subsidy is worth about $1 ,500 per acre in 
California's giant Westlands district, or $3 .4 
million for a typical 2,200-acre farm. In the 
Central Valley, the subsidy is worth $1,100 
per acre, or $2.7 billion for the entire area. 

At the turn of the century, when Congress 
passed the Reclamation Act, it made sense 
for the rest of the country to help under
write development in the Southwes•t. The 
region couldn't be opened up without water, 
and few private groups had the capital to 
finance projects themselves. But as the 

recent economic growth suggests, the region 
no longer needs favored treatment. Subsi
dies, moreover, are a needless drain on the 
federal government when it is running huge 
deficits. And underpriced water, whether 
from federal projects or any other source, is 
bad for the Southwest. 

DRIP, NOT DITCH 

Because water is so cheap, its use is based 
on Us price and not its supposed scarcity. 
Many farmers, for example, use inferior land 
to grow low-value crops that require large 
amounts of water, like alfalfa and sorghum. 
Similarly, many farmers use cheap, open
ditch systems of irrigation, which use almost 
six times as much water as the more ex
pensive sprinkler systems, and 100 times as 
much as drip irrigation, which allocates 
controlled amounts of water to each plant. 
The General Accounting Oftlce concluded 
in a 1976 study that more than 50% of all 
the country's irrigation water is wasted. 

Water-saving irrigation systexns require a 
relatively large capital investment-roughly 
$1.000 per acre for drip systems......-but in the 
long run, farmers can come out ahead by in
creasing their yield per acre-foot of water or 
growing higher-value crops. So long as 
.water is cheap, however, many farmers see 
little reason to make the switch. As a result, 
the Southwest's farm economy as a whole is 
producing less food than it might, and less 
wealth. The Rand Corp. estimated in 1978 
that California alone was losing between 
$60 million and $370 million annually from 
the inefficient use of water. 

Fal'lmers are not the only careless users of 
water. The Los Angeles region today bothers 
to clean up only 60,000 acre-feet a year 
of its 5·50,000 acre-feet of potentially re
uswble wastewater, while insisting that the 
state build a $1-blllion canal to bring south 
another 600,000 acre-feet from the northern 
part of the state. Even state governments 
were wasteful. About a fourth of the 1.2 mil
Uon acre-feet of the water sent west each 
year in California's unlined and uncovered 
Coachella Canal is lost; it seeps into the 
ground or evaporates. 

The West's extravagant use of water has 
also reduced water quaUty to the point that 
some farmland-including land ln Califor
nia's San Joaquin Delta, one of the most 
productive agricultural regions in the coun
try-is being poisoned by waterborne salts. 
State and federal projects take so much 
fresh water from the del'ta to send south 
that its water table has been dropping, per
mitting ocean water to move farther into 
the water table from San Francisco Bay. 
Similarly, t he naturally saline Colorado . 
River is so overused by the time it leaves 
the Southwest and enters Mexico that lts 
water is highly salty-too salty for agricul
tural use, says Mexico. 

GRANDFATHERING THE RIGHTS 

If the Southwest is to avoid a true water 
shortage from which it might never recover, 
the waste w111 have to stop. The way to .stop 
lt, as with any limited commodity, is to in
troduce the disclpllne of the marketplace. 

It is impossible to create a market for 
water as efficient as the market for pork 
bellles or Seventh Avenue dresses. For one 
thing, it would be politically difficult if not 
lllegal to sweep away the great patchwork 
of water rights granted over the years to 
farmers, cities, industry, and political juris
dictions. These rights, which in many cases 
stlll have decades to run and involve prices 
ludicrously below replacement costs, would 
have to be "grandfathered." The only ex
ception might be water from sources that 
are "overappropr1ated," most notably the 
Colorado River. The total claims on this 
river's water, though never fully exercised, 
exceed the total flow into the Southwest by 
at least two million acre-feet and therefore 



May 11, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9167 
may someday have to be cut across the 
board. 

Within a context of grandfathered water 
rights, many of the blessings of the law of 
supply and demand could be realized. Any 
user who had too much water, or excess 
water rights, would be permitted without re
striction or red tape to sell to those who 
need water. Sellers could demand whatever 
the traffic would bear, even though they 
might reap enormous windfall profits 
during the remaining years of their water 
rights. A political uproar might result, but 
the advantage would outweigh any flagrant 
profiteering as well as the widerspread litiga
tion the new system might cause. This is be
cause the newly traded water, its price 
moving toward replacement cost, would be 
used carefully. 

Since a new conservation ethic would take 
hold, it would be possible to take another 
step: to impose a temporary moratorium on 
an new government water projects, state or 
federal. Not until genuine scarcities loomed 
would any additional new dams and aque
ducts be built, and only if users were 
charged water fees that fully reimbursed 
the public treasury. 

PROTECTING THE COMMON SUPPLY 

The new system would have one untidy 
but unavoidable complication: it would have 
to lnqlude strict regulation of groundwater 
usage. Under relatively free-market condi
tions, farmer.s and other users would have a 
stronger incentive to use this water, which 
is often the cheapest available. But if they 
pumped more than before, they would be 
taking more from the common supply. And 
because ground and surface water are inter
connected-surface water has a tendency to 
move to replace depleted groundwater
anyone who pumped out groundwater might 
in effect be taking neighbors' surface water. 

Even today users in arid areas are pump
ing out more groundwater than nature re
plenishes. If a farmer's electric power costs 
are low, he may pay as little as $3 per acre
foot to tap the stuff in an area with a . high 
water table. In depleted areas, like those 
north of Tucson, his costs can be high
about $45 per acre-foot-as he drills down 
700 feet or more to find his water. But even 
that is cheap compared with what new sur
face water might cost in a free market. 

Any reform of water pricing, therefore, 
would have to be accompanied by some kind 
of restraint to keep users from depleting the 
common groundwater. The water table is 
falling in at least some sections of all west
ern states. Pima, the county around Tucson 
that relies entirely on wells, is pumping 
groundwater five times as fast as nature re
lenlshes it. The Ogalala Aquifer-{)ne of 
the country's largest underground reservoirs, 
extending 160,000 square miles under eight 
states-gets recharged hardly at all . West 
Texans, who are heavy users, are "mining" 
its water at the rate of four million to six 
million acre-feet a year. 

Some economists, including William 
Martin at the University of Arizona, see 
nothing wrong with using water faster than 
nature replenishes it. "There's no reason to 
avoid mining water any more than we avoid 
mining coal, or copper, or any depletable re
source," says Martin. "Economically, re
sources do us no good just lodging in the 
ground." 

Nevertheless, depletion can and should be 
restricted. This can be done by limiting the 
amount of water each landowner can lift, 
much as England limits grazing on common 
pasturelands. The English are very specific 
about how many cows can be grazed on 
which common~. and violators are subiect 
to prosecution. Similarly, a landowner would 
be restricted to pumping so many acre-feet 
per year from the groundwater basin be-

neath his property. The restrictions would 
be enforced just as they are now; a landown
er would complain to the state if he thought 
a neighbor was taking more than his share. 
But because the temptation would be great
er, the enforcers could expect to be a lot 
busier. 

A PERMIT FROM STEVE REYNOLDS 

Water markets already exist to a limited 
extent in the Southwest, although transfers 
tend to be expensive and subject to red tape. 
One of the best systems operates in New 
Mexico, which permits the buying and sell
ing of ground- and surface-water rights 
among holders in basins containing 90 % of 
the state's water. 

Anyone wishing to buy or sell water need 
only apply for a permit from state engineer 
Steve Reynolds and show that the transfer 
will not impair a third party. Once granted 
a permit, he can buy and sell his water 
rights as he wishes. When the market 
became active two decades ago, marginal 
farms began to sell water to municipalities, 
and in recent years even profitable larms 
have been selling to industry. Copper mines 
in western New Mexico have bought up 75 % 
to 90 % of the water, paying up to $3,000 an 
acre-foot for rights that cost only $50 to $70 
an acre-foot in the 1950s. 

But there's a hitch in New Mexico's 
market system and those of most other 
states: it's difficult to sell off what econo
mists call the "conserved surplus"-the 
water left over when a farmer or any other 
user manages to use less water than before. 
Frequently he does this simply by eliminat
ing waste that, if proven, would have been 
subject to criminal penalties. Under law, the 
"conserved surplus" is supposed to be for
felted so others can use it, and not sold. 

Fortunately, "conserved surplus" has a 
narrow definition, and means water saved 
without any change in the way the land is 
used. New Mexico farmers can easily sell 
water-and avoid a run-in with Reynolds
by putting the land to a different use, or 
even by growing another crop . If they stick 
to the same crops, however, they cannot sell 
any of the water they save unless they are 
prepared to go through the cumbersome 
process of proving they were not wasting it 
in the first place. The practical effect is 
that even in New Mexico, farmers who want 
to go on producing the same crops have in
sufficient incentive to conserve. 

AN OBVIOUS BUYER 

Most economists who push for a free 
market want to permit users to sell any 
water they have, conserved surplus and all. 
Richard Howitt, an economist at the Uni
versity of California at Davis, suggests ,that 
if all California farmers were able to sell the 
water they didn't need, enough water might 
be freed up to eliminate the need for more 
government water projects, at least in the 
near future. "No one knows," he says, "what 
farmers would do if they were given clear 
title to their water and permitted to sell it. 
But suppose the farmers of the Imperial 
Valley wanted to sell some of their water
say 300,000 acre-feet. An obvious buyer 
would be the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California, which has the system 
in place for transporting the water cheaply. 
The farmers would make a profit, and the 
water district would get more water." 

The Southwest's farmers, mining com_!)a
nles, and even city dwellers tend to dread 
any proposals for ending the era of cheap 
water, fearing a crippled or distorted econo
my. Such fears are unfounded or exagger
ated. City dwellers have the least to worry 
about, since the average hous~hold uses 
only one acre-foot of water a year. Were the 
price of water for residential users in Los 
Angeles to rise, say, 2Y:z times from its pres-

ent $225 an acre-foot, the average monthly 
water bill would be $47. That's almost twice 
what homeowners using the same amount 
of water would pay in eastern cities, but 
hardly out of line considering the enormous 
cost of bringing water long distances in the 
West. 

TOO GOOD TO THROW AWAY 

Economist Lee Brown of the University of 
New Mexico argues the full market pricing 
would induce more southwestern cities to 
treat ·waste water, which can then be u :;ed 
for most purposes other than drinking or 
swimming. "We'll get reclaimed water," says 
Brown, "when scarcity is properly reflected 
in a market signal." Albuquerque l1as seen 
no such signal and continues to throw away 
its used water. Lubbock , Texas, which sits 
atop the rapidly depleting Ogallala Aquifer, 
reclaims every drop it can-about 58 acre
feet a day. In California's Orange County, 
where the groundwater table has also been 
falling and ocean water has begun to dis
place it; a local water district is spending no 
less than $196 an acre-foot to reclaim waste 
water, which is then pumped into the ground 
to hold back the intruding ocean water. 

The Southwest's mines require tremen
dous amounts of water: 25 gallons to pro
duce a pound of copper. Even water at $160 
an acre-foot, however, would not put the 
mining industry out of business. Some com
panies have already been forced to buy land 
at up to $2,500 an acre just for the ground
water, ['.nd then must pay pumping and de
livery costs of $40 to $80 per acre-foot to 11ft 
it. Furthermore, mines have the technology 
to reuse about 30 % of their water, and 
higher prices would induce them to recycle 
even more than they do now. 

But what about agriculture , which uses 
about 90 % of the West's water? Most ex
perts doubt that calamity is in t lhe cards. 
The University of Arizona's Martin says that 
without additional water at subsidized 
prices, 25 % of Arizona's acreage would go 
out of production. But by this estimate, the 
net value of the farm crop would fall only 
12 %. 

THE HAND ON THE SPIGOTS 

There may be less time for facing up to 
the Southwest's water problems than is 
commonly realized. Just to the north, in the 

·states that lie upstream on the Colorado, 
water usage is rising. The rise could turn 
into a surge if a lot of shared-oil plants, 
which consumes tremendous quantities of 
water. get built. If this happens, upstream 
"donor" states will claim more Colorado 
River water than they have to date . It is 
only because of the non-exercises of these 
claims that the southwest has been spared 
a shortage under the present wasteful pricing 
system. 

Even before those shale-oil plants begin to 
appear to the north, Ronald Reagan may 
show his hand on water policy in ways that 
th') Southwest may not like. If Reagan's 
policies in his Sacramento days are any 
guide, he will finish up construction proj
ects already underway but initiate new 
ones. When he was stumping California as a 
candidate, Reagan applauded water pro.1-
ects, but while he was governor not a single 
new dam or aqueduct was started. Since 
Governor Reagan turned down the water 
spigots, there's no reason to believe that 
President Reagan will keep .them wide open. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that we are reaching anoint 
where no one any lon~er disputes these 
facts. We are using Federal moneys to 
significantly imoatr the water resources, 
the permanent water resources of a very 
large sect1on of the country and, absent 
those Federal moneys, this impairment 
would not be taking place. 
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According to the appendiX accom
panying the original 1982 budget, the 
Bureau of Reclamation construction 
completed through 1981 will provide an
nually some 1.267 trillion gallons per 
year of municipal and industrial water. 
This is an extraordinary statement be
cause it represents the move away from 
agriculture, the intended and nominal 
purpose of the reclamation program. 
More and more of this water is not even 
being used for agriculture but, rather, 
to provide extraordinary intensive indus
trial and municipal water uses in parts 
of the Nation where you just do not have 
that water, where it is not appropriate, 
and where you never would use it in that 
way. 

The report of the Water and Power 
Resources Service entitled "Water and 
Land Resource Accomplishments, 1978, 
a Summary Report" has great photo
graphs of hi'gh rise buildings in the des
ert, with captions such as, "municipal 
water supply supports economic growth." 
Well, yes, it does. But how economic is 
growth based on that kind of Federal 
subsidy and how permanent is it based 
on that precarious set of water 
resources? 

I said on Friday, and I repeat, you can 
live without oil, you can live without 
love, but you cannot live without water. 
In a society that has it in sufficient 
quantity to have turned the desert into 
a great, green, rich part of the world, 
that ingenuity certainly ought now to 
turn to preserving it, insuring it, and 
having it there five generations hence, 
rather than just the rest of our short 
lifetimes. 

Mr. President, I would not wish to be 
too personal in this matter, but one can 
only speak to what one has shared 
through personal experience. It has been 
my privilege to represent our Nation for 
a period as our Ambassador to India, in 
the subcontinent of Asia, and to have 
traveled extensively in that part of the 
world, to go on from one civilization 
after another which founded itself and 
flourished on irrigation agriculture, then 
neglected that irrigation and then fell. 
What is left are its temples and its 
ruined canals and aqueducts. 

You cannot live without water. You 
see societies that think otherwise and 
you find them in dust. They are all over 
the world. They need not be replicated 
here in the United States. Those people 
who do not know their history are 
doomed to repeat it. 

This is not just our history, but it is 
the history of the race which is in
volved here. 

In know that the Senator from New 
Mexico, who is so remorselessly putting 
through the legislation before us, shares 
with me this concern. I have ioined him 
in legislation to bring a rational and na
tional approach to water policy. I would 
hope this Congress, when we finish with 
this budget. will have the time to turn 
to this matter. It is for the purpose sim
ply of raising it in the context of our 
basic economic decision of the year, 
which is the decision about the 1982 
budget, that I have submitted this 
resolution. 

Now, Mr. President, having spoken at 
greater length than I intended, I am 
happy to yield the floor. 

I see the distinguished manager of the 
legislation, my friend from New Mexico, 
has risen, and I prefer to hear his views 
than to continue expressing my own. 

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

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

Mr. President, to the extent that the 
distinguished Senator from New York 
has discussed the deplorable state of 
water funding in the United States. and 
the fact that our water resource devel
opment progr~tm is in a total state of 
chaos, to the extent that he has indi
cated that here today and on Friday in 
his remarks, the Senator from New 
Mexico would concur. 

However, I am amazed that my good 
friend, having taken that strong posi
tion, and being a cosponsor of a measure 
with me that would dramatically and in 
a very incisive way change the policy 
thrusts for the use of water resource 
money, the end product being that we 
must put more money in water re
sources, not less, would be here today 
asking that we cut $200 million out of 
water resources. That conclusion is an 
amazing one, because he knowns that 
he can stand before the Senate and talk 
about reclamation, the history of recla
mation, but basically what we do if we 
accept his amendment is to take a func
tion that concerns itself with the total 
availability of dollars for water resources 
and, in a nutshell, he reduces it by $200 
million. 

Nobody should assume that reclama
tion is going to be reformed because he 
is taking $200 million out. But what 
everyone should know is that an already 
diminished, depleting water resource 
availability is going to be depleted even 
more. 

I would call to the attention of the 
Senate that this budget before us today, 
if anything, should have money added 
for water resources, not taken away. 
What I use as a basis for that is, of 
course, the general statement that I have 
just made. Sooner or later we are going 
to have to get America on a water re
source policy on a track with more 
rather than less money. I am not advo
cating that at this point. I want to see 
a dramatic change in the policy first. 

This budget is already substantially 
lower than the President's budget in 
water resources. 

My staff tells me that by the time we 
finish everything, the reconciliation and 
putting those into the targets, we are, 
for fiscal year 1981, $100 million in 
budget authority and $200 millon in out
lays less than the President. In fiscal 
year 1982 we are $200 million in budget 
authority and $200 million in outlays 
less than the President. In the projected 
outyears, we are $700 million less in 
•budget authority and $500 million less in 
outlays in fiscal year 1983 and $600 mil
lion less in budget authority and $500 
million less in outlays in fiscal year 1984. 

Mr. President, that ought to speak for 
itself. Obviously, the Senator from New 

Mexico urges the Senate to reject the 
amendment on that basis alone. 

Now let us talk about where the Sena
tor wants to add it back. 

Half of his reduction he wants added 
back into what he calls mass transit. 
Again, Mr. President and Members of 
the Senate, we have to understand that 
we cannot add $100 million here today 
to mass transit, per se. Everyone knows 
that. What we can add it to is the func
tion on transportation. 

Remember, I just told you, Mr. Presi
dent, that in reference to water we are 
under the President in this budget, in 
an area of resource where we need more 
rather than less. My good friend, the 
proponent of the amendment, advocates 
more money rather than less. We can
not line item the kind of reform that 
he would like to see and which the Bu
reau of Reclamation would like. 

Now let us take the second part. The 
Senator would like to add this $100 bil
lion to mass transit. Remember, I have 
just said we cannot do that. All we can 
do is add it to the function. 

Let me tell you where we are on this 
function. In this instance we are higher 
than the President in transportation. 
In fact, we are higher by $1 billion, more 
or less, $1.1 billion in budget authority 
and $1 billion in outlays. 

Why? It is broken into three parts by 
way of assumptions, but the important 
thing from the standpoint of the Senate 
is that it is $1 billion, for 'three reasons: 
There was a genuine concern in the com
mittee about the Coast Guard, which is 
found in this transportation function. 
We added $500 million in budget author
ity and $250 million in outlays. We can
not dictate where that is spent, I remind 
the Senate. It is in the function on 
transportation. 

Second, Conrail. At the request of 
·the distinguished Secretary of Trans
portation who communicated with our 
committee during our markup, there is 
$300 million in new budget authority 
and about $350 million in outlays over 
the President's original submission. As 
a matter of fact, I think it is fair to say 
without contemplating that add-on, the 
proposal ·that the distinguished Secre
tary of Transportation made the other 
day in committee, which lost on a close 
vote with reference to solving the labor 
problems if we were to dismantle Conrail, 
would fit the budget, but for that add-on 
I just described. 

On the other hand, it need not be 
used there. It is available for mass tran
sit. The Senator from New York was 
talking about urban subsidies and the 
like. But I am saying rthat there are $300 
million additional in budget authority 
and $350 million in outlays in that func
tion already, to which he wants to add 
another 100, by taking $100 million out 
of a depleted water function. 

Third, there are reestimates. We had 
to do our own best estimating in terms 
of what the President's programs would 
cost in the area of mass transit, in the 
area of highways and highway funding, 
and in the area of the subsidy program, 
and somewhere around $300 million is 
in there. The end product is .that there 
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is no need to rob a function that is on 
the downside to add to a function that 
we have already been deliberative on 
and added almost a billion dollars to. 

Mr. President, my concluding remarks 
are a last effort to convince the Senate 
that this is the wrong time to take money 
out of water resources. I shall go through 
the history, for the Senate, from 1978 
through 1982, what has happened to 
water resources money in the United 
States. I am not here, Mr. President, to 
advocate any of the projects in this 
country. That is not my job. In my opin
ion, to meet reconciliation, the Senate is 
probably going to have to cap the Bu
reau of Reclamation's funding for pend
ing projects. As you know, they are au
thorized and they sit there and languish 
for years. In my opinion, the Committee 
on Public Works is going to have to cap 
the $30 billion of authorizing projects 
that have languished for years with no 
sunset provisions-put a cap on .how 
much it will spend. I am hopeful we shall 
do better in the years to come and really 
have a way of getting these programs in 
and out, rather than just having them 

1 sit there forever, waiting for someone to 
pluck them. 

But that is a different issue. If the 
money is not available, it is not going to 
be spent. 

In 1978 outlays for water, there was a 
2-percent increase; 1979, a 2-percent in
crease. In 1980 for water, a 5-percent 
increase. 

Mind you, Mr. President, this is in a 
domestic budget that has been increas
ing from 1976 to 1980 at the rate of 16 
full percent a year-16 percent. With 
the impending water crisis of the Na
tion, with a water policy that is in some
what of a state of shambles, it went up 2 
percent while the budget goes up 16 
percent. 

Now the dramatic change: With the 
numbers that we have recommended for 
this function, we are minus 10 percent
minus 10 percent-in 1981 and, in 1982, 
minus 13 percent. 

It is my position that water policy is 
badly in need of reform. It is also my 
position that once these reforms are 
enacted there will be a need for more 
rather than less funding to meet the 
water crisis we face. This Senator agrees 
there has to be a broader based program 
to bring in many additional States than 
is true under current practices. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 10 minutes have expired. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself 5 addi
tional minutes. 

There is an avowed need that it be 
more broad-based, more orderly than the 
willy-nilly, ad hoc approach that we have 
had, which I concur in .. That should not 
be confused with the fiscal facts that I 
have just described. 

The function was down, in 1981, 10 
percent; is down in 1982 13 percent while 
America's budget, through 1981 hS:S been 
increasing at 16 percent. And 'I dare to 
say that in the areas that the Senator 
from New York seeks to increase, the in
creases would be far in excess of the 16-
percent average that I have just 
described. 

All that might, nonetheless, lend itself 
to an argument, "But we need another 
$100 million in mass transit." I hope the 
Senators understand that this Budget 
Committee, in response to the Secretary 
of Transportation, added $300 million; in 
response to our own concern about the 
estimates on highways, added over $300 
million; and in response to the very 
serious dilemma that the Coast Guard 
had, added over $300 million. 

So, Mr. President, I think there is not 
any reason further to infringe on the 
authorizing committees, which are going 
to have a very onerous job complying 
with these targets and a very difficult job 
complying with the very tough recon
ciliation instructions that are already 
part of this resolution and for which I see 
little chance-and I am delighted at 
that-that the Senate will make any 
changes therein. Mr. President, I urge 
that the Senate reject this amendment. 

Mr. President, I have not responded 
to the $100 million in student loans. I 
just think what I have already said on 
the student loan function compels us 
to deny the good Senator from N.ew York 
his modification to our first concurrent 
resolution. If need be, before the time 
is up, I can address the other one which 
has already had something added to it 
in terms of this resolution. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, how 

much time is remaining on the amend
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York has 6 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. STENNIS. Will the Senator yield 
to me to ask for some time? I do not 
know whom to ask. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, is the 
Senator in opposition? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Then I am happy 

to have him ask the Senator from New 
Mexico. The Bureau of Reclamation is 
confined to States distinctively west of 
the Mississippi. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I shall 
yield such time as the Senator wants. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator from New Mexico yielding time 
to the Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield as much time 
as the Senator desires, Mr. President. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall 
be quite brief indeed. 

I am impressed with the facts and 
the arguments that have been brought 
out here by the two fine Members, who 
are really well versed in the subject 
matter. The Senator from New York, 
who offered the amendment, is very dili
gent, the finest worker in this field of 
policy with reference to water systems. 
He has a modern approach, a modern 
outlook. At the proper time and place, 
I am sure that his ideas are going to 
be heard and considered and be effective, 
to some degree. 

I just make the point now that, in 
this resolution, our committee, having 
done !the best it could, has come in here 
with these recommendations. I really 
do not think that, in the interest of 
water projects as a whole, we would im
prove that situation now by passing this 

amendment or one within this field. I 
speak with all deference to both sides. 

I thank the Senator for yielding to 
me and I am happy to have said those 
words. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished and revered 
senior Senator from Mississippi for his 
remar~s. I was saying earlier that I 
think that, indeed, a consensus is emerg
ing in this body that the stalemate in 
water policy of the last decade has to 
be resolved, that a drought that is now 
nationwide draws attention to it; that 
we are misusing our water resources. 
Generations will pay for this if we do 
not. 

I say to my friend, the manager of the 
bill, with whom I have been associated 
for 3 years in this matter-he and I 
agree so much that it is almost absurd 
that we should disagree on this point
! introduced this amendment to direct 
attention to the inequity of projects of 
this kind, when over in the House of 
Representatives, important economic 
programs are eliminated such as those 
which maintain mass transit. 

I say, with respect to the Bureau of 
Reclamation in particular, if the law 
were observed and the reclamation fund 
had returned the true value of the water 
displaced, we would not be discussing 
the matter at all. 

We would be making an economic use 
of this resource instead of an uneconom
ic use. That is the choice the Senate 
faces with respect to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we 
have not used up the time, and I do not 
want to call the Senate to a vote as yet. 
so I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
Can the time be equally divided? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am afraid I have 
talked too long. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico has 14 minutes. 
The Senator from New York has 6 min
utes. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am happy to yield 
my 6 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
that the time be charged to the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HAYAI{AWA). Without Objection, it is SO 
ordered. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield such time as 

he may require to the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague, Senator 
MOYNIHAN, in this amendment to restore 
funding for the guaranteed student loan 
program and for mass transit. 

The guaranteed student loan program 
makes the difference for many students 
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today in whether and where they can 
pursue their education. Currently, the 
GSL program provides guarantees for 
loans of up to $2,500 annually for stu
dents; up to $5,000 annually for gradu
ate students; and up to $3,000 annually 
for parents. The student loans are inter
est free while the student is in school 
and begin accumulating interest of only 
9 percent once the student finishes 
school. The parents are charged 9-per
cent interest from the start. Neither the 
parent or student loan program is in
come tested. 

The Reagan administration has pro
posed the following changes, which were 
also included in the January budget: 

Limit the loan amount to the "re
maining need." 

Impose the 9-percent-interest rate for 
the student loans during the years the 
student is in school. 

Impose a market-level interest rate for 
the parent loans. 

While tightening in the GSL program 
is appropriate, I believe that the admin
istration has been overzealous, with some 
harmful effects. 

By limiting the GSL loan amount to 
remaining need, as determined in a na
tional needs analysis formula, and by 
increasing interest paid on parent loans 
to market rates, the administration has 
effectively targeted the GSL program on 
the "truly needed." President Carter 
proposed the same changes and I sup
port them as well. 

But the imposition of the 9-percent 
rate while these truly needy students are 
in school, while they have little possibil
ity of earnings to offset the accumulating 
interest, is an unwise policy. The effect 
of eliminating the in-school interest sub
sidy will be to increase by approximately 
one-third the cost on an undergraduate 
education as measured by student in
debtedness. 

For those students attending high
cost institutions, which means most 
nonpublic colleges and universities, the 
resulting debt from both capital and ac
cumulated interest may prove to be too 
great. leading to withdrawal from the 
private institution in favor of the much 
less expensive public alternative. Fine 
educations can be had in the public sec
tor as well, but the overall effect on our 
system of higher education would, in my 
opinion, be unhealthy: The segregation 
of the wealthy students, who can pay 
their own way, and the very low-income 
students. who can draw on grants and 
scholarships for 100-percent financing, 
into private institutions, while the mid
dle-class student dominates public 
institutions. 

The loss of the in-school interest sub
sidy would have particularly serious 
consequences for graduate students. 
First, the loss of the subsidy would in
crease the indebtedness of graduate stu
dents a similar 30 percent or more. Many 
of these students already carry large 
loans from their undergraduate years 
and family support is not as readily 
available for graduate education. 

Some graduates of law, medical, and 
business schools may have high-income 
expectations, and would not be as reluc
tant to increase their indebtedness for 

purposes of completing their profession
al training. Other graduates of those 
schools and most liberal arts and sci
ences Ph. D.'s who seek teaching or re
search careers will be driven out of 
school or away from teaching and pub
lic service careers. The country is al
ready experiencing a serious shortage of 
engineering and science faculty. If there 
are reductions in NSF fellowships and 
project support, as proposed by the ad
ministration, many of our most talented 
graduate students could be lost-a loss 
which would have long-term conse
quences to the Nation's research base. 

Turning to mass transit, there are four 
reasons why the Senate should adopt 
this proposal. 

First, economic development. The ad
ministration maintains that the cu~ in 
spending are necessary for economic de
velopment, but they fail to recognize the 
enormous short-term economic prob
lems which will result when transporta
tion lines are forced to cut back on serv
ices and, they fail to recognize the 
enormous long-term economic gains 
which could be realized if we rebuild our 
industrial base in an energy-eflicient 
manner through the use of mass trans
portation. If we are to redevelop our 
older industries and strengthen our in
dustrial base in general, we must have 
eflicient transportation. To develop these 
efliciencies we must abandon the eco
nomic assumptions of past decades 
which emphasized the use of the private 
automobile. Instead, we must respond to 
the economic realities of today by 
supporting and maintaining mass 
transportation. 

A second reason to support this 
amendment concerns our national en
ergy needs in particular. The administra
tion seems to have a Dr. Jekyll-Mr. Hyde 
attitude toward using the price mecha
nism to solve our energy problems. The 
administration is willing to let producers 
face higher energy prices to encourage 
production, they are willing to let con
sumers face higher energy costs so there 
will be eflicient allocation of energy re
sources, and they are willing to let the 
State and local governments bear the 
burden for energ~; cos~s . B .::, -;;::::: i ~ is 
up to the Federal Government to re
spond to the hig-Her ... u~- .... ., ~:---~~"' ...-J 
investing more in mass transportation 
sy..stems which will efliciently allocate 
our energy resources, then the adminis
tration loses faith in the price mecha
nism's ability to force prudent responses 
to energy realities. Just as consumers are 
expected to respond to the higher prices 
by paying for home insulation and by in
vesting in fuel-eflicient automobiles, so, 
too, the Federal Government should re
spond to the price mechanism by invest
ing more in mass transportation. 

The administration seeks to reduce 
Federal support for mass transportation 
because they do not believe that those 
who use mass transportation are doing 
enough to support mass transit. This 
assumption is simply not true. In my 
State of New Jersey the bus fares pay 
for 70 percent of the costs of the bus serv
ice and these fares are scheduled to in
creas3 by over 50 percent in the next few 
months. Rail fares will face a similar in-

crease this year and another major in
crease in the beginning of next year 
which will double rail fares over current 
levels. These fare increases are necessary 
not because of the withdrawal of Fed
eral support, but simply because the New 
Jersey Transit System is facing enor
mous increases in energy costs and enor
mous operating deficits will result un
less the State oflicials raise fares. When 
Federal subsidies disappear the fare will 
increase considerably more-some say 
another ·5o percent. So, a third reason 
why the Congress should restore funds 
for mass transit is because passengers 
and local governments throughout the 
Nation are already doing their share to 
support mass transit; the Federal con
tribution to mass transportation systems 
is in conformity with the Federal in
terest in maintaining those systems. 

The final reason why I believe the Sen
ate should restore these funds is to keep 
the truly needy from ..suffering. The ad
ministration claims that operating sub
sidies are not targeted toward the needy 
because both the rich and poor can take 
advantage of mass transit. However, if 
our national commitment to mass tran
sit is reduced, it is the working poor who 
will suffer because for the working poor 
mass transportation is not a convenience, 
it is a necessity of life. We have a na
tional interest in providing inexpensive 
mass transportation for these people and 
our Federal policy in the past has been 
to encourage the States to maintain 
transportation fares at rates which are 
as low as possible so that these working 
people can succeed. Now is not the time 
to change our Federal policies by aban
doning our commitment to mass trans
portation. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
adopt this amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, how much 
time remains on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired on the amendment. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from New York. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 

Senator from Colorado <Mr. ARM
STRONG) , the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. CocHRAN), the Senator from New 
York (Mr. D'AMATo), the Senator from 
Florida <Mrs. HAWKINs), the Senator 
from Iowa <Mr. JEPSEN), the Senator 
from Indiana <Mr. QuAYLE), the Sen
ator from Delaware <Mr. RoTH), and the 
Senator from New Hampshire <Mr. RuD
MAN) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New York 
<Mr. D'AMATO) would vote "nay." 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Arkansas <Mr. BUMPERS), 
the Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), 
the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. HuD
DLESTON), the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE), the Senator from Massachu
setts <Mr. KENNEDY), and the Senator 
from New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS) are 
necessarily absent. 
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I also announce that the Senator from 
Tennessee <Mr. SAssER) is absent be
cause of death in family. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Tennessee 
<Mr. SASSER) would vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
anyone present who wishes to vote who 
has not voted? 

The result was announced-yeas 30, 
nays 55, as follows: 

(Rollcall Vote No. 98 Leg. 1 
YEA8-30 

Biden Heinz 
Bradley Leahy 
Byrd, Robert C. Levin 
Cha!ee Lugar 
Cohen Mathias 
Dixon Matsunaga 
Dodd Metzenbaum 
Durenberger Mitchell 
Eagleton Moyn!iha.n 
Glenn Nunn 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Baker 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Burdick 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Chiles 
Cranston 
Danforth 
DeConcinJi 
Denton 
Dole 
Domenici 
East 
Ex on 

NAY8-55 

Ford 
Gam 
Goldwater 
Gorton 
Gra.ssley 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Ha.yakawa 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Humphrey 
Jackoon 
JohlliSton 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Laxalt 
Lcng 

Pell 
Perc yo 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Riegle 
sarbanes 
Specter 
Tsongas 
Weicker 

Ma.ttingl'y 
McClure 
Melcher 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
Warner 
Zolrlnsky 

NOT VOTING-15 
Armstrong Hawkins 
Bumpers Huddleston 
Os.nnon Inouye 
Coc~ Jepsen 
D'Amato Kennedy 

Quayle 
Roth 
Rudin SID. 
Sasser 
Williams 

So Mr. MOYNIHAN'S amendment <No. 
46) was rejected. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro
ceed to the consideration of an amend
ment to be o1Iered by the Senator from 
California <Mr. CRANSTON) on State re
habilitation. 

STATE REHABILITATION PROGRAMS 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, it was 
my intention to offer an amendment, if 
necessary, to the budget resolution to 
provide for continued funding under the 
Social Security Act for State rehabili
tation programs. I believed such an 
amendment might have been necessary 
because the President has proposed the 
termination of this program, which sup
plies greatly needed, but modest, funding 
for State rehabilitation services for dis
abled persons. For fiscal year 1982, the 
Reagan administration claims that sav
ings. totaling $22 million in budget au
thority and $109 million in outlays would 
result from its proposal to terminate this 
program. 

Under this program, funds transferred 

to State departments of rehabilitation 
are used to provide vocational rehabili
tation services to disabled individuals. 

Mr. President, as I understand it, even 
though the President has proposed the 
elimination of this program, neither the 
Budget Committee's assumptions under
lying its recommendations for the spend
ing targets in function 600 nor its as
sumptions regarding the reconciliation 
instructions to the Finance and Ways 
and Means Committees included the as
sumption that this program would be 
terminated. 

Mr. President, at this time I ask the 
distinguished Senator from Washington, 
who is handling this matter for the ma
jority, whether my understanding is now 
correct. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from California is 
correct. The Budget Committee did not 
assume, in either the function 600 levels 
or in the reconciliation instructions in 
the resolution, the enactment of the pro
posal to eliminate the transfer of funds 
from the two Social Security Act pro
grams to State departments of rehabili
tation. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. President, I discussed this with 
Senator HoLLINGS, the ranking member 
of the Committee on the Budget. He 
stated that that was his understanding, 
too, and he would make that statement 
on the floor. He was called from the floor 
for some other purpose, so I am perfectly 
satisfied with the assurances of the Sen
ator from Washington given now, on the 
floor, and the statement by Senator 
HoLLINGS to me. I am delighted that the 
matter is clarified, Mr. President, and I 
shall, therefore, not push the matter. 

Mr. President, is it necessary to yield 
back time on the amendment I was going 
to bring up? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not 
necessary. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 79 

(Purpo.se: To reduce budget authority and 
outlays for water projects) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of an 
amendment to be offered by the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM) . 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk, cospon
sored by Senator HEINZ, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM), 

for hixnself and Mr. HEINZ, proposes an un
printed amendment numbered 79. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, line 16, strike out "$775,100,-

000,000" and insert "$774,800,000,000". 
On page 2, line 21, strike out "$699,100,-

000,000" and insert "$698,900,000,000". 

On page 2, line 22, strike out "$730,500,000,-
000" and insert "$730,400,000,000". 

On page 3, line 4, strike out "$48,800,000,-
000" and insert "$48,600,000,000". 

On page 3, line 5, strike out "$21,400,000,-
000" and insert "$21,300,000,000". 

On page 3, line 9, strike out "$1,091,200,-
000,000" and insert "$1,091,000,000,000". 

On page 3, line 10, strike out "$1.154,300,-
000,000" and insert "$1,154,000,000,000". 

On page 3, line 11, strike out "$1,197,600,-
000,000" and insert "$1,197,300,000,000". 

On page 3, line 15, strike out "$91,400,000,-
000" and insert "$91,200,000,000". 

On page 3, line 16, strike out "$63,100,000,-
000" and insert "$63,000,000,000". 

On page 5, line 23, strike out "$8,400,000,-
000" and insert "$8,100,000,000". 

On page 5, line 24, strike out "$12,800,000,-
000" and insert "$12,600,000,000". 

On page 6, line 2. strike out "$11,800,000,-
000" and insert "$11,700,000,000". 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
in offering this amendment, I should 
like my good friends on the other side 
of the aisle, and many on this side of 
the aisle, as well, to know that this 
amendment has the support of the Na
tional Taxpayers Union. The National 
Taxpayers Union, according to their 
letter, believes that the water project 
construction area should not be de
veloped from budget cuts. This amend
ment would cut $300 million from water 
projects. 

"Across the board cuts," say they, 
"should be more than just rhetoric. 
Vlasteful and unnecessary spending 
must be eliminated if we are to balance 
the budget and · restore fiscal integrity 
to the economy. We urge your support 
of the Metzenbaum amendment to cut 
$300 million from this water construc
tion area." 

It is signed by their director of con
gressional a1Iairs. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the entire letter 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION, 
Washington, D.C., May 11,1981. 

DEAR SENATOR: The National Taxpayers 
Union is concerned about the failure of the 
Budget Committee to recommend substan
tial reductions in spending on unnecessary 
water project construction. Senator Metzen
baum will offer a much needed amendment 
to cut $300 million in budget authority and 
outlays for water project construction of the 
Army Corps of Engineers and Bureau of 
Reclamation (Water and Power Resources 
Service). 

Numerous reports !rom the General Ac
counting Office and from the Office of the 
Inspector General in the Department of 
Interior have documented substantial mis
management and waste in the water project 
construction program. 

In its 1978 report "Overview of Benefit
Cost Analysis !or Water Resources Projects", 
the G.A.O. noted that the Federal water 
development agencies "still have problems 
preparing accurate, uniform, logically de
veloped benefit-cost ratios." During its 
audits of various projects G.A.O. found "in
ternal agency regulations were not always 
being followed, questionable assumptions, 
and inaccurate and inappropriate mathema
tical computations . . . We found errors of 
each type in almost every benefit-cost ana
lysis we· reviewed." 

During the past five years the Inspector 
General of Interior has completed audits 
on the management of various Bureau of 

'· 
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Reclamation basinwide projects and pro
grams such as the Central Valley Project 
and the Colorado River Storage Project. 
These audits reveal repeated patterns of 
unbusinesslike decisions and failure to pro
tect the public's pocketbook. One audit 
noted: "When equitable repayment con
cepts, sound fiscal policy, good business 
judgment and, in our view, Congressional 
intent are considered, these decisions (on 
management of the project) were not prud
ent in terms of protecting the public fisc." 

The National Taxpayers Union believes 
that the water project construction area 
should not be shielded by 'budget cuts. 
Across-the-board cuts should be more than 
just rhetoric: wasteful and unnecessary 
spendi-ng must lbe eUminatel.i if we SJre to 
balance the budget and restore fiscal integ
rity to the economy. We urge your support of 
the Metzenbaum a.mendm.e.nt to cut $300 
mHlion from this water cons't;ructlon area. 

Sincerely, 
LEN RIPPA, 

Director, Congressional Affairs. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, for 
the past 3 months, we have been engaged 
in an effort to reduce Federal spending, 
with the objective of balancing the budg
et. ·The Senate has passed $37 billion 
in spending cuts for fiscal year 1982 as 
part of the reconciliation measure and 
another $4 billion in cuts are contained 
in this fiscal year 1982 budget. The House 
voted Thursday to approve similar cuts. 
But in all of that time, we have failed 
to apply the Budget Act to one major 
program, water projects. 

What is so sacred about water proj
ects? We have slashed almost every oth
er program, but we have hardly touched 
the water projects construction funding. 
This amendment is distinguishable from 
the previous amendment. The previous 
amendment would have cut back on wa
ter projects funding and would have re
allocated the money. This amendment 
does nothing of that kind; this amend
ment merely slashes the water projects 
funding, as has been done with so many 
other programs in the budget. We have 
eliminated numerous programs and 
deply cut funds for social programs, but 
we have left funds for water programs 
intact. 

Mr. President, I do not understand 
why they should be treated differently 
than all other items in the budget. I think 
it is only fair that water projects funds 
be cut while other programs are being 
cut. Therefore, this amendment, offered 
in behalf of myself and Senator HEINz-
and Senator PROXMIRE and other Sen
ators have indicated their interest, I 
know-would reduce overall funding for 
water project construction by a modest 
$300 million in budget authority in fiscal 
year 1982. 

This amendment does not attempt to 
cut any specific projects, Mr. President, 
but it does assume that $'150 million can 
be cut from the Corps of Engineers and 
$150 million from the Bureau of Recla
mation projects. 

Proponents of water projects wm 
come down here and argue that funds 
have been cut. But let us look at the 
figures. According 'to Senate Budget 
Committee figures, total construction 
funding for both the Corps of Engineers 
and the Water and Power Resources 
Service projects will amount to $2.120 

billion in fiscal year 1982 under the ects .. ·In fact, Mr. President, we have cut 
budget approved . by the Senate Budget almo~t every program--every one except 
Committee, compared to $2.160 billion the \vater projects. 
in fiscal year 1981. In other words, we That is one of the reasons why the Na
have slashed the entire water projects tionli1;1 Taxpayers Union has indicated its 
construction budget of more than $2 support for this amendment, and I re
billion by a grand total of $40 million. spect their consistency. 

Now, who is kidding whom? One might ask, "How did these water 
As a matter of fact, Mr. President, proj~ts escape the budget cutters' ax? 

funding for the western water projects Why· can we cut almost every social pro
built by the Wa-ter and Power Resources gram, every education program, every 
Service, or WPRS, as it is called, has child nutrjtion program, but not the 
actually been increased from $573 mil- water projects?" · 
lion to $623 million. For the answer, I steer you to the 

I would like to point out that I have makeup of the Senate Budget Commit
only recited the amounts for construe- tee. Of the 22 members of the Budget 
tion, not the full Corps and WPRS Conimittee, 15 come from States in the 
budgets. Altogether, counting operation South and the West. That is the reason 
and maintenance costs, those two agen- whY. water projects have not been cut. 
cies have a budget of $4.5 billion. Those That is where the strength is in the 
programs would not be severely hurt by Budget Committee. This committee does 
the $300 million cut I am proposing here. not · reflect the needs of the country as a 

This budget will have a tremendous whGle, and· this budget does not reflect 
impact on a variety of other programs, the needs and the concerns of the Na
yet it leaves water projects intact. tim\ as a whole. It is biased against the 

In this fiscal year budget, the Senate Northeast and Midwest in favor of the 
Budget Committee has recommended South and the West, and the decision to 
the following: It proposes a cut of $7 bil- fully fund water projects in this budget 
lion in social security benefits in fiscal refiects that bias. 
year 1982, with a total of $21 billion in I say to the Members of the Senate 
cuts over the next 3 years. that if they really are sincere in wanting 

President Rea-gan has said that social to.:balance the budget, if they really want 
security benefits would not be cut. He to be fair, if they really want to be equi
campaigned against cuts in social secu- table, if they really want to be humane, 
rity. He told members of the Senate i{they want to have some consistency in 
Budget Committee that he was opposed their voting record, there is no reason 
to these cuts; yet, the Budget Committee under the Sun to vote against this . 
included them on the grounds that we amendment. 
must reduce spending. But the Budget ;' I point out that this amendment does 
Committee did not vote to reduce spend- :not contemplate the elimination of any · 
ing for water projects. particular water project, because the · 

Some areas, it would appear, are Senator from Ohio is not prepared to say 
sacred; some areas are to be protected. which one should or should not be in
We are not going to worry about people :eluded or should or should not be ex
who are hungry and people who may ,\eluded. This amendment asks, why are 
be starving. We are not going to worry . .'we not consistent? Why do we not talk 
a-bout senior citizens and people who ~ about taking $300 million out of a pr6.
may be cold this winter. But we are : gram of $4.5 billion-that is approxi
going •to worry about the water projects. : ·mately 7 percent-when other programs 
Do not lay a hand on those water : are being cut back 100 percent and 50 
projects. percent and 25 percent? All we are try-

This report includes all the recon- , ing to do with this amendment is to ¢ut 
ciliation cuts that already have been; it back 7 percent. .· 
approved in the Senate. Under this bill; I am sure that my colleagues from ··the 
social service programs will be cut by west and the South will tell us how:im-
25 percent; education programs will be portant these water projects are. x· am 
cut by 25 percent; small business loan prepared to stipulate to that. I agree that 
programs will be virtually elimina.tecf; they are important. I agree that it would 
mass transit capital funds will be cut.; be better if we did not cut back on water 
child nutrition programs will be cut; job projects and if we did not cut back on 
training programs will be cut by mqre child nutrition programs and if we did 
than $3.5 billion, even though employ- not cut back on our senior citizens. But 
ment is now almost 7.3 percent; youth how many jobs do these water projects 
employment programs will be cut ·.~by create? What kind of tremendous cost
$600 million, even though the national benefit ratio does each one yield? How 
rate of teenage unemployment is 20 I)er- well run,are the programs? . 
cent and minority youth unemployment They have a complete justification for 
nationwide is more than 40 percent. :But each water project, and I am not going 
do not touch the water projects. · to debate any one of those projects with 

We have reduced funds for the student any Member of the Senate. However, 
loan programs in the basic grants, mak- each of the social programs that has 
ing it much harder for many students to been cut can be justified. Each serves a 
go to college. But who cares about the worthwhile purpose. 
students? Do not touch the water proj- Certainly, there has been waste in 
ects. .. Government, and cert~inly there has 

we have passed a proposal to put a been waste in social security programs. 
cap on medicaid expenses which would I agree with the President when he ad
save an estimated $1.3 billion, taking it dressed the joint session of' Congress the 
away from 2 million of our poor and other evening and said that our Govern
elderly. But do not touch the water proj- ment is too big and it is too wasteful. I 



May 11, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9173 

agree with all that. But what does that 
have to do with being fair and looking 
across the whole perspective of Govern
ment spending? 

Arguments can be made for the effec
tiveness of each program, and probably 
one could make a better argument for 
some than for others. But one cannot 
make 'an argument that the water proj
ects should be sacred, that they should 
be placed in a vacuum, and that they 
should not be touched at all. Everything 
else has been cut. What makes the water 
projects holier than thou? 

This bill also includes cuts originally 
passed in the reconciliation bill, in funds 
for a number of development assistance 
programs. Those cuts include a lOO-per
cent reduction in the Economic Develop
ment Administration-a 100-percent cut, 
$600 million, one-seventh of the total 
amount we are talking about here. Those 
EDA programs have worked well with 
the local chambers of commerce, with the 
local business organizations, to try to 
keep some businesses going or to reha
bilitate some that were out of business, 
,and they have helped particularly in the 
improverished cities of America. 

Then there is the 100-percent cut in
'cluded in this budget for the Appa
lachian Regional Commission. What kind 
of justification or logic can you give for 
that, to take those poor people in the 
southeastern part of Ohio and in West 
Virginia, Kentucky, and Tennessee, who 
are having such a difficult time merely 
existing, and cut back on their pro
grams? 
, I spoke at a rally this past Saturday in 
Athens, Ohio, where more than a thou
sand people had come from eight coun
ties in Ohio, and some from West Vir
ginia, . protesting the impact these 
budget cuts are going to have. But does 
anyone say we should cut them back 7 
percent or 4 percent? No. It is a lOO-per
cent slash. 

This budget provides for security and 
the security net includes the water proj
ects of the West and the South. 

This budget has a 20-percent cut in 
the UDAG program and another 20-per
cent cut in the community development 
block program. Those funds are spent 
for developing distressed areas all over 
the country, but they have a special im
pact for the older distressed cit1es of the 
Northeast and the Midwest. When ef
forts were made to restore funds to those 
programs in committee and on the floor 
we were told that those programs wer~ 
wasteful. We were told that the Federal 
Government should not subsidize private 
business. We were told that times have 
changed, that Government is getting out 
of the development business and that 
private enterprise will take ~are of the 
older cities. · 

By coincidence, the other day I sat on 
an airplane with a young man involved 
in the investment banking business, and 
I could not tell you the name if you 
asked me, because I did not inquire of 
him. However, he happened to start 
talking about the water projects in the 
West and indicated that he felt they 
could very well be financed by the pri
vate sector; that that 1s what should be 

done, rather than having ·the Federal 
Government subsidize them. 

I did not even bring up the "subject 
with him, but he was telling me that he 
thinks this is the way Government can 
get itself out of the affairs of the coun
try and cut back on Federal spending; 
that those who are going to have the 
advantages of the water projects should 
be able to get the private enterprise sys
tem to finance them with private fund
ing. 

Are we now to believe that the argu-
ments that we have been hearing from 
the President and all of his spokesper
sons do not also apply to funds for wa
ter projects? 

Is there any real difference between 
these programs and water projects? 

EDA, UDAG, community development, 
block grant programs are designed to 
help distressed cities in their develop
ment and needs. Water projects serve 
the same purpose, but they do not get 
cut. Water projects create water supply 
systems for municipalities and for in
dustry. I have no quarrel with that. 
They prevent flooding. I have no quar
rel with that. They provide electricity. 
I have no quarrel with that. They allow 
barges to navigate inland waterways. 
I have no quarrel with that. 

Funds for water projects are funds 
for developing the West and the South. 
But why? Why in the economically rich 
West and South do we provide $4.2 bil
lion and not ask them to do their share 
in carrying the burden of Reaganomics 
in carrying the burden of cutting th~ 
budget? Why do we protect these 
wealthy areas of the Nation and do so 
much .harm and be so cruel to those who 
live in the Northeast and the Midwest
ern part of the country? 

Tho Budget Committee has not 
treated both programs in the same way 
and the administration has done like
wise. Far from it. The Budget Commit
tee and the Reagan administration has 
proposed to completely eliminate the 
Economic Development Administration 
a grand savings of only $300 million i~ 
1982 and a proposed savings of $600 
million. 

But it has proposed to fully fund the 
water projects at a cost of $2.1 billion, 
plus those funds for the Corps of 
Engineers. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of. my time and at this point I yield 2 
mmutes to the Senator from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator fro~ Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend from 
Ohio and I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
amendment of Senator METZENBAUM. 

Recent polls show that the public be
lieves that the pronosed budget cuts have 
been unfairly distributed. This amend
ment is one attempt to more fairly dis
tribute these cuts. 

I find it hard to understand why some 
progra~s should be cut 25 percent, like 
educatiOn programs and low-income 
energy assistance, while others are left 
relatively unscathed. 

Why are water projects cut only a few 
percent while EDA, which is in the same 
budget function as water projects, is cut 
over 50 percent? · 

During the budget debate, we have 
often heard that many of the programs 
being cut are worthy but that because of 
our serious economic problems these 
programs must be trimmed and we must 
economize. Does this argument not apply 
to water projects as well? 

Why should we cut out CETA public 
service jobs, cut their budget by 100 per
cent, eliminate social security student 
benefits for children of deceased workers 
but continue, virtually untouched, our 
water program? 

Senator METZENBAUM suggests that 
with his modest amendment to the water 
budget construction schedules will be 
slowed down a bit. If we can cut the so
cial security minimum benefit for 1.3 mil
lion people over the age of 70, if we can 
tell such people that they will have to 
tighten their belts, why can we not 
economize on water projects also? Given 
the cuts we have made in the 1982 budg
et, it is altogether appropriate that water 
projects face the same red pencil. 

I thank my friend from Ohio. I con
gratulate him on his amendment and I 
thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield me 5 minutes? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I yield to the 
Senator from Wisconsin 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this 
amendment which we are offering todaY 
is a very modest attempt to return some 
sanity to one of the most bloated and 
wasteful areas of the budget-water 
projects. 

Frankly, I am surprised that the Rea
gan administration, which has been so 
vigilant at spotting waste and unneces
sary subsidies elsewhere in the budget, 
has missed this promising target. In fact, 
their proposal reduced President Carter's 
water project construction budget for 
fiscal year 1982 by only $230 million, 
which is actually a 1.4 percent increase 
over President Carter's fiscal year 1981 
level. And even much of these cuts, which 
are only 8% percent of the construction 
budget, were achieved in the least pro
ductive way-by eliminating recreational 
components at many projects. Ironically, 
it was just these recreational benefits 
that were used to provide a substantial 
part of the benefits needed to justify 
construction in the first place. 

Both Fortune magazine and the 
Readers' Digest have recently pointed 
out the growing water crisis in the United 
States. But both stated that this crisis 
might not exist if the water supplied by 
Federal projects were priced at its re
placement cost. Artificially low water 
costs discourage conservation and sen
sible economic decisions. If the adminis
tration can rely on market forces to pro
duce more energy, why not apply the 
same philosophy to water? 

Some Senators will try to character
ize this debate as an East-West battle 
which features deserving water-starved 
Western States under attack by the 
Eastern water fat cats. This is not the 
case. Our amendment is not parochial 
or regional. Eastern States need water 
too. In fact, the amendment is aimed at 
corps flood control, navigation and hy-



917'4 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 11, 1981 

dropower projects which benefit the East 
as much as Water and Power and Re
sources Service irrigation projects bene
fit the West. Half of the cuts will come 
from each program. 

My main concern with water projects 
is whether or not the average taxpayer 
gets his money's worth. 

Critics of these activities have charged 
that some reservoir projects would 
drown large reserves of coal or produc
ing oil wells. For example, the Osage 
Indians have claimed that the Skiatook 
and Candy Lake projects will innundate 
as much as 37 million recoverable bar
rels of oil located on tribal lands. The 
tribe has stated that this might mean 
Federal tax losses of at least $340 million 
at today's oil prices as well additional 
losses to the State of Oklahoma, the 
tribe and oil producers of at least $1 
billion more. 

Another weakness of water projects is 
that they often benefit a small number 
of owners or corporations who pay very 
little of the project costs. 

A recent GAO study, entitled "Con
gressional Guidance Needed on Federal 
Cost Share of Water Resource Projects 
When Project Benefits Are Not Wide
spread," points out that many Army 
Corps of Engineers and Soil Conserva
tion Service water resource projects 
benefit very few people. While there is 
a requirement of local contribution to 
some kinds of water projects, this is 
often met by contributions of land, ease
ments, and rights-of-way and very little 
cash. As a result, according to the GAO, 
"some project beneficiaries have reaped 
significant special localized benefits at 
the Federal taxpayers• expense." 

The GAO examined 14 typical projects 
to determine whether non-Federal con
tributions should be increased. In one 
navigation improvement project, the 
non-Federal contribution was only $3 
million out of a $50 million total. Yet 
the project had only three users. One of 
these, an oil company, will receive over 
86 percent of the benefits, a subsidy 
worth at least $17 million a year to that 
one oil comoanv. This company could 
have repaid the whole cost of the project 
in just 3 years from its transportation 
savings. 

And who establishes the percentage of 
the project wh1ch must be repaid by 
beneficiaries? We do, with information 
supolied bv the Army Corps of Engineers 
or Soil Conservation Service. I cannot 
imagine a better area for reforms. 
Neither can the GAO. They recommend 
that Congress reexamine the whole proc
ess under which non-Federal costs are 
allocated and establish a new system of 
cost recovery. 

Another part of the water proiect em
pire has come in for recent GAO scru
tiny. In a report less than 2 months old, 
the agency states that "Federal Charges 
for Irrigation Projects Reviewed Do Not 
Cover Costs." 

GAO selected 6 of the 32 Denartment 
of the Interior Water and Power Re
sources Service projects which were then 
under construction. F.ven us;n~ a co<st 
recovery figure wh~ch included no inter
est charges, the GAO found that the 
amount paid by farmers for water is 

"much less than the Federal Govern
ment's cost of producing the water." 

Of course, this dismal financial state
ment becomes even worse if a reasonable 
7.5-percent interest rate is included in 
the calculation. 

As a matter of fact, the GAO found 
that using a 7.5-percent interest rate, no 
farmers studied could afford to pay for 
their water. The market value of their 
crops was less than the value of their 
federally supplied irrigation water. 

And the aim of these projects was not 
to "make the desert bloom." According to 
the GAO, all the areas studied are al
ready irrigated or are successfully "dry
farmed." 

How did this happen? The original act 
which got us into the irrigation busi
ness-1902 Reclamation Act-required 
repayment, within 10 years, of project 
costs. Unfortunately, this never hap
pened. By 1939, Congress had worked out 
a new approach, the "ability to pay" 
theory, which is still with us. This for
mula did not include interest charges, 
allowed a liberal 50 years to repay and 
included a grace period of up to 10 years. 
What is the result? According to the 
GAO the value of repayments is less than 
10 percent of the amount that would be 
required if full costs of a project were 
recovered. 

According to Fortune-February 23, 
1981-the Central Valley project in Cali
fornia loses $79,000 a day. 

We all know that this is bad economic 
policy. And other Congresses did too. 
There have been repeated attempts at 
reform-but subsidies have not de
creased. My solution, why not reduce the 
size of the program? 

Of the six projects studied, GAO 
found that even when the taxpayer 
picked up all of the interest costs, the re
maining cost of irrigation water was 
from 3 to 50 times as high as the Water 
and Power Resources Service will charge. 
When interest at 7.5 percent is added to 
the equation the situation gets even 
worse. 

But the GAO states that in four of the 
six cases studied, the farmers would be 
able to pay at least the full costs, minus 
the interest, out of increased crop yields. 

And in some cases these subsidies run 
counter to our policies in other areas. 
According to Prof. Thomas Power of 
the University of Montana, 73 percent of 
the lands irrigated by the central Ari
zona project are used for growing crops 
which are eligible for Federal set-asides 
and price supports. He estimates that 
each farm irrigated by the project is 
getting a $1.8 million subsidy. Talk about 
millionaire farmers. 

These facts speak for themselves. Th!s 
amendment is very moderate, only a $300 
million cut as I understand it, when 
compared with the level of waste and 
subsidy produced by these projects. In 
a time of budget cutting we cannot af
ford to gorge ourselves on such a high 
calorie diet of pork. 

I thank mv good friend from Ohio and 
I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the 
fundamental basis upon which the 

amendment of the distinguished Sen
ator from Ohio is based is fiawed. He 
has asked the Senate to accept his 
amendment based on the proposition 
that the social programs for which he 
has so eloquently argued are being sub
stantially cut and that the capital im
provements for the United States repre
sented in water projects constructed by a 
number of agencies are not being cut. 

Yet even including the proposals for 
a different cost-of-living formula in con
nection with social security recipients, 
even including all of the proposed 
changes in housing programs, food 
stamps, public assistance, and the like, 
the net result in those social programs 
is not a cut but simply a somewhat slow
er rate of overall increase than was pro
posed by President Carter. 

We have engaged in entirely too much 
of a debate in this body, both during the 
time in which we dealt with the recon
ciliation resolution and now on this first 
budget resolution, in imprecise language. 
The implication is that any reduction 
from the budget proposed by President 
Carter for fiscal year 1982 was somehow 
or other a cut, even though that budget 
represented a business-as-usual increase 
in the budget of the United States at a 
rate faster than either our economic 
growth or the rate of inflation. 

In fact, of course, should every aspect 
of this body's suggestions relating to re
tirement and social security programs be 
accepted, the result will be a 9-percent 
increase in fiscal year 1982 over 1981. If 
every element of the proposals of the 
Budget Committee on housing assistance 
are accepted, the result will be a 20-
percent increase in expenditures in fis
cal year 1982 over 1981. In the entire 
function 600 covering most of the major 
social programs of the United States, 
there will be an increase of 3 percent over 
fiscal year 1981, which itself represented 
a 19-percent increase over what was 
spent in fiscal year 1980. 

The President actually proposed dollar 
reductions in connection with water 
projects. His proposals were accepted in 
the Gramm-Latta budget resolution in 
the House of Representatives. 

The Senator from Ohio neglects to 
State that the Senate Budget Committee 
not only has failed to increase the rec
ommendations of the President of the 
United States in this field but has al
ready voted for further decreases. The 
vers;on of the budget before this body 
today includes a $200 mUlion reduction 
in fiscal year 1982. in both authority and 
outlays, three times that amount of re
duction in fiscal year 1983. and another 
similar reduction in 1984, without regard 
to the additional effect of inflation at 
ali. 

The point is, Mr. President, that in 
this function, water projects are accept
ing a fair sbare of the President's pro
posa1s fo-r econom;c recoverv and, In 
fact, when one looks at dollar figures 
and compares them directly with the to
tal amount of money being snent on so
cial programs. the cuts in 11.rater projects 
are greater than those in the sociq,l pro
gr~,ms which the Senator from Ohio has 
defended. 
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Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

will the Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. GORTON. Yes. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. I have repre

sented that the total for 1981 for the 
Corps of Engineers and Water Power 
Resources Service was $2,159,000,000, 
and for 1982 was $2,119,000,000. Does the 
Senator from Washington not agree 
with those figures? 

Mr. GORTON. The Senator can agree 
with those figures without agreeing that 
they represent the impact a1~d scope of 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Ohio. The figures I am quoting for water 
resources include the corps, the Water 
and Power Resources Service, the Soil 
Conservation Service, and the River 
Basin Commissions. Even though the 
totals overall in the function are in ex
cess of $4 bilHon, the Budget Committee 
has cut already below the President's pro
posed levels in those areas. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. But is it not the 
fact that the total cost compared to 
other cuts in the budget is an insignifi
cant $40 million on the total budget fig
ure of $4.5 billion? 

Mr. GORTON. It is interesting that 
the cuts in all water resources are slight
ly in excess this year and greater next 
year and are true cuts. There are fewer 
dollars for these functions than was the 
case in previous years, to which in real 
terms must, of course, be added infla
tion. In connection with most, and cer
tainly the total of the social programs, 
about which the Senator from Ohio was 
speaking, there have not been cuts at all, 
but simply a slower rate of increase. So 
if one takes the overall percentage of the 
entire spending of the United States 
represented by water projects against 
those of social welfare projects, the cuts 
in water projects are indeed greater. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I will not inter
rupt the Senator further, but I will re
spond to hlm later. 

Mr. GORTON. Both the Senator from 
Ohio and the Senator from Wisconsin 
speak about some of the statutory as
pects of cost recovery and of cost-benefit 
analysis in connection with water proj
ects, and in some respects the questions 
which they raise are legitimate questions. 
The administration, however, itself will 
propose changes in water laws which will 
reflect a greater schedule for cost recov
eries from the beneficiaries of these proj
ects than has been the case in the past 
several years. 

I can only point out that each of these 
gentlemen has been a Member of this 
body for some period of time and has yet 
to persuade this body or Congress to 
make these changes, as desirable as they 
may be. I do represent, however, that in 
connection with more realistic formulas, 
they will probably meet with a very sig
nificant degree of sympathy on the part 
even of many of the Senators from the 
West, and, I suspect, from the South as 
well. 

In essence, the acceptance of this 
amendment would probably be counter
productive and would, beyond any ques
tion, result in greater costs to the Gov
ernment of the United States in the fu
ture. The proposed amendment, were it 

to be passed and were it to be reflected 
in the ultimate budget document, would 
require the cancellation of a number of 
multiyear contracts for projects which 
are currently under construction. Either 
that investment would simply be aban
doned or the cost of those projects would 
increase. 

Beyond the cost of capital increases 
in connection with those projects would 
be the completely wasted amounts of 
money on litigation, contract termina
tion penalties, interest, and the like. It 
is far better to let the problem of water 
projects in the future be changed on 
the basis of overall statutory reform. 
That change can be directed to insuring 
that no such project is authorized unless 
there is clearly a cost-benefit analysis 
which indicates that it is of value not 
only to the people whom it serves im
mediately in particular parts of the 
country but to the Nation as a whole. 

If the reduction proposed by the Sena
tor from Ohio would be taken from oper
ation and maintenance, it would clearly 
contribute to the degradation of many 
greatly valuable federally-owned assets 
such as dams, flood control structures, 
and the like. 

Finally, of course, it is important to 
make the point that water projects are 
not somehow by statute limited to one 
section of the country as opposed to 
others. Under some circumstances, Mem
bers from the Northeast have not wished 
water projects which might otherwise 
be authorized in their own areas. Flood 
control, on the other hand, is of great 
value to people in the Central and East
ern part of the country as it is to the 
West. 

We are speaking here of the kind of 
capital investments in the future of the 
United States which have been so im
portant in the past in creating gardens 
out of deserts, in creating an infrastruc
ture which has made our economy as 
strong as it has been. 

The importance of maintaining, on a 
basis of sound principles, the growth 
of an infrastructure, the growth of capi
tal assets in the United States, remains 
today as vital as it has been in the cen
tury which has preceded our time here 
in this body. Because the cuts proposed 
for these projects, wh~ch are already 
reflected in the budget, are equal to or 
exceed those of most other major pro
grams taken as a total by function, it 
would be improvident and unfair to ac
cept the amendment of the Senator from 
Ohio. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator yield 
5 minutes? 

Mr. GORTON. The Senator will yield 
to the Senator from New Mexico such 
time as he may desire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TowER) . The Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. First, I want to com
mend my good friend from Washington 
for his excellent points. I was not here 
on the floor. I had returned to my office 
and I heard the melodious voice of my 
good friend from Ohio talking about 
balancing budgets and cutting budgets. 
It was such a joy to hear him talk about 
that kind of thing that I decided I would 

have to come down here and talk a little 
bit, although on this one I must disagree. 
It is really wonderful to see what a dra
matic change has occurred across this 
land and apparently even in the State 
of Ohio in the last few months. 

Mr. President, I do not think there is 
any doubt that one of America's most 
serious resource problems has to do with 
water resources and water resource 
policy. 

There is not any question that we must 
at this point cut the water resources 
budget significantly-and we have. I will 
explain, at least from my vantage point 
how we have done that. There is not any 
question but that this is going to be a 
decade of less money for water resources 
in America. It cannot be. 

Indeed, neither can it be a decade of 
the same kind of water policy as we have 
had for the last 15 years. On that, I 
joined with Senators like Senator MoY
NIHAN and others in saying that we have 
to change the approach. But that does 
not mean we can get by with less money, 
at least less than is provided in this 
budget resolution. 

Let me just give you a couple of facts. 
We are already $600 million, between 
1981 and 1983, under President Reagan's 
recommendations for the Corps of Engi
neers. Now that is not just a pUtance. 
That is a lot of money-a rather signif
icant cut from an already frugal Reagan 
budget. 

It is going to require a stretch-out of 
a number of current construction ac
tivities over a much longer period. It 
means to denying any supplemental re
quests for the Corps of Engineers for 
1981. 

There is not any question that the 
corps will have to defer the continued 
construction on lower priority projects 
such as recreation projects or those with 
a low cost-benefit ratio. It will be dif
ficult for them to maintain the present 
level of funding for operation and main
tenance with no allowance for inflation. 

In summary, the Budget Committee, 
which I understand the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio in some way indicates 
is not representative of this country, has 
already cut the Corps of Engineers sub
stantially below the President. 

Let me make an even more telling point 
that will deny validity to that approach 
to our deliberations. The water resources 
for Corps of Engineers and water and 
power resources service is found in a 
larger part of our budget, function 300-
natural resources and environment. That 
includes water management, forest man
agement, the land and water conserva
tion fund, recreational resources, and 
EPA regulatory programs. 

Within this budget function, this com
mittee is recommending a decline of 10 
percent in real terms between fiscal year 
1980-81 and a negative 13 percent in 
terms of real growth between fiscal year 
1981-82. 

There is no other program dealing with 
natural resources that has been hit 
harder than this one, unless EDA can be 
construed to be a natural resource. I 
would be pleased to debate that issue be
cause I do not think EDA is a natural 
resource part of our budget. 
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Water resources, forest management, 
land and water conservation, operation 
of recreational resources, the Budget 
Committee has recommended a negative 
13 percent in terms of real growth for 
1982. That is where this additional $300 
million cut will show up, in the function 
as a whole. 

We have already cut the land and 
water conservation fund to the bone. 
There are many in the country who think 
we have been counterproductive there. 
But we have gone along with it. 

There are many who feel that water 
resources should be increased rather 
than decreased-in preparation for a 
broader based national policy, but we 
have not done that. I wish I had the 
corps' figures on the number of person
nel they are going to have to cut between 
1981 and 1982. I cannot locate them now. 
Before the debate is over, if the Senator 
takes his full time, and I wish he would 
not, so we can vote, I will get that figure. 
It, too, is a very large number that they 
will have to cut back from the corps, for 
personnel. 

I think this committee has acted ex
tremely fairly. Considering the value of 
these particular operations to the South 
and the West, I do not think the com
mittee has acted in a biased manner in 
regard to cuts made in other programs, 
more broad in nature, which might affect 
even more of America. 

These are extreme cuts in a function 
that had already been curtailed substan
tially since 1977 and 1978, particularly 
in forest management and water re
sources. If you recall, there was not one 
single new start in water projects for 
the years 1977 and 1978. No omnibus 
water bill got through Congress. 

I will acknowledge that the whole 
method of setting up priorities, of au
thorizing projects, of deauthorizing proj
ects, the cost-benefit approach, should 
indeed be part of this decade's manda
tory reform. We need a broader based 
program, encompassing more States in 
need of water resource assistance not 
now tvpical of the ·corps or the Water 
and Power Resources Service. But you 
do not get there by slashing this function 
an additional $300 million. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me 
make one last remark and I will yield 
the ftoor. 

For those who continue to allege that 
the Corps of Engineers is an extremely 
wasteful operation, that we ought to con
tinue to chop it in light of my remarks 
on water resource needs and others in 
the Senate have remarked on water re
source needs before me, let me just tell 
you that in the last 15 years the Corps 
of Engineers construction sPending has 
dropped 50 percent in real dollars. 

That is in a period of time when the 
demands have been more rather than 
less. 

In the Bureau of Reclamation. which 
has also been alluded to here and in the 
previous amendment which failed, there 
is a :?5-oercent diminution in the Bureau 
of Reclamation over the sanie period in 
real dollars. 

So it does not seem to this Senator 

that this is the one to do it on. Certainly, 
we are as frugal in this function as we 
have been in almost any other. I urge 
the Senate to reject the amendment. 

<Mr. BOSCHWITZ assumed the 
chair.) 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I am pleased to yield. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. The Senator 

talks about a $681 million cut. The fig
ures which have been presented by the 
budget indicate a $40 million cut from 
the year 1981 to 1982. Is the Senator 
from New Mexico talking about some fig
ures going into 1983 and 1984? Where 
does he get the $600 million figure? I 
cannot find it. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am referring to the 
1981 level which is in this as part of the 
third resolution for last year, the 1982 
and the 1983 projections that follow from 
it, and 1984. If I stated it otherwise, I 
apologize. 

If we take the President's level, we are 
under him $600 million in both our rec
onciliation and our t ·argets for just the 
Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I know the Sen
ator from New Mexico would never de
ceive the Senate and I would never sug
gest that. I have great respect for his 
integrity. But I want to point out that 
the actual cut amounts to $1,586,000,000 
for the Corps of Engineers in 1981 and 
that goes down to $1,496,000,000 in 1982. 

Now we are talking about construction 
projects. It is a cut of 5 percent. The 
Water and Power Resources Service be
tween 1981 and 1982 goes up from $517 
million to $622 million. Therefore, we 
find a net of $40 million in savings. The 
$671 million figure has nothing to do 
with this amendment because that will 
remain through the years 1982, 1983, and 
1984. That is based upon the Carter fig
ures which nobody is reconsidering at 
this moment. 

I state to the Senator that all he has 
cut or anticipates cutting in the budget 
for the water projects is $40 million out 
of a total of $4.5 billion. That compares 
with a 100-percent cut in the small busi
ness loan program, a 25-percent cut in 
mass transit funds, 50 percent in job 
training funds, 66 percent in employment 
training programs, 20 percent in student 
grants, 100 percent in DA programs, 100 
percent in Appalachian regional funding, 
and 20 percent in community develop
ment block grants. 

Even if my amendment were to pass, it 
would only amount to approximately 7 
or 7.5 percent in cuts, $300 miWon as 
against $4.5 billion. With the $4.5 billion 
now in here, I believe that figure amounts 
to something less than 1 percent. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I only 
have 30 seconds to respond, but I want 
to make a unanimous-consent request 
which I believe has been cleared with 
Senator HOLLINGS. 

I ask unanimous consent that follow
ing the vote on the Metzenbaum amend
ment, the Senator from New Hampshire 
<Mr. HUMPHREY) have 30 minutes to 
speak on the resolution, that this order 
take the place of the amendment pre
viously scheduled by the Senator from 
Nebraska <Mr. ExoN), and that this 

agreement in no way alter the unani
mous-consent agreement ordering a se
ries of amendments on last Friday. I 
might say this has been cleared with 
Senator ExoN also. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. As I understand 
it, the previous unanimous-consent 
agreement provides for a series of 
amendments without precluding the 
right of any Senator to offer an amend
ment thereafter. Am I correct? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator is cor
rect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I want 
to repeat my remarks for a moment. 
When you look at this function, Mr. 
President, you see the items in it that I 
have enumerated. It is obvious that with 
a 13-percent negative real growth in 
1982 for the composite of programs 
within it, including the land and water 
conservation fund, water resources in 
both the Water and Power Resources 
Service and the Corps of Engineers, their 
maintenance roles, their construction 
roles, EPA construction grants, which are 
also water oriented-we have made sig
nificant cuts in this function without the 
additional $300 million decrease. Again, 
I urge that the Senate reject this amend
ment. I yield the ftoor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Washington. 

Mr. President, I have double-checked 
these figures so let me make the record 
clear as to exactly what occurred with 
respect to water project construction. 
For fiscal year 1982 you will remember 
we had a cut of $117 million in budget 
authority and $88 million in outlays con
tained in the reconciliation resolution. 
In the first concurrent resolution, we 
provided for an additional cut in fiscal 
year 1982 of $112 million in budget au
thority and $61 million in outlays. This 
is a total cut of $229 million in budget 
authority and $149 million in outlays. 
This represents a reduction of 9.6 per
cent in budget authority and 6.3 percent 
in outlays from fiscal year 1982 current 
policy. 

I have heard the Senator mention cuts 
of less than 1 percent and a $40 million 
figure. But I wanted to place somewhere 
in the record the accurate amounts of 
exactly what we have cut in water proj
ect construction costs. 

Furthermore, in fiscal years 1983 and 
1984, we have instituted higher user 
charges. We assumed a total of $650 mil
lion in waterway and deep port user 
charges for 1983 and $695 million in 1984. 

So we did not just look at all other 
programs, cut them, and then bypass the 
issue when we got to water projects. In 
fact, we had quite a debate on it and 
made significant cuts. This is a good way 
to cope, even in my own State, with the 
high inflation costs in these projects. We 
stretch out or delay until we are past 
this high inflation period. Then we will 
get a better value for the amounts ex-

.-
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pended on these valuable projects. I 
thank the Senator for yielding. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Senator 
from South Carolina yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

did we ever debate in the Budget Com
mittee the water reclamation projects? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, we did 
discuss the issue. The truth of the mat
ter is, the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio constantly reminded us about rec
lamation and water projects. He men
tioned that and tobacco subsidies at 
every chance. We did not debate the 
order of priorities, but we heard a lot 
about it. 

I do not know what the Senator would 
call a formal debate within the commit
tee, but the Budget Committee consid
ered cuts in this program just as it did 
in all other programs. Mr. President. the 
cuts in water project construction 
amount to almost a 10-percent cut from 
.the 1982 fiscal year current policy level. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I ask my dis
tinguished ranking minority member, 
my good friend, whether it is not a fact 
that we increased the Water and Power 
Resources Services from $573 million to 
$623 miHion; and when he talks about 
some cut of $117 million in authoriza
tion and $88 million in outlays, I do not 
know what he is comparing that to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. President Reagan's 
budget had substantial cuts from cur
rent policy, and the Budget Committee 
cut slightly more. That is what my fig
ures refer to, the current policy for fiscal 
year 1982. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. And I ooint out 
that the figure of $573 million is cur
rent · policy; the figure of $623 million is 
the 1982 figure, which is an increase of 
$50 million. 

The figure that I have with respect to 
the Corps of Engineers of $1,586,000,000 
cut to the $1,496,000,000, which is a cut 
of 5.5 percent, is a cut against current 
policy. So we cannot talk about a cut 
against Reagan policy; we are talking 
about a cut against actual figures, which 
is what is happening to every other pro
gram. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The figures the Sen
ator is using are mixing the 1981 and 
1982 fiscal years. When I referred to the 
cuts, it was with respect to fiscal year 
1982 only. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I re
serve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. I thank the Senator for 
yielding. Mr. President, I support this 
amendment to reduce spending for 
water resources projects by $300 million 
below the level recommended in Senate 
Ooncurrent Resolution 19. I have long 
felt that this is an area of the Federal 
budget which is rife with waste and 
where major policy reforms are long 
overdue. 

Last year, in fact, during considera
tion of the first concurrent budget res
olution, I offered an amendment which 
called for a $500 million cut in this area. 

After a spirited debate, the amendment 
was narrowly defeated. 

In view of the unprecedented spend
ing reductions embodied in Senate Con
current Resolution 19, there is absolutely 
no justification for continuing business
as-usual in the water resources budget. 
Last year's vote should be reversed-and 
reversed by a resounding margin. 

Mr. President, this amendment makes 
no judgments with respect to the merits 
of any particular water resources proj
ect. Rather, it simply acknowledges that 
not all projects are urgent or high pri
ority, and that many, in fact, are emi
nently postponable-some indefinitely. 

Approval of the amendment will also 
acknowledge that a larger share of the 
burden of subsidizing water projects 
should be shifted from the backs of tax
payers to the pocketbooks of those who 
benefit most from their construction. 
Greater application of the principle to 
water resources projects should have 
taken place long ago. To do so now, I 
think, will be entirely consistent with 
the direction and thrust of President 
Reagan's program for economic re
covery. 

Mr. President, our present water re
sources policy, if one can properly label 
it a policy, is a national embarrassment. 
It routinely diverts high amounts of our 
national resources and capital to ques
tionable and marginal projects. It sup
ports an agenda that, with few excep
tions, ignores present national needs. It 
is a process founded, nourished, and 
sanctioned by political clout and custom. 
It is a process that has long been con
sidered sacrosanct-a legislative enclave 
seemingly immune to attack. While 
many worthwhile programs are dras
tically reduced in an effort to slow the 
rate of growth in Federal spending, only 
token cuts are proposed in the water 
resources budget. 

I am deeply troubled that in setting 
our Nation's spending priorities, we show 
little reluctance to cut needed health, 
education, and energy assistance pro
grams. 

For example, we terminated the weath
erization program, merged it into a com
munity development block grant program 
now under the jurisdiction of HUD, even 
though 80 percent of those funds tradi
tionally go to urban areas, not to the 
rural, impoverished areas of this country. 
We cut the fuel assistance program by 
some 25 percent. Yet we display no incli
nation to imoose a fairer share of the 
budget-cutting burden on water resources 
projects. This speaks volumes about our 
priorities and our sensitivity to the needs 
of millions of less fortunate Americans. 

Trading political favors at public ex
pense is hardly a new game. In no area 
is the practice more prevalent than in 
the water resources budget. Just as the 
cherry blossoms arrive in Washington 
every spring. so too does a legion of sup
plicants seeking favored treatment for 
their local water projects. It is a ritual 
that has been repeated for decades, with 
only the names and the faces changing. 

Clearly, our presc:>nt economic difficul
ties demand that we rethink past prac
tices, however sanctioned by custom. No 
program or policy should be immune 

from scrutiny, notwithstanding the 
strengths of its constituency. And few 
programs have a constituency as strong 
as water resources projects. 

Not long ago, the distinguished chair
man of the Budget Committee offered the 
following candid assessment of the pres
ent system for authorizing and funding 
water projects: 

The United States desperately needs a 
water policy, but unless we are prepared 
to make some major changes, the work of 
the Senate Environment and Public Works 
Committee w111 continue to be a w1lly-nilly 
process, listening to a few Congressional 
witnesses about their pet projects, and the 
situation wlll get worse ... There is no effort 
to identify priorities. We sit here in the com
mittee and just authorize and send every
thing on to the Appropriations Committee. 
Our current policy is simply ad hoc ... Every 
Congress finds the omnibus rivers and har
bors bill coming up in the last 15 days. We 
push through an 80-page bill with 300 proj
eds; most of the Senators couldn't pro
nounce half of the names of the projects. 

Other members of the Senate Envi
ronment and Public Works Committee 
have been equally critical of the current 
process. Senator SIMPSON remarked dur
ing a markup session on rivers and har
bors legislation that-

What we have here is a slush fund of 
projects to raid the Treasury ... a parade 
of turkeys. You'd never put a nickel of your 
own money into some of these projects. 

The General Accounting Office in one 
of many reports on the subject, noted the 
following major deficiencies in the pres
ent process for authorizing and funding 
water projects: 

Cost estimates presented to Congress 
for water resources construction au
thorization are not based on reliable in
formation. As a result, Federal water 
projects are generally experiencing 
large cost growth over the cost estimates 
presented to the Congress at the time 
the projects were authorized for con
struction; 

Because there are far too many proj
ects for the available funding to con
struct ea.ch project at its optimum rate, 
improvements are needed to set priori
ties so that the highest priority projects 
can be constructed efficiently, while 
those with the lowest priority be de
ferred or perhaps left unfunded. Delays 
and backlogs causing cost growth on ma
jor programs could be reduced if pri
orities were properly established and 
transmitted to Congress; 

Both the corps and the Water Power 
and Resources Service, formerly the Bu
reau of Reclamation, provide incomplete 
conceptual design data for use by Con
gress in authorizing large amounts of 
funding to construct major water re
sources projects; 

More should be done by the aforemen
tioned agencies to provide a better basis 
for congressional decision on the need 
for a particular project and the best al
ternative for meeting that need. For the 
most part, GAO's criticisms remain valid 
today. 

Although the GAO's study did not 
dwell at length on the development of 
benefit-cost ratios for Federal water 
projects, this has been an area of great 
concern to me for some time. Central to 
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the formulation of the benefit-cost ratio 
is the choice of the interest or discount 
rate. 

Let me speak on a personal note here. 
I am not talking about any specific proj
ect, but we can raise the subject of 
Dickey-Lincoln, which is a word that has 
been, certainly, if not bandied about 
these Chambers, at least discussed in the 
Chambers of both Houses for the past 10 
or 12 years. There is a project which I 
hope, finally, this year, will meet its ter
mination-if not in the committee, then 
certainly on this floor. It is a project that 
would cost about a billion and a half 
taxpayer dollars to construct a dam big
ger than the Aswan Dam of Egypt, that 
would produce, following its construc
tion, roughly 2 hours of peaking power a 
day-just the kind of power that New 
England does not need; just the kind of 
power that studies that have been done 
show can be avoided, the use of it, the 
consumption of it. Yet, year after year, 
the study of that particular project has 
been authorized and funded in this 
Chamber. 

Mr. President, I suggest there are a 
number of other Dickey-Lincolns buried 
in this particular bill. 

As some of my colleagues know, many 
water projects survive largely because 
Congress continues to permit the use 
of a ludicrously low discount rate in 
judging their economic viability. Dickey
Lincoln was one in question. Three-and
a-quarter percent interest rate. I ask 
anyone in this Chamber where they can 
borrow money at the rate of 3% percent 
interest. 

I should like to meet that person, be
cause I have some loans I would like 
to take out. An interest rate of 3¥4 per
cent is the standard by which that par
ticular project's viability is determined 
to be valid and meritorious and cost 
efficient and effective. 

It is, of course, possible to justify al
most any project if the discount rate 
is low enough. However, when we subsi
dize water-development projects through 
the use of unrealistically low inter
est rates to produce an artificially favor
able cost-benefit ratio, we are doing so 
at the expense of some other activity 
where Federal funds could be more pro
ductively used. This practice not only 
represents an exercise in self-deception, 
but yields an extremely poor return on 
the taxpayer's investment. 

The time to end this charade is at 
hand. I remain prepared to support 
water resource projects which can stand 
on their own merits, but I am tired of 
being asked to support economic cripples 
which cannot possibly pass muster in the 
marketplace. 

I fully recognize that this amendment 
strikes a sensitive nerve with many of 
my Senate colleagues. One never ques
ti.ons the virtues of motherhood, apple 
Pie,. and wat~r projects without inviting 
a vigorous dissent. Past skirmishes over 
water policy reforms have left the bat
tlefield littered with the corpses of re
formers, so I do not underestimate, for 
even a moment, the intensity of feeling 
on this matter. 

I firmly believe, however, that the time 
is ripe to reexamine past practices in 

this area. The need for fiscal restraint 
has imposed a special obligation on this 
Congress to reform its ways, and to 
abandon practices which are wasteful, 
parochial, and frequently inflationary. 

The budget resolution is an appropri
ate vehicle for mandating needed re
forms in our water-development policy, 
and adoption of this amendment will 
provide the boost that is necessary to 
get this process underway. 

I thank the Senator from Ohio for 
yielding. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
am not opposed to the development of 
the South and West, but I cannot sup
port a budget such as the one before us, 
which proposes to eliminate the Eco
nomic Development Administration and 
to reduce funds for developing the dis
tressed areas of the Northeast and Mid
west while leaving the water projects in
tact. 

I would prefer to see funds restored 
to the EDA, but that approach has been 
defeated in the Senate. So this amend
ment does not transfer funds. It simply 
cuts $300 million from a water project 
fund that is now at $2.1 billion for con
struction. 

If we are going to cut all the prograw..s 
we should cut water projects as well, the 
total of which amounts to $4.5 billion. 

Mr. President, there is one man whose 
name has become legend in this coun
try, as he wielded tnat knife, as he wield
ed that cleaver. It is he who has been 
given the credit, if that be the appro
priate word, for having cut the budget, 
and that is David Stockman. I read what 
David Stockman said about water proj
ects on June 18, 1980: 

I think it is about time that someone blew 
the whistle around here on the misguided 
notion that giant public works projects are 
unambiguously in the national interest, are 
an undisguised, unequivocal economic bless
ing just because some one comes up with a 
mechanical count showing the number of 
construction jobs, the number of perma
nent jobs, the amount of barge traffic, the 
amount of revenues tha.t might be generated 
by the completion of a project of this sort, 
or even 1! they come up with an artificially 
contrived cost-benefit ratio demonstra.ting 
that this might be a viable idea. 

Said David Stockman, as a Member of 
the House: 

I would submit to this House that all of 
those conclusions about the worthiness of 
projects based on that sort of reasoning em
ploy single-entry bookkeeping. employ only 
a partical account of what the real econom
ics are, what the real impact is of going 
ahead with a project of this sort. 

Mr. President, I do not understand 
how Mr. Stockman, who was so opposed 
to the water projects when he was a 
Member of the House, who is so anxious 
to balance the budget, who has been so 
willing to take food out of the mouths 
of kids, who has been willing to put the 
burden of cutting this budget on the 
backs of the poor, who has been totally 
unconcerned about middle class Ameri
cans and their opportunity to get their 
kids to college or their ability to pay for 
the school lunch program, which will 
double in cost if they earn more than 
$11,000 or $15,000 a year, who has not 
been concerned about veterans' counsel-

ing programs which have been cut back, 
who has not been concerned about the 
WIC program which attends to the prob
lems of pregnant women and infant 
children-! do not understand how this 
person has so much changed his colors 
that in less than a year, he has failed 
to use the same cleaver to come down on 
water projects. 

I am proud that an organization such 
as the National Taxpayers Union does 
not look at one project as being better 
than another project but is totally con
sistent in its position, in saying that 
there is no reason not to be cutting back 
on water projects. 

I say to those Members of the Senate 
who consider themselves the great con
servatives of America, "Where are you 
today? Where will you be on this amend
ment? Will you be concerning yourself 
only about your selfish local concerns? 
Will you be concerned about the particu
lar water project that is in your back
yard, or will you have a sense of con
sistency? Are you willing to stand up 
and be counted?" 

There are few enough over there who 
in the past have been willing to stand up, 
but I say that in this issue, that is what 
we are talking about-consistency. We 
are talking about a sense of integrity 
with respect to balancing the budget. 
We are talking about being fair and just 
to all the people of this country. 

As the National Taxpayers Union put 
it: 

The National Taxpayers Union is con
cerned ~bout the failure of the Budget Com
mittee to recommend substantial reductions 
in spending on unnecessary water project 
construction. 

They go on in their letter, a copy of 
which is on the desk of each Senator: 

In its 1978 report ... the GAO noted 
that the Federal water development agencies 
"still have problems preparing accurate, uni
form, logically developed benefit-cost ratios." 

During the past 5 years, the Inspector 
General of Interior has completed audits 
on the management of various Bureau of 
Reclamation basin wide projects ... These 
audits reveal repeated patterns of unbusi
ness-like decisions and failure to protect the 
public's pocketbook. 

Said the national Taxpayers Union, 
in concluding: 

Across-the-board cuts should be more than 
just rhetoric; wasteful a.nd unnecessary 
spending must be eliminated if we are to 
ba.lance the budget and restore fiscal in
tegrity to the economy. We urge your sup
port of the Metzenbaum amendment to cut · 
$300 mlllion from this water construction 
area. 

The National Taxpayers Union has 
summarized the argument. The ball is 
now in the court of the Members of the 
Senate. We will note with interest 
whether or not those who are concerned 
about budget cutting and fiscal respon
sibility and conservatism, and who came 
here under an aura of conservatism and 
balancing the budget, will vote on a 
parochial basis or whether they will vote 
with the courage and conviction they 
talked about when they were out on the 
campaign trail. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 
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Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 

might say to my good friend from Wash
ington that after he makes his comments 
I am prepared to yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the argu
ment remains the same now as it did 
when the Senator from Ohio presented 
his amendment. 

The Budget Committee, whatever its 
composition, has in fact already provided 
real cuts in the functions to which this 
amendment applies, cuts in dollars, even 
greater cuts in percentages than under 
previous appropriations for the subjects. 

At least a fair share of these cuts have 
been imposed on this function as com
pared with other functions in this budget. 

In most of the broad social functions 
to which the Senator speaks, the so
called cuts are not cuts at all, but simply 
reductions in increased rates of expendi
ture. 

It is appropriate to begin a reform of 
the way in which water projects are au
thorized. It is at the same time foolish 
to stop building those already under con
struction and to end up spending more 
money for nothing than we will spend for 
their completion. 

In connection with all of the physical 
resources reductions, it is the South and 
the West which have the larger share of 
those reductions as opposed to the North
east and the Midwest. 

Taking it all in all, the budget in this 
respect is a fair one. It is, I believe, better 
than the one which the President sub
mitted to us, but it is by no means dis
tributed unequally in respect to the social 
programs to which the Senator from 
Ohio spoke. 

This amendment should be defeated 
and we should continue on our way to
ward the passage of this concurrent reso
lution and our conference committee 
with the House of Representatives. 

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
am prepared to yield back the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. 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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

having been yielded back, the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Ohio. 

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. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. CocH
RAN), the Senator from Iowa <Mr. JEP
SEN), the Senator from Indiana <Mr. 
QuAYLE), and the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. RUDMAN) are necessar
ily absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Mississippi <Mr. 
CocHRAN) would vote "nay." 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 

Senator from Arkansas (Mr. BUMPERs), 
the Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), 
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. HuD
DLESTON), and the Senator from Mas
sachusetts <Mr. KENNEDY) are neces
sarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Tennessee <Mr. SASSER) is absent be
cause of death in the family. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. 
SASSER) would vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 39, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 99 Leg.] 
YEA8-39 

Bentsen Glenn 
Biden Gl18SSley 
Boschwitz Heinz 
Bradley Helms 
Byrd, Humphrey 

Harry F., Jr. Inouye 
Byrd, Robert C. Kasten 
Chatee Leahy 
Cohen Levin 
DiYOn Lugar 
Dodd Mathias 
Dole Metzenbaum 
Durenbel'ger Mitchell 
Eagleton Moyniham. 

Abd.lnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Baucus 
Boren 
Burdick 
ChUes 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Da.ntorth 
DeConcini 
Denton 
DomEmdct 
Ea.st 
Exon. 
Ford 
Ga.rn 

NAY8-52 

Goldwater 
Gorton 
Hart 
Hatch 
Ha;tfield 
Hawkins 
Hayakawa 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Jackson 
Johnston 
KilllsE.ebaum 
Laxalt 
Lang 
Matsunaga. 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Melcher 

Nickles 
Nunn 
Pe:l 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Riegle 
Roth 
Simpson 
Specter 
Tsongas 
Weicker 
Wil11.ams 

Mur'kowskl 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Randolph 
SMban.es 
Schmitt 
Stafford 
Stennll.s 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wa.Uop 
WSJr.ner 
Zortn.sky 

NOT VOTING--9 
Bumpers Huddleston QuaY'le 
oa.n.n.on Jepsen Rudmi!IJl. 
Cochran Kennedy Sa.sselr 

So Mr. METZENBAUM'S amendment (UP 
No. 79) was rejected. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GORTON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
New Hampshire is now recognized for 
not to exceed 30 minutes. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, the 
Senate is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. The Senate will please 
come to order. 

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

majority leader. 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I under
stand that the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire intends to speak 
on tomorrow instead of today. I ask 
unanimous consent that the order on his 
behalf for recognition today be vitiated. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
may we have order so we may hear the 
Senator? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. The Senate will be in 
order. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let mere
peat the request. 

I am advised by the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire <Mr. 
HuMPHREY) that his plans now have 
changed and he will make his presenta
tion tomorrow instead of today. So I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the recognition of the Senator from New 
Hampshire be vitiated at this time. 

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

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. 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. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I under
stand, as a matter of convenience, that 
the Senate would be better served and 
Members would be accommodated ·by 
changing the sequence of the amend
ments. I am told that the Senator from 
Wisconsin, Mr. PROXMIRE, is ready to 
proceed at this time rather than the time 
previously assigned to his amendment. I 
now ask unanimous consent that the 
Proxmire amendment be the next 
amendment to be considered by the Sen
ate, without changing the sequence 
thereafter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AN
DREWS). Without objection, it is oo 
ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I under
stand the distinguished Senator from 
Nebraska (Mr. ExoN), wishes to have his 
slot vacated. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Exon amendment be deleted 
from the list previously provided for. 

The PRES'IDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, if 
the majority leader would be good 
enough to provide several slots for the 
Senator from Ohio at the conclusion of 
the other slots, it would be appreciated. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I will not 
be glad to, but I will. I wonder if the 
Senator from Ohio could tell me how 
many amendments he might have in 
mind and what the subject matters 
might be. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
would anticipate there may be in the 
area of four amendments, some of which 
would ,have to do with tax expenditures 
and others which may relate to slightly 
more controversial subjects. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I do not 
wish to be difficult with my friend from 
Ohio, but in each case so far we ha.ve 
designated the subject matter of the 
amendment. I wonder if we could with
hold the request for him, with the as
surance that I will make a request on 
his behalf, while we confer on how ex
actly to describe those a.mendments. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I have no problem on the three, on the 
tax expenditures. One has to do with 
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commodity straddles and one has to ~o 
with capital gains on timber a;.1d t11e 
other one has to do with intangible drill
ing costs of oil companies. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the Sena
tor would like those three sequenced in 
at the conclusion of the list we have now 
provided for on those subjects, is that 
correct? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. That is correct; 
each one separate. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. Would the Senator be 
agreeable to reducing the time for those 
amendments below the time allocated 
under the statute? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Yes. I would say 
a half hour to a side. 

Mr. BAKER. A half hour to a side? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

if the Senator will yield, I would suggest 
that the Senator proceed with that 
request. 

Mr. BAKER. If the distinguished mi
nority leader has no objection, I will go 
ahead and sequence the amendments 
now. I assume the amendments are ger
mane. As described, they appear to be. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that at the end of the list of amend
ments heretofore provided for, there be 
provision for three amendments just 
now described in favor of the distin
guished Senator from Ohio. Of course, 
there would be the statutory require
ment that the amendments be germane. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the dis
tinguished majority leader. 

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

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, might I 
ask the Senator from Ohio a question? 
At the time I agreed to the sequencing 
that the Senate just ordered, I had in 
hand but was not aware of the request 
of the distinguished ranking minority 
member of the Budget Committee for 
an amendment by him to be sequenced 
at the end of the list. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
certainly have no objection. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the Senator would object to my sched
uling the Hollings amendment ahead of 
his three amendments. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I have no objec
tion. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President I make 
that request. 

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 
tho roll. 

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

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

UP AMENDMENT NO. 80 

(Purpose: To provide a balanced budget in 
fiscal year 1982) 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senato.r from Wisconsin (Mr. PRox

MIRE), for himself, Mr. DECONCINI, and Mr. 
HARRY F. BYRD, JR., proposes an unprinted 
amendment numbered 80. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, line 16, strike "$775,100,000,-

000;" and substitute "$69a,100,000,000; ". 
On page 2, line 21, strike "$699,100,000,-

000;" and substitute "$650,300,000,000; ". 
On page 3, line 4, strike "$48,800,000,000;" 

and substitute "$0; ". 
On page 3, line 9, strike "$1,091,200,000,-

000;" and substitute "$1,042,400,000; ". 
On page 3, line 15, strike "$91,400,000,000;" 

and substitute "$42,600,000,000; ". 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this 
is an amendment which, I think, is long, 
long overdue. It is an amendment which, 
if the American public could be here and 
all could vote, of the 222 million Amer
icans or 230 million Americans they 
would vote 100 to 1 for this amendment. 
I think in spite of that, the amendment 
faces a rocky future. This is an amend
ment which would balance the budget 
this year. It wipes out the $48.8 billion 
deficit proposed on page 3, line 4 of Sen
ate Concurrent Resolution 19 by a fur
ther cut in spending of $48.8 billion. The 
amendment does not affect the tax cut. 

Let me just read from Thursday's Wall 
Street Journal, because that journal, I 
think, gave one big reason why the time 
has come for this amendment. 

The top policy story on the front page 
of the Wall Street Journal says, "Strange 
Welcome. Wall Street Is Greeting Presi
dent's Program with Jitters, Turmoil. 
'Lack of Confidence' Cited; but Reagan 
Aides Stress Long-Run Inflation Cure." 

Then it goes on to say: 
"What the h--- is going on here?" asks a 

Wall Street investment banker. "The finan
cial community has their team in Washing
ton-President Reagan is their man." Yet, he 
notes, "there's real chaos" in the financial 
markets. 

The recent surge in interest rates has 
caused sharp losses on Wall Street and gen
erated dismay in Washington. Some admin
istration officials blame unsteady monetary 
policy by the Federal Reserve Board, but a 
top White House official concedes that the 
recent turmoil in the financial markets "in
dicates alack of confidence in the President's 
program." 

Mr. President, I offered a similar bal
anced budget amendment last year. That 
amendment would have cut expenditures 
by $23 billion-from $633 billion to $610 
billion to bring a balanced budget. 

Only 18 Senators voted for that 
amendment, largely on the grounds that 
cutting $23 billion from the budget was 
impossible. It could not be done. It was 
too much. It was unrealistic. Those were 
the arguments. But they were wrong. 

The fact is that we have now, through 
the diligent efforts of the President, 
OMB, and the Budget Committee, already 
cut at least $20 billion more than my 
amendment last year would have cut 
from this year's budget. 

So it could have been done. We could 
have passed the amendment last year 

and done it. It would have been 
realistic. 

So I hope very much that it will not be 
argued that there is not $48.8 billion 
which we can cut. That is only 7 percent 
of the fiscal year 1982 outlays proposed 
in this resolution, and that cut can be 
made if we are determined to do it. 

From the legislative history of budget 
resolutions it is now clear that we could 
have balanced the fiscal year 1981 budget 
if we had been determined to do so last 
year. Instead, we are getting ourselves 
into a bigger and deeper mess every time 
we refuse to face up to the balanced 
budget issue. 

The setond rebuttal argument I want 
to make right up front is this: 

The technicians argue that if we cut 
$48.8 billion in spending from the Fed
eral budget, revenues will decrease and 
that to get a balanced budget one must 
cut much more than that. They get that 
by taking a series of assumptions and 
putting it through their Keynesian com
puters. 

Frankly, I think it is hogwash. I do 
not buy it. Here is why: 

If we can cut another $48.8 billion from 
the fiscal year 1982 budget many things 
will haf)pen. 

First, there will be $48.8 billion in cred
it that the Federal Government will not 
borrow. That will have a major effect on 
interest rates. It will get the Government 
out of the credit markets by that amount, 
which will help bring down interest rates. 

I might point out, Mr. President, in
cidentally, that, as we all know, in in
terest rates as well as employment there 
is an enormous psychological factor. The 
reason why the arti'cle I read from the 
Wall Street Journal is so appropriate is 
that that article indicates that the finan
cial markets are in turmoil because they 
do not have the confidence in the Presi
dent's program. It is psychological. 

What would give them confidence? 
What would give them confidence is posi
tive, concrete, specific action this year, 
not the same old thing we have been 
hearing year after year, "Maybe not this 
year but next year, or 2 years from now, 
or 3 years or 4 years from now." 

This year. This is the kind of action 
that would result in convincing the credit 
markets we mean business. 

The Federal debt now turns over an
nually. That is, we have a maturity of 
less than a year. 

Depending upon the size of the reduc
tion in the average level of interest rates 
lower than presently assumed, billions 
of dollars in savings on financing the na
tional debt alone will be saved. 

Second, we now have a series of in
dustries which are fiat on their backs 
because of . high interest rates. Housing 
is a basket case. Construction in general 
is in great difficulty. No one can borrow 
the money needed to build houses, to pay 
the mortgage rates for a new home, or 
to get the up front money which con
struction jobs must have. 

I think all of us have talked to the 
homebuilders in our States and talked 
to young couples who want to buy a 
home. That 15- and 16-percent mortgage 
rate, average mortgage rate, the highest 
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in the history of our country by far, is 
simply killing this industry. 

Good homebuilders, efficient, hard- . 
working, competent people who . have 
done a great job for years and have been 
successful for years, are now out of busi
ness. They cannot continue. 

That is a small business industry, an 
industry that provides a tremendous 
amount of employment. It is vital to our 
growth. But hfgh interest rates are kill
ing it. 

If anybody has a better solution for 
bringing interest rates down and. bal
ancing the budget, I would like to hear 
it. 

Mr. President, year after year, and I 
have been on the . Banking Committee 
now for 23 years," we have the head of 
the Federal Reserve Board come and 
testify before us. They tell us, year after 
year, that the one way we can act to get 
interest rates down is to balance the 
budget, cut Federal spending, get the 
Federal Government out of the credit 
markets. They have made that case re
peatedly. 

Mr. President, I think they are right. 
There was a time when people disputed 
that, felt that by some kind of hocus po
cus, some kind of strange action by the 
Federal Reserve, which operates in ways 
that many people do not understand or 
do not want to understand, they can get 
interest rates down without a responsi
ble fiscal policy on the part of the Fed
eral Government. 

There is no way, Mr. President. I think 
more and more people are beginning to 
realize that the one way we can do it is 
to begin to bring our fiscal affairs under 
control, balance the budget, and begin to 
reduce the national debt. 

Mr. President, auto sales are hurting 
because of the cost of money. Farmers 
are having a terrible time borrowing 
from their local banks because the funds 
are going into money market instru
ments, much of which, in turn, is being 
invested abroad. Almost no small busi
nessman can borrow money to expand. 
He cannot get it and when he can get 
it, he cannot afford the interest rates. 

So, do not tell me that balancing the 
budget, and getting the Government out 
of the credit markets would reduce reve
nues. Because of their reliance on com
puters, economists have never been so 
wrong as they have been in the recent 
past. 

What they forget is, as we lower in
terest rates, the activities in these lines. 
homebuilding and automobile construc
tion, will increase, and these are twc of 
the biggest parts of our economy. Hou:~
ing is probably the dominant part and 
automobile construction constitutes a 
sixth of our gross national product. As 
those industries come back and people 
begin to go to work, we are going to find 
more and more people paying taxes in
stead of being on unemployment com
pensation, they will be receiving salaries. 
They are also going to find corporations 
which are now losing money-and all 
the automobile companies are-begin
ning to make money and pay taxes. 

I say, Mr. President, if we cut $48.8 
billion, interest rates will fall; it will cost 
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less to finance the debt; housing con
struction and auto sales will pick up; 
and farmers and small business firms 
will grow and expand and be more pro
ductive, which will increase revenues 
rather than decrease them. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, a bal
anced budget would have a terrific 
psychological effect. We could expect the 
prime rate to drop rather than go up 
as that rate reflects expectations for the 
fu.ture. Wages based on the CPI would 
be lower and, with a balanced budget 
and lower expectations for price in
creases, new labor con tracts would be 
reached at lower levels. Markups by busi
nesses based on the inflated cost of mate
rials would be less. 

So my amendment cuts $48.8 billion 
out of expenditures which, I believe, 
would balance the budget at $650.3 bil
lion under this resolution. 

I put it to Members of the Senate that 
my figures and estimates are just as 
good as, and no doubt very much better 
than those from the OMB or the CBO 
or Wharton or Chase Econometrics, 
which have been so wrong in the recent 
past. 

If, as the year goes by and we get to 
the second budget resolution, it becomes 
necessary, we can cut further. We have 
done that in the past, we are doing it 
now, this late in 1981 year, with rescis
sions. We can do it again if we have to 
do it. But we should not act in May on 
Keynesian computer assumptions, which 
have proven wrong in the past and which 
are nothing more than predictions and 
projections for a fiscal year which begins 
5¥2 months from now and ends almost 
1 Y2 years from now. 

The fact is that economists cannot 
predict with any accuracy-even with 
the most sophisticated computers-what 
will happen next wee·k or next month, 
let alone 1 year to 18 months from now. 

Mr. President, let me take a minute to 
talk about why have the financial mar
kets registered no confidence in the 
President's program at a time when he 
has become more popular than ever, 
whe.n he has called for the very thing 
the financial people have been pleading 
for for years, and when he has won one 
victory after another-in the House as 
well as the Senate? The financial com
munity has won everything they want 
from Government and now they are sing
ing the blues and saying no in the clear
est kind of language-that is they are 
selling their stocks and bonds. So what 
is wrong? The answer is easy. What is 
wrong is the program itself. 

The President has offered a feeble lit
tle pussycat of a program. Anyone who 
thinks we can stop this inflation with 
poUcies based strictly on fiscal actions, 
fiscal actions that end up with an un
balanced budget this year and next year 
and the year after and in all likelihood, 
in 1984 will believe anything. 

Take a look at this inflation, Mr. Presi
dent. Can anyone really believe that the 
series of deficits the administration pro
poses will do the job. We have here an in
flation that, for the first time in the his
tory of our country, does not even pause 
after the end of a major war. This in-

flation dates back to 1939. Ever since 
then, prices have been steadily rising. 
Until World War II, prices had fallen 
after every war in our history, and for 
good reason. But after World War II, 
after the release of the massive human 
and material resources we had tied up in 
history's greatest war, after 12 million 
servicemen swelled our manpower rolls, 
and factories that had produced tanks 
and planes and ships returned to pro
ducing consumer goods as never before. 
prices actually went up. And they went 
up after the Korean war and the Viet
nam war, although, again huge econom
ic resources shifted to civilian produc
tion. 

Even depression had no effect on this 
monstrous inflation. In 1974 and 1975, we 
suffered the worst recession since the 
thirties, but prices continued to climb 
right through that recession. Never be
fore in American history have inflation
ary periods lasted more than a year or 
two except in war time, and then 4 years 
has been the maximum. But this infla
tion began in 1939 and, while previous 
inflations have inflicted a temporary 30-
or 40- or even a 100-percent rise in the 
price level, in this inflation wholesale 
prices have risen more than 600 percent 
since 1939-:sixfold. That makes this in
flation, far, far different-different in 
kind, not degree-from any inflation this 
country has ever endured. 

Finally, this inflation, unlike others, 
has not been simply an American phe
nomenon. Every nation in the world, 
right now, endures serious inflation. We 
talk about how stable prices have been in 
Germany and Japan. Both those coun
tries today have inflation rates which, 20 
years ago, would have brought their gov
ernments down. 

So, Mr. President, this inflation has be
come far bigger, far more universal than 
any inflation this Nation has suffered. It 
has resisted the end of wars, and seri
ous recession. Can anyone soberly con
ceive that the current program of run
ning a $60 billion budget deficit this year . 
and mammoth deficits in the succeed
ing year will inhibit this monstrous in
flation? 

.Of course not. So what do we need? We 
need the one basic psychological action 
by this Government that the overwhelm
ing majority of Americans believe has 
become essential to an antiinflation pro
gram: A balanced budget. Not 3 or 4 
years from now, not if it does not hurt 
too much, not provided we do not dam
age this program or that, but a balanced 
budget in the coming year. Now. 

No, I agree that would not stop infla
tion cold, but it would provide an abso
lutely essential first step in a long, tough, 
uphill climb. We must balance the budget 
for 1982 and then balance it again in 
1983 and again in 1984. Then we will be
gin to make progress. 

We shall have to earn the confidence 
of the American people to begin to bring 
interest rates down and keep them down. 
But there is no way-no way we can 
bring down interest rates and start the 
home building and auto industries mov
ing without first showing we mean busi
ness by balancing the budget. 
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Mr. President, instead of using al~ t?e 
weapons to fight inflation, the adminiS
tration is using only one; namely, fiscal 
policy. 

But that fiscal policy is very weak. 
In fiscal year 1981, according to the 

statement of the Secretary of the T~e~s
ury yesterday, we will have a $60 billion 
deficit. b'll' 

This resolution calls for a $48.8 I IOn 
deficit in fiscal year 1982, and that: a:c
cording to everybody but the adminis-
tration, is optimistic. . . 

This resolution calls for a $21 billion 
deficit in fiscal year 1983. There will be 
no balanced budget until fiscal year 1984, 
and for that to happen everything m~st 
go exactly right, according to admiru~
tration spokesmen themselves. And If 
either the inflation rate or interest rate 
assumptions on which it is based do not 
come true, there will be no . balan~ed 
budget during the 4 years of this admm
istration. 

so while we are relying almost en
tirely on fiscal policy, that policy over 
the next 4 years, is as feeble as any fiscal 
policy can be. That fiscal policy, even if 
it works precisely, will add another $130 
billion to the national debt in the present 
and future fiscal years for which we are 
providing. 

That is why we must take stronger 
fiscal action. 

We are certainly using no other eco
nomic tools for strong anti-inflation 
action. 

MONETARY POLICY 

Monetary policy is outside the purview 
of the executive branch. The Federal Re
serve is independent of the executive an.d 
is an instrument of Congress. TQ,e P~esi
dent, the Treasury, and the Council of 
Economic Advisers can only jawbone the 
Federal Reserve. 

The Senate Banking Committee, under 
my chairmanship, established an over
sight procedure for the Federal Rese~ve 
and required them by law to establ~sh 
annual targets or goals for the expansion 
of the money supply. 

They have done that. But instead of 
setting a single target, they have set a 
wide range, varying as much as from 2 
to 6 percent. Then, routinely, t~ey have 
exceeded the high range of their target. 

That is no weapon. 
FREE OR FREER TRADE 

Another way to help fight inflation is 
through free or freer trade. Competition 
from abroad gives consumers a chance 
to buy goods at lower prices if domestic 
prices are too high. This has clearly 
happened in the automobile industry. 
But this administration is not following 
a free or freer trade policy, and Con
gress is probably in no mood to do so, 
either. 

We now have voluntary limitations on 
the number of cars the Japanese will 
export to us, which means an increase 
in auto prices both for their cars and 
ours. 

In the steel industry, we have a trigger 
price mechanism. The shoe industry is 
asking for help, as is the textile in
dustry. 

Domestic industries are hurting. When 
they hurt, they put on the political pres-

sure against imports and foreign com-
petition. . 

Whether right or wrong, the fact 1s 
that our present trade policy is not help
ing· the fight on inflation but. is margin
ally hurting it. We have given up on 
freer trade as an anti-inflation weapon. 

ANTITRUST 

The same is true with antitrust policy. 
The statements we are g~tting from the 
Justice Department and the Fe~eral 
Trade Commission are that there will be 
less antitrust activity and a lessened 
effort at the FTC to police anticompeti
tive activities. 

So scratch antitrust as an anti-infla
tion weapon. 

JAWBONING 

Finally, there is jawboning. President 
Kennedy did it, and he did it with con
siderable success. We all remember the 
success he got with the steel industry 
when they announced an inflationary 
price increase in 1962. He went to the 
country on it, and the steel industry re
scinded the price increase. That was one 
of the reasons why prices did not rise as 
rapidly as they would have. 

The Reagan administration is against 
jawboning and has dismantled the 
Council on Wage and Price Stability. 
COWPS is no more. While I oppose any 
wage-price controls, there is a place for 
jawboning and for Presidential pres
sures to try to see that wage agreements 
are kept in line and prices are not raised 
arbitrarily. 

In addition, we have no tax induce
ments. Many economists have said it is 
one of the best ways we can get inflation 
under control, through a tax-based in
comes policy-that is, to reward indus
tries and unions which limit price 
increases and wage increases. The ad
ministration has indicated that they will 
have nothing to do with that. 

FISCAL POLICY ALONE 

So we have no anti-inflation policy ex
cept :fiscal policy, and it is weak or feeble. 

The monetary goals are exceeded. 
Free trade is not used as an anti-infla

tion weapon. 
The administration has given up on 

antitrust policy. 
COWPS is down the drain. 
Jawboning is out. 
There is no TIPS program. 
The budget will not be balanced, un

der this resolution, in fiscal years 1981, 
1982, and 1983; and it will be ~alanced 
1n fiscal year 1984 only by a miracle. 

That is why we need to instruct Con
gress to come up with a balanced budget 
in fiscal year 1982. Things will be worse 
in 1983 and 1984 unless we act now. 

Mr. President, let me make one other 
point. Consider how we can cut this 
budget if we can take the inftation fac
tor out of it. First, of course, is the mam
moth cost of interest, shoved up by in
flation. If we could cut Treasury borrow
ing to a 6-percent level, we could save 
$40 billion right there. That is, instead 
of the Treasury paying 12 to 14 percent, 
if it paid 6 or 7 percent, that would cut 
the cost of servic1ng the national debt in 
half. But that is only the beginning. 

Such a drop in interest rates induced 
by the fall in inftation would eliminate 

the necessity for subsidized student loans. 
It would drastically cut the cost of our 
houslng programs. Two-th~rds of the cost 
of our housing programs is interest. We 
could cut the mortgage rate in half and 
we could slash one-third of the cost of 
Federal housing programs-a saving of 
billions. 

In military procurement, much of the 
cost for these weapons systems that take 
years to build falls on the cost of tying 
up billions of dollars in materials, un
finished construction year after year, 
with a 20-percent prime rate. Bring in
flation down, and the cost of military 
procurement falls sharply-again by bil
lions. 

However, the big cost of inflation is 
not in interest, high as that is. The cost 
falls in the immense cost of indexing 
Federal pay and especially such retire
ment pensions as the Federal Govern
ment pays its own retired personnel, and 
particularly to the 35 million- and grow
ing numbers--of retired Americans re
ceiving social security benefits indexed 
for inflation. Here we have a strictly in
flation-caused expenditure that pushes 
the budget out of sight. 

Of course, throughout the Govern
ment, in Government salaries, in con
structing buildings and water projects, 
in paying for travel and the myriad of 
other things the Government buys, in
flation itself--constantly rising and ac
celerating prices-drives Government 
spending higher and higher and makes 
balancing the budget seem a hopeless 
task year after year. Some time, some
how, we have to grit our teeth, slam the 
door shut, and say: "No more." We have 
to determine to balance the budget not 
3 or 4 years from now, but now. We 
have to show the country we mean busi
ness, however painful that business may 
be. 

The President has started this difficult 
business. To his great credit, he is the 
first President in 50 years to propose 
cuts in Federal spending. Hooray. He 
has won overwhelming public support 
for those reductions, although he also 
has run into bitter criticism. He has 
made a start, but the start simply does 
not do the .iob. We still face the same 
old, fat deficits-this year. next year, 
the year after. and very probably in 1984. 

Virtually every one of the P'ro11no:: t.hat 
have suffered a cut will benefit if the in
flat~on comes under control. Fnt. ;f thi"> 
program does not bring inflation and 
high interest rates under control, we will 
intensify the suffering of these groups. 
Their sacriftce will be in vain. and a per
ceived effort to stop inflation by cutting 
spending will have failed. That wm make 
any future effort to meet our problems by 
holding down spending much tougher 
and perhaps impossible. 

We simply cannot afford to perm;t t.his 
anti-inflation program to fail. What does 
that require? It calls on us to take the 
one step that m;n;ons of Americans will 
know means business. we must balance 
the budget and start to rnn suroluses. 
We have to stay with that balanced budg
et for years-5 or 6 or more. Snch a 
course, pulling the Federal r-overnm~nt 
out of the credit markets. wouJd reduce 
pressure on interest rates. It would help 
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persuade business and labor to ease up 
the pressure on prices and wages. It 
would provide the essential psychological 
basis for price stability; and as prices 
and interest rates fell, it would become 
progressively easier to hold down spend
ing and balance the budget and run sur
pluses. We could begin to emerge from 
our long inflationary nightmare. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I believe that cer
tain points should be made relative to a 
balanced budget and serious amend
ments to actually bring us to a balanced 
budget. I hope, soon, to present just such 
an amendment. 

Someone could ask, "Do you not con
sider this a serious amendment?" I know 
that the distinguished Senator frcxm 
Wisconsin is very serious, and there is no 
better informed Member of this body in 
the field of governmental finance. He 
would know, for instance, that since 
this amendment just cuts spending by a 
lump sum of $50 billion and is not broken 
down by function, it is, in my opinion, 
subject to a point of order. I believe that 
would be clear under the Budget Act. 

I will not rely upon a technicality. 
However, the Senator should know that 
just because you cut $50 billion and bal
ance the budget does not mean that 
things will necessarily work that way. 
For one thing, the revenue figures must 
be adjusted because there would be at 
least another $15 billion loss in reve
nues resulting from these cuts; so the 
amendment does not really give us a bal
anced budget in 1982. The Budget Com
mittee went through the budget func
tion by function. We argued and debated 
$100 million amounts, $50 million 
amounts, small amounts, relative to vac
cinations, and a host of other orogram<>. 

Now, to come in, and find an addi
tional $50 billion, with no direction by 
function, cannot be taken too seriously
or, to use a better word, let us say that 
it cannot have any realistic result. 

I note that the distin~utshed senior 
Senator from Virginia is a cosponsor. 
Senator HARRY F. BYRD, JR. is another 
worker in the vineyards, trying to bring 
fiscal responsibility to this Government. 
But one has to work in realistic ways. 

For one thing, it has been noted by 
Alan Greenspan, in a speech he delivered 
just a few weeks ago, that the genius 
of President Reagan's approach this year 
has been in his selecting just the right 
amount of cuts. 

Last year we struggled to get a $10 
billion cut included in the reconciliation 
resolution and were lucky to escape with 
$8 billion of the $10 billion in the final 
bill. 

When we get further down the legisla
tive road, we get more into details into 
the particular programs and we are 
lucky to escape with any kind of a budg
et cut. 

Now take the other extreme. If the 
President himself had used the Prox
m1re approach and added another $50 
billion or $100 billion cut he probably 
would not have gotten the time of day 
from any one of the budget committees, 
House Members, Senators, or otherwise. 

It is not a question of need. It is not 
a question of intent. It is not a question 
of how we feel about a balanced budget. 
It is a question of a realistic approach. 

I remember when the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia, after great de
bate, I think it was on the Bretton 
Woods Act in 1978, said that by 1981 the 
budget shall be balanced. 

This should be put in the budget 
archives, in a section for anecdotes on 
the budget. This would be a good one. 
Section 7 of Public Law 95-435, the Bret
ton Woods Act, says that, beginning with 
fiscal year 1981, the total budget outlays 
of the Federal Government shall not ex
ceed its receipts. 

That is the law of the land, with three 
readings in the House of Representa
tives and three readings in the Senate, 
signed with all fonnality into law by the 
President of the United States on Oc
tober 10, 1978. 

What does it mean? Absolutely 
nothing. It is totally unrealistic. It is 
the argument that we have had to use 
in cautioning the electorate about con
stitutional amendments. 

The constitution of my own State of 
South Carolina, in 1895, in article 10, sec
tion 2, called for a balanced budget. 

But when this gentleman here pre
sented himself for the oath of office in 
1959 as Governor and Chief Executive 
Officer, we were totally in the red. I know 
about budgets in the red. I had to ac
tually balance a budget, and to do that 
I had to raise taxes. At that time I 
could not use this spurious argument of 
stimulus and incentives. We are going to 
talk about that later this afternoon when 
I bring up an amendment. 

Certainly the constitution did not a 
balanced budget make. We had been 
habitually operating in the red. Since 
then we have gotten into the black and 
continued ever since with a triple "A" 
credit rating. 

The charter of the city of New York 
was written to say that the budget shall 
be balanced. It means nothing. We have 
to effectuate a discipline within the legis
lative or congressional branch. 

Presidents can ask for new impound
ment powers. They can call for the so
called frugal budgets, the austere budg
ets. They can characterize them in many 
ways. But they are ineffective until the 
President and the Congress and the peo
ple are truly serious about them. I give 
President Reagan great credit for his 
leadership. Everyone is now talking seri
ously about operating the Government in 
the black. So we do have a very serious 
electorate and I think that when the 
electorate has become serious, this kind 
of measure should not just pass casually. 
It should be emphasized that this is no 
more than a charade. It may make a 
story or headline but it will not balance 
the budget. If we passed it without a 
point of order, it would mean nothing 
more than Public Law 95-435 because we 
had not cut the functions. We would not 
have effected the economies. 

Mr. DOMENTCI. That is correct. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. We do not have 

agreement with the authorizing commit
tees. We do not have agreement with the 

committee chainnen or With the leader
ship of Congress. We do not have the 
concerted effort that is needed to carry 
out the true intent of the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

Shortly, I will present a realistic 
amendment that will get us closer to a 
balanced budget in 1982 and achieve a 
surplus in fiscal year 1983. 

We cannot afford a tax cut of any more 
than around $25 billion in fiscal year 1982 
and move realistically toward a balanced 
budget. That is the one conclusion I have 
come to after working in the budget field 
at the national level for some 6 years try
ing to get exactly where the Senator from 
Wisconsin wants to bring us in 1982. 

And I have had to give up on balancing 
by 1982. Why? Because we have ~he 
equally important task of increasmg 
defense. 

I think we could balance the budget 
next year if we did not have to play 
catchup ball, to pay for 10 years of leth
arey. indolence. neglect, and misdirec
tion of our .national defenses. 

I think President Reagan is right. I 
support him. We have to increase defense 
spending. But we cannot have increases 
in defense, we cannot have cuts i!l spend
ing and then include a tax cut m excess 
of the spending cuts. That is not the way 
to 1!0. 

That is my complaint on the Reagan
Kemp-Roth measure. and Senators will 
hear me further on that score. 

Once we start just trying to cut spend
ing anvwhere, we have a problem similar 
to that which confronts the majority 
regarding their unidentified savings. 
They had to resurrect function 920, the 
dummy function, for fiscal years 1983 and 
1984. They just could not find places to 
cut that much from unless, as I think 
mavbe the Senator from Wisconsin 
would do, they eliminated general rev
enue sharing, eliminated aid for ele
mentary and secondary education, and 
so on. In fact, they have a doomsday list 
that would ~hieve those cuts, but, real
istically, I do not see those proposals 
getting over five votes in either House. 

With all resoect to mv colleagues on 
the maiority side, this doomsday list was 
worked out by the majority staff on the 
Budget Committee to show how the cuts 
could be made without resorting to the 
monkeyshines and shenanigans that we 
have in this resolution. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished Senator. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I am 
happy to say count me as one of the five 
votes for it. I will certainly vote for the 
doomsday list any day of the week. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator will get 
Senator HARRY F. BYRD, JR., myself, and 
about three or four others. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am not so sure. If 
the Senator comes in with that kind of 
recommendation I think we will get a 
majority. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, if I 
thought it were possible I would do it. 
It is just not realistic, but therein is our 
trouble. 

I thank the distinguished manager of 
the bill. 

. 
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do 
not want to say a lot about this amend
ment. I just want to make sure I have 
it right. 

We all understand that in this budget
ing process what we have done is divide 
the functions of Government and then 
set a target in budget authority and out
lays for each of these major functions of 
Government. 

Then we add up those functions and 
get the total expenditures. Then we look 
at the deficit and estimate the interest 
that we are going to have to pay on the 
debt and add that up. Each of these are 
distinct numbers for each of the func
tions of Government. That gives us a 
total expected budget authority and out
lays for the year. Then we estimate rev
enues and the difference between the 
two is the deficit or surplus or balanced 
budget. 

With respect to the continued efforts 
and votes of our good friend from Wis
consin to be frugal and fiscally respon
sible, I commend him. I am sorry he did 
not vote for indexation the other day, 
but I understand. 

But this amendment is very peculiar 
because the budget authority for each 
function is the same as it was when we 
reported it. The outlay for each function 
is the same as we reported it. 

But then the good Senator said, "If you 
add those up it comes out just like the 
Senate had it, so I do not like that, so I 
want to take $50 billion off the bottom 
line." We add up the functions in Gov
ernment and they are going to come out 
$50 billion higher than his, but he is 
saying, "We do not like that; we want to 
balance." 

So the sum total of the functions is 
going to be out of focus with the total. 
We have to have unanimous consent to 
use small calculators to run the business 
here on the :floor. 

You do not need a small or a large 
calculator on this amendment. The truth 
of the matter is senator PROXMIRE left all 
the same expenditures of Government in 
each function, and then you get down to 
the end and he decides that is too high. 
He says, "I want a balance," so he took 
$50 billion out. 

You just cannot do that. I asked the 
staff as to whether you can really do that, 
and they said, "Well, I guess if anyone 
around here wants to let them do it they 
can." But basically, you see, the budget 
will not be mathematically accurate. 
Fortunately, the budget writers, the ones 
who wrote this very complicated process, 
saw this as a possibility for some kind of 
hocus-pocus. I mean, you would have a 
different total than you would with the 
sum of the functions, so they do not let 
you do that. They do not let you make an 
amendment that will make the budget 
mathematically out of balance. 

So I regret to say that while it sounds 
beautiful that you could just take this 
$50 billion out at the tail end I am 
delighted that those who crea~d this 
process said that you could not do this, 
and I regret to tell my good friend Sen
ator PROXMIRE that he cannot do it 
either. You can try to do it and you can 
argue it, but you are going to have to 
get the Senate of the United States to 

overrule the Budget Act because it just 
is not a valid approach, and there is 
not any question but that it is subject 
to a point of order. I regret to do that, 
but when the time is up I will. 

I took a little time to explain it be
cause I do not want to make points of 
order just to make them. Obviously, 
something has to be wrong with a reso
lution that has all the same numbers 
we have but then when you get down to 
the bottom line you decide the arithme
tic is such that you do not like it, so you 
take the money out and bring it into 
balance. That is my best characteriza
tion, and I regret to say it that way. 

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

May I say to my good friend from 
New Mexico that we have gone over this 
and it is precisely the same thing I did 
last year and have done the year before, 
and nobody has raised this point that 
this is not in conformity with the 
Budget Act. 

Obviously cuts would have to be made 
in various sectors of the budget and 
various categories, but this is just as you 
run a business. If the board of directors 
decides to have to make a cut, they say 
you have to cut, and then it is up to the 
business people themselves, the people 
who run the operations, to decide where 
the cuts will be. In this case it would be 
up to the Budget Committee to make 
recommendations to us. They would 
have to come back to us and indicate 
that they would make the cuts wherever 
they think the cuts should be made, and 
then the Senate as a whole would make 
its recommendation. 

The reason I a voided this is because 
of that very procedure. This is a pro
cedure in which, it seems to me, the 
decisions as to where to make the $48 
billion cut should be made by the Budget 
Committee on the basis of their experi
ence, their recommendations, their 
hearings, their record, and then the Sen
ate as a whole can make its decision. 

However, the overall determination 
that we should balance the budget this 
year, in 1982 or that we should cut out
lays, as I say, and cut our budget au
thority, as we indicate in this amend
ment I am offering here, would man
date, would require, would compel the 
Budget Committee and the Senate as a 
whole to make recommendations in the 
appropriate function. 

Mr. President, let me just say to my 
friend from South Carolina he indicated 
that this was not a responsible, realistic 
reduction in the budget or in spending. 
Mr. President, it is hard for me to ac
cept that. The fact is that the most 
realistic action we can take, or an action 
that is as realistic as anything I can 
imagine, is to cut only 7 percent--that 
is all this cuts-from a $699 billion 
budget we cut 7 percent or $48.5 billion. 

Then the argument was well, maybe 
we will lose revenues, and you will have 
to cut more. My argument, in contradic
tion to that, was if you cut the spending 
as I propose, and balance the budget as 
I propose then the psychological effect 
in reducing interest rates will have a 
dramatically positive effect on our coun
try and on our economy. 

You talk to homebuilders and to auto
mobile dealers, and they will tell you 
that the one thing Congress can do which 
will help them more than anything else 
is to reduce Federal spending so that 
we balance the budget and get the Gov
ernment out of the borrowing markets 
with a resultant increase in the '~interest 
rates. 

Take the present interest rates, does 
anyone wonder for a moment why we 
have the 20-percent prime rate for the 
first time, mortgage rates breaking all 
records, when the Federal Government 
has a national debt of almost $1 trillion 
and borrows that national debt every 
single year because we have an average 
maturity rate of less than a year? Of 
course, we blow the top off interest rates, 
and the way to get it down is to cut Fed
eral spending and balance the budget. 
That signal would have a dramatic ef
fect. 

Mr. President, once again, I want to 
assert that if we are going to balance 
the budget that we balance it now, not 
next year. I offered it in 1979 for the 
1980 fiscal year, and the argument was, 
"Wait until next year." Then I offered 
it in 1980. We have been talking for 
years about how in 1981 we will balance 
the budget at long last. We came in in 
May of 1980 with a balanced budget for 
1981. But then the second budget resolu
tion in september of 1980 came and we 
went to a $23 billion deficit. 

Now we come to a proposal on my part 
in May of 1981 to balance the budget in 
1982, and we say that we cannot do it. 
We cannot do it next year, and probably 
not in 1983, and we will probably have 
to wait much later to do it. 

Mr. President, we can do it if we have 
the will to do it. Every poll I have seen 
has indicated that the overwhelming ma
jority of the people want us to balance 
the budget. Think of the fact that more 
than half, a great majority, of our State 
legislatures have gone to the unusual 
length of passing a reso~.ution calling for 
a constitutional convention to balance 
the budget. It could be a runaway con
vention, and I think most of us who have 
thought about the effect of this conven
tion dread it becam;e they could tear up 
the whole Constitution. 

What we have had is only one consti
tutional convention in our history and 
they did tear up the Articles of Confed
eration and started up all over again. 
But our State legislatures thought so 
deeply about it that 34 of them have 
passed resolutions calling for a constitu
tional convention for one purpose, for a 
balanced budget. 

Just in this body last week the Judi
ciary Committee's subcommittee reported 
unanimously-only three people who 
were members of that subcommittee, 
unanimously by a 3 to 0 vote--a recom
mendation for a constitutional amend
ment recommending a balanced budget, 
except under extraordinary circum
stances and requiring an extraordinary 
vote of both Houses of Congress. 

Of all the years when we should bal
ance the budget this· should be No. 1. 
After all, we are now in a situation where 
we have inflation racing ahead at a 
double-digit figure. We have the highest 
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interest rates, as I said over and over 
again, in the history of our country, and 
of all the time when a balanced budget 
is called for now is the time. 

Mr. President, the only opportunity 
Members of the Senate are going to have 
to vote on a balanced budget resolution 
at this time this year on this particular 
resolution, at least, is the one I am offer
ing today, and I hope they will recognize 
that while this is tough, this is painful, 
and it will not stop inflation right away
it will take years to do it, and we have 
to repeat this over again next year and 
the year after that and the year after 
that repeatedly-if we are going to do 
the job we are going to have to do it 
now, the time to do it is now. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

COHEN) . The Senator will state it. 
Mr. DOMENICI. How much time 

remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico has 40 minutes; 
the Senator from Wisconsin has 36 
minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. You have 36 minutes 
left, I have 40. I am prepared to yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have no request for 
time, so if the Senator from New Mexico 
wishes to yield back his time, I will yield 
back my time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield it back. 
Mr. President, I make a point of order 

that the amendment is not in order. It 
touches the resolution in more than one 
place and is not mathematically con
sistent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Budget Act permits an amendment which 
touches in more than one place if it is 
mathematically consistent. This amend
ment is not and, therefore, the point is 
well taken. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I 
withdraw my amendment and send an
other amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair 
advises the Senator from Wisconsin that 
there is a unanimous-consent order that 
has set the sequence for amendments. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
modify my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
take unanimous consent to alter that. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I do not have the 
reputation around here of relying on 
technicalities. On the other hand, I 
really cannot believe that the Senator 
seriously wants us to vote on a budget 
resolution where you have not provided 
one single penny of cuts in any function 
but you come down to the bottom of the 
resolution and take out enough to make 
it balanced. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I can
not understand the argument of the 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, that is 
not fair. That makes utter shambles of 
all the work we did. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. No. Let me say to my 
good friend from New Mexico that this 
is precisely what I did last year. This was 
on the floor last year and I did the same 

thing the year before. This is the way 
you do it, as the Senator knows. 

Mr. DOMENICI. No; no. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 

Senator knows perfectly well that when I 
do that, the Senator will say, "Look at all 
the work the Budget Committee has 
done. The Senator himself is taking it 
over and saying we will cut here and cut 
there and another place." 

The way to do this is exactly the way 
we are doing it here. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
Senator should not say that is the way 
we do it around here. That may be the 
way the Senator does it once a year, but 
that is not the way we do it. The Senator 
does do it once a year, I guess. 

Mr. President, what is the Senator's 
new amendment that he wants to put 
in? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, what 
my new amendment does is makes sev
eral changes. It makes changes on five 
different parts of the bill. I simply make 
a change on page 3, line 4, I strike $48,-
800,000,000 and substitute 80-I beg your 
pardon. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, does 
the Senator want a vote on that first 
amendment he presented? Is that what 
he wants? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I 
would like a vote on that, but if the Sen
ator wants to make a point of order, I 
will offer the other amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I with
draw my point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair has indicated that in order for the · 
Senator from Wisconsin to offer another 
amendment he would have to secure · 
unanimous consent in order to come be
fore the Senator from New Jersey, who 
is next in line. · 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un
derstand that, but I am asking if it is in 
order for the Senator from New Mexico 
to withdraw his point of order on the 
previous amendment so that we can vote 
on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator does so by unanimous consent. 

Mr. DOMENICI. 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. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
to withdraw my point of order and that 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Wisconsin be in order. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I move 
to table the amendment of the Senator 
from Wisconsin and ask for the yeas and 
nay~. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from New Mexico <Mr. 
DoMENICI) to table the amendment of 
the Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. PRox
MIRE). The yeas and nays have been 
ordered and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Iowa <Mr. JEPSEN) and 
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. QUAYLE) 
are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Arkansas <Mr. BuMPERS), 
the Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON) 
and the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. 
HuDDLESTON) are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Tennessee <Mr. SASSER) is absent be
cause of death in the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber who 
wish to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 81, 
nays 13, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 100 Leg.] 

'Y:EA8-81 
Abd.nor 
Anda'ews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Biden · 
Boschwitz 
Br18dley 
Burdick 
Chafee 
Chiles · 
Oochlran. 
COhen 
Oranston 
D'AillJ8,tO 
D!Ulforth 
Denlton 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
DomenJici 
Duren berger 
Eagleton 
East 
Ex on 
FOil'd 
Ga.rn 
Glenn 

Goldwater 
Gortcm. 
Gre.ssley 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Ha.wklJns 
Ha:y~akla.wa 
He!inz 
HoUiDJgS 
lru>uye 
Jackson 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Lalf'a.lt 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lang 
Lugar 
Mathias 
Matsuna~a 
M!a.ttingly 
McClure 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 

NAYS:---13 

Mitchell 
Moynllha.n 
Murk.owski 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pe!I'CY 
Pressler 
Peyor 
R81Il.do1ph 
Rie!tle 
Roth 
Rudmalll 
Sarbanes 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Specter · 
Ste.fford · 
Stennis 
Steven's 
Thurmond 
Tc>wer 
T5onga.s 
\VI8.llop 
warner 
Welcker 
wuuams 

Baucus Bylrd, ~obert C. Nickles 
Bent.ren DeCO'.n.Cini Pro"IllJI.re 
Boren Heflin Symms 
Byrd, Helms Zorinsky 

H811'1l'yF., Jr. Humphrey 

~OT VOTING-6 
BumpeM · Huddleston Quayle 
OWnlnon Jepsen Sa.sser 

So the motion to lay on the table Mr. 
PROXMIRE'S amendment (UP No. 80) was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 81 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from New 
Jersey is recognized to call up an amend
ment. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Jersey (Mr. BRAD
LEY) proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 81. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 



9186 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 11, 1981 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the concurrent resolution 

add the following new section on page 43: 
"SEc. 10. (a) It is also the sense of Con

gress that the national security requires a 
sustained enhancement of our m111tary cal:>a
b111ty during the 1980s and 1990s. An ade
quate base of domestic economic power and 
enduring public acceptance of the cost are 
essential to a sustained improvement in our 
m111tary readiness. 

(b) The Administration's forecast of eco
nomic and productivity growth, would, if 
correct, substantially ensure that we could 
satisfy these requirements. However, the Ad
ministration's forecast implies a radical im
provement in our economic performance 
compared with the actual experience of the 
past several years. There is thus some risk 
that actual performance will not match this 
forecast, and that the tax and expenditure 
policies based on it will be highly infiation
ary. Furthermore, the Administration has 
stated its intention to rely primarily on 
monetary policy to control infiation. Yet the 
Federal Reserve Board has repeatedly warned 
that tight money and very high interest 
rates threaten the structure of financial mar
kets. Past experience shows that heavy reli
ance on monetary policy to combat infiation 
often leads tu 1'ecession. If this happens, out
put wm fall and the burden of defense 
spending on each American taxpayer wlll 
rise, thereby eroding both the economic and 
political base for a sustained increase in 
m111tary expenditures. Accordingly, it is the 
sense of Congress that the President should 
prepare a report by October 1, 1981, describ
ing how the combination of a three-year tax 
cut and the projected defense and civ111an 
spending increases for the period fiscal year 
1982 through fiscal year 1986 will affect in
fiation , interest rates, and unemployment 
given low (under 3 percent), medium (3 to 
4 percent), and high (over 4 percent) real 
economic growth rates. The report should 
also describe what alternative tax and ex
penditure policies the Administration wlll 
propose and what specific adjustments to 
our m111tary strategy and programs wlll be 
required for the near, medium, and long 
term if economic and productivity growth 
falls short of the projected levels. The re
port should also identify: 

( 1) The specific adjustments to our m111-
tary strategy, requirements and programs 
that would be made 1! infiation in the de
fense sector is significantly higher than in 
the economy at large. 

(2) The Administration's plans for sustain
ing an adequate industrial base to avoid the 
cycles of "boom and bust" we have experi
enced in the past. 

(3) The production and manpower bottle
necks it anticipates and the effects of these 
bottlenecks both on specific defense programs 
and on the civllian economy. 

( 4) How the Administration's long-range 
defense planning takes account of the srow
ing economic competition between America 
and its allies in global markets and the de
cline in U.S. productivity relative to Japan 
and Western Europe. 

(c) It is also the sense of Congress that our 
military strategy must demonstrably serve 
our most important national security and 
foreign policy objectives. This requires artic
ulating a defense strategy that recognizes the 
U.S. no longer has the resources to defend 
independently all Of the interests that Wlll be 
threatened by Soviet expansion in the late 
1980s and 1990s. It accordingly requires a 
strategy that concentrates improvements in 
our m111tary caoab1llty either on helping al
lies deter Soviet attacks in Western Europe 
and North East Asia or on defending friends 
and assets in the Near East. Finally, it re-

quires a long-term strategy based on agree
ment with our allles for a redistribution of 
burdens and responsib111ties for the defense 
of Western Europe, North East Asia, and the 
Near East that is credible to our friends and 
adversaries alike. Accordingly it is the sense 
of Congress that by October 1, 1981 the Presi
dent should prepare a report outlining a five
year plan that answers the following 
questions: 

(1) To what extent does the Administra
tion intend to allocate additional resources 
to securing vital allied interests in the Near 
East? 

(2) What assumptions does the Adminis
tration's budget make about the long-term 
redistribution of roles and responsib111ties 
between the U.S. and its allies in defending 
Western Europe, North East Asia. and the 
Near East? 

(3) How do the requirements for defending 
the Near East differ from those of western 
Europe and how does the Administration 
plan to design more effective and efficient 
forces for this region's climate, terrain, and 
logistical environment to minimize the costs 
of developing and deploying such forces? 

(4) What the relative, long-term costs of 
defending the Persian Gulf region with and 
without at least one local base complex that 
could support major air defense and mart
time operations as well as training, com
mand, control, communication, intell1gence, 
and logistics functions? 

(5) What long-term objectives does the 
Administration's five-year budget assume 
for U.S. strategic forces and arms limitation 
agreements? What ultimate objectives and 
competitive capab111ties ooes it impute to 
Soviet strategic forces and civil defenses? 

(6) What are U.S. m111tary manpower re
quirements, how will they be financed, and 
will the U.S. need to resort to conscription? 
What plans does the Administration have 
for making the reserve forces m111tarily 
effective · for U.S. national security objec
tives? Has the Administration considered 
sharing the costs of the National Guard 
·with the States? 

(7) How does the Administration plan to 
enhance the readiness of NATO forces and 
to ensure that both U.S. and allied forces 
have adequate supplies for intense and pro
tracted confitct? How does the Administra
tion plan to enhance the readiness of forces 
committed to South West Asia? What are 
the costs of these readiness plans? 

(8) What are the assumptions that have 
led the Administration to propose building 
a navy of 600 active ships? Could greater 
use of land-based airpower efficiently sub
stitute for some of these ships? What pri
ority wlll be assigned to the alternative mis
sions of striking Soviet homeland bases with 
conventional arms from the sea, guarding 
U.S. interests in the Third World, and pro
tecting sea lines of communications? What 
will be the ultimate cost of such a navy and 
when wlll the desired force level be reached? 

(9) What assumptions about the Soviet 
threat, U.S. naval mission priorities, and 
allied programs have led the Administration 
to propose spending such a large share of 
the navy's budget on nuclear-powered, 688 
class attack submarines? Is there no role 
for diesel-powered or other lower-cost 
submarines? 

(10) What plans does the Administration 
have to increase our forward deployment 
capab111ty by home-porting more ships in 
foreign bases, by pre-positioning equipment 
and material, or by building greater logis
tical fac111ties near the Persian Gulf? 

( 11) Does the Administration have plans 
for a more evolutionary approach to deploy
ing new weapons systems'? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, my pur
pose in offering this amendment is to 
underscore the importance to our Nation 

of a sustained enhancement of our mili
tary capability. The administration and 
the Senate Budget Committee both con
template substantial increases in defense 
spending over the next 5 years. The ques
tion remains whether these increases 
can be sustained over the long haul and 
whether they will, in fact, result in a 
significant improvement in our defense 
posture. 

Sustaining a buildup of our national 
defense requires both an adequate base 
of domestic economic power and an en
during public acceptance of the cost. If 
the administration's forecast of eco
nomic and productivity growth is right, 
then we may well be able to preserve 
the consensus that presently exists for 
increased military spending. 

But there is a swelling chorus of voices 
challenging the validity of the Presi
dent's economic assumptions. In their 
view, the administration's forecast im
plies an abrupt and radical improvement 
in America's economic performance com
pared with the actual experience of the 
past several years. They warn of the 
high risk that this forecast is wrong and 
that the President's tax and expenditure 
policies will be very inflationary. 

The danger to our economy from 
higher inflation is compounded by the 
administra.Jtion's policy of relying pri
marily on monetary policy to control it. 
The Federal Reserve Board has repeat
edly advised that tight money and very 
high interest rates threaten the struc
ture of our financial markets. Past expe
rience teaches that excessive reliance 
on monetary policy to combat inflation 
will cause a recession, whether it is in 
England or in the United States or in 
Germany. When this happens, output 
will fall and the burden of defense spend
ing on each American taxpayer will rise. 
This will erode both the economic and 
political base for a sustained increase in 
military expenditures. 

Mr. President, it is imperative that 
we avoid the "boom and bust" cycle and 
the wasteful crash programs that have 
so seriously impaired our military read
iness in the past. At the very least, this 
means thinking through what adjust
ments a less favorable economic climate 
would require us to make in our mili
tary strategy and programs. It also 
means anticipating what alternative 
combination of tax and expenditure poli
cies we would need to sustain the defense 
buildup in a period of slow economic 
growth. To date, the administration has 
done neither. 

Mr. President, I am not the first Sen
a.Jtor to make the link between the econ
omy and our national security. As re
cently as last December, Senator PERCY 
drew our attention to "The interrela
tionship among a strong economy, a 
ballanced budget, a sound fiscal pro
gram, low unemployment, low-interest 
rates, low inflation-all of which relate 
to our Defense Establishment which in 
effect relates to our foreign policy." 

The point is, Mr. President, th'at we 
cannot afford to come in on a wing and 
a prayer on these issues. We owe it to the 
American people to insure that the tax 
and expenditure policies we are adopting 
will promote our economic prosperity 
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and allow for a sustained defense e1fQrt 
during the decade ahead. While I ·sin
cerely hope that the administtation's 
forecasts are correct, reason a.nd ·ex·peri
ence tell me there is a good chance that 
they are wrong. And where our economy 
and our national security are concerned, 
we cannot afford to trust to luck. 

A sound economy is not all we need to 
enhance our defense capability. We must 
also have a defense strategy that dem
onstrably serves our national security 
and foreign policy objectives. Again, I 
am not the first Senator to have made 
this argument. In 1979, Sena.tor Heney 
Bellmon drew attention to: 

A serious disconnect between rtlhe way tbhe 
United States formulert;es lots foreign policies 
and the way ·in which i·t maJ.Illtains its de
fense posture. These two activ.irties, wh4ch 
should be closely related and mutually sup
portive, appear to be addressed by the Con
gress J.n an unrelated fashion. 

He therefore urged: 
Tha.t the Congress define e.nd develop a 

way, a tool for understanding and develop
ing ra. cohesive, mutually supportive U.S. de
fense and foreign policy. Such an effol'!t oould 
ma.ke a la.s.ting oontrt·bution to the future 
security and well-being of rtlhe country. 

This same theme, Mr. President, has 
recently been sounded by many distin
guished journalists, including Joseph 
Kraft in the Washington Post on May 7, 
1981. Mr. Kraft wrote as follows: 

A general consensus in •the country favors 
beefing up national defense at this time. But 
tJhe consensus is weak and SUJbject to rra.pid 
change. Sure evidence of the fra.g1Uty comes 
in ·a sertes of articles asserting tha.t the m111-
tary spending will plunge the country 1nrtio 
ruinous ~nfia.tion. While tha.t charge does 
not sUTvive serious an·alysis, the mere stak
ing of the claim demonstrates the need to 
design now, while ·the mood is favorable, a 
defense program tha.t has stay1ng power for 
the future. 

• • 
That means a stress on the skilled man

power and high readiness that are immedi
ately essential in such danger spots as the 
Persian Gulf. It means avoiding crash pro
grams that are intrinsically wasteful. It 
means emphasizing a long, slow ·buildup with 
a momentum that carries beyond the mood 
Of the moment. It means, above all, some
thing we do not now see at the Pentagon
a capacity to frame, by sharply focused analy
sis, a strategy for defense. 

Mr. President, so far, the administra
tion has not come forward with an ·ex
planation for its spending increases. Nor 
has it told the Congress how it will allo
·cate these resources. · What my amend
ment calls for is a strategy for defense, 
premised on a sharply focused analysis 
of the tough choices we must make if 
we are to sustain our commitment to an 
enhanced military capability over the 
long haul. 

What are these tough choices? First, 
Mr. President, these choices are forced 
upon us because the economic and mili
tary fat used to give the United States 
a protective laver has virtually disap
peared. It is a fact of life that the divi
sion of responsibility among the NATO 
allies was premised on quite different 
political and economic circumstances 
than exist today for the foreseeable fu
ture. When the alliance was formed, 
America did not need allies; they needed 

tAmer.!ca. ·-At ~the•. end of· Worltl···War II, 
the United States had a virtual monop
oly of the world's productive capacity 

. :and monetary reserves. Whereas the rest 
of the world, including Soviet Russia, 
appeared hopelessly devastated 'by the 
war, .the United States emerged from it 
immensly strengthened. 

BY the end of the Vietnam war, the 
situation had radically changed. In large 
part, our economic decline was due to 
the dec1Sion to finance the war with mas
sive inflation. We thus accelerated and 
intensified a downward trend that had 
begun a decade earlier but that could 
have been less costlY and more control
lable in a more normal period. 

The end Tesult was a balance of pay
ments crisis that could not be contained. 
Our productivity su1fered, dropping in 
the 1970's to levels below the other in
dustrialized democracies. And in 1971, 
the United States found itself with its 
first trade deficit in a century. Our mon
etary system simply could not stand any 
more pressure and on August 15, 1971 
President Nixon ended the convertibility 
of the dollar into gold. The abruptness 
with which the Nixon administration 
went off the gold standard was widely 
perceived to demonstrate that the Unit
ed States had lost control of an interna
tional financial system based on the dol
lar's stability that had been founded at 
Br.etton Woods in 1944. 

This fundamental change in the rela
tive economic strength of the United 
states, Western Europe and Japan makes 
it imperative that we reassess our roles 
in, and responsibilities for, the defense 
of Western Europr., Northeast Asia and 
the Near East. This reassessment should 
take place before we launch a massive 
defense buildup. And the conclusions of 
that reassessment should guide our de
fense strategy and our military pro
grams. 

Second, in addition to shifts in the 
economic balance among the allies, our 
defense strategy must also reflect a re
cently and belatedly discovered priority, 
namely the need to secure a sustained 
flow of oil from the Persian Gulf region 
to the industrialized democracies. Our 
economic circumstances mean that we 
will be hard pressed to independently 
defend all the interests that will be 
threatened by Soviet expansion or local 
wars in the 1980's and 1990's. Thus, we 
will need a strategy that concentrates 
improvements in our military capability 
either on helPing allies deter Soviet at
tacks in Western Europe and North East 
Asia or on defending friends and assets 
in the Near East. In making this choice, 
we need to recognize where our compara
tive advantage lies and where we have 
a unique role in defending our collective 
security interests. Implementing the 
choice requires a long-term strategy 
based on agreement with our allies for a 
redistribution of responsibilities for the 
defense of Western Europe, Northeas·t 
Asia, and the Near East that is credible 
to friends and adversaries alike. 

But before we can decide on the opti
mal allocation of our defense resources, 
we need to know how the problems of, 
and requirements for, an adequate de
fense of the Near East d.Ufer from those 

of Western Europe and Northe·ast Asia. 
We also need to know what the alterna
tive costs are of defending this area 
with and without at least one local base 
complex; 

This issue is fundamental to our stra
tegic choices. The region's remoteness 
from the United States and major allies 
and its relative proximity to the U.S.S.R. 
may make it impossible to compete with 
the Soviet Union in the Near East at an 
a1fordable cost unless we secure facilities 
to support major air defense and mari
time operations. 

Mr. President, these are the kinds of 
questions my amendment poses to the 
administration. They are a first step in 
meeting the need so persuasively identi
fied by Senator Bellmon to devise "a 
tool for understanding and developing a 
cohesive, mutually supportive U.S. de
fense and foreign policy." The adminis
tration's answers could go a long way in 
reassuring the American people that the 
economy is well in hand and that we do 
indeed have a strategy for defense. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I had 
intended to be on the floor to support 
this amendment. Unfortunately, I have 
to be in the Foreign Relations Commit
tee. I do want to say that I feel the Sena
tor has offered a very important amend
ment. It does not have substantive effect 
on the budget at this point, but t.t comes 
to grips or seeks to come to grips with 
one of the most important asoects of the 
budget that we are now considering. 

It is proposed that we have a huge in
crease in defense spending, offset to some 
degree by domestic cuts and not offset 
at all by what happens in the tax area. 
Instead, we have a tax decrease. I be
lieve the combination of those three 
elements could be the prescription for 
very high inflation like that which fol
lowed Vietnam. 

The Senator from New Jersey has pro
posed a very careful. methodical study 
of the situation by the administration, 
which reports back to Congress. I think 
it is essential that that occur so that we 
can consider defense expenditures in the 
light of their impact on our economy
not only in terms of inflation but in 
terms of bottlenecks and all sorts of 
other difficulties that may arise. 

Mr. President, I applaud the effort of 
the Senator from New Jersey and I shall 
be doing all I can to see that what he 
suggests is supported and implemented. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the 
amendment propo.sed by the Senator 
from New Jersey is proposed to a con
current resolution. If does not reach the 
desk of the President. 

It is rather interesting, I think, that 
based on what the Senator from New 
Jersey said he has premised his remarks 
on the assumption that defense is a pri
mary generator of infiation and that 
defense is largely responsible for failure 
to balance t.Jhe budget. 

In fis-cal year 1982 we will be spending 
about 25 percent of our budget on de
fense. The last time we balanced the 
budget was in 1969 and that year we 
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spent nearly 45 percent of our budget 
on defense. . 

To say that defense spending is re
sponsible is just not historically sup
ported. 

In fact, the real growth in Federal 
spending in the last · 15 years has been 
in domestic programs, not in defense 
spending. in _ the last decade defense 
spending has not increased in real terms. 
Domestic si)ending has been generating 
consumption which has an inflationary 

-impact. 
Certainly defense spending, as does 

ariy public spending, has something of 
··an inflationary impact, but let us not 
single it out as the culprit. 

In fact, Congress underfunded the last 
5-year recommendation that was made 
by the outgoing Ford administration in 
1977. We underfunded it by $36 billion 
to $38 billion. 

What we propose to do is increase it 
$25 billion this year. That does not quite 
get us into the game of catchup that 
we are involved in. 

I do not know why the Senator from 
New Jersey has decided to preempt the 
function of the Armed Services Commit
tee. 

He asks that the President prepare 
a report but nowhere in his amendment 
do I see where the report is supposed to 
go. Is it supposed to be submitted to 
both Houses of Congress, to the Armed 
Services Committee, the Budget Com
mittee, the Appropriations Committee? 
To whom is this report to be submitted, 
may I ask the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. BRADLEY. First, let me respond 
to the characterization of the amend
ment by the Senator from Texas. 

The amendment does not contend nor 
is it the intention of the author of the 
amendment to contend that defense is 
the primary generator of inflation. 

The purpose of the amendent is tore
quire a report to Congress by October 1 
describing, and I quote from the amend
ment so that the Senator will be able to 
follow the amendment clearly, "* * * 
how the combination of a 3-year tax cut 
and the projected defense and civilian 
spending increases for the period fiscal 
year 1982 to fiscal year 1986 will affect 
inflation, interest rates, and unemploy
ment." given three levels of growth. 

What this amendment simply states, 
because there is a dispute among aca
demics and among financial people as to 
the effect of tax cuts on the economy, 
and my intention here and the inten
tion of the amendment is that if tax 
cuts do not cause the economy to blos
som in the next 3 or 4 years with an un
heard of growth figure, what will be the 
effect of the slow growth on the defense 
budget, on inflation, on unemployment? 

The Senator might be aware that 
there is an administr-ation in England 
that came in advocating lower taxes, 
cutting the budget, and increasing de
fense. and indeed they began down that 
road but they had a short stop intervene, 
and it was higher interest rates, and the 
one thing that went in that interim was 
higher defense spending. 

So let me clarify for the Senator that 
my intent here is to require a report 
from the administration to Congress, 

and I thank the Senator for calling my 
attention to this. We might make that 
adjustment so that it is clearly stated 
where the report goes. It is to Congress 
stating the impact of the tax cuts and 
the higher defense spending on the 
economy given various levels of growth. 

If we assume that we are going to have 
5 or 6 percent growth there will prob
ably not be any adverse effect at all, and 
I would be the first one to say that, but 
·we do not have that kind of analysis 
done. 

The amendment Is very specific. It 
said four things in the economic area. 

In fact. we have to know if we are 
going to increase the defense spending x 
amount in the next 3 ·or 4 year3 where 
might be the bottlenecks in production 
or in labor so .'that we begin to plan 
ahead. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that po'nt? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I yield. But I was just 
asking for the answer to a question. 

Mr. TOWER. Has the Senator read the 
testimony before the Armed Services 
Committee on S. 815, as provided by the 
Department of Defense to the adminis
tration? Has he read that testimony? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I have not read that 
test;monv. 

Mr. TOWER. A lot of the Senator's 
questions are answered in that testi
mony. 

Further, has the Senator read the com
mittee report on S. 815? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Doe3 the Senator say 
that in S. 815 in the testimony before
is that the Armed Services Committee? 

Mr. TOWER. This is the comm'ttee 
report. A lot of questions that the Sen
ator raises here are answered here and a 
number of them were answered in the 
testimony. I suggest that the Senator 
read the testimonv nnd it is available to 
him in class'fied form. He can come up 
in the Armed Services Committee room 
and read it. We will be delighted to make 
it available to him. I suggest also that 
he read the committee report on S. 815. 

I m:ght further note that in fact much 
of what the Senator asks for we have 
asked for in the posture hearin<5s this 
year. Much of it is required in the pos
ture statement. We will ask for it again 
in the posture hearings in Januarv 1982 
before we prerare the authorization bill 
for fiscal :v~ar 1983. 

What the Senator recommends here is 
superfluous. It is absolutely superfluous. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. TOWER. Wait a m lnute. It is on 
my time. 

The Senator talks about defense strat
egy and he asks some interesting ques
tion.:> here. 

Let us see. To what extent does the 
administration intend to allocate addi
tional resource;; to sec.ure valid an:ed 
interests in the Near East? 

That deuends on a great number of 
things, including what Congress will do. 

I might ask the Senator he-re what he 
is prepared to do to support the buildup 
of indigenous forces in this area to re
duce the level of required res-onse by 
the United States to a threat? For ex-

ample, will he support the sale of the 
F-15 enhanced package and AWACS to 
Saudi Arabia? 

Mr. BRADLE"'Y'. Is that a direct ques-
tion? . 

Mr. TOWER. That is a direct question. 
Mr. BRADLEY. The answer is no be

cause I do not th~nk the security-
Mr. TOWER. With respect to-
Mr. BRADLEY. Let the Senator an

swer the questions. 
Mr. TOWER. Am:wer the question. I 

have another one for the Senator here. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I have 

not answered the question. 
Mr. TOWER. The Senator cannot re

sp:md to questions like this i.f he does not 
know what Con~ress is going to do in the 
way of security assistance to various in
digenous forces around the world. He 
cannot know what resources are going 
to be allocated if he does not know how 
the Palestinian issue is going to be 
resolved. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Come, come, Senator. 
Mr. TOWER. He does not know what 

forces are going to be that will have to be 
allocated until he knows what the im
pact of the Mitterrand presidency is 
going to be on F1;ench r-olicy in that area. 
What is it? Docs the Senator just want 
the administration tn look in some vague 
crystal ball and get everything that is 
going to happen in the world over the 
next 2 or 3 years? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator a question? Does the 
Senator believe that the United States 
can keep its commitment in Western 
Eurot:'e and Northeast Asia whiJe at the 
same time expanding its role as the pro
tector of Persian Gulf oil? 

Mr. TOWER. I thi.nk if no onP. else is 
around to defend us, we have to defend 
our vital interests no matter where they 
are, and I, for one, am not going to sup
port ad infinitum the maintenance of a 
large American force in Western Europe 
if there is any significant deterioration 
in the will and determination of the 
Western Europeans to support them
selves. 

But what we have to look at are our 
own vital interests. and just because they 
hapren to be r:;h~red with others does not 
mean we can walk away from it if we are 
dissatisfied with what their contribution 
is. 

There is another interesting thing 
here. The Senator has re~ui'red the ac
ceptance of a premise. This reauires 
articulating a defense strategy that rec
ognizes the United etates no longer has 
the resources to defend indep-endentlv all 
of the interests that will be threatened 
by Soviet expansion in the late eighties 
or nineties. 

Now. not knowing what the threat will 
be in the late ei~hties and nineties. and 
that is assumin~ that the Soviets are 10 
feet tall and we have to accept the fact 
that right now the Un1ted States cannot 
match the Soviet Union, th!lt we do not 
have the resources, the Senator would 
probably be more accurate if he said, 
"This requires articulating a defense 
strategy that reco~nizes the United 
States no lon-zer has the will" to df;!dicate 
the resources necessary. I am not sure 
th~ majority of the American people 
would be prepared to buy off on that. 
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Let us look at some of the other things 

the Senator says here: 
What assumptions does the Administra

tion's budget make about the long-term re
distribution of roles and responsibilities be
tween the U.S. and its allies in defending 
Western Europe, Northeast Asia, and the 
Near East? 

What he is asking the administration 
to do is to predict the outcome of all the 
elections that are going to be held in 
these various countries over the next few 
years to predict whether or not they are 
going to have coup d'etats predict 
whether or not there are going to be in
ternal changes, predict whether or not 
the Camp David accords are going to 
work, predict whether or not the Pales
tinian issue is going to be solved. 

You cannot make those. 
How do the requirements for defending 

the Near East differ from those of Western 
Europe and how does the Administration 
plan to design more effective and efficient 
forces for this region 's climate, terrain, and 
logical environment to minimize the costs of 
developing and deploying such forces? 

One way to minimize the cost of devel
oping and deploying forces is to buildup 
indigenous forces which, for political 
reasons or perceptions of his own, the 
Senator from New Jersey may not be 
prepared to do, and he may be supported 
by a number of people in that unwilling
ness. 

As to the difference in requirement for 
defending, I think most of those differ
ences are pretty well understood and well 
known. 

I would suggest that the Senator from 
New Jersey read everything that has 
been said about rapid deployment forces 
and about wh1.t will be required by the 
United States to respond to various levels 
of threat. You do not need another re
port for that. 

What are the relative, long-term costs of 
defending the Persian Gulf region with and 
without at least one local base complex that 
could support major air defense and mari
time operations as well as training, com
mand, control, communication, intelligence, 
and logistics functions? 

Well, in fact , again the same things 
that I noted earlier would apply there. 
We have to know what the level of threat 
is going to be. We have to know where it 
is going to come from, whether it comes 
from the Soviet Union, whether it is 
going to come from indigenous states in 
the area, Soviet surrogates, or what. 
Again it is going to depend on what we 
are willing to do to buildup the capa
bility of indigenous forces in the area. 

What long-term objectives does the Ad
ministration's 5-year budget assume for U.S. 
strategic forces and arms limitation agree
ments? 

I guess what the Senator from New 
Jersey wants to do there is for the ad
ministration to enunciate what their 
negotiating posture for arms limitation 
will be. If he is going to require that of 
the administration then he had better 
kiss goodbye any prospect for negoti
ating an arms limitation on terms that 
guarantee American security. He wants 
the administration to telegraph its 
punch on its negotiating position. We 

tried that back in March of 1977 with 
disastrous results. 

What are U.S. military manpower require
ments, how will they be fin anced, and will 
the U.S. need to resort to conscription? 

I do not think anybody can tell you 
that right now because this Congress 
has been derelict in making the All
Volunteer Force work. We created it. It 
was our idea, to abolish the draft and 
have an All-Volunteer Force. We have 
not paid our military comparab~e pay 
to what they can get in the private sec
tor since 1972. 

How much is the Senator from New 
Jersey and others in this body willing to 
raise the pay and benefits to make the 
All-Volunteer concept work? If they are 
unwilling, then obviously we have to go 
to the draft to meet some of our man
power requirements. Do you think for 1 
minute that that will enable us to do it 
cheaply. 

How does the Administ ration plan to en
hance the readiness of NATO forces and to 
insure that both U.S. and allied forces have 
adequate supplies for intense and protracted 
conflict? 

Well, both the previous administra
tions, the Carter administrat~on and the 
Ford administration, and the present 
administrat;on have an urged our allies 
to increase their defense spend!ng in real 
terms, and have specified areas where 
their capability can be improved; and as 
far as adequate su,...plies for nrotracted 
conflict, I might point out to the Senator 
that he should look at S. 815, wh~ch we 
will take up on this floor tomorrow or the 
next day, and see what we have ear
marked for spare parts, for ammunit' on, 
for missHes, for improved sustaina'IJili.ty. 
Apparently he h as not looked at that. 

What assumptions about the Soviet threat, 
U.S. naval mission priorities, and allied pro
grams have led the Administration to pro
pose spending such a large share of the 
Navy's budget on nuclear-powered, 688 class 
attack submarines? 

If the Senator will wait for a couple of 
days we will be delighted to answer that 
on the floor. I do not want to get into a 
lengthy discussion of that now. We 
would be delighted to answer that on the 
floor when we take up the procurement 
bill. 

I do not see what this has to do with 
the budget resolution, but I will tell the 
Sen a tor from New Jersey this : If he 
would talk to a carrier task force com
mander he would find out that the thing 
that he would like to have most is at 
least one, preferably two, more 
SRN-688's with his task force. That is 
how much we need the 688. 

What plans does the Administration have 
to increase our forward deployment capabil
ity by home-porting more ships in foreign 
bases, by prepositioning the equipment and 
material, or by building greater logistical 
facilities near the Persian Gulf? 

Apparently this assumed that nothing 
has been go;ng on in that area, and I 
would suggest that the Senator from 
New Jersey take note of the fact that 
there are ongoing negotiations on home
porting, that we do preposition a great 
deal of equipment in Western Europe. 

We are now try;ng to determine the 
best way to preposition equipment 
whether it is at sea .or on land and to get 

base facility rights in various areas in 
the Middle East and Southwest Asia 
where we anticipate that our national 
interests are going to have to be 
defended. 

Some. of these questions are a little 
vague. In fact, the whole thing is super
fluous. What the Senator proposes to do 
is to preempt the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and of the House, 
the Appropriations Committees of both 
Houses to ask these questions at every 
posture hearing over days and days and 
days, to consider them all in markup, 
and if the Senator would be a little 
patient, he will have these questions 
answered to the extent that they can 
be answered. 

Some require predictions that are un
reasonable. Some require us to predict 
what the particular coloration of every 
critical country of the world is going to 
be in 3 or 4 years, and we cannot predict 
that. 

So I would suggest if the Senator 
would have a little patience, that most 
of these questions will be answered · by 
the appropriate committee when we take 
up our posture hearings, and I would 
suggest in the meantime that he read the 
testimony for this year's procurement 
bill, which he says he has not done; that 
he read the committee report on S. 815 
again, which he says he has not done, 
and then perhaps he h !mself will regard 
this resolution as superfluous. 

<Mr. D'AMATO assumed the chair.) 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, since I 

have not readS. 815, maybe the Senator 
from Texas could assist me by pointing 
to the sections in S. 815 -tha)t deal with 
tax cuts and deal with the question of 
economic growth. I would like to see that 
in S. 815. 

It is my understanding that it is a de
fense procurement matter. It is also my 
intention to try to assure that we have 
our defense capabilities enhanced s'tead
ily over time, so that we do not get out 
2 years and have a backlash against de
fense. It is my judgment that if we are 
going to do that, we have to prepare for 
the possibility that the economy will not 
boom in the next 2 years from 30-percen't 
tax cuts across the board. If the econ
omy does not boom, I would like to know 
what the Defense Department and what 
the Pentagon assesses as their fallback 
positions. 

I think it is very clear that if you take 
on one side of the ledger and you put 
budget cuts and you put on the other side 
of the ledger the tax cuts and the in
creased defense expenditures, you end up 
with over $100 billion in fiscal stimulants. 

Now I agree it is not the school of eco
nomics that is on the talk shows these 
days, but, nonetheless, there is a school 
of economics that would argue that when 
you have $100 to $120 billion excess fiscal 
stimulants, you are going to have a little 
inflation; that means higher in'terest 
rate:;: that means slower economic 
growth. If you do have that, that is going 
to have an impact. 

Simply, the purpose of rthts amend
ment is to try to get the administration 
to begin to think that way. 

The Senator mentioned ·the posture 
statement. The posture statement was is
sued by the previous administration. It 
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was not a posture statement that backed 
up these budget figures. 

Mr. TOWER. The Senator is wrong. 
There was a substantive posture state
ment made by the new administra:tion 
and amended the budge·t recommenda
ti-ons made by the previous administra
tion. Again I would invite the Senator to 
go read the hearings on it. 

The Senator has made a suggestion 
here. He wants to relate the tax policy to 
defense spending. What you do is relate 
tax policy to overall Government spend
ing. How is tax policy going to affect 
what is available for public spending? 
And then you determine what your 
priorities are. And both the President 
and the Congress participate in that de
cision. In the final analysis only the 
Congress does it, because as Harry Tru
man said, the President proposes but the 
Congress disposes. And that is going to 
be in our laps. 

If, indeed, tax revenues cause us to fall 
short in terms of available moneys for 
spending on everything Government 
spends money on, we have to then estab
lish priorities. In my view the security 
of the people of the United States should 
be the No. 1 priority. I , quite frankly, 
feel that it is a greater responsibility of 
the Federal Government to defend its 
people against its external enemies than 
to build an urban mass transit system in 
Houston or Newark or Denver or where
ever. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Will the Senator 
strike "Denver" from that list? 

Mr. TOWER. I will strike "Denver." 
Because in fact , if the Soviets become 

the dominant military power in this 
world, they are going to become the 
dominant political power and ultimately 
the dominant economic power. And what 
does that all mean for the economic 
health for the United States? If the 
economy of this country shrinks, the first 
people that are going to be hurt is the 
people lowest on the socioeconomic scale. 

Now, I would call attention to the Sen
ator to page 21 of the De:t:"artment of 
Defense authorization appropriations for 
fiscal year 1982 report to accompany S. 
815. It says ''Impact of Inflation on De
fense Programs." It has a section called 
Global Perspective that he might find 
interesting; trends in the international 
security environment, the E'oviet Union. 
He might not agree with all these con
clusions of the committee, but they are 
there. They are there. 

Then if he disagrees , he can tal{e them 
up on the Senate floor and, indeed. rea
sonable men may disagree on some of 
these things. 

But to require this kind of a renort is 
superfluous. I think it has no place in 
this budget resolution. 

I would suggest, if the Senator wants 
to press this-we require so many re
ports ,now, it is almost uncon<:;cionahle. 
There is nothing to prevent the ButiP:Pt 
Committee from summoning membe"~:"s 
of the admin;stration down herP. F~nv 
time to talk to them about any of these 
matters. There is nothing to prevent any 

appropriate committee from doing it. To 
rey_uire a report like this, it would not be 
a terribly valuable report in the first 
place and it is simply duplicat ~ng the re
sponsibilities of the Armed Services Com
m ittee, the Finance Committee, the Ap
propriations Committee, and the Budget 
Committee. 

I rather suspect that this is a lofty 
idea which really cannot be fulfilled by 
the means through which the Senator 
from New Jersey wants to implement 
that fulfillment. 

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, just 

let me respond to the last point that 
was raised by the distingu i.shed Senator 
from Texas that this is not the place for 
such a report. 

Mr. President, as I understand the 
process, this i~ the only place where you 
can address questions of tax policy, ques
t :ons of defense policy, and quest:ons of 
social policy all at one time. This is the 
budget. 

If, for example, next week, when we 
begin the debate of the defense authori
zation bill, I was to suggest that we do 
this report, how could I then do that on 
only a defense authorizat;on bill? Ther0 
would be no handle for the tax elemer t. 
portions of it. It would not be as d!rectly 
related to the questions of economic 
growth. 

Mr. President, I think that what is 
being requested here is information that 
is not unhelpful to the Defense Depart
ment itself, as it looks at what is essen
tially the Carter budget fully funded over 
the next couple of years, with advanced 
procurement and increased military pay 
and increased emphasis on readiness, as 
it looks at this program, I think that peo
ple in the Defense Department are going 
to have to ask where might there be labor 
bottlenecks or where might there be pro
duction bottlenecks. 

This report helps them begin their 
cycle as they begin their cycle in June as 
opposed to waiting until January when 
they come out with a posture statement, 
the first full posture statement, not the 
supplementary posture statement that 
was sent up after the administration 
came in, but the first full posture state
ment. I think that would help them. 

I think it would also help the country 
as a whole to begin to ask some questions 
about our competition with Japan and 
Western Europe and how defense ex
penditures over the long term play into 
that; not only a question of where we 
want our best people to be working but a 
question of how we can insure that we de 
not jump out on a defense path and find 
2 years down the road a backlash that 
finds us where we were 2 years ago. 

So, Mr .. President, the intent of this 
report is, first, as I stated initially, to 
enhance our military capability so that 
we have a steady bu 'ldup, so that we ask 
the tough questions about being able to 
defend three sections of the world, so 
that we begin to understand that even 

though the Congress functions according 
to committees, the world out there is in
tegrated and what happens in the econ
omy affects defense, affects social policy, 
and vice versa. 

What happens in this country affects 
Japan, Western Europe, and so forth. 

Mr. President, th:s is simply a vehicle 
to try to get the Congress to begin to look 
at this issue in an integrated way. I would 
hope that my colleagues view it as such. 

Mr. TOWER. Let me say a further 
word. Actually, the committee is very 
much in this business of industrial base. 
I wish the Senator would read our testi
mony read our report. It is too bad he 
is not privy to some of the discussions 
we have had. We know where our bottle
necks are right now. We know primarily 
why the industrial base has shrunk. Be
cause we have inadequately funded de
fense· because we have insisted on main
taini~g production rates at inefficient 
levels to keep within budget restraints. 
we produce a smaller number of tacti
cal aircraft than we can produce just to 
stay within the budget figure. B~t. i~ we 
produced more at a higher cost Initially 
over the long term it would cost us less. 

We have shrunk the industrial base. 
we· know where the problems are in tac
tical aircraft production, ship produc
tion, tank production. We can tell y~m. 
If the Senator wants that, we can g1ve 
him that. I can send the Senator a re
port on that tomorrow. 

The administration is not going to be 
able to project what our production 
situation is going to be until the Con
gress decides whether or not it is willing 
to go to multiyear funding. If we ~an go 
to multiyear obligational authonty on 
validated systems, we can save money, 
we can encourage investment and ex
pand our industrial base, and we can 
bring down the cost. The question is, ~s 
the Congress willing to do it? The Presi
dent cannot answer that question. He 
cannot answer it; only we can answer 
that question. 

I would hope that this somewhat 
vague, somewhat redundant. somewhat 
superfluous amendment would be re
jected. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
yield myself such time as I may consume. 

It is increasingly clear that the country 
has at long last decided it is time to cut 
taxes and spending, increase defense pre
paredness, and balance the bud~et. The 
budget resolution now proposed 1s a step 
toward doing so. 

By favorably reporting this resolution 
to the full Senate, the Budget Committee 
is recommending billions of dollars of 
programmatic reductions whic-h:, when 
added to the savings already ach1eved by 
the reconciliation instructions, total 
$41.6 billion in budget cuts. No President 
and no committee in Congress has pro
posed so large a cut in Federal spendi~g 
at any time in the history of the Republic. 

Furthermore, this resolution provides 
for an incentive tax poli.cy designed to 
increase the supply of labor and cap
ital resources-to encourage investment, 
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thrift, and productivity. At the same 
time, this resoiution also has provisions 
for the sizable increase in defense spend
ing that the people have demandea and 
that the President has promised. l:Sy tak
ing prompt and favorable action on this 
resolUtiOn, the Senate will implement the 
first installment of the administration's 
program for economic recovery. That 
program is strong economic med.cine, but 
the time has obviously come to be bold. 

There is a broad consensus in the 
country that a balanced budget by 1984 
is absolutely essential in the effort to 
bring spending and inflation under con
trol. No resomtion by th1s committee can, 
in and of itself, achieve that critical goal. 
But I think this document is a roadmap 
that puts the economy credibly on the 
path to a balanced budget. 

Specifically, there are three points 
mentioned in the committee's report that 
I believe will prove very useful m reauc
ing waste.ful expenditure in the near 
term and balancing the budget by 1984. 
The first of these is to give the President 
enhanced rescission authority so that he 
can, with full congressional review, de
cline to spend appropriated money where 
it would be waste.r'ul or unnecessary to do 
so. The second proposal is to establish 
new and effective techniques for finding 
and eliminating the waste, fraud, and 
abuse tha;t plague Federal expenditure. 
Finally, there is a proposal to exert, for 
the first time, control over Federal out
lays. These are permanent and substan
tive institutional reforms which together 
give the President the money manage
ment tools he needs to insure that Fed
eral expenditures are made as sparingly 
and cost-effectively as possible. 

It is instructive to review the economic 
picture during the quarter century since 
Republicans had a majori'tY in the Sen
ate. The good news is that our real gross 
na;tional product has grown about 150 
percent and that the average after-tax 
income. in consrtant dollars, has in
creas~ed nearly 100 percent. The bad news 
is that inflation is now 10 times higher
it was only 1.2 percent in 1954, compared 
with 10.6 percent currently-and has so 
eroded the dollar's purchasing power 
that today it takes more than $3 to buy 
what cost only $1 in 1954. Total Federal 
spending then was $70.9 billion; in 1981, 
it will be nearly 10 times that. The na
tional debt, even after the Korean war, 
was only $270 billion; today it is within 
a hair's breadth of a staggering $1 
trillion. 

These statistics dramatica:Uy illustrate 
the toll taken on this country by infla
tion that is generated by uncontrolled 
Federal spending. But these facts and 
figures rare abstract and general ; what 
they do not srhrow are the many difficult 
choices and sacrifices made by individual 
Americans in an attempt to cope with the 
steady erosion of their wages' purchas
ing power. Each American, sepavately, is 
a victim of inflation and together our 
way of life is gradually changing as we 
try to adapt to these new and strait
ened circumstances. 

According to the results of an ABC 1 

Washington Post poll released a month 
ago, 30 m1Hion aawts are living under 
severe strain; they are taking second 
:JObs, skipping meals, and sellmg posses
sions such as automoblles that they can 
no longer alford. An additional 83 mil
lion adults are also fee1ing- the pinch, 
bhough not quite as severely. In all 37 
percent said they had to go deeper into 
debt in recent years just to make ends 
meet, and 4;;; percent said they felt they 
had to t::tke on more overtime work. 42 
percent said they had postponed medi
cal and dental checkups, whJle a quarter 
of those near retirement age said they 
had to change their plans and continue 
working. 

By larger majorities in each case, 
those questioned said they are repairing 
things normally thrown away, buying 
fewer and cheaper clothes, and eating 
less meat and prepared foods . Interest 
rates, boosted by inflation, have de
pressed whole industries, and cost many 
peo:t:le their jobs. People are moving in 
with their relatives, canceling family 
vacat:on plans and finding themselves 
unable to meet all the health and edu
cational needs of their children. The 
American dream of home ownership is 
becoming more and more difficult to real
ize, while inflation dissolves whatever 
sg, vings retired people and others on 
fixed incomes have managed to put aside. 

The question before Congress now is: 
How much more inflation, how much 
more, hardship, should we intlict on the 
people of this country? I believe the time 
has come to hit inflation head on, by 
tackling its principal cause-uncon
tro1.led Federal spending. I also believe 
the people of this country expect and de
mand that we do so. All recent polls show 
overwhelm;_ng majorities for reducing 
spending and adopting the full Roth
Kemp tax packages even if that means 
cuits in Federal programs they like and 
ben€.fit from. This resolution is an eco
nomic blueprint for doing just that, but it 
is by no means a finished product. Our 
colleagues in the Senate and in the House 

· will need to approve these measure j, a~, a 

then we must all work to translate these 
spending targets into real programmatic 
changes as the appropriations process 
continues. 

This document is an excellent and far
s ie-hted prescription which, if adopted, 
will revive and refresh our economy. Its 
excellence is borrowed, in large part, 
from Chairman PETE DOMENICI. It is a 
tribute to his thoroughness, patience, 
and skillful leadership. Without his 
h ·ghly successful guidance and the as
sistance of a first-class staff, this com
mittee would have been unable to take 
the lead so dynamically on these com
plex and difficult issues. 

With the spending and revenue tar
gets of this resolut!on, and with the sav
ings already approved in the reconcilia
tion package, we have taken some very 
important steps toward translating the 
will of the people into political action. 
But we have only taken the first steps. 
We must now redouble our efforts to 
guide the President's recovery program 

through every part of the legislative 
1-ro.;c~s. ootn now and in the coming 
years, in order to convert ideas abom 
c.1ange mto change itself. 

Mr. President, seldom have we had a 
better debate than we have had on the 
penciing amendment. Both sides have 
ueen heard and it would be my thought 
that we shouid now go to a vote. We are 
prepared to yield back the remainder of 
our time. 

Mr. STENNIS addressed the Chair. 
Mr. AR.!.viSTRONG. Apparently, Mr. 

Pre.s~dent, other speakers wish to be 
heard. I am pleased to yield to Mr. 
STENNIS. 

r1'he PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I had a 
ma.tter I failed to bring up earlier. I re
gret that I was not here to hear the de
bate which the Senator from Colorado 
has just said was a good one. I am sure 
it was. I know it is a very important sub
ject matter that we have here which this 
tries to deal with. 

I do no-t want anyone to take excep
tion to this, but I really do not believe it 
is a matter which should be on a budget 
resolution. I think we are going too far 
in the general proposition of having 
matters come up on the budget resolu
tion that are not just directly on target 
to what the purposes are of the budget 
resolution, to set targets for money and 
keep responsibility on the other commit
tees of the Senate, to keep responsibility 
on the committees who have the pri
mary responsibility for getting into the 
matters within the jurisdictions and 
making in-depth and correct decisions 
thereon. 

I do not take any exception to that. I 
j:.tst remind Senators that they should 
dig into things and bring up good ideas 
about them. 

I do expect, Mr. President, that we 
should take this on ourselves now and 
qu:t trying to blame somebody else for 
conditions, some previous administra
t.on, and give the present administra
tbn a little more time to get into this 
problem of the availability of produc
tion, just what the capacity of our coun
try is, starting with ships, the most 
obvious thing. We cannot get bids for 
submarines now. Orders are piling up. 
As an illustration, we have a limited sup
ply of shipyards that can build subma
rines. Then we should go right into these 
high priced, highly technical airplanes. 
They are marvelous things. 

The production base is apparently not 
large enough. I think it is going to loom 
as a major part of the problem that goes 
with the greatly augmented military 
program. 

It was worked on some in preceding 
years and it is being worked on now. The 
regular Senate committees have the re
sponsibility of getting into these mat
ters. If they do not do that, then some 
other remedy would naturally be in 
order. 

I think to use thts budget resolution, 
and I do not say this in a personal way, 
is an error, and we have to discipline 
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ourselves on that. Under our rules, we 
can call up most anything that a Sena
tor wants to and get some kind of a vote 
on it, whether there has been a hearing 
on the matter or not, under the budget 
resolution. 

I commend the Senator for his con
cern, for his interest, for his contribu
tion. Our Armed Services Committee 
should stir themselves and keep working 
on this problem, which is not new but for 
which there is no quick answer. 

I am not going to let anybody out
pledge me about believing in frugality in 
the production of military implements of 
any kind. I do not believe in annointing 
whomever you give the money to, that 
'because it is for military purposes they 
can do what they please with it, to in
clude reckless buying, and so forth. I 
never have believed in that. 

If we do not try harder, too, to bring 
that attitude of making the dollar go as 
far as it will, the military dollar, we are 
going to add to the troubles we already 
have, thongh I do not accuse all of them 
of just being wasteful. We have a lot of 
highly competent men in this military 
setup, and many of the civilians who 
come in are highly competent, though 
usually civilians do not stay long by the 
very nature of things. 

However, they will have to do better if 
they are going to be entrusted with this 
huge military program. I hope this 
amendment will not find favor with the 
majority of the Senate, but that we keep 
the responsibility where it belongs, back 
with the committees. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, if 
the mover of the amendment is prepared 
to yield back his remaining time, we are 
prepared to yield back our remaining 
time on this side. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I .am 
prepared to yield back the remainder of 
my time but, first, I should like to make 
one final comment on what the distin
guished Senator from Mississippi said in 
his very generous way. 

He pointed out; and the Senator from 
Texas also pointed out, that he could 
tell me today where the bottlenecks in 
production are going to be. The Senator 
from Texas said he could tell me where 
the bottlenecks in production are going 
to be and where the labor shortages are 
going to be. I hope that if this amend
ment does not prevail, the Senator will 
also be a'ble to tell the Senate how much 
inflation is going to be generated in 
what sectors from these bottlenecks. I 
hope that the Senator from Texas, as 
well as other members of the Armed 
Services Committee, might begin to .ask 
these economic questions of the Defense 
Department. 

I think, as I have made the point ear
lier, that we organize activ;ty up here 
according to specific functions for the 
world out there as a whole. We have to 
begin to formulate policy with that rec
ognition. So, Mr. President, that is the 

intent of this amendment. It simply re
quires a report. It has no budgetary ef
feet whatsoever. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, we 
yield back our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. 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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk. 

will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 

Senator from Indiana <Mr. QUAYLE) is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Arkansas <Mr. BuMPERs), 
the Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), 
and the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. 
HUDDLESTON) are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Tennessee <Mr. SASSER) is absent because 
of death in the family. 

'!'he PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
ar.y other S<mators in the Chamber who 
wish to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 26, 
nays 69, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 101 Leg.] 
YEAS-26 

Baucus Inouye 
Eiden KenDJedy 
Bradley Leahy 
Byrd, Robert C. Levin 
Cranston Matsunaga 
Dodd Metzenbaum 
Eagleton Mitchell 
Ford Moynihan 
Hart Nun.n 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Berutsen 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Burdick 
Byrd, 

Hrurry F., Jr. 
Ch<>fee 
Chiles 
Ooch'l"an 
Cohen 
D'Amato 
Danfnrth 
DeConcini 
Denton 
DiYOn 
Dole · 
o~.men;ci 

Duren berger 
East 
Exon 

NAY8-69 
Ga:n 
Glenn 
Go:dw.ater 
Gorton 
Grass:ey 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hawk.;:n.s 
Hayaka.wa 
Heft in 
Heinz 
Helm-; 
Hollings 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Jepsml 
Johnston 
Kas-ebaum 
Kasten 
La"alt 
Long 
L11mar 
Mathias 
:Mattingly 

Pell 
Pro"mire 
Pryor 
Rie~rle 
Rudman 
Sarban.es 
Twngas 
Williams 

McC1ure 
Melcher 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pe.rcy 
Pressler 
Randolph 
Roth 
Schmitt 
f! imn~on 

Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Tht>rmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
Wai"nt~r 

Weicker 
Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING-5 
Brmpers Huddleston Sasser 
Gannon Quayle 

So the amendment of the Senator 
from New Jersey (UP No. 81) was re
jected. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. 'president, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was rejected. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. Preident, it is 
my understanding that the next amend
ment we had agreed to was an amend
ment to be proposed by Senators MEL
CHER and BURDICK. Senator MELCHER 
wishes a little additional time, and the 
amendment that would have followed 
that is the amendment by Senator 
HOLLINGS. 

So I ask unanimous consent that it be 
in order now to proceed to the Hollings 
amendment. We will then follow with 
the Melcher-Burdick amendment and 
the remainder of the amendments in the 
order previously agreed to. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 
UP AMENDMENT NO. 82 

(Purpose: To permit supply oriented tax re
ductions in fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 
1984) 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
HOLLINGS) for himself and Mr. BIDEN pro
poses an unprinted amendment numbered 82. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
Beginning on page 2, line 4, strike out all 

through line 17 on page 3 and insert the 
following: 

" ( 1) the recommended level of Federal 
revenues is as follows : 

Fiscal year 1982: $669,700,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1983: $738,400,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1984: $821 ,000,000,000; 

and the amount by which the aggregate lev
els of Federal revenues should be deceased 
is as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982 : $25,500,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1983: $53,200,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1984: $69,400,000,000; 
(2) the appropriate level of total new 

budget authority is as follows: 
Fiscal year 1982: $775 ,100.000.000; 
Fiscal year 1983: $812,600,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1984: $865 ,000,000,000; 
(3) the appropriate level of total budget 

outlays is as follows : 
Fiscal year 1982: $699,100,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1983: $730,500,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1984: $770, 700,000,000; 
(4) the amount of the deficit or surplus in 

the budget which is appropriate in light o! 
economic conditions and all other relevant 
factors is as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: - $29,400,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1983: + $7.900,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1984: + $50,300,000,000. 
(5) the appropriate level of the public debt 

is as follows : 
Fiscal year 1982: $1,071,800,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1983: $1,105,600,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1984: $1,098,600,000,000; 
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and the amount by which the temporary 
statutory limit on such debt should be ac
cordingly increased or decreased is as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: $72,000,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1983: $33,800,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1984: -$7,000,000,000." 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from South Carolina yield for 
that purpose? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

DANFORTH). The Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. 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. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin
guished Presiding Officer. 

Mr. President, the amendment I have 
presented is an alternative. I agree with 
the politics of President Reagan when 
he says, "Look, if you cannot support my 
program, then present an alternative." I 
agree with that kind of politics. Conse
quently, I have presented an alternative 
tax cut which will give the Reagan eco
nomic program its only chance for suc
cess. 

This is also the opinion of experts who 
know and understand the economy; ex
perts who know about inflation, interest 
rates, economic growth. and unemploy
ment, as well as the chance that of any 
particular economic program to get us 
out of the tremendous spiral of inflation. 

Mr. President, some sense of history 
is necessary to understand why the Pres
ident's program will not succeed. It pre
sents in essence a demand-side tax cut 
in the name of supply-side economics. 

Look back some 2 or 3 years ago, Mr. 
President, when the Republicans did not 
control the White Hou-::e, and certainly 
had no idea of controlling the Senate. 
They could then act as a minority. This 
gives tremendous flexibility, and I am 
beginning to understand that a little 
better each dav. The minoritv can m!tke 
recommendations and have ideas that 
it never has to follow through on. 

In the executive branch of State gov
ernment you go to the general assembly, 
you recommend something, and it may 
accept your proposal, then you, as Gov
ernor, must execute and administer that 
program. So you are very cautious in 
making your proposals. 

It is sometimes difficult for some of us 
who come to serve at the Federal level 
o.f government-in the Congress, that 
is-to understand-that in the congres
sional branch you do not necessarily have 
to follow through on your proposals and 
ideas. 

You only have to have new ideas. That 
is what we hear: That the Democratic 
Party needs. But I think an excess of 

new ideas has brought us to being the 
minority. 

Some 2 or 3 years ago, the Republi
cans proposed the Kemp-Roth plan of 
across-the-board tax cuts. They forget 
part of history. They talked as though 
that was the first tax cut proposal in 
years. But President Reagan says, "Let 
us not go along with the tired, old solu
tions. Let us do something new." But tax 
cuts are not new. When the President 
was talking on his own radio program, 
we Democrats were cutting taxes. We 
enacted the Tax Reform Act of 1969, the 
Revenue Act of 1971, the Tax Reduction 
Act of 1975, the Revenue Adjustment 
Act of 1975, the Tax Reform Act of 1976, 
the Tax Reduction and Simplification 
Act of 1977, and the Revenue Act of 
1978. 

Our distinguished colleague, the Sena
tor from Louisiana, RussELL LoNG, was 
not lethargic. He diligently presented 
many tax cuts to the Senate, reform 
bills, fiscal stimulus bills, and small busi
ness relief bills, such as the 1978 bill. All 
of them emphasized increasing produc
tivity. 

These tax bills were intended to pro
vide incentives and increase productiv
ity. I have learned that if you want 
someone's attention with respect to 
taxes, you start with the word "incen
tive." Incidentally, people who make 
money do not need incentives. Ninety
nine percent of those who have made 
$1 million want to make another million. 
That is just human nature. 

When President Reagan was Candi
date Reagan he and others proposed 
large tax cuts in the hope that they 
wou~d attract enough Democrats to join 
in. Then, they thought, they could get 
what they really wanted: business or 
supply-side tax cuts. There is no doubt 
that the Prestdent is a good businessman, 
and he believes in supply-s;_de economics, 
in supply-side tax cuts. But he unfor
tunately became wedded to the Kemp
Roth tax cut and justifi"d it by say
ing, "If we could get something like that 
we could cut back the size of Govern
ment." 

Now Candidate Reagan is President 
Reagan, and he is tied to the ineffective
and perhaps dangerous Kemp-Roth 
measure. 

I ·could see it coming. I saw it in early 
January. And the dist ~nguished chair
man of our Budget Committee was kind 
enough to arrange a conference at the 
Blair House on this matter. I told the 
President, "Mr. Pres~dent-elect, the 
greatest concern I have is inflation." 

We need to l<".eep our eye on inflation. 
We cannot gain credibility for the Presi
dent's spend\ng cuts, increases in de
fense. and cuts in regu1ations by accept
ing this mammoth 10-percent across
the-board tax cut. 

I think I made an impression. The 
P,resident himself acknowledged the sit
uation by delaying the personal tax cuts 
until July, whi.le its business tax cuts 
would te effecti.ve on January 1, 1981. 

He was beginning to see that the com
mitments made for a balanced budget 

would be very difficult to fulfill in light 
of the tremendous loss of revenues from 
the across-the-board tax cuts. 

I W11l characterize my amendment in 
the context of what practicing attorneys 
in the field of tort law call the last clear 
chance. Suppose a person runs a red 
light, gets into a collision, and is knocked 
out on to the pavement right in the in
tersection. Of course, it was his negli
gence in running the red light. 

But we have interposed in recent years 
in the law of the United States, which 
follow the common law of negligence, 
the doctrine of last clear chance. 
Someone riding into that intersection, 
having sufficient time, moving at an ap
propriate speed and with clear view, 
seeing the body lying in the intersection 
as a result of that individual's neglect, 
is not given the right to run him over 
and say, "Well, it was his negligence in 
running the red light in the first place 
that left him knocked out on the pave
ment. Yes, I could have avoided it, but it 
was his negligence and I had a green 
light and so I ran him down." That is 
the last clear chance doctrine in tort 
law. 

This could be the last clear chance 
doctrine for President Reagan's eco
nomic recovery program, because his 
program has no chance to succeed. 

The fact remains that in 1984 you are 
going to lose from the across-the-board 
personal income tax cut $118 billion. 
The depreciation allowance will lose 
another $.30 billion in that fiscal year, 
for a total of $14<3 billion. Then, of 
course, increased defense spending is 
going to cost another $100 billion be
tween 1982 and 1984. There is no way 
that the budget can be brought into 
balance even with George Gilder's 
tlJeorv of wealth, poverty, and economic 
gymnastics. 

I commend President Reagan's leader
ship. We tr:ed our best to save $8 bil.lion 
last year under the first reconciliation 
bill and now we have $36.9 billion in 
cuts in the second bill. But that is not 
enough to make up for the $54 billion 
loss in revenues from the Reagan-Roth
Kemp tax cut. 

So that is why you see headlines in the 
Wa11 Street Journal: "Wall Street Is 
Greet;ng President's Programs With Jit
ters, Turmoil." I inc;erted in the RECORD 
last week several headlines expressing 
concern over the President's program. 
Look in the New York Times today. It 
says: 

Mr. Auerbach, a former official of the Fed
eral Reserve Bank of New York, criticized 
the Administration's tax-cut proposals and 
its advocacy of what he believes to be an 
excessively stringent monetary policy. Mr. 
Auerbach said he believed an incomes policy 
was necessary. Such a policv would include 
government programs intended to secure re
straint in labor's oay demands and in busi
ness's price decisions so as to reduce in
flationary pressures. 

I am trying t-o avoid an incomes policy. 
There are some Democrats who think 
this is the ticket for the creation of a 
Democratic majority in the U.S. Senate. 
They urge us to give President Reagan 
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his tax cut plan. Then, at the end of next 
year, the people will see high inflation, 
large Federal deficits, and high-interest 
rates, and they will throw the rascals 
out. But I do not believe, necessarily, 
that that is what will or should happen. 

I wish that my amendment was truly 
a Democratic alternative. I am delighted 
to be able to present it on behalf of my
self and the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware, Senator BIDEN. I think I have 
the support of just a few Senators. But 
it certainly is not a Democratic alterna
tive. The Democratic alternative was ap
parent last fall and the people rejected 
it. 

They could see the inflationary nature 
of the proposals, and they could see the 
high deficits they caused. 

The poll taken immediately after the 
election showed that the people wanted 
to eliminate deficits. They wanted to stop 
deficit spending, and they wanted to bal
ance the budget and get the Government 
back in the black. They were not that 
much interested in tax cuts. 

So Democratic politicians as well as 
Republican politicians held back. Now 
they are caught in the enthusiasm of 
President Reagan's victory, which they 
justly deserved. But I do not think the 
tax cuts should develop as they have, in 
essence, as they talked about last fall. 

I wish my distinguished colleague from 
Colorado would come to the floor. He 
knows the story by Hans Christian An
dersen, of "The Emperor's New Clothes." 
The atmosphere around here is, "There 
goes King Reagan." He has a garment 
of economic recovery cast about h ~m 
while actually the poor gentleman stands 
denuded because this tax cut plan is 
written in red ink. 

J. N. Woodworth, a vice president and 
economist of Bankers Trust, has said 
that he is worried about the size of the 
proposed tax cut which he described as 
"too much too soon." 

That is exactly what Henry Kaufman 
had to say when he and other economists 
came to town. 

Last year, I had the privilege of meet
ing with some 23 economists, several o~ 
them formerly on the Council for Eco
nomic Advisers for Democratic and R.e
pt.blican Presidents. They all said that 
we should postpone any kind of stimulus 
measures, particularly tax cut measures 
which were too stimulative, until later. 
They said, "Start in solely on the supply 
side, limit it to business, and as we elim
inate deficit spending, by cutting back on 
spending, then we can reduce the size of 
Government with these across-the-board 
cuts." 

The point is that the Budget Commit
tee and the Congress last year did not 
object to multiyear tax cuts. But, as I 
have explained before, we have had seven 
tax cuts in the last 10 years. We would 
have had one last year. We have had 
three in the last 5 years and would have 
had one last year were it not for the 
election. In the second budget resolu
tion in August of last year, we proiectP"' 
a tax cut of $16.1 billion for 1982, $~8 
billion for 1983, and $55 billion for 1984. 
What has upset the applecart is that 

President Reagan has proposed a $54 
b~ll.ion cut in 1982 and he says that is 
going to stimulate productivity. 

We look at it and the content is $4-i 
billion in across-the-board cuts in per
sonal income taxes, which is on the de
mand side, and only $10 billion on the 
supply side for business. 

You cannot talk about supply-side 
economics when four-fifths of the cut 
creates more demand. You need truth in 
budgeting, truth in packaging this par
ticular tax measure. Truth in packaging 
makes every economist call this package 
what it is, highly inflationary. 

Henry Kaufman said: 
The new fiscal policy, however, is exceed

ingly expansionary. It does not pursue a 
course that fights inflation vigorously along 
the way and will place nearly c.ll the anti
inflation efforts squarely on mcnetary pol
icy. 

I am not convinced that there is his
torical evidence to suggest that across
the-board tax cuts will quickly encourage 
Americans to work harder or to save 
more. I suspect that inflationary expec
tations will not be curbed by this tax 
package. Expectations will remain high 
because the financing requirements of 
the Government wilJ remain high. 

We cannot blame the Federal Reserve 
for high interest rates when it Is the fis
cal policy that is mandating them. The 
Fed is only responding to the fiscal pol
icy. If the fiscal policy is expansionary, 
then the Fed is going to have to respond 
accordingly and tighten the money sup
PlY. 

It must be remembered that, yes, busi
nesses do get some incentive. But they 
also have judgments on what inflation, 
borrowing capability, and interest rates 
will be. 

This is the sobering prospect in evi
dence in the headlines. Businessmen 
realize the President has won, but where 
are we really headed? He has control of 
the House; he has control of the Senate; 
he has control of the executive branch, 
and we are now heading for the goal line. 
Let us see what the goal line looks like. 

Wall Street is saying, "Yes, they are 
talking about some business incentives 
but there is no question about the pack
age being expansionary, calling for even 
greater deficits." 

Then they say, "I cannot borrow under 
this 19.5 percent ~nterest rate that Chase 
Manhattan announced today." 

The other banks will soon follow. 
It is much like an insurance company 

I knew. I had a friend who was looking 
for a slogan for his new insurance com
pany and we thought of one. It said: 

Capitol Life will surely pay if the small 
print on the back don't take it away. 

That is exactly what we have. Presi
dent Reagan's program will certainly be 
an incentive if the small print of the tax 
cut does not run up the interest rates, 
taking the incentive away entirely. 

The housing market, automobiles, and 
plant expansion are all important. But 
anyone owning a plant will hold up 
expansion. 

That is why I describe this amendment 
as the last clear chance. I want President 
Reagan to win. I supported and cospon
sored with Senator DOMENICI the spend
ing cuts. I still support them very 
strongly. I want the regulations to be 
cut. 

And I want increases in defense. 
The President and the Budget Com

mittee must look at the whole picture. 
The Committee on Finance, is not bur
dened with the responsibility of balanc
ing Finance, is not burdened with the 
responsibility of balancing budgets. It 
presents fiscal policy with respect to 
revenue programs. The distinguished 
former chairman proposed a Finance 
Committee tax package that was far 
more on the supply side. At least, it was 
not .lOu.i· -fifths to one-fifth; it was 
about 50 to 50. It was about $24 billion 
in personal income tax cuts and $28 bil
lion on the business side. 

It actually gave to business $18 billion 
more than the administration's plan. It 
included something in capital gains, a 
better adjustment for marriage deduc
tions, an exemption of $1,000 or $2,000 
from earnings on interest or dividends. 
It was a much better program with re
spect to the depreciation allowance, en
dorsing 2-4-7-10 rather than 10-5-3. The 
Finance Committee package is substan
tially better than Kemp-Roth, and the 
Senator from Delaware <Mr. RoTH), on 
the Finance Committee, knows that. 

The Finance Committee had every 
chance in the world, when they wrote us 
in February to tell us their intentions re
garding tax policy. The Armed Services 
Committee, for instance, gave us their 
program in the defense area. But the Fi
nance Committee made no mention of 
the Kemp-Roth plan in their letter. 

Here we have a Republican-controlled 
Finance Committee, with the measure's 
sponsor, the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware lMr. RoTH>, on that commit
tee, with the President endorsing the 
program, and the Finance Committee, 
with that opportunity, did not endorse 
Kemp-Roth in their letter to the Com
mittee on the Budget. They refused to do 
so and, I think, properly so, because they 
have a better package. 

The question, then, Mr. President, is 
why does not everybody sUJPport that? 
The answer is qu ~te clear. I am looking 
at the 1982 deficit. I am looking at the 
Federal Reserve and interest rates, and 
am looking at inflation. The Finance 
Committee's package still is too large, in 
the $50 billion range. It will lead to a 
very high deficit of around $50 billion 
in 1982. That is too high to cause the 
market itself, the investors, and the 
economy to take heart. It is too high 
to cause inflation to go down and inter
est rates to go down so that we can revive 
our hous:ng industry, the automobile in
dustry, and get investment moving 
again. This pl·an could not produce a 
balanced budget soon and could not pro
vide assurance next year that we had 
really turned the economy around, as 
President Reagan and the entire coun
try want. 
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Mr. President, they want something 
new. They do not want the same old 
inflation or a higher deficit. They do not 
want the same old deficit spending. They 
do not want Government in the red. 
What they do want is something new and 
something turned around. 

I submit that Kemp-Roth is really 
nothing new, other than the size of it 
and its implementation-too much, too 
quick. 

They constantly cite the example of 
the Kennedy tax cut in the sixties. But 
I emphasize that President Kennedy im
plemented the investment tax credit for 
business, and business alone, in 1962. He 
got the economy in shape and produc
tivity up. Then, in 1964, we received the 
across-the-board personal income tax 
cut. 

Of course, as we have been reminded, 
the annual inflation rate from 1959 to 
1964 average was 1% percent, whereas, 
during the last 5 years, it has been right 
at the 10-percent level. Twenty years ago 
they had a different kind of problem. 
They were trying to create demand. We 
are trying, or should be trying, to cool it 
off and to terminate deficit spending, to 
get the Government out of the red so we 
can reduce the interest rates that are 
running up payment on the national 
debt. This would be something new. Then 
we could come back and cut the size of 
Government with an across-the-board 
tax cut. 

Tax cuts are not new to Democrats. I 
have been here 15 years and have yet to 
see a personal income tax increase bill. 
If somebody has been around and intro
duced one, I have not seen it. 

We have had changes with respect to 
a temporary surtax in the late sixties. 
But there has been no permanent in
crease. We know how to cut taxes and 
we know the politics of tax cuts. With 
the current size of Government and high 
inflation, we have a very responsive au
dience. 

This amendment today is the last clear 
chance to express our views on fiscal pol
icy. The Finance Committee does not 
have that responsibility. The Budget 
Committee must present an overall fiscal 
policy plan, an overall economic plan, 
such as the President proposes, where we 
can look at all facets together, appropri
ations, revenue measures, tax expendi
tures, and so on. We can look at all these 
things in a comprehensive fashion. This 
is the duty of the Committee on the 
Budget. 

If we do not fashion the overall tax 
policy here, then it will be difficult to 
resist Kemp-Roth. The committees may 
try to hold it down, but Members are 
there and there is a lot of give and take. 
There is absolutely nothing wrong with 
that. It is understandable, but it makes 
for a ballooning tax cut. I remember 1 
day last September, in 15 minutes, they 
passed $22 billion in across-the-board 
reductions. It threw us all into shock 
around here. Now they have increased 
that to $24 billion and they are thinking 
in terms now of a total of $51.3 billion. 
The President's Kemp-Roth and 

Gramm-Latta proposals are at $51.2 
billion. 

Some may say go ahead and let the 
President have his way and if he suc
ceeds, that is to his advantage; and if 
he does not, he has misled the country 
and me and everyone else and now we 
have to throw the rascals out and get 
someone new. 

Mr. President, I hope that we can 
realize that. The past 10 years brought 
grief with the tremendous surge of Gov
ernment in the red. It has not been the 
25 years of Democratic Congresses. On 
the contrary, President Truman bal
anced his budget 4 years. 'Ihe distin
guished Senator from Texas (Mr. 
TowER) just reminded us that the last 
balanced budget was 1968 to 1969, with 
President Lyndon Johnson and Presi
dent Richard Nixon. So, from 1971, 
really, to 1981, we had a cumulative defi
cit of over $400 billion. That compares 
to $17.7 billion in the 10 years from 1950 
to 1960 and $57 billion from 1960 to 
1970. That is a total of $'14.7 billion from 
1950 to 1970, 20 years. 

So you have a cumulative deficit for 
20 years including the war in Korea, war 
in Vietnam, Great Society, New Frontier, 
and every other program, of only $74.7 
billion. They generally toed the line, but 
in the past 10 years it was $400 billion. 

Tax expenditures have gone from $40 
billion a decade ago to nearly $242 bil
lion today, an increase of over $200 bil
lion. Tax losses from the various tax 
cuts add to more than $300 billion in the 
last 10 years. So we have been losing 
revenues and writing in red ink. 

There is a saying that the Democrats 
will spend you into bankruptcy and the 
Republicans will tax cut you into bank
ruptcy. The result on the body politic, 
however, is going to be the same disil
lusion. Disillusionment will reign and 
there will be a call to throw everybody 
out and bring in incomes policy and 
price and wage controls. 

This amendment is not only the last 
clear chance for the Republic but also 
the last clear chance for Republicans. 
Why? Yesterday, the distinguished Max 
Friedersdorf, the administration's con
gressional liaison, opened the doors to a 
White House compromise when he sug
gested in an interview: 

If I were Danny Rostenkowski, I would be 
coming in to talk with the President about 
his program and get the best deal I can be
fore the tidal wave rolls over him. 

The tidal wave has rolled. You have 
the responsibility now. We are out. We 
have had not only the November elec
tion but also the overwhelming vote in 
the House. That was a tremendous vote 
in the House. 

So the perception of the American 
people now is that President Carter has 
gone. They have forgotten about him. 
They have forgotten about the Demo
cratic Congresses. 

President Reagan has shown what he 
can do. He has control of the executive 
branch, control of the House on fiscal 
matters, and control of the Senate. 

So do not act as though a tidal wave 

has not yet rolled. We have been swept 
away in the public mind, and it is you 
who will have to take the responsibility 
of the majority and you who will have to 
explain when we get these high interest 
rates and these deficits in 1982, 1983, and 
1984, and not just hope that the Finance 
Committee is going to save us. 

That was the criticism I gave in a very 
cautious fashion because I have the high
est regard for Senator DoMENICI, the 
chairman of our committee. He has given 
magnificient leadership to this entire 
cause. 

But this resolution is not a totally 
honest one. It includes a dummy func
tion 920, and it uses false assumptions on 
inflation and interest rates. It cuts the 
defense budget even further, by assum
ing absorption of pay increases, it pro
vides for savings from so-called waste, 
fraud, and abuse, it calls for unspecified 
cuts of $15.4 billion in 1983 and $22.8 
billion in 1984. 

The additional cuts could not be spec
ified, because if they were outlined, the 
resolution would be run over in the Sen
ate and House. Since the figures for 1983 
and 1984 are only targets, the committee 
put the unidentified cuts in a dummy 
function, and hoped that the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Finance Committee, would save us all 
from the 3-year Kemp-Roth. 

It is like diving into an empty pool and 
hoping the Finance Committee will fill it 
with water before we hit the bottom. 

That is why it would be very easy for 
me, as a Senator, to say, "Well, this is 
just an outside figure and we have 
enough room so that Kemp-Roth can be 
taken care of, the Hollings-Eiden 
amendment can be taken care of, Sena
tor MOYNIHAN'S Finance Committee 
amendment can be taken care of, and so 
on." The Finance Committee has leeway; 
we have not mandated that they have to 
cut that much. 

The truth of the matter is that we 
must have discipline now to bring the tax 
cut down to the $25.5 billion level that 
my amendment proposes, restricted 
solely on the supply side, and withhold 
across-the-board cuts in both corporate 
and personal income taxes until 1983. If 
you do not have discipline now, we never 
will. There will be no way for the Finance 
Committee to save us. There will be no 
way to achieve the President's commit
ment of a balanced budget in 1984. 

Reagan-Kemp-Roth is nothing more 
than economic laetrile. It will not cure 
the disease. We all know that. We must 
do our best to adopt a tax reduction and 
restrict it to the supply side. 

If the Senate and the House can agree 
to that, I am confident that the leader
ship of the Finance Committee can bring 
us a $20 billion to $25 billion business tax 
cut that will really be on the supply side. 
It will increase productivity and will not 
contribute to inflation. Under my 
amendment, using Reaganomics, we 
would achieve not just a balanced budget 
in 1983, but a surplus of $7.9 billion and 
in 1984 a surplus of $50.3 billion. To be 
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honest with my colleagues, it probably 
will not do it, however. 

If I had used the CBO economic fig
ures , I would have to rewrite the entire 
amendment and rewrite all the functions 
and rewrite an entire substitute for the 
budget resolution. That would have been 
more confusing than understandable. 

So I had to go oti the reservation and 
join the distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico with his Reaganomics. I got a 
temporary thrill. I am ending up with a 
balanced budget in 1983 and a $50 billion 
surplus in 1984. 

I say to Sen a tor DoMENICI that we 
have come this far. Why does he not look 
at something he really wants to co
sponsor? 

What is it that Senator LONG says? 
"Your voice says, 'No, no, no,' but your 
eyes say, 'Yes, yes, yes.' " 

I know that the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico wants to go along with 
this, and I yield to him. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The only reason is 
that I am tired today, and my eyes are 
playing games with me. 

Mr. President, does Senator DoLE wish 
to speak on this matter? Senator LONG 
wanted a few minutes in opposition to 
the Hollings proposal, and I should like 
to have 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOLE. I suggest that the Senator 
from New Mexico have 5 minutes first, 
and I can find out what is going on. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I can 
tell the Senate about our "last clear 
chance" here today. No, it is the last 
clear chance of the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

I say to my good friend, Senator HoL
LINGs, that I understand his concern 
about a ba1anced budget in the outyears. 

I understand h is concern about how 
difficult it has been to bring some fiscal 
-restraint to the Congress. 

First, the I!OOd Senator says there is a 
lot of skepticism out there :in the money 
markets and in the business v1orld about 
the Reagan economic plan. I do not reallv 
think there is that much skepticism out 
there ahout it. I think they are legiti
mately skeptical because they do not be
lieve Congress is going to cut the budget. 

We think that because we passed a 
resolution in the House of Renresenta
tives and the Sen:lte passed a $37 billion 
reconciliation jnstruction the American 
press is saying Reagan has won. 

Let me tell the sf.nate that the smart 
bidders are still wondering whether we 
are going to do it. 

We have had budget resolutions with 
targets in th2m that have been breached 
by 10 percent in a period of a "!'.ew months. 
We have had balanced budget resolutions 
that turned out within 4 or 5 months to 
be $50 billlon ·:>r $60 billion in the red. 

The first test of whether or not our new 
President 's economics are going to create 
the right expectation in the marketplace 
is going to be when Congress has passed 
the reconciliation bill to cut $37 bil}jon 
out of the 1982 budget. That will be the 
first test. When we have done that they 
will have an awful lot more faith in the 
rest of this economic package. 

Second, Winston Churchill made a 
statement about 35 years ago about two 
economic systems. He said that the prob
lem with capitalism is that it does not 
spread its blessings equally, and the 
problem with socialism is that it spreads 
its misery equally. 

It seems to this Senator, without going 
into 25 years of history, that what this 
country has really done is to believe the 
statement by Winston Churchill that the 
problem wlth entrepreneurial capitalism 
is that it does not spread its blessings 
equally. But for 25 years we were so wor
ried about spreading the blessings we for
got where the blessings came from. For 
25 years more or less we decided the most 
important role of the Federal Govern
ment was to !;ax our people and invent 
new programs to spend it to help our 
people. The list is so long now we could 
not fit a single spaced list of the programs 
of our Federal Government on thos·e two 
desks up here. They overlap. There is 
duplication. None of them are terribly 
concerned about what they do to create 
wealth in the country. 

During the Jast 18 months we have 
heard debate jn this Chamber on how 
we create the wealth that capitalism 
spreads around. In the past, a conscien
tious, concerned America made up of 
great immigrant masses was primarily 
concerned with taking from our people 
through taxes and inventing new pro
grams to distribute it nicely and equally. 
All of a sudden the wealth machine 
breaks down and all of that spreading 
the wealth around to make sure that 

· capitalism will work has made the system 
unproductive. The system will not work. 

When our new President took over the 
two most significant things that he sug
gested about economics addressed them
selves to what I am just saying. We are 
taking so much from our people, spread
ing it around, and then even that is not 
enough. 

During the last 4 years we have let 
spending grow at 16 percent per year. We 
have let the deficit grow so fast that this 
year the interest on the deficit will al
most be as much as the entire Federal 
budget in the first year of Lyndon Baines 
Johnson's Presidency. So we do not have 
to go back 20, 30, or 40 years. 

President Johnson's second most diffi
cult political problem was how to avoid 
a $100 billion budget. 

JIM JoNEs, the new chairman of the 
Budget Committee, worked on this down 
at the White House then. They spent 
more time over there on how to rret bv 
without presenting the first $100 biHion 
budget. RUSSELL LONG remembers. That 
is why we got social security into the 
integrated budget. Remember, it was a 
great big fat plus. So we even put social 
security in to get away from a $100 bil
lion budget. 

The interest on the natjonal debt wiJl 
exceed $80 billion this year. There has 
been a 16-percent increase each anri 
every year of the last 4 in the Federal 
budget. 

There are :rro~rams that we do not 
even know what they are doing out there. 

We have one definition of poverty in one 
program, another definition in another, 
and then we add 25 percent poverty in 
this one, but it will only be 15 percent 
in that one. A budget that is $665 billion 
will go to $745 billion all by itself between 
1981 and 1982, and we sit around and 
have nothing much to do about it. ·rhat 
is on the one side. 

On the other side, in all deference to 
my good friend who has just spoken 
about how to cut taxes, taxes on the 
American people are the highest in the 
history of the Republic. Not the second 
highest, not the third highest, not the 
fourth highest----the highest. 

This year and next year if we do not 
cut taxes, we will match that spending 
spree to spread the blessing of a tax in
crease. We will reach the highest level 
oi taxation in history, plain and simple. 

The new President says there could be 
no two more obvious reasons why this 
fantastic American economic machine is 
not working, and I could take the re
mainder of the afternoon telling the 
Senate how fantastic that production 
machine is. We can just start by saying 
it is unequivocally, absolutely, without 
any doubt, the most productive economic 
machine that any group of people have 
ever lived under, bar none. 

When 'the first oil embargo hit there 
were people running around America 
wr 'nging rtheir hands because America 
used too much energy. Does the Senator 
remember that? We should be ashamed 
of ·ourselves that we use 33 percent of the 
world's energy. This Senator knows what 
they forgot to say. It is rthat we produce 
35 percent of the world's goods and 
wealth. Those were simultaneous then
a third of the energy and 35 percent of 
the world's goods and wealth. 

All this President is savin~ is that it 
is t ·oo great a system 'to let deteriorate, to 
watch incentives go down the drain, to 
watch us become a second-rate investor 
in our own system, to wat~h newspaper 
ads blossoming :telling anyone •to ndt in
vest in America. 'The new rage is to buy 
diamonds because they will protect you 
against inflation. There is another one 
that says buv in some funds that are 
protected by stamps, because stamps will 
assure you you will get protected against 
inflation. There is another one that says 
buy 'in our fund because we have famous 
works of art, and if you invest in it you 
will never lose any money. 

I predi·ct for the Senate 1tha:t when 
those ads start disa,ppearing from the 
newspapers and brochures of America, 
we will know that the American econ
omy is on its wav b&ck. Then the Amer
ican people will be investing where they 
should invest, in American growth, in 
American industry, and in American 
business that produces jobs. 

When we see those ads disappear we 
will know we have -a good economic plan 
going. I hope they disappe•ar in the next 
1'8 months. 

Having said that we are united in mak
ing that first big step to ·cut that mon·· 
strous !P"Owth in Government. That first 
$37 billion reconciliation instruction set 
the 'bone for this Presiden1t's economic 
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package. For that I must say to Senator 
HOLLINGS, my wonderful friend on the 
mmorlty s.~.ue, he ~hare.:; w1th me in the 
joy of that. That was absolutely neces
sary, and if we can get these comml·l:!tees 
to make those cuts chat wlH be Lhe his
torJc event on thls issue. I guarantee that. 

'.l'nen we have oo lOO.t{ wt the 1.exr. J 
years. We cannot do it all now, but we 
have to find ways to save additional 
amounts of money. We have to 11nd ways 
for our military, whlch we are givmg the 
money they want, to make cautlOUS use 
of their money. We have to find ways 
to get rid of waste, and we have to cut an 
additional $30 to $~±0 maybe $45 billion 
in the next 3 years f·rom 'the budget oi 
the United States. 'I'hat is on the one 
hand. 

On the other hand, just to dispose of 
the proposal of our good friend who 
claims tha!t he has placed an alternat1ve 
before us, let us make sure we understand 
that the alternative changes the budget 
cutting not one iota. It is identical. But it 
does say we do not need as big a tax cut 
as the President wants. 

Let me just summarize what he wants 
to do. In 1981 1the President says let us 
have $8.6 billion in tax cuts. In 1982 the 
President says "Let us have a $51.3 bil
lion tax cut with both business cuts and 
personal income tax cuts." It is up to the 
Committee on Finance to determine the 
proportions. We leave this question to 
'their good judgment. 

In 1983 the President proposes a $97.1 
billion reduction and in 1984, a $144.8 
billion. 

Let me tell you what the proposal be
fore the Senate does. In 1981 it offers a 
$3.7 billion reduction. The President's 
is almost three times as big. An enor
mous difference occurs in 1982. $25.5 bil
lion is wha!t the good Senator from South 
Carolina would cut versus the Presi
dent's $51.3 billion; in 1983 it is $53.2 
billion versus the President's $97.1 bil
lion, and so on. 

Remember what I said about spread
ing the blessings and making the ma
chine work again. Let me tell you what is 
going to happen if we do not reduce 
taxes for the next 3 years. Inflation and 
social security tax increases for the last 
half of 1981 will raise revenue by $6.1 
billion in fiscal year 1981. My good friend 
from South Carolina would only cut 
th3t $3.2 million, not even half the 
increase. 

For fiscal year 1982 inflation and so
cial security tax increases, as computed 
by the Joint Committee on Taxation. will 
amount to $40.7 billion. My good friend's 
proposal, which calls "our last clear 
chance," will only cut taxes by $25.5 bil
lion. In other words, taxes will go up 
$15.8 billion in fiscal year 1982 more than 
his tax cut. 

In 1983, if we do not have a tax cut, 
inflation and social security will cause a 
$64.4 billion increase. My good friend's 
proposal has taxes going down only 
$53.2 billion. 

For each of those 3 years of tax in
creases attributable to inflation and so
cial security which, I repeat, come on top 
of the highest level of taxation in Ameri-
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can history. These increases exceed the 
reduction in the Senator's amendment. 

I submit if this is the "last clear 
chance"-and he says that it is-for a 
sound economic package, it sure sounds 
like more of the same to me. That is 
precisely what we have always done. We 
cut taxes less than they go up. We pass 
new tax increases, then we say we are 
getting to a balanced budget. It is just 
around the corner. We are not going to 
get there that way. 

First of all, we are not going to have 
productivity, investment, incentive, and 
risk taking in the proportions we need 
in this country, and we are not going to 
get to a bsJ~nced budget with business
as-usual fiscal policy. 

I have not even argued this afternoon 
about the components of this amend
ment: The marriage tax deduction and 
the $1,000 interest exclusion, because 
these are so much the opposite of the 
President's broad, simple approach. The 
President's program reduces taxes for 
all Americans. It offers more for invest
ment opportunity and incentive than the 
much smaller tax cuts of this amend
ment. This amendment does not even 
make up for the automatic tax increases 
that will occur over the next several 
years. 

I would be pleased to yield. Senator 
LoNG will be heard first, and I am 
pleased to yield to him. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Sena
tor from New Mexico made the case that 
we ought to have a major tax cut, and 
he emphasized the need of greater pro
ductivity. That, Mr. President, is where 
this Nation is falling behind, and that 
has a great deal to do with the fact that 
you cannot balance the budget. 

For a 30-year period ending about 3 
years ago this Nation on the average 
produced about 3 percent per worker 
per hour more than it did the year be
fore, so that the per capita income of 
the average citizen could double and 
could continue to increase even over and 
above taxes because production was go
ing up. 

That is no longer the case. Produc
tivity is on its way down. So no matter 
what we do with the tax, when you are 
producing less, there are less go0ds and 
services being produced by the American 
people, and you have got a smaller pie. 
No matter how you slice it, the av~rage 
per capita amount we have has to go 
down regardless of how much the peo
ple do pay or do not pay. One must also 
keep in mind that a lot of these taxes, in 
fact all of them, in the last analysis ::tre 
transfer payments, money shifted from 
the pockets of one citizen to the pockets 
of another citizen, even when the Gov
ernment takes it in. 

Now, the name of the game is produc
tivity, to increase production, increase 
productivity. 

Mr. President, we are still existing on 
what amounts to the old excess profits 
tax laws. We do not call it that, but that 
is what we have. At the end of World 
War II we either repealed or permitted 
the excess profits tax to expire. I say we, 

I was not here at the time. But look at 
what a ~:..usinessman has to show for tt 
it' he makes an nonest mvestment in any 
of our large corporations. ·1he top rate 
on the corporatiOn 1s 46 percent, a11d 
that 1s not counting whatever the 8tate 
m1ght be chargmg. Then it really do~s 
not take much in relative terms for a 
person to find himself in a 7U-percent 
tax bracket. If he pays it the way that 
we intend for him to pay it, that means 
that out of every dollar he makes the 
Government tukes 84 cents, and that is 
not counting the social security tax that 
was taken out before we started levying 
the income taxes. That is just looking at 
the income taxes. 

As a result the taxes are so high that 
we find people going for tax shelters, 
many of which involve a less productive 
use of the resources-such as the more 
legitimate ones the Senator referred to 
in his speech about investing in paint
ings and things of that sort. But there 
are all kinds of them that really are not 
productive at all, because the tax laws 
are so high that it does not encourage 
production, productivity. It does not en
courage the right kind of investment. 

As a consequence, the last time we had 
a tax cut bill in 1978, we cut the capital 
gains taxes back at that time, and we 
were told that this would do great harm 
to the economy. We argued about the 
budget estimate at that point, and we 
now have the figures since that time. 

Looking at it from the static-type 
estimates that the Treasury uses where 
they do not take into account the second
ary and tertiary effects, it costs the Gov
ernment $100 million a year to cut cap
ital gains in half. 

What that did to help this economy to 
begin was to move 3 million new investors 
into the stock market. Those who were 
investors engaged in more activity. The 
people sold old buildings and warehouses 
and real estate that they had a minimal 
use for, and the money went into more 
productive uses. 

I would like to see us do a great deal 
more of th'at. I am not here to speak for 
the Kemp-Roth proposal, for the simple 
reason I think that if we target the same 
amount of money that is in the budget 
in the way that would most tend to bring 
forth a productive response-a produc
tion response, if you will-we will get 
more results than we would on an across
the-board, 10 percent cut in income taxes 
for 3 successive years. But that is for 
the Senate to decide. 

The Budget Committee bill has the 
potential of either going with the Kemp
Roth, which the President has recom
mended, if, after the debate , the Senate 
th;_nks that is the wiser course. The Sen
ate could a!so approve a more targeted 
type tax cut as the Eenate Finance 
Comm~ttee recommended, or some of the 
alternatives that individual Senators will 
offer here on the floor. 

We could cut by $53 billion or less than · 
$53 billion or not cut at all after we have 
heard the debate and the Finance Com
mittee has had the ooportunity to pre
sent to the Senate both the hearings and 
the deliberations and the results of those 

: 
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deliberations. That is the committee
which, in my judgment, is best qualified 
to study this matter-and present its 
best judgments to the Senate. Then each 
Senator can hear the argument and 
make their own views known and then. 
when they get through, they can either 
vote for the tax cuts the committee rec
ommends or change it, or vote the 
amount they want to. 

But I ask the Senator from New 
Mexico, is it not true that this figure in 
this budget does not bind the Senate to 
Kemp-Roth or any particular tax cut at 
all? All it says is that if we want to cut 
taxes by $53 billion, the assumptions are 
there and the budget p~anning would be 
there, so that we could cut the amount 
the President has recommended to us if 
the Senate wants to do that after the 
House has acted and it has considered all 
the arguments that can be made. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is ab
solutely correct. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, that gets me 
to a second point. I was not part of the 
deliberations over in the House of Rep
resentatives. In my judgment, the Demo
cratic leadership made a bad mistake. 
My advice to the Democratic Congress 
would have been parallel to what I am 
saying here. 

Mr. President, the President came in 
and asked the Congress to vote through 
a nonbinding resolution that would give 
us the potential to go along with him in 
what he was asking for. And I think, 
with 230 million American people thank
ing their merciful Lord that the man 
had survived an assassination attempt, 
I think it was a disastrous mistake of the 
Democratic leadership, in fact, everyone, 
no matter what his political persuasion, 
to not go along with the President at 
that time. And I think those who did not 
see it that way then see it that way now. 
Now, I am not here to argue that one 
way or the other. 

The budget recommendation is just 
here to say that this is what the Presi
dent recocmended in the way of a tax 
cut. No conclusive case has been proved 
one way or the other. But if you vote 
against the President's figures, you are, 
in effect, saying to us on the committee 
do not consider the President's recom
mendation because the funds are not 
there to do it, even if the case is con
clusive, compelling, and overwhelming, 
and do not consider the alternatives. It 
could be the same amount of money, be
cause you are limited or restricted. I hope 
the Senate will not do that. 

May I say, Mr. President, I think that 
we actually made money for the Treas
ury when we cut capital gains. Just look 
at what happens when someone buys an 
old, broken down building and Proceeds 
to either tear it down or remodel it and 
build something different. It is a very 
useful, effi.c;ent build5nq:. They put ma
chinerv in there and hire a work force 
and put the work force to work turni.ng 
out goods and services. You take peoole 
off the unemoloyment rol.ls . That is rwt 
prooerly put jn the a'5sUm'"'Vons. They 
go to work and produce and they spend 
money with everybody who is in the 

business community. In general terms, 
what results is the people whom they are 
trading wlth has more ousiness activity 
and so the economy tends to move. 

Mr. President, reJ.erence has -been made 
to the fact that we have not cut taxes. 
But, Mr. President, we did not have to 
cut the income tax. We raised the social 
security tax time and time again. Sena
tors know it went up again just this year. 

The windfall profit tax has been in
creased, been levied, at least. It is a very 
large tax, one of the largest taxes in his
tory. That tax is being passed through, 
to some degree, on to the American 
people. 

Furthermore, the largest tax increase 
of them all is the inflation tax. Not only 
are people moved up to where 14 percent 
more of their income is taxed because of 
inflation, but they are moved into higher 
brackets, so it works out to a tax increase 
of more than 14 percent on the people. 
They have not had any relief from the 
inflation tax and the bracket creeps since 
1978 and it is about time they get some 
relief. But I would hope it would be tar
geted in ways that I would hope to get 
the best production response. 

But, in any event, Mr. President, how 
we are going to do that is a matter for 
further debate. The question is, Do we 
consider the President's recommenda
tion? For my part, standing here as a 
m~nority member, the rank:ng minority 
member of the Committee on Finance, I 
would like the opportunity to hear the 
case for the President's recommendation 
and for the other alternatives and to 
help suggest things that could be done 
that we would think would be very pro
ductive and vote on it. I hOIPe that lt 
would be able to allow the Senate the 
opportunity to pass a judgment on all 
of that. 

I regret to say, if the Senator's amend
ment is adopted, that, to a cons:derable 
degree, prejudices the opportunity of 
Senators to make their case for what I 
believe could very well be very much in 
the interest of this Nation. Therefore, I 
hope the amendment is not agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

KASTEN). The Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana. I think he made an excellent 
case. 

I would say to the Senator that there 
is one aspect of this resolution that I 
would not want my response to have 
misled him. My response on taxes is ab
s-olutely right from the standpoint of the 
budget law. The reconciliation instruc
tions are not tax measures; they are 
budget measures. Once we come out of 
conference with the House, they are 
binding. They order the Senate F'nance 
Committee and they order every stand
ing committee in this Congress to change 
laws. Each body has different ways of 
forcing that change to occur. But that is 
not advisory. That is not a target. I would 
not want to mislead the Senator in my 
answer. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I say to the 

Senator that I understand that. The 
po:nt that I wanted to get stra:ght and 
wanted to get clear was that this figure 
for revenue does not bind us to vote for 
any particular amount of tax cut. 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct. 
Mr. LONG. It is up to the Senate to 

decide whether it wants to do that much. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Absolutely. 
Mr. President, I yield whatever time 

the Senator from Kansas desires. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I appreci

ate the chance to say a word or two be
cause, after 20 years in the Congress 
and suddenly finding myself the com
m:ttee ohairman, I now find the Budget 
Committee wanting to make the Finance 
Committee a subcommittee. And after 
finally making it to the top, I find the 
distinguished Senator from South Caro
lina wants to indicate or dictate what 
we will do in the Finance Committee. 

It is bad enough having the Budget 
Committee telling us anything, but to 
tell us we can only go to $21 billion in 
tax ·reduction, I think, would indicate 
that there is really not much need for 
the Finance Commi·ttee. 

Maybe it would be all right to abolish 
the Finance Committee or maybe have a 
pa;ckage deal of abolishing both the 
Budget and the Finance Committees. We 
would have more support for that than 
for just abolishing one. 

Mr. President, I heard more rhetoric 
over the weekend about what is going to 
be in the tax cut package, what will be 
and what wlll not be, what the chair
man of the Ways and Means Committee 
wi'll do, what the Treasury Secretary 
will do, and what certain people in the 
White House will do. But I think the Sen
ator from Louisiana has indicated that 
we will probably work out a package 
that will please most everyone in the 
Senate Finance Committee, one that 
will please the dis-tinguished Senator 
from South Carolina, and one that will 
please the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware, whose name is well known 
across the country on the Senate side as 
the original author of the Roth-Kemp 
proposal. 

It would seem to me that we ought 
not to write the tax policy here, and 
what we should do as far as the mar
riage tax, or exclusions of taxation on 
interest and dividend income, can prop
erly be left to the Senate Finance Com
mittee. We start hearings on Wednes
day, and our first witness is the Secre
tary of the Treasury, Don Regan. We 
will h'ave hearings all this week, all next 
week, and then on ·additional days. We 
_hope to start the markup in June and 
bring the tax bi'll to the Senate fiOOT in 
early July, go to conference and have 
it on the President's desk on August 1. 

Whether it is going to be $21 billion 
for 1982, or $48 billion or $38 billion, or 
whatever the maximum is, $51.3 billion, 
is a matter th•aJt this Senator believes 
will be determined after a lot of witnesses 
have been heard, after various options 
have been explored and some decisions 
made, hopefully, as in the past, on a 
consensus basis, in the Senate Finance 
Committee. 
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I certainly do not quarrel with the 

general thrust of the remarks by the 
Senator from South Carolina. I was not 
able to be here as I was working on the 
farm bill in another room, but I refer 
to his general approach on the Budget 
Committee, much of which I support. It 
does seem to me that in this area we 
are going to be responsible. There is 
enough room in the budget mark to 
allow for a bill pretty much like the 
Senate Finance Committee agreed to last 
year, or the Roth-Kemp proposal, or 
some other proposal that might bear 
other names. 

Who knows what names might end up 
on it. When it is all over, as my distin
guished colleague said, when the Presi
dent is signing the bill in the White 
House and he looks to his left and right, 
he will say, 'Thank you, fellows, for your 
help." It will be the Reagan tax bill and 
none of us will quarrel with that. 

It just seems to me that we cannot 
continue to rely on high levels of tax
ation as an excuse for maintaining high 
levels of spending. That is not the phi
losophy of the Senator from South Caro
lina. He has indicated that, and many 
of us support him in that. 

I hope that we would reject this 
amendment. The Budget Committee, in 
my view, has taken appropriate action. 
We have 20 responsible Senators on the 
Finance Committee, 11 Republicans and 
9 Democrats. We think we can work out 
a program in cooperation with the chair
man of the House Ways and Means 
Committee. Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, and the 
ranking Republican, Congressman CoN
ABLE, and also working with the admin
istration. We should not adopt a policy 
that would defeat the administration be
fore we have had a hearing. We will not 
have a hearing until Wednesday. Now 
we are being told to send a signal, and, 
in fact, to lock in concrete what we might 
do in the Senate Finance Committee as 
far as parameters are concerned. 

If the Senator from South Carolina 
will bear with us for a few weeks, we 
will bring to the floor a package that will 
benefit the taxpayers. 

As the Senator from New Mexico 
pointed out, whatever we do in the Sen
ate Finance Committee, we are going to 
be lucky to keep up with so-called tax
flation. Most taxpayers understand they 
are not getting tax reductions; we are 
only reducing the increase. I would hope 
that we can find enough dollars to do 
more. Beyond that, I think it is fair to 
say that the President has laid his pro
gram before the American people. He did 
it before the election. He received. I 
think, substantial support in the elec
tion. The Congress has already over
whelmingly supported his budget efforts. 
I believe he is entitled to have his pack
age on tax policy heard before the Sen
ate Finance Committee, the legislative 
committee, as well as the House Ways 
and Means Committee. 

At that time, after the hearings, the 
debate, and after discussion with the 
President, with Treasury, the Budget 
Committee, Finance Committee mem-

bers, and everyone else who has an inter
est, we can decide whether there is any 
room for so-called compromise or flexi
bility, and determine what the param
eters are, what the White House and the 
President will accept, and what he is 
very firm on. He is very firm on a multi
year tax proposal. I am certain of that. 
Other things are yet to be determined. 

Much as I would like to support the 
distinguished Senator from South Caro
lina. I do not think I will. 

Mr. President, to summarize, the dis
tinguished Senator from South Carolina 
is the ranking minority member of the 
Budget Committee, and I appreciate his 
hard work in the cause of fiscal restraint. 
I also understand his concern that tax 
reduction should be achieved in a way 
that is consistent with overall fiscal 
policy. Nevertheless, I believe that this 
amendment is inappropriate and I will 
oppose it. 

Mr. President, the Hollings tax reduc
tion proposal addresses a number of 
problems in the Tax Code that are of 
concern to many Senators, including the 
marriage penalty, incentives for savings, 
depreciation schedules, and individual 
tax rates. I do not question that some of 
the suggestions made by Senator HoL
LINGS have merit. But we are not here to 
write tax policy for the country. That is 
the job of the tax-writing committees. 
The Budget Committee assumes, for pur
poses of this resolution, passage of the 
tax bill proposed by President Reagan. 
All the Hollings amendment would do is 
severely limit the tax cut options avail
able to Congress with respect to fiscal 
year 1982. Senator HOLLINGS would allow 
only $21.4 billion for tax reduction in 
1982. By contrast, the Budget Committee 
resolution provides for a net tax reduc
tion of $51.3 bilion in 1982. Congress 
could still agree on a smaller tax cut, 
if that is deemed appropriate. But there 
is no reason to try to tie our hands now 
by adopting the Hollings amendment. 
The real issue, as the Senator from South 
Carolina has so often reminded us, is the 
excessive growth of Federal spending and 
the resulting deficits and preemption of 
the private sector. I do not believe Sen
ator HoLLINGS intends to divert attention 
from the goal of spending restraint, but 
I fear that would be the effect of his 
amendment. 

THE REAL ISSUE 

Whatever we may do this vear on the 
matter of tax policy, we desperately need 
to regain control over the Federal budget. 
That is the issue we are facing today, 
and we have a unique opportunity to fol
low through on the issue of fiscal re
straint. If instead we get involved in a de
bate over tax policy, we will not only 
sacrifice some of the momentum that has 
been generated in favor of spending re
straint, but we will encourage the nat:.on 
that spending cuts can be softened by in
creasing taxes, or by reducing the size of 
a possible tax cut. That notion ought to 
be rejected once and for all. So long as 
Members of this body rely on high levels 
of taxation as an excuse for maintaining 
high spending levels, we will have no 

hope of restraining the budget over the 
long term. The issue here is spending. 
The issue is the response of Congress to 
demands for a multitude of spending 
programs that somehow have added up 
a level of spending and of deficits that 
no one professes to want, and that no 
one wants to take responsibility for. 

CHANGE OF COURSE 

President Reagan has asked Congress 
to make a dramatic change in course, 
and this Senator hopes and expects that 
the Congress will follow his lead. We will, 
indeed, debate the administration tax 
proposals in the near future, and we will 
do so taking into consideration the prog
ress that is made on spending reduction. 
But that is a debate for another day. For 
now let us follow through with the con
sensus generated in the Budget Commit
tee and agree to a program of dramatic 
spending reductions for the next few 
years. When that is achieved, we will be 
in a better position to cons~der appro
priate tax policies for the coordinated, 
coherent economic program that the 
President wants and which the American 
people demand. I know the Senator from 
South Carolina agrees that this change 
of course is needed, and we will be happy 
to consider his suggestions for tax policy 
when the Senate takes up the tax bill 
proposed by President Reagan. 

Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator from 
Kansas yield for a question? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. NUNN. I do not necessarily sup

port the amendment of the Senator from 
South Oarolina, although I was going to 
say I though his tax out was too low. 
I felt the tax cut should be in the gen
eral proximity of the amount of the 
spending cuts. As I unders·tand the Sen
at•or from Kansas, what he is saying is 
tha.t he is not locked in to any particular 
tax cut, that he is going to listen to the 
testimony, look at the economic analy
sis, consider some of the other bills that 
have been introduced on productivity 
and savings, and then make a judgment 
as to the amount a.nd as to the c·ontent 
o! the tax cuts after he has heard that 
kind of testimony and analyzed it. Is 
that a correct impression by the Senator 
from Georgia? 

Mr. DOLE. I think that is an accurate 
assessment. I must add one thing. I do 
feel some responsibility to the President. 
If he indica;tes very strongly that he be
lieves a certain course should be pur
sued, I believe it is my obligation to try 
to present that to the committee. I do not 
know of anyone in our committee, e::'l· 
cept maybe the Senator from Delaware, 
who has firmly said what should happen 
in the Finance Committee. I understand 
that. He is persuasive and he may pre
vail. The rest of us may end up for the 
Roth-Kemp program though we are not 
cheerleaders for any one program. 

Mr. NUNN. So the Senator would not 
preclude, and I am not saying that he 
would endorse, some kind of package 
that would be long r-ange in nature but 
which would have perhaps less impact on 
the deficit and borrowing in the first year 
than the President proposes, and he is 
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not precluding either the consideration 
of some very strong up-front, first-year 
savings in whatever bill the Finance 
Committee would consider. 

Mr. DOLE. Certainly not. We have 
heard a lot of theories about a prepack
aged program. First we have the pack
age the President wants and then the 
package we want. I am not so certain 
that works. But, as I said many times, 
when standing out in front of the Cap
itol at 6 o'clock at night, if the first cab 
is empty, not many would say, "I think 
we will take the second." We may not 
want to wait for the second one. If we 
have good amendments, we may want 
to add those to the first one. 

Again, if the President says, "Let us 
not clutter up the first bill; I promise 
you there will be a second one," and we 
really know that is going to happen, that 
will be another consideration. The Sen
ator is correct. 

I do not say this with any disrespect 
to anyone who has a proposal. I think 
we have an obl.igation to everyone who 
comes before our committee to give them 
fair considerat~on and then decide 
which proposal has enough votes to get 
it out of the committee. Generally, in our 
committee, under the able leadership of 
Senator LONG, there has been a consen
sus approach. I do not think that has 
changed. As far as this Senator is con
cerned, it has not changed. 

I hope on the basis of my comments 
the Senator from Georgia will help us 
defeat the pending amendment. 

Mr. NUNN. I will say frankly that the 
Senator from South Carolina is trying to 
point in a direction. I must say that the 
direction he is pointing in, though I do 
not agree with the bottom line of his 
amendment in dollars , should be serious
ly considered by this body. When we get 
out of public statements and get into 
private feelings around here, I think 
everyone knows there is very serious con
cern in this body about the size of the 
deficits; there is very serious concern 
in this body about whether that money 
on a 10-percent across-the-board the 
first year is going to go into savings. I 
think everyone, even the strongest pro
ponents, would recognize that if that 
money does not go into savings that first 
year, the interest rates are not going to 
go down but they are going to go uo. 

There is also very serious concern
and the Senator from South Carolina 
has taken the real lead in this, and I 
have in the Armed Services Committee. 
There is very serious c·oncern about the 
projection, particularly in the military 
budget, on interest rates and on outlays. 
If those interest rates and outlay projec
tions are not correct, then we are ta 'king 
about a budget deficit that is closer to 
$80 billion than to $50 billion. If all that 
happens, and I think we are going to 
have a more accurate figure in the next 
2 or 3 month'3, by the t ime the Finance 
Committee considers this bill I think 
they very well may conclude' that the 
makeup of the tax bill needs to be 
changed. The President himself may 
conclude that by the time that bill is 
finally passed. 

So, Mr. President, I am encouraged 
that the Senator from Kansas and the 
Senator from Louisiana are saying that 
the Finance Committee is going to have 
an open mind; that they are dedicated 
to the tax cut, but the size and content 
of that tax cut remains an open question 
and we are not binding ourselves, if we 
reject the Hollings amendment, to the 
precise level of the tax cut that the budg
et resolution has nor to the makeup that 
they have assumed. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield for 1 minute? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I just want 
to respond that that is the way this 
Senator views it. We are not bound by 
any figure. We would be bound if, in 
fact, as I understand it, the Senator 
from South Carolina prevailed with a 
larger revenue figure. 

There is not much dispute, as I see it, 
on the business side except perhaps on 
how they treat owner-occupied or resi
dential versus other real estate, a num
ber of areas like that. There is pretty 
much agreement, I would think, on the 
business side. It is when we · get to the 
individual cuts that we have rather wide 
disagreement. 

Beyond that , there is great concern 
on the part of every Member of this 
body and with the President as to 
whether, we can balance the budget bv 
fiscal 1984. That has to be a matter that 
weighs heavily as a cons ~deration on 
the Finance Committee and on the Sen
ate, and on the conscience of everyone 
in this body. If we are going to achieve 
that in 1984, we are going to have to 
take a look at some of the assumptions. 

We can all make assumptions , Mr. 
President. Assumptions were made in the 
past that were correct and some that 
were incorrect. I do not know whether 
anybody can stand here and say pre
cisely that, in 1984, we are going to end 
up with a billion-dollar deficit or a bil
lion-dollar surplus unless we do A, B, C, 
or D. This Senator certainly cannot. 
That is a factor that many in this body 
would not support us, if we brought some 
tax proposals to the Senate Chamber 
that would indicate to a maiority o·f 
Democrats, Republlcans, conservatives, 
or whatever that we were playing with 
dynamite when it comes to a balanced 
budget. 

Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator from 
Kansas yiel<;l for one other brief ob
servation? 

Mr. President, I remember being on 
the floor in earlv 1977 when we h<>d 
a new administration, then the newly 
elected Jimmy Carter. I remember the 
Senator from Arizona, who happens to be 
on the floor now, getting up and making 
a statement th9.t if President Carter 
balanced the budget by 1980, he would 
re:1omiEate him, h imself. At that time, 
we had dUferent economic theories . but 
we had all sorts of assumptions that were 
going to lead us to a balanced budget. 
We have a new President today, a new 
economic theory, and now we have all 
sorts of assumrtions that are going to 
lead us to the promised land. 

Mr. President, I am not going to make 

the categorical statement that the Sena
tor from Arizona did then, but I would 
say there is considerable skepticism on 
both sides of the aisle about a great 
number of assumptions. There is particu
lar skepticism about the assumptions 
on interest rates, because what we have, 
in effect, is more Federal borrowing next 
year under the President's budget pro
posal. This year, we are having the ad
ministration say to the Federal Reserve 
System we want you to hold down the 
supply of money. 

What the Senator from Georgia has 
difficulty understanding is how we are 
going to hold down that money supply, 
wh~ch I agree with, and we are going to 
borrow more money at the Federal level 
and, at the same time, interest rates are 
going to do down-not just a little bit, 
but dramatically down. The only way 
that can possibly happen is for almost all 
the money that is going to be refunded 
in a tax cut, or not taxed in the first 
place, go into savings. 

I think it is enormously important that 
the Senator from South Carolina is 
pointing the direction here, in his view, 
it is enormously important that we look 
at this first-year tax cut in that context 
and we do everything possible to encour-

. age savings in that tax cut. If we do not 
do that, this is a very, very risky kind 
of course we are embarked on. 

In my State, we have two big prob
lems-we have many small ones, but two 
big ones-interest rates and taxes. Of the 
two, interest rates are the greater 
problem. 

A lot of people in my State, partic
ularly in the agricultural community, 
and the Senator from North Carolina is 
here and has been working on that prob
lem-to a lot of people, particularly in 
that area, the rate of taxes is irrelevant, 
because they are not going to pay any 
anyway, because they are not making any 
money. They are not going to make any 
money unless interest rates come down. 

I am very worried that. under this pro
gram, interest rates are not coming down 
at the present time. There may be many 
reasons for that , but a 10-percent tax cut 
to my farmers in Georgia for 3 years in a 
row will not mean much if interest rates 
are 20 percent , because they are not 
going to make anything and they are not 
go]ng to pay any taxes-not because they 
are avoiding taxes but because they can
not make a profit at 20-percent interest 
rates. That is true of a large segment of 
our business community. 

Mr. President, I think, despite all the 
talk about tax cuts. this body needs to 
consider seriously the effect on interest 
rate'3 of what we are doing. both with 
thi.s bndget rec;o!ution and with whatever 
tax bill is comi.ng up. I am encourae;ed 
by the remarks of the Senator from 
Kansas. 

Mr. President, I maY not vote with 
the Senator from South Carolina. I 
frankly came on the floor planning to 
vote with hi.m, but I have been im
pressed by some of the comments about 
flexibility . But the Senator from South 
carolina is making a telling point about 
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the size of the deficits. Perhaps the Sen
ator wishes that I had made my speech 
without hearing the others talk, but I 
think he is making the point. I think 
the Senator from Louisiana has also 
made a point, and the Senator from 
New Mexico, about flexibility here. 

Frankly, if I felt the Senator from 
Kansas were absolutely wedded to one 
type of tax bill without considering some 
of these other factors, it would certainly 
have had an effect on my vote. I am 
pleased he has made that absolutely 
clear. I think it is an important point. 

Mr. DOLE. I shall yield to the Sena
tor from New Mexico in a moment, Mr. 
President. First, one reason we have not 
seen any action on interest rates is that 
we do not have the program in place 
yet. I think that is a distinction that 
should be made, or a point that should 
be made. If, in fact, the President suc
ceeds, as he is on the budget side, and 
does push hard and get most everything 
he wants on the tax side, then, if the 
interest rates will refuse to yield, we 
have some problems-some of us. 

I yield the floor to the Senator from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. Pres1dent, while 
the Senator is on his feet, I want to 
say personally to him that I know he, 
from time to time, chides the Budget 
Committee. 

Mr. DOLE. That is the right the alum
ni have. I was a member of the commit
tee. 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is right and he 
jokingly talks about his not wanting to 
be a subcommittee of the Committee on 
the Budget. 

The Senator knows what he has talked 
about here this afternoon, and he talks 
about tax cuts while he mentions that 
he is also always aware of the deficit, he 
is aware of what things are going to look 
like in 1984, the fact that we work to
gether before we do many of the things 
in this budget process. Then we have the 
Senator who chairs Appropriations walk
ing onto the floor. 

Mr. President, this budget process will 
not work unless we are all looking at a 
number of years and not looking at our 
exclusive domain, be it the Budget Com
mittee or Finance or Appropriations, but 
rather, that we all have a very grave re
sponsibility. There is a great deal of 
relationship between what we do with 
taxes, what we do with entitlements, and 
what we do with appropriations. 

I personally think, Mr. President, this 
is the best chance we have had in the 6 
years we have had this process of mak
ing it meaningful in terms of the end 
product--not of the resolution with tar
gets, but of how things end up. 

I just wanted personally, on the floor, 
to thank the Senator for that and for 
the cooperation we have had with the 
very difficult matters we have had before 
us. 

I say thP. same to Senator HATFIELD. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I say to the 

Senator from New Mexico that we do in 
jest make comments about the Budget 
Committee. But the overall discipline is 

good. If we did not have it, we would 
be right back with business as usual, 
where nobody paid attention to the defi
cits and they would start to balloon in 
the outyears. 

So, on balance, the Budget Committee 
does bring about a certain discipline to 
the Budget Act-the way the Budget 
Committee has responded to proposals 
for tax reductions, to leave enough 
money, to leave us some flexibility. We 
will make judgments based on the testi
mony, based on discussions with Mem
bers on both sides of the aisle, the Treas
ury, and everyone else in the adminis
tration who should have an input. Then 
it is my hope we can bring a package to 
the floor that will have near unanimous 
support. It may be hard to do, because if 
we start adding amendments, it is going 
to take it away from other areas. 

I have watched Senator LoNG over the 
years and have listened carefully, and he 
generally puts together something very 
attractive, and maybe I can find his old 
notes. 

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

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. HART. The Senator from Colo

rado is somewhat confused by the talk 
about phase II. It is only the last week 
or so that I have heard that phrase being 
used-phase II. 

The President, when he gave his eco
nomic message to Congress initially, and 
I believe most of the time since then, 
just talked about his package. Members 
of this body are beginning to talk about 
phase II, and the Senator from Kansas 
just used it. I am wondering what it 
means. 

As members of the Budget Committee 
we have tried to work with or around 
the President's package, but now people 
are discussing another phase. and this 
Senator does not know what that means. 

Mr. DOLE. I am not certain I can ex
pand on it much bevC'nd that. 

Since January, the early days of the 
administration, there has been talk 
about a two-track or a two-package ef
fort by the administration. 

One would be the barebones Reagan 
package, which would include the so
called Roth-Kemp proposal, one for ac
celerated depreciation and not much be
yond that. The second package would 
include-no final list has been out to
gether-addressing the marriag-e pen
alty, foreign source income, expanding 
some IRAs, increaslng personal invest
ment and savings incentives, maybe 
some relief on dividend income, some re
lief for oil rovalty owners in some of our 
StatE's-Colorado and Kansas-some re
duction of estate and gift taxes, which 
is very popular and very much needed. 
Those are onlv a few. 

However. some of us expre.ssed con
cern that we do not know how we are 
going to pay for all these-where the 
revenue will come from. If you put them 
in the first package, I guess you can de
d1'Ct from busim~ss or indi17irlual rates. 
and that is one reason whv I believe the 
President has indicated it is better not 
to do that. 

However, if we are going to have all 
these reforms, we have to figure out 
some way to make up the difference. 

Mr. HART. The question is obvious if 
you are on the Budget Committee and 
we have the resolution for next year be
fore us. How do we know how to calcu
late in our revenue figures a phase II, if 
we do not know what it contains or when 
it will be presented? 

In other words, we are resolving some 
budget figures, both outlays and income, 
revenues, and we do not know how much 
to calculate that the administration is 
going to want to spend or how much to 
take in. 

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

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as he wishes, to answer his 
o.uestion, to the Senator from Kansas, 
from the bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I should like to answer th~ 
Senator. 

Mr. President, I believe the Senator 
from Colorado has raised a good ouestion 
and one that some of us proposed to the 
administration. Beyond that, I know 
that in the administration now there 
is an active group working on a number 
of proposals that could become a part 
of some second package. Whether it will 
be this year or in the next fiscal year, I 
cannot say at this time. 

Mr. HART. So by voting for or against 
th's resolution and the revenue levels 
which it projects, we do not know, really, 
what kind of tax proposals we are voting 
for, do we? 

Mr. DOLE. That is as it should be. 
This is only the Budget Committee. We 
are the Finance Committee. Give us a 
Lttle framework, and we will put the sid
ing on. 

Mr. HART. That framework could in
clude just about everything. 

Mr. DOLE. It could include a few 
things the Senator from Colorado likes. 

Mr. HART. Whether I like them or r.at 
is not the point. 

Mr. DOLE. It could include a number 
of things, including what the President 
recommends, or it could not. That is not 
a very good answer. 

Mr. HART. So it could end up being 
phase I or phase II or a combination of 
both. 

Mr. DOLE. That is correct. 
Mr. HART. I thank the Senator from 

Kansas. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield to me briefly? I know he 
is being called to go elsewhere. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, we are 

all indebted to these Senators in key 
places for the work thev have done. What 
they have said here this afternoon has 
been highly revealing as to the way 
things look inside this body. 

As I understand the summary of the 
Senator from Kansas, he is saying to the 
President and to thi.s body that he pro
roses to go into these matters in depth 
and to get these conflicts resolved anc 
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then will try to come up with a commit
tee est .mate on tax provisions. regard
less of where they might have originaten. 
but tax revisions that they think will 
meet the situation with regard to this 
problem. 

Is that a fair summary of what the 
Senator has said? It is a highly valuable 
statement. 

Mr. DOLE. That is the intention of our 
committee. 

We have an outstanding staff on our 
comm\ttee, on both sides. We have the 
Joint Tax Committee to rely on. They are 
putJtin~ together numbers. Everybody 
has numbers. You cannot operate with
out numbers. You do not even have to be 
oocurate, so long as you have a lot of 
them. 

We will try to reduce as much as we 
can the risk of error, make judgments, 
after we have had all the testimonv, the 
statements, and the discussion with the 
administration and the President and 
others, and then make a judgment in our 
committee. We hope it will be unani
mous. 

Mr. STENNIS. I say this to the Sena
tor: I am concerned, as others are, with 
this matter, and I have been for many 
months. After hearing the views and the 
conflicts of the economists and others, 
I deliberately went out among the peo
ple, many of whom I knew personally, 
including young people, including the 
so-called little people, those in the mid
dle group, those on salary and those who 
already had small businesses. This was 
in December, January, and February. I 
cannot remember even one of them who 
asked for a tax reduction or said that 
their problem was in connection with 
their taxes. To the contrary, hundreds 
and hundreds of them said, "You must 
do something about this interest. It is 
ruining us." "This inflation robs us." 

I summed up in my mind that there 
would be a stagnation in time if interest 
rates stayed excessively high. I do not 
know how much time it will take; but if 
we do not reach this interest problem. at 
least in part, in 6, 8, 12, or 15 months, 
this country can well develop into a stag
nation and cannot then move forward. 

Frankly, I have not been able to find 
anything new about how to get those in
terest rates down; but I feel, from the 
\vay these Senators on the Finance Com
mittee have spoken about it, that they 
should get the Finance Committee's 
viewpoint. 

That is the problem as I see it, and I 
sum it up tha.t way. I have no doubt that 
unless this interest barrier is removed, 
this plan will not work and the economy 
will not move and we shall not get our 
economy out of the hole. 

Another thing that bothers me is that 
I am not at all firm in what ! can con
clude as to where these deficit figures are 
going to be. How is it going to work? How 
is the tax reduction going to stop ~hese 
deficits? How and how much will turning 
loose this tax money contribute to the 
deficit? 

I believe all of us are concerned 3 bout 
those points, about interest, and possible 
stagnation and these deficits. 

I wish to air that to the Senator and 
others and all of us. 

The Senator from Kans1s knows much 
about it and I wish to say with all the 
emphasis I have that is where I believe 
the problem, our problem, the people's 
problem, the President's problem lies, 
right in the fields I have mentioned. 

Mr. DOLE. The Senator from Missis
sippi is correct. 

Along with high interest rates there is 
another problem, and that is high infla
tion. I think those two twin evils right 
now are inflation and interest, and that is 
why this Senator feels, and I am certain 
every other Senator feels the same way, 
th01t where we ho::~.ve an area of responsi
bility we better be as certain as we can 
that if we do A. B will happen or not 
happen, or whatever. 

We may come out with a package hope
fully that does that. I cannot gu1rantee it 
but with the effort that will be made by 
every member of the Finance Commit
tee and with the hel.p of the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana, and others, it is 
my hope we can do that. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
The Budget Committee Rnd all of these 
Senators have done a wonderful job. · 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President. I wish to 
yield such time from the resolution as he 
may wish to use to the Senator from 
Delaware. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President. I thank the 
Senator from Washington for his cour
tesy. 

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
the Hollings amendment. A vote in favor 
of this amendment is nothing less th·=tn a 
vote to increase the tax burden of the 
American people. 

Let us examine what this amendment 
wou1d do for the American taxpayer. 
Next year, 1982. the tax burden of the 
working men Bnd women of t.his country 
will increase by ~52 billion. This includes 
an increase of $22 billion in social secu
ritv payroll tBxes and $30 billion due to 
inflation or "bracket creep." 

Now. what will the Hollings amend
ment do to reduce this massive tHx in
crease? The answer is, the Hollings 
amendment is nothing but peanuts to the 
American people. It proposes to reduce 
personal taxes by a mere $7.7 billion in 
fiscal 1982. 

I may not be long on arithmPtic but 
$52 billion minus $7.7 billion equals $44.3 
billion. In simnle arithmetic terms, the 
Hollings amendment translates into a $44 
billion tax increase for the working 
people of this country in 1982. 

It is clear to me and it should be clear
ly understood by mv colleagues that the 
Hollings amendment is an attemnt to 
relv on increases in individual income 
taxes a.s a vehicle to produce a lower 
budget deficit. 

This technioue is not new. We have 
seen it for the past 25 years. It is simplv 
business as usual or to put it bluntly, let 
us balance the budget on the backs of 
the American taxpayer. 

Thi.s amendment provides no real tax 
relief for the middle-income taxpayer. 
Indeed it means higher taxes for all 

Americans. It does nothing to eliminate 
disincentives to work, save, and invest. 

Unless tax rates are reduced and the 
growth of Federal spending is restrained, 
the economy faces continued inflation 
and recession. The high rates of taxation 
now imposed on the American people are 
strangling economic growth, choking off 
private initiative, pushing up prices, and 
retarding the savings and investments 
needed to increase productivity and cre
ate new jobs. The Reagan tax cut pro
posal will reduce the tax drag on the 
economy and increase the incentives to 
work, save, invest, and produce. 

Today, working men and women are 
being taxed at unprecedented rates on 
each dollar they earn. The inevitable re
sults of penalizing additional effort are 
higher absenteeism, a refusal to work 
overtime and a surging underground 
economy. 

The Hollings amendment will do noth
ing whatsoever to create what I would 
term a climate of economic growth. It 
is a step backward to the old habits of 
the big spenders in Congress who believe 
that if you keep Government revenues 
flowing, then you can restore spending 
programs which may be cut under the 
Reagan budget plan. 

The big spenders among us are willing, 
albeit begrudgingly, to reduce spending 
as long as Federal revenues are kept in 
place. They believe the budget cutting 
mood of the American people will soon 
subside and then they can get back to 
their old ways-spend, spend, and spend 
some more. 

Well, it is not going to work this time. 
There is a new mood in this country and 
it is not going to subside if we have the 
courage to support the President's eco
nomic recovery package. 

The Hollings amendment is a thinly 
veiled attempt to defeat the President's 
program. The President has proposed a 
tax cut for all Americans. This amend
ment pror:oses a massive tax increase for 
all Americans. I believe the choice is 
clear. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this amendment. 

Mr. President, I simply wish to point 
out that what the President has proposed 
is an economic recovery act, the purpose 
o.f which is to deal with each of the prob
lems that have been mentioned in the 
prior discussion. 

In my own contact with the people I 
find that the American people are con
cerned with high interest rates. I find 
that they are concerned with the very 
high rate of inflation. I find that they 
are concerned about unemployment. 

What we are trying to put in place are 
some policies that will provide an envi
ronment of growth. 

One of the facts that I think has to be 
recognized is that the United States is no 
longer competitive in world markets. One 
of the reasons that we are not competi
tive in world markets is that our chief 
competition abroad, the Japanese and 
West Germans, are replacing their plants 
at a much more rapid rate than are we. 
They are able to do so because their peo
ple save far greater than we do and in 
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the case of the Japanese are taxed far 
less than are we. 

I have sat in these Chambers many 
years listening to people talk about defi
cits and about balancing the budget. 
They are always saying that we cannot 
cut taxes because there will be too large 
a deficit. 

I said 2 years ago and I said it a year 
ago and I say it again, too many people 
are trying to balance the budget on the 
backs of the American taxpayers. The 
fact is that revenue is growing roughly 
from $500 billion to $1 trillion by 1985 
because of inflation creep, because of the 
increases built into the social security 
program. 

The fact is that every American, par
ticularly the typical working American 
year in and year out has faced substan
tially increased taxes. 

I simply wish to point out that the 
typical American family of four that in 
1976 earned roughly $16,000 because of 
the failure in the past to create an en
vironment of growth must earn today 
something like $25,000 or $26,000 to have 
the same purchasing power, buy the 
same food, the same ciothing, and the 
same shelter. 

However, because of inflation creep 
and the other taxes that family of four 
finds their taxes have increased $1,400 
during the last 4 years, which means 
that even if they are lucky enough to get 
the cost-of-living increases that pur
portedly keep them even they find that 
their standard of living has declined. 

The same is going to happen in the fu
ture. It has been predicted that in 4 
years that same family will have to make 
roughly $35,000 to $36 ,000 to have the 
same purchasing power it has today at 
$25 ,000 to $26,000. 

However, it also means that they face 
a tax increase of $3 ,500. The typical tax 
bill of $4,500 will jump to $8,000. 

Mr. President, we just celebrated last 
Sunday tax freedom day. What does tax 
freedom day mean? It means that last 
Sunday was the first day that the typical 
American family worker began working 
for himself. Every dollar he or she had 
earned up to that day goes to Govern
ment at one level or another. 

It is this kind of a problem that the 
President is trying to attack. He is try
ing to ~ut in some long-term programs 
that Will create an environment of 
growth. 
. I know many of my colleagues here are 

smcere and well-meaning when they say 
they put as a first priority deficits and 
ba!ancing the budget, but the fact is that 
this ~arne argument has been echoed 
year. m and year out and Congress has 
consistently shown that it will spend 
every dollar taken in revenue and · as 
many dollars as they think they dare 
they go beyond. ' 

I, for one, believe the time has come 
when we make certain that we decrease 
the . growth of Government and that we 
~egm recognizing the plight of the work
mg people of America. 

I for one believe that it is important to 
te~l the American people now that they 
Will have a tax reduction 3 years in a row 
of the kind proposed by President 
Reagan. 

I point out that if we do not do this 
this same typical family I was referring 
to earlier faces a 76-percent increase in 
taxes and even after the Reagan pro
posal or the Roth-Kemp, whatever you 
want to call it, will still face a 42 percent 
increase. 

What we are trying to do is we are try
ing to let the working people keep more 
of their money, offset the tax increases 
that are built into the package, and for 
that reason I think it is extraordinarily 
important that the first budget resolu
tion permit the kind of tax reduction 
that has been proposed in the President's 
economic recovery program. 

It is, of course, true that exactly what 
the tax cut incorporates will depend 
upon the will of the-House and the Sen
ate. But I say again that I, for one, 
think it is important to give real relief 
to the working people, that that relief 
will be beneficial not only to them and 
to help create an incentive to work, to 
save and to inve3t, but it will also be very 
helpful to small business and others. 
The 3-year reduction will reduce capital 
gains from 28 to 20 percent, and that is 
a significant factor for investment in 
small business. 

But, Mr. President, I am concerned 
by those who would only want to adopt 
a 1-year tax package because there are 
those who think that if we can keep the 
high revenue in place then we can re
turn in some future year, when the 
American people are no longer on this 
conservative bent, and go back to the 
ways of ever-growing Government, ever
growing Government spending. 

So I will say in closing, Mr. President, 
I urge the rejection of the Hollings 
amendment; that the Budget Commit
tee recommendation must be the first 
step, and only the first step, to provide 
the kind of real tax relief that will 
create an environment of growth in the 
United States of America. 

I yield back the floor. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from South Carolina yield 
time on the bill? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield the Senator 
10 minutes on the resolution itself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SPECTER). The Senator from California. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, first, 
let me say I will support the amendment 
offered by the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina. I recognize that we are 
only talking about the dimensions and 
not the precise terms of a tax cut. I rec
ognize that the Committee on Finance 
will write the tax bill. Certainly knowing 
Senator DOLE ::~.nd Senator LONG that will 
be the case. But a vote for this amend
ment is a way to indicate a desire not 
to have a Kemp-Roth tvpe tax cut, and 
I, therefore, will support the amendment. 

As to the budget situation itself, Mr. 
President, I intend to vote against the 
Reagan administration budget when it 
comes to a vote in the Senate Tuesday. 

And I predict that the economy will 
be in deep trouble if President Reagan 
gets everything he is seeking. 

The President's budget is badly out of 
balance. 

And I am convinced his economic plan 

will fail to produce a balanced budget 
even by 1984. 

His proposal to make a quarter of a 
trillion dollar 3-year, 30-percent cut in 
personal income taxes simultaneously 
with a $181 billion increase in military 
expenditures over 6 years is surely a pre
scription for everlasting inflation and 
sky-high interest rates. 

It will boost cumulative defense ex
~enditures over the 6 years to $1.5 tril
lion-! repeat, 1.5 trillion-dollars. 

Mr. rres~dent, 1 agree, generally, with 
the overall amount of President Rea
gan's budget cuts. 

We must reduce Government spend
ing. 

But some of the President's cuts have 
been too severe. 

Examples abound. Among them: 
Cutting Indian health programs. 
Cutting education of handicapped, 

neglected, and delinquent children. 
Cutting milk and other food to needy 

mothers, infants, and schoolchildren. 
Cutting the food stamp program, for 

tho3e who really need them. 
One million childr€n from families 

with incomes between $10,000-$15,000 
will have to pay 300 percent more for 
a school lunch next year. How can you 
call that anti-inflationary? 

And ironically f.or an administration 
so concerned with beefing up the mili
tary, the Reagan-Stockman budget also 
chops medical care for hospitalized vet
erans. 

This is only a partial list. 
I have not mentioned the deterioration 

of the infrastructure of the once-great 
American economy. As more than one 
Member of Congress has pointed out, 
bridges all over the country are collaps
ing. Sewers and water llnes are rott1ng 
away. C.i.ty transit systems are breaking 
down. Billions of dollars in coal for ex
port pile up in antiquated seaports, and 
our airports are congested almost beyond 
belief for lack of development funds. 

We must not delude ourselves that the 
burden of these cuts will be assumed by 
States and local governments-as the 
adm.nistration suggests. 

It will not. States and local govern
ments cannot afford these burdens even 
now with Federal help. And they face 
tremendous cuts in Federal assistance 
under this budget. 

Mr. President, too many people-too 
many children, elderly people, handi
capped people, veterans needing medical 
care-are going to fall through the ad
ministration's so-called social safety net 
and get badly hurt. 

And their sacrifices, I fear, will be in 
vain. 

The administration justifies cutbacks 
in social programs as a step to·ward bal
ancing th~ budget and controlling in
flation. But whatever economic benefits 
these cutbacks may bring will be negated 
by the rest of President Reagan's eco
nomic package-of huge defense in
creases and excess:ve tax cuts. 

The result is bound to be continued 
imbalanced budgets, continued deficits, 
continued high interest rates, and con
tinued inflation. 

The renewed surge in interest rates is 
early evidence that the administration's 
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anti-inflation program will not work
and that the financial community knows 
it will not work. 

Hlgh interest rates and cost-of-living 
increases due to inflation will probably 
boost theh 1981 budget deficit to nearly 
$60 billio , some $5 billion more than 
the administration predicted. 

Most traditional economists suggest 
that the string of big deficits wh'ch the 
Reagan budget will create will fuel addi
tional consumer demand, overheat the 
economy, and cause more inflation. In 
an economy that already is short of in
vestment capital, Federal bonowing will 
deny potential investors the needed cap
ital to satisfy rising demand. 

This is particularly true when the 
growth in the money supply triggers re
taliatory action at the Federal Reserve, 
whose tight money policies the adminis
tration has publicly endorsed. The Fed 
raises interest rates, further chok!ng off 
the borrowing of investment capital 
needed for plant expansion and eco
nomic recovery. 

Mr. President, the President's men tell 
us to ignore traditional economists and 
to buy, instead its own economic package. 
But since there is not applicable eco
nomic experience by which one could test 
the Stockman theory, we are asked to buy 
it on blind faith. 

I , for one, do not have that particular 
faith. 

Investors have no faith that the Rea
gan economic program can work, even in 
the long run. 

The U.S. Treasurv last week was forced 
to pay 13.99 percent-the highest price 
ever-for 30-year financing of Govern
ment debt. 

Demanding nearly 14-percent interest 
for the next 30 years-that is how much 
confidence investors have that the Rea
gan economic program will bring down 
interest rates and curb inflation. 

Treasury Secretary Donald T. Regan, 
who considers anything over 15 percent 
a high interest rate, admitted last week 
that interest rates will go to 20 percent or 
higher, and will remain high "for sev
eral months." Some analvsts believe the 
prime rate, which hit 19 percent last 
week, could go up to 24 percent. 

High interest is hurting the very busi
ness community that needs to be helped 
if productivity is to be increased and 
inflation licked. 

There has been a 46-percent increase 
in corporate failures for the first 17 
weeks of 1981 compared with the same 
period last year. 

The Wall Street Journal reports that 
even a top White House official concedes 
that the recent turmoil in the financial 
markets "indicates a lack of confidence 
in the President's program." 

Many :financial experts feel that Rea
gan's planned budget cuts will not offset 
the stimulative effects of his proposed 
defense spending increases and tax re
ductions, and that heavy Government 
borrowing will continue to keep interest 
rates and inflationary expectations high. 

Mr. President, economic prospects un
der the Reagan pro~ram are worsened by 
the fact that the President apparently 
has no serious arms-control plan to bring 
the arms race to an end. 

In fact, it is painfully clear that the 
administration has no arms-control 
policy. 

All they are offering the American 
people is a monstrously escalated arms 
race at great cost and at great risk. 

President Reagan is not showing the 
American people any more light at the 
end of the arms race-inflation tunnel 
than Presidents Johnson and Nixon 
showed us at the end ·of the Vietnam 
tunnel. 

A substantial increase in the defense 
budget is needed. 

But without a determined concurrent 
effort to achieve arms control it will trig
ger a cha:n reaction arms race with the 
Soviet Union that is too likely to lead to 

·more and more inflation while giving us 
less and less security. 

It will also trigger more waste in the 
Defense Department where Budget Di
rector David Stockman, apologizing for 
the administration's delay in ferreting 
out ·waste in the Pentagon, admits, 
"There's so much waste that it .has taken 
us longer to :figure it out." 

We must review the defense budget 
with great care, and only give the Penta
gon what is truly needed for our 
security. 

Mr. President, our current inflation 
began with the Vietnam war when Presi
dent Johnson and Congress increased 
military spend ~ng more than $26 billion 
between 1965 and 1970. That is $59 bil
lion in today's money. And Johnson re
fused to raise taxes to help cover the 
cost and to hold down consumer 
demand. 

President Johnson's military buildup 
to :fight the Vietnam war, coupled with 
high domestic expenditures to :fight the 
war on poverty-all without a compen
sating tax increase to pay the cost of 
both wars-overheated the economy at 
the wrong time and caused inflation. 

Now President Reagan is repeating 
Johnson's inflationary mistakes-in 
spades. 

The President is proposing that we 
put $181 billion in new money into the 
defense budget through 1986-more 
than three times the $59 billion in to
day's dollars that we spent during the 
Vietnam buildup. 

And he is not asking that we pay for 
it .. with a tax increase. Instead he is pro
posing a personal income tax cut of $44.2 
billion the first year-and a total reduc
tion of $250 billion over 3 years-under 
the Kemp-Roth tax cut plan. 

I will do what I can to defeat the 
Kemp-Roth tax cut. 

Mr. President, I have serious doubts 
about the economic wisdom of any cut 
in the personal income tax rate at this 
time. 

But if there is to be a cut, it should be 
limited to no more than 1 year at a time. 

Pass a single-year income tax cut if 
wo must. But then let us wait to see what 
happens to the economy before deciding 
whether additional cuts are called for. 

And if there is to be an income tax cut, 
it should give moderate and low-income 
families a better tax break than is being 
provided by the President's formula. 

Balancing the budget, ~ stimulating 
productivity and curbing inflation-not 

cutting personal income taxes-should 
be the Nation's No. 1 domestic priority 
at this time. 

I favor a much stronger program for 
tax incentives to stimulate productivity 
and encourage savings and investments 
than Presidt:nt B-eagan seeks. 

I favor: 
Cutting the capital gains tax rate. 
Lowering the current 70 percent max-

imum tax to 50 percent. 
Allowing accelerated depreciation of 

new plants and equipment. 
A research investment tax credit. 
Raising the tax-free level on income 

from savings and investment earmarked 
for housing. 

Cutting inheritance taxes to preserve 
famlly businesses and farms. 

Mr. President, not only is the Presi
dent's budget out of balance, but so is 
his basic economic approach. 

He cuts too much out of essential 
domestic programs. 

He cuts too much out of revenues from 
personal income taxes-not for 1, not for 
2, but for 3 straight years. 

And, on the other hand, he does not 
call for enough productivity tax incen
tives for business. 

And he proposes the largest peacetime 
military expenditures in the Nation's 
history. 

I disagree. Strongly. 
I believe we must carefully review the 

proposed defense budget, and tailor it 
down to the military's true needs and 
current capabilities. 

I believe we must push forward more 
vigorously to achieve an arms control 
agreement with the Soviets and end the 
military hemorrhaging of our economic 
lifeblood. 

I question the wisdom of any cut in 
the personal income tax rate at this time. 

I believe we must limit a personal in
come tax cut at this time to 1 year-at 
the most. 

The savings we realize will enable 
us to: 

Put back into the budget funds for the 
strategic petroleum reserve-which Pres
ident Reagan also wants, but which has 
been cut out of his budget proposal. I 
believe :filling the reserve to reduce our 
dependence on Arab oil is essential to our 
military and economic security. 

The savings will also enable us to re
store some of the more Draconian cuts 
proposed for our important social pro
grams. 

They will enable us to offset whatever 
temporary drop in revenue might result 
from reductions in business taxes. 

And they will enable us to reduce the 
size of the deficit in President Reagan's 
fiscal 1982 budget and get us to a bal
anced budget before the President's 
target year of 1984. 

Except for arms control negotiations, 
whi.ch are in the hands of the adminis
tration, Congress can and should do all 
the things I have outlined in the course 
of legislating on the budget and on taxes 
this year. 

Such action on our part will reassure 
investors and the business community 
generally. 

It will stimulate industrial produc
tivity. 



May 11, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9205 

It will help bring down interest rates. 
It will more effectively curb inflation. 
Alld it will protect those among us who 

need protection. 
This modification of the President's 

program-not the precise program the 
President proposes-will come much, 
much closer to meeting the economic 
mandate from the American people that 
Ronald Reagan asserts he received in 
1980. 

Mr. BID EN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I yield 

such time as is necessary on the resolu
tion to the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Senator from 
South Carolina. I thank him for allow
ing me to be a cosponsor of this amend
ment. 

We are all pretty well squared away in 
this body about what our views are of 
tax cuts. We have been debating them 
for some time now. There are various 
reasons for various Senators supporting 
various proposals. 

For example, the Senator from Cali
fornia just spoke as to one of the rea
sons. His position with regard to tax cuts 
was based upon the need for additional 
expenditures in the future and his con
cern about the defense budget. 

I am sure that is not the same ra
tionale that impels the Senator from 
South Carolina, and is not the one which 
moves me to cosponsor this amendment. 

My concern, Mr. President, is twofold: 
First and foremost, and my continuing 
concern, is inflation; the second is pro
ductivity. I am not sure that I can really 
be ordering them as one and two, but 
they are the two issues so far as I see it. 

Several years ago, Senator NuNN and 
others of us, and no one has been in the 
forefront of tax cutting more than my 
senior colleague from Delaware, we on 
the Budget Committee suggested a tax 
cut, a moderate tax cut by comparison 
to President Reagan's tax cut, and we 
argued then it was needed. 

I argue that a tax cut is needed now. 
I think it has been needed for some time. 

But it seems to me, to respond to some 
of the comments that have been made 
by my colleague from Delaware, by the 
Senator from Kansas, Senator DoLE, 
Senator DOMENICI, and many others who 
have spoken here today, that we are sort 
of mixing our apples and oranges here. 

I used to work with a fellow who was 
a pretty good criminal trial lawyer, a 
fellow named Sid Balick, up in Delaware. 
He used to always-no matter how so
phisticated the case or how sophisticat~d 
the jury-he used to always begin his 
jury summation by saying: 

Ladies and gentlemen of the jury, the most 
im-oortant thin~ here is to keep your eve 
on the ball. The ball is whet.her or not. the 
crime was committed :by John Doe, mv client. 
Now, let's keeo your eye on that. Tt Is not 
whether or not John Doe is a basically honest 
man, not whether or not John Do~ dresses 
well, not whether or not John Doe is a 
rotten son of a gun or a great father. It is 
whether or not John Doe committed the 
crime. 

Well. I think we should keP.p our eve 
on the ball here. The reason for the tax 

cut as offered by the President-and 
everyone talks about it-is related pri
marily to doing something about produc
tivity and doing something about infla
tion. 

Unfortunately, I think a lot o.f other 
folks on the floor here have their eye on 
a different ball, and it is not in the game. 
There are some here who believe very 
deeply that the reason we should have a 
tax cut does not have a thing to do with 
either of those things. It is just to keep 
the money out of the hands of those lib
erals so that they do not come back with 
all these programs again. 

That is why some do not want to cut 
taxes only in 1 year, even though it 
might make good sense to plan only for 
a year. I have not figured out how this 
Government can determine what is going 
to happen 6 months from now, let alone 
3 years from now. 

The reason the President, I suspect, 
wants a 3-year tax cut is that, above and 
beyond the supply-side effect that it will 
have, that is by pumping the economy, 
unleashing America and all those things 
that we all want to happen, when Amer
ica gets going again, we do not want to 
have the extra dollars lying around be
cause we do not want any more food 
stamps or money for the handicapped or 
more money for those liberal programs. 
That is one reason to want a 3-year tax 
cut. 

I am not saving that everybody who 
wants one wants it for that reason. But 
there are some folks who want it for that 
rea~on. 

Other folks, like Members on my side 
of the aisle, do not want the Roth-Kemp 
tax cut or the Reagan or whatever you 
want to call it tax cut, they do not want 
it for the exact opposite reason. They 
do not want to gin it up again. They want 
to go back to spending for these pro
grams, even if the programs do not work 
real well. Thev want to throw money at 
the problems and they figure there would 
be more money back there again and 
thev could start throwing the money 
again and that may solve the social prob
lems. 

But keeping our eye on the ball, I 
thought, although I am not an apostle of 
the supplv side, I thought the only rea
son for a tax cut was to get the economy 
moving now. The issue is not whether or 
not there is going to be too little or too 
much money lving around in the year 
1984 and whether or not liberals or con
servatives are going to take certain posi
tions on certain programs of spending. 
The issue was whether or not we were 
going to do something about inflation 
and whether or not we are going to do 
something about lagging productivity in 
this country. 

I was .told, from mv inception of sit
ting on the Budget Committee. that the 
way you do things about productivity is 
you have to make it easier to amass some 
capital; that bustnesses have to have 
that money to invest. 

And I am told that the way supply 
side economics works is, if we get these 
folks out there investing money, build
ing new plants. hiring new people, every
thing is going to start to move. 

Well, I have become a mild, if not 

apostle, a mild disciple of the supply 
side. If supply side makes sense, if we 
are taking action on a tax cut primarily 
for the purpose of making it easy to 
amass capital and get people to invest 
and to impact upon productivity in this 
country, then why not give it where it 
is needed? 

The dY,tinguished Senator from the 
State of South Carolina has done that. 
I am :flattered that he refers to this as 
the Hollings-Biden amendment. But the 
fact is he did all the work on this amend
ment. He is the one who came up with 
the idea. He is the one who put it for
ward. 

It is very simple. He says: 
Look, 1!, in fact, you all want to do some

thing about getting business going, let's 
give business a tax cut. Let's take care of 
that. We are talking about that. We give 
that to them right away. 

That is the supply side, not the de
mand side. The demand side is when 
you give my mom and dad a tax cut. 
And, God bless them, they would like it. 
As my father said, he may be able to 
take my mother out for a good meal on 
the salary they make. 

Who are the working people who are 
going to get this income tax cut? Well, 
obviously, anybody who works. Usually 
the way we use that, we use that in the 
generic sense in politics. By the "working 
p·eople," we usually mean people who are 
making something less than $40, $50, 
$60, $70, $80, or $100,000 a year. Obvi
ously, everybody is a working person. 

But we are telling those middle income 
folks out there: "Here it comes, you have 
a big one coming." But it will not be that 
big. They are not, by and large, going 
to be making massive investments. They 
are not going to take that money to the 
stock market and buy in. They are going 
to pay for their heating bills. They are 
going to do all the things they have to 
do, which is important. 

The fact of the matter is that such a 
tax cut is not going to help much in 
terms of spurring the economy, where 
we are talking about needing to do it, 
without it being inflationary. 

All the Senator from South Carolina 
is saying is: "Let's get things under con
trol. Let's do something about in:fl.ation." 

Let us do something about what I 
heard for the last 3 years from the other 
side of the aisle-"balance the budget; 
balance the budget; balance the budget; 
balance the budget." 

Every TV commercial I turned on, 
every Republican was standing there 
marching like a tin man: "Balance the 
budget; balance the budget." Every com
mercia! I heard politically: "Balance the 
budget; balance the budget." 

How many times did we hear: "The 
soie reason for inflation is"-not part 
of the reason, not a little bit of the rea
son, not some of the reason-"the sole 
reason is the Federal deficit." We heard 
this and heard it and heard it. 

Well, you have converted some of uS. 
You converted some of us 3 or 4 years 
ago. We are trying to help you now. Let 
us balance the budget, because you con
vinced me. 

You heard all these folks coming down, 
business men and business women. Sen-

. 
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ator HOLLINGS knOWS they Used to come 
down and talk about crowding out. 
Everybody was worrying about crowding 
out. 

Four years ago, I heard. They said, 
When the Government has that big defi
cit, it has to go out and borrow all that 
money and it is competing with business 
to borrow that money. Businesses want 
to build steel mills and automobile 
plants. So the Government is crowding 
out private investment and making in
terest rates go higher. · 

Well, the Senator from Mississippi 
spoke eloquently about the young people 
in his community. They cannot buy 
homes. They do not do things because 
interest rates are so high. 

Mr. President, I am taking much more 
time than I anticipated. But let me sum 
it up this way. If supply side makes sense, 
if it makes sense, let me steal a phrase 
from a former Director of OMB, Jim 
Lynn, who used to talk about getting 
"bang for the buck." Well, if the idea 
is to spur productivity, then it spurs it 
even more if you give it directly to the 
business. 

Let us cut out the middleman. Let 
us get right to the productivity. This 
amendment does that. It gives busjness 
the tax cut. Then this amendment takes 
care of two or three of the most onerous 
examples of malapportionment of the 
tax burden for individuals. Then it says 
we will give folks a general tax cut ef
fective next year. 

All of this could be so much puffery 
on my part and my colleagues on the 
other side wou1d say, "It's all right for 
you to get up there and talk about bal
ancing the budget, but you really don't 
mean it." 

Mr. President, let me tell you sonie
tping. Unlike some of the folks on that 
side of the aisle or this side of the aisle, 
I feel very deeply about some of the so
cial programs that I voted to cut. I voted 
with the President on reconciliation. I 
voted to give the President 85 to 90 per
cent of all the expenditures cuts that he 
wanted, and I believed in the programs. 
But I felt the economy is so out of kilter 
we have to do it. 

I think I, who have a view very differ
ent from some of my colleagues on the 
conservative side of the spectrum, have 
demonstrated I meant what I said. I 
voted to cut programs I do not like to 
vote against. I voted to cut programs the 
Government has a business being in. I 
voted to cut programs that are good pro
grams. The reason I did is we have to cut 
expenditures to get this thing under 
control. 

Now, let us not go on a binge and come 
along right after making those soending 
cuts and decide that there will be no 
money out there or anything other than 
a great big deficit for us to deal with. 

This ta·x reduction is coming after the 
expenditure cuts. I went along with the 
'expenditure cuts and I am continu
ing to vote for them. But, Mr. President 
it seems to me that we are missing th~ 
boat if, in fact, we do not go with a rea
sonable, moderate tax proposal. 

As a last comment. the Senator from 
Kansas said, "Give me flexibility" in the 
Finance Committee. I did not hear any-

body say give us flexibility on the spend
ing side. I did not hear anyone from Ap
propriations asking, "Give us flexibility." 

I think it makes a lot of sense to sup
port the Senator from South Carolina. 
I am happy to be a cosponsor. I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself as much time as is necessary on 
the resolution. I will speak only for1l a 
moment and then yield back the ti&e 
unless anybody wants to speak further 
on the amendment. 

First, Mr. President, I ask for the yeas 
and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to include the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
ExoN) as a cosponsor of the amendment. 

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. If we can get our dis
guished manager of the bill (Mr. 
DOMENICI) in the Chamber, I want to 
make a couple of remarks to him. 

Before I do that, though, let us 
examine how this amendment was 
formulated. 

At one time, years back, there was a 
visit to the sunny valley section of the 
·State of the distinguished Senator from 
Oalifornia. People from the Lockheed 
Oorp. showed me some 20 years ago how 
they made a Polaris submarine. It was 
something like strategic steps: Testing, 
engineering, production-a step process, 
as they called it. They knew the result 
they wanted and figured out how to get 
the materials. They worked themselves 
backward, fashioning what they wanted 
in the first insbnce. 

In a similar fashion I prepared this 
proposal. We had the costs of all the 
different tax cut bills in front of us. We 
saw exactly what we had been cautioned 
about-that deficit spending and the loss 
of revenues that would ensue from most 
of these tax cut measures would make 
it ~early impossible tJo balance the budget 
by 1984. 

In working with the Congressional 
Budget Office, we sort of backed into this 
amendment. 

What we were looking for was the kind 
of framework, the size framework, that 
could balance tha;t budget and stop in
flation and high interest rates. 

We could not do it with a $40 billion 
or $50 billion or $30 billion tax· cut. We 
needed to reach the high ground. under 
aaternate sets of economic ·asSIUmptions. 
One set of ·assumptions was President 
Reagan's economics of hope and opti
mism, which involve a quadrupling of the 
economic growth rate from 1.1 percent 
in 1981 to over 4.2 percent in 1982, and 
an inflati·on rate that declines from 
slightly over 10 percent in 1981 to about 
8% percent. Nobody expects these things 
to occ1,1r. · 

The other set of assumptions were pre
pared bv the Congressional Budget Of
fice, which we have alwavs relied upon 
until the charade of this budget resolu-

tion. My proposal achieves a balanced 
budget by 1984 under the realistic CBO 
economic assumptions or a balanced 
budget with a surplus using "Reagan
omics'' by 1983, rising to a surp·lus of $50 
billion in 1984. This proposal allows for 
a 1982 tax cut of about $20 billion. 

I looked for tho'3e measures that the 
Finance Committee had considered that 
had more of an effect on supply: I in
cluded the partial elimination of the 
marriage penalty and the $1,000/$2,000 
exemption for interest and dividends in
come. Those are targeted truly to the 
suoplv side. This meac:ure would def
initely promote savings in America. That 
was the only way to qualify for the 
exemption. For business investment in
centives I choose the better depreciation 
allowance (2-4-7-10) that had been in- . 
eluded in the Finance Committee version 
of last year. 

So I backed into it because I knew 
exactly what the Finance Committee had 
done. That is why we formulated this 
measure to make certain that we put 
an end to deficit spending, that we stop 
the red ink, and that we stop the inflation 
which the Senator from New Mexico says 
is increasing taxes fa'5ter than they can 
be cut under Kemp-Roth. 

Let me emphasize another point: 
The Finance Committee loves flexibil

ity. And I rather enjoyed the dialog on 
that point. My distinguished colleague 
from Georgia sa~d he did not realize that 
the Finance Committee was proceeding 
in a C.eliberate, flexible, and objective 
way. He came to the floor to support the 
Senator from South Carolina. But now 
that he has heard the distinguished Sen
ators on the Finance Committee say they 
are going to be objective and considerate, 
since they were going to have all that 
flexibUity, then his tendency was to sup
port the Senator from Kansas in defeat
ing my amendment. 

Mr. President, you know my admi
ration for the Senator from Georgia. But 
let him not be misled. The intent of this 
amendment is to remove the Finance 
Committee's flexibility. That is exactly 
why it is the size it is. If it is given the 
flexibility to do so, it will report a $50 
billion or more tax cut. That will not get 
us a balanced budget. 

The Senator from Arizona said he 
would nominate President Carter if he 
balanced the budget. Wen, I shall nomi
nate President Reagan for reelection if 
he balances the budget by 1984 under the 
guides of the first concurrent resolution. 

Mr. President, let us not worry about 
that. I am trying my best, I say to the 
Senator from Oregon, to save President 
Reagan's program, to save the Republi
can Party from the cancer of Kemp
Roth. They have been asking us to do it, 
ouietlv, as S€nators and coUeagues. The 
Senator from Louisiana did not endorse 
Kemp-Roth. the Senator from Kansas 
dtd not endorse it. They know what is 
wrong with it. The whole idea wa<>, we 
wen~ sR.ying on t.h~ Democr~tt;c side. to 
support the President, to let him have 
his program. and then disaster will come 
and we will be back in office. 

But the Reoublicans were sayin!!, "Let 
us hope Kemp-Roth will die." So my 
amendment is offered as a last clear 
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chance to save President Reagan's pro
gram. This is the Republican alternative, 
I say to the Senator from Alaska. He has 
heard of the Democratic alternative. I am 
giving him the Republican alternative. 
I hope he will support it because, on this 
basis, we shall then have a chance for the 
program to work. 

Mr. President, the country does not 
have the luxury of worrying whether it 
is the Democratic alternative or theRe
publican, whether it is the President's 
program or someone else's. This is really 
the last clear chance. If it does not work 
under President Reagan, I cannot see it 
necessarily working under the Demo
cratic banner. I wish I could, but I am in 
the minority on this issue. 

They object that we have not had 
hearings. The truth is that the Finance 
Committee has had hearings on Roth
Kemp. 

Where was the Senator from Dela
ware? We have had 3 years of hearings 
on Kemp-Roth. And they are going to 
have more hearings. We all know about 
Kemp-Roth. If there is one thing in the 
first concurrent resolution that has had 
hearings, it has been Kemp-Roth. 

Mr. President, who is out on the floor 
·increasing taxes and who is decreasing 
taxes? I respectfully submit that this 
amendment will be the biggest tax cut 
you can possibly afford, even though it is 
limited to $20 billion, slnce it guarantees 
a balanced budget. It guarantees Gov
ernment back in the black, rather than 
in the red. 

We are back to the very poignant 
story of Senator STENNIS. That could 
not have been staged. He said he trav
eled all around Mississippi and he asked 
big people, little people, small store 
owners and everyone else. He said they 
were not asking for a tax cut; they were 
asking for an end to high interest rates, 
and for lower inflation. That is the kind 
of cut they want. People with common
sense out there are way ahead of Pres
ident Reagan, ahead of Senator HOLL
INGS, ahead of Congress, ahead of 
Washington. They know; we are not 
kidding anybody. 

Take any poll. They would rather 
have lower inflation and really get some 
tax relief than any of these other so
called tax cuts. They have heard, time 
and again, about productivity and the 
blessings that Government has spread 
around. We have not spread any bless
ings. 

What did Friedman sav? "Thank 
goodness government was so inefficient, 
because otherwise, it would be crush
ing?" Another said, paving his taxes in a 
cartoon I saw the other day, "Thank 
goodness we don't get the government 
we pay for." 

Mr. President, we are trying to get 
less government. That is what Presi
dent Reagan is trving for. But how do 
they get these increases in taxes? The 
distinguished Senator from New Mex
ico said taxes are the highest in history. 

The tax schedule was the highPst in 
history 10 years ago; the tax schedule 
was the highest in historv 5 years ago. 
Th<:~t schedule has not bP.en increased. 

What has increased the taxes? Infla
tion has. Who has caused it? You can 

talk about food, you can talk about oil, 
the OPEC cartel and everything else. 
That is part of it, but one of largest con
tributors to inflation in the last 10 years 
has been deficit spending. You guaran
tee deficit spending with this kind of tax 
cut. You are the one who is increasing 
the taxes. It is not me. 

The distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico said, "Senator HoLLINGS cut 
taxes so much but not enough to offset 
the tax increases." But those increases 
are not increases in tax rates. They 
were in revenues that were caused by 
those being ratcheted up into the next 
bracket due to inflation. 

The Republican measure is inflation
ary. They are the ones increasing taxes. 
Do not blame me and say that I am 
against the tax cuts. I am the one who 
has the proposal on this floor to really 
cut taxes by cutting inflation. 

We can lower taxes if we really im
prove productivity or we can lower it by 
cutting inflation. My proposal is solely, 
100 percent, on the supply side. It re
duces the 1982 deficit by $25.8 billion. 
It balances the budget by 1983 and it 
sends Wall Street the right signal. 

Mr. President, the stock market is 
down 13 points today, down 61 points in 
the last 11 days. The Senator from New 
M·exico would suggest that t.he market 
does not believe Congress will t:ut the 
budget. That is not what they are worry
ing about. They are worrying now about 
Kemp-Roth. Ask them. 

I asked Dr. Arthul' Burns, "Would you 
cut $44 billion across the board?" 

The Senator was there in the Budget 
Committee. Look at the record. He said 
"no." 

Who is recommending this thing? It 
was recommended 3 years ago in entirely 
different circumstances and now sup
ported by the Republican admin\stration. 

I can tell you here and now, Mr. Presi
dent, there is no education in the second 
kick of a mule. I have had enough of this. 
This is the last clear chance and our only 
hope is over on that side of the aisle and 
they know it, if they can really eliminate 
the flexibility .in that Finance Committee 
and save them from themselves. I have 
the greatest confidence in Senator DoLE. 
He will bring back a business cut. That is 
what we are trying to get. But right now 
we have to head in the right direction. 
That is the main auestion with this 
amendment. · 

Adlai Stevenson, once asked whether 
he was a conservative or a liberal, said, 
"That is not the important question. The 
important question is, Am I headed in 
the right direction?" 

President Reagan, until this, was 
headed in the right direction. He is 
headed in the right direction on defense. 
He is headed in the right direction on 
spending cuts. He is headed in the right 
direction on the size of government. He 

. is headed in the right direction in trying 
to get it back to the local level. But when 
it comes to this measure, he knows. He is 
the one who said, "Put that thing off un
til July, and let's look at it then." 

The Republicans can get together now 
and say, "We have won and we have 
saved the party, and we have one last 
clear chance to save the country and 

give the right signal," and really cut out 
this increasing of taxes through infla
tion-not the supply-side thing for busi
ness and productivity. 

Do not tell me about international 
trade. That was 3 years ago. We even 
changed the entire trade mission of the 
Department of Commerce. That is a 
3-year-old talk, when we had a recession. 

This is what Max Friedersdorf said 
about the chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee, I say to the Senator 
from Alaska: 

If I were Danny Rostenkowskl, I would be 
coming in to talk with the President about 
his program and get the best deal I can be
tore the tidal wave rolls over him. 

The tidal wave has rolled. We are out. 
You are in. You have won. I congratu
late you. But, for heaven's sake, do not 
do as Bossy the cow, give a full pail of 
milk and kick it over, with this Kemp
Roth nonsense. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself 1 min
ute, Mr. President. 

What did the Senator say about the 
mule--the second kick of the mule? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. We had that, you 
and I. We were balancing the budget 
and went through the same song and 
dance last year, and we got kicked. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 
has been an exciting debate. It included 
such themes as the last clear chance, 
laetrile, and the wealth machine. Maybe 
we will style this debate so that you will 
get the last clear chance and laetrile and 
I will get the wealth machine in the 
caption. 

I say to the Senator, in all honesty, 
that I appreciate his genuine concern for 
the deficits. I believe he has made an ex
cellent point. 

Those who are responsible for our tax 
package have to understand that those 
who are trying to put together the budget 
are in favor of tax cuts, but we are very 
worried about sending the wrong signal 
on extremely large deficits. We hope that 
they will not occur; that we will find new 
productivity growth; that the deficits 
will be as predicted; that we will then 
get our balanced budget in 1984 and re
vive this economy. 

Mr. President, is the Senator ready to 
vote? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, I am ready to 
vote. This is the last clear chance. I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 
• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I cannot 
quarrel with certain assumptions made 
by this amendment offered by the Sen
ators from South Carolina and Delaware. 
Their amendment recognizes the fragile 
economic assumptions upon which the 
revenue and outlay estimates of this 
budget are premised. Assuming a smaller 
tax cut in 1982 and the outyears, their 
amendment recognizes the possibility of 
huge deficits if Congress acceuts the ad
ministration's prescription for a tax cut. 

Nonetheless, I oppose this amendment 
because it limits the Finance Commit
tee's discretion. Voting against this 
amendment, I do not endorse the ad
mintstration's tax plan, an inflationary 
and deficit prone tax plan. This Senate 
is not endorc;ing a Parf;irular plan. :rt is 
simply permitting the Finance Commit
tee greater latitude. 
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It is my hope that such a tax plan will 
be similar to the one approved last year 
by the Finance Committee. That plan 
proposed effective incentives for savings 
and investments not offered in the ad
ministration's plan. It also was written 
in a way that outyear revenue losses 
would be far less than those expected 
under the administration's tax plan.e 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Sen a tor from South Carolina. 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. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from New York <Mr. D'AMATO), 
the Senator from Minnesota <Mr. DuR
ENBERGER) , the Senator from Oregon 
<Mr. HATFIELD), and the Senator from 
Indiana <Mr. QUAYLE) are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Arkansas <Mr. BUMPERS), 
the ·Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), 
the Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. 
BoREN), the Senator from Virginia <Mr. 
HARRY F. BYRD, JR.), the Senator from 
Massachusetts <Mr. KENNEDY), the Sen
ator from Louisiana <Mr. LoNG), and the 
Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. PELL) 
are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Tennessee <Mr. SASSER) is absent be
cause of death in the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GOLDWATER). Are there Members in the 
Senate who have not voted who desire 
to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 14, 
nays 74, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 102 Leg.} 
YEAS-14 

Biden Exon 
Byrd, Robert C. Glenn 
Cranston Hart 
Dodd Hollings 
Eagleton Inouye 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Burdick 
Cha.!ee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Danforth 
DeConcinl 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dole 
Domenicl 
East 
Ford 
Garn 
Goldwater 
Gorton 
Gra.saley 

NAYS-74 
Hatch 
Hawkins 
Hayakawa 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Jepsen. 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
LaX'&lt 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lugar 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowakl 

Jackson 
Pressler 
Weicker 
Williams 

Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Percy 
Provmtre 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Roth 
Ruc:Jma.n 
Sarbanes 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tson.gas 
Wallop 
Warner 
Zorln.slty 

NOT VOTIN0-12 
Boren D'Amato Pell 
Bumpers Durenberge.r Quayle 
Byrd, Hatfield Sasser 

Harry F., Jr. Kennedy 
Cannon Long 

So Mr. HOLLINGS' amendment (UP No. 
82) was rejected. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. 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. HOLLINGS. 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. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair 
will inform the Senator that under the 
previous order, the Senator from Mon
tana is to be recognized next. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Montana is not ready at 
this time. I ask unanimous consent that 
we proceed with the first Metzenbaum 
amendment without the Senator from 
Montana losing his place on the prefer
ential list. 

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

UP AMENDMENT NO. 83 

(Subsequently numbered amendment No. 50) 
(Purpose: To eliminate the use of commodity 

tax straddles) 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 1 
send an amendment to the desk and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Eenator from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM) 

proposes an unprinted amendment numbered 
83. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, line 6 , strike out "$650,300,000,-

000" and insert "$651,600,000,000". 
On page 2, line 11, strike out "$51,300,000,-

000" and insert "$50,000,000,000". 
On page 3, line 4, strike out "$48,800,000,-

000" and insert "$4:7,500,000,000". 
On page 3, line 9, strike out "$1,091.200,-

000,000" and insert "$1,089,900,000,000". 
On page 3 , line 10, strike out "$1,151,300,-

000,000" and insert "$1,153,000,000,000". 
On page 3, line 11, strike out "$1,197,600,-

000,000" and insert "$1,196,300,000,000". 
On page 3, line 15, strike out "$91,400,000,-

000" and insert "$90,100,000,000". 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might 
I ask the Senator from Ohio a question 
with reference to timing? 

Mr. METZ.ENBAUM. 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. METZENBAUM. 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. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 5 
weeks ago I offered an amendment to the 
budget on the subject of tax expendi
tures. That amendment provoked an ex
tensive debate as to the question of tim
ing. Was it or was it not-

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for an inquiry with ref
erence to time? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I certainly will. 
Mr. DOMENICI. It is my recollection 

that on this amendment the Senator had 
previously agreed to a time limit of 1 
hour on each side. Later we talked about 
a half hour equally divided. Is the Sena
tor disposed to agree to a half hour 
equally divided? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, before the 
Senator answers, will the Senator yield 
to me for a brief moment? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Certainly, Mr. 
President. 

SEQUENCE OF BUSINESS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if I could 
have the attention of the distinguished 
minority leader, I have been checking 
on this side to see if we can try to ar
r-ange a sequence of business to be trans
acted by the Senate yet tonight and to
morrow. I should like to propose a 
unanimous-consent request in a few 
moments, but let me describe it first and 
see how the Senator from Ohio would 
feel about it and then, of course, the 
managers of the bill and the minority 
leader. 

The Metzenbaum amendment is pend
ing, Mr. President. I would propose-and 
this is not yet a unanimous-consent re
quest-that we go ahead and debate that 
amendment tonight and put the vote 
over until the first thing after we dispose 
of the routine business of the Senate in 
the morning; that we then proceed with 
the scheduled amendments that we have 
already outlined; and that we enter into 
an agreement that passage of the resolu
tion will occur not later than 7 p.m. on 
tomorrow; and that, following the dis
position of the resolution tomorrow, we 
turn immediately to the consideration of 
the defense authorization bill, with the 
opening statements or whatever debate 
the Senators may wish at that time, but 
no vote on that bill until we resume con
sideration of it on Wednesday. 

If that general arrangement has some 
appeal to the Senator from Ohio and 
the distinguished minority leader and 
the managers, I should be willing to 
propound that or some variation of the· 
agreement. If we do that, there will be 
no more votes tonight, but I would ask 
the Senate to be in tomorrow, say, at 
9:30. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, at what time tomorrow morning 
would the distinguished majority leader 
propose to vote on the amendment b;v 
Mr. METZENBAUM? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Presti.dent, was the 
Senator speaking to me? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. BAKER. I should think if we con
vene at 9: 30-and if the distinguished 

.; 
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minority leader is willing, I should be 
willing to reduce leader time to 5 min
utes each-that we would have, say, 5 
minutes to take care of the approval of 
the Journal and other routine matters, 
and that we could resume the considera
tion of the Metzenbaum amendment at 
9:45 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. And then 
vote at what time, Mr. President? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I would 
expect to use all of the time tonight
let me rephrase that-to use all of the 
time allocated to debate tonight and vote 
at 9:45 a.m. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Would that 
be agreeable to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Ohio wishes to advise 
both the majority leader and the minor
ity leader that I called this amendment 
up this evening with the understanding 
that we would vote on it this evening. 
I understand that some Members of the 
Senate have left. I have no objection 
whether we vote this evening or tomor
row, and certainly, I would agree to vote 
at 9:45 a.m. tomorrow. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask the 
distinguished minority leader then if the 
balance of the request is agreeable to 
him and if so, I shall now propound that 
request. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, Mr. Pres
ident. I would add this to the proposals 
that have been made by the majority 
leader for his consideration: 

I would suggest that an amendment 
by Mr. METZENBAUM on capital gains
which is the amendment now pending? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. This amendment 
is on tax credit; the second amendment 
would be on capital gains. I am not cer
tain I shall take that matter to a vote. 
The third amendment has to do with 
intangible drilling costs. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest that the distinguished 
majority leader include in his request 
the sequence of the second and third 
amendments which have been referred 
to by Mr. METZENBAUM to follOW after the 
vote on tax credits; namely, the capital 
gains amendment and the intangible 
drilling costs; with the additional proviso 
that there be a time limit on each-! 
believe I have cleared this request with 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. METZENBAUM)--of 30 minutes to be 
equally divided. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. That is perfectly 
acceptable. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I have a further suggestion that, follow
ing the disposition of the three amend
ments by Mr. METZENBAUM, on one of 
which the time would have run by the 
morning, an amendment by Mr. BRAD
LEY-a package amendment by Mr. 
~RADLEY-be sequenc-ed and that, foUow
mg that amendment, an amendment by 
Mr. MELCHER and Mr. BURDICK-an agri
cultural amendment-be the next 
amendment in sequence. 

So the majority leader would have five 
a:m~ndment& in sequence, with a time 
!mutation on the second and third Met
zenbaum amendments of 30 minutes each 
and with a final vote on the resolution 
to occur no later than 7 p.m. tomorrow. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. President, and I do 
not intend to object, the Senator from 
Ohio would appreciate being in the 
sequence at the end of the other amend
ments that have been heretofore men
tioned and, after all the other amend
ments have gone, there is one additional 
amendment I would like to offer at that 
time. I would agree to 20 minutes to a 
side. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator tell us what that amendment 
would be about? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Very possibly 
having to do with tobacco subsidies. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the Senator would not be precluded by 
this time agreement from offering an
other amendment. 

Mr. President, would the distinguished 
majority leader consider the first vote 
on the Metzenbaum amendment which 
is now pending, having it occur at 10: 15 
a.m.? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, yes, I shall 
be happy to do that. 

I think this is good progress, Mr. Presi
dent, and I should like now to propound 
this unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. DOLE. Will the distinguished ma
jority leader yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield, Mr. President. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is my 

understanding that we could vote, per
chance, before 7 p.m. We do not have to 
stay until 7. 

Mr. BAKER. Yes, the request I ha.ve 
in mind to make it not later than 7 
o'clock to vote. I ask the minority leader 
if he has any problem with that formula
tion. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is the hope 
of everyone that we might do it before 
that. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object and I do 
not intend to object, but unless I am 
sequenced, it is' possible I could be pre
cluded from obtaining the floor before 
the 7 o'clock vote in order to offer the 
tobacco subsidy amendment. Upon the 
assurance of the majority leader that my 
position will be protected and I shall be 
recognized for the purpose of calling up 
such an amendment, I have no objection. 
Or I am perfectly willing to be in the 
sequence. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am per
fectly willing to put the Senator in se
quence. He is absolutely correct in his 
interpretation of the situation. I think he 
could offer the amendment; there would 
be no time to debate it. But to make sure 
he is taken care of in the request, I am 
happy to provide for that sequence. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, what is the time limit 
on the proposed amendment, if it comes, 
on tobacco subsidies? 

Mr. BAKER. It has not been made 
yet, but my understanding is that the 
Senator from Ohio is willing to agree 
to a 20-minute time agreement, equally 
divided. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I think 20 min
utes to a side. 

Mr. FORD. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. President, I do not want to 
object, but this is getting into my ter-

ritory; they are beginning to meddle. 
I want to be sure my interest here is 
protected. 

I think 20 minutes to a side probably 
will be enough, but I do not see any 
tobacco State Senators on the floor
ex·cuseme. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Will the Senator 
from Kentucky please yield? 

Mr. FORD. I think the Metzenbaum 
amendment just got some opposition, Mr. 
President. 

Will20 minutes on a side satisfy them? 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Sure, Mr. President. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I withdraw 

my objection. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, re

serving the right to object, does this 
unanimous-consent agreement contem
plate that the second Metzenbaum 
amendment-we would take it up to
morrow morning. There is a lapse of time 
before we vote on the one he is going 
to debate tonight. Could we not start 
on h;s second amendment in that in
terim? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. That would be 
perfectly agreeable with me. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Then I wonder, Mr. 
President; it is not my prerogative to 
protect Senators, but we have put a few 
Senators out of position. I understood 
there was a Heflin amendment that was 
ahead of many of these. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I do not 
think I am going to bring mine up. 

Mr. DOMENIC.I. All right. I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me put 
the request and let us see where we 
end up. Incidentally, I might say that 
I have been advised that there might 
be an objection, at least for the moment, 
'to a time limitation on the tobacco 
amendment if it is offered, on this side. 
So for the moment, I shall include in 
the sequence a toba,cco amendment for 
the Senator from Ohio. but we shall 
leave it subject to the statutory time 
limitation of 2 hours equally divided. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. That is agreeable. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, may I in

quire, what is the pending question be
fore the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Ohio is the pending business. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, what is the time agree

ment on that? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 

hours equally divided. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that after the com
pletion of the debate on the Meotzenbaum 
amendment now pending, the vote there
on be put over until 10: 15 tomorrow 
morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate stand in recess today, it do so untiJ 
9:30 a.m. tomorrow. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. I ask unanimous consent 
that the time for the two leaders under 
the standing order be reduced to 5 min
utes each; that the Senate proceed at 
9: 45 to the consideration of the second 
Metzenbaum amendment, on which 
there is a time limitation of 30 minutes, 
equally divided; that debate on tlhat 
amendment continue until it is com
pleted, to be interrupted at 10: 15, if need 
be, for the vote to occur on the first 
Metzenbaum amendment. 

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

Mr. BAKER. That following the com
pletion of debate on the second Metzen
baum amendment, a vote occur thereon, 
if ordered, to be followed in sequence by 
the third Metzenbaum amendment, on 
which there will be a time limitation of 
30 minutes, to be equally divided; that 
the second Metzenbaum amendment 
shall deal with capital gains and the 
third Metzenbaum amendment with in
tangible drilling costs; that, in any event, 
the amendments must be germane under 
the act; that after the disposition of the 
third Metzenbaum amendment, the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
an amendment by the Senator from New 
Jersey <Mr. BRADLEY), a package amend
ment as heretofore identified. There is 
no time limitation on that amendment, 
except the time limitation provided by 
statute, which is to say 2 hours, equally 
divided; that after the disposition of tho 
Bradley amendment, the Senate turn 
next to the consideration of the Melcher
Burdick amendment, an agriculture 
amendment, on which there is no reduc
tion in time, as I understand it. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator 

has now sequenced the Melcher-Burdick 
amendment in, has he not? 

Mr. BAKER. I have. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Would the dis

tinguished majority leader now consider 
sequencing at that point the Moynihan
Bradley tax cut amendment? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following the 
Melcher-Burdick amendment, the Sen
ate next consider the Moynihan-Bradley 
tax cut amendment; that after the dis
position of the Moynihan-Bradley 
amendment, the Senate then turn to the 
consideration of a fourth Metzenbaum 
amendment-

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Would the 
Senator not sequence the fourth amend
ment, but could we have the understand
ing between us that we will give the Sen
ator from Ohio every assurance that he 
will have an opportunity to call it up? I 
would rather· not sequence it at that 
point. 

Mr. BAKER. That is perfectly satis
factory to me, I say to the minority lead
er, if it is to the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio. I am perfectly agreeable to 
that, if the managers of the bill have no 
objection. 

I assure the Senator from Ohio that in 
view of the wish expressed by the minor
ity leader, I will make every effort to see 

that he is recognized before the expira
tion of time for debate. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. The Senator 
from Ohio has no objection proceeding in 
this manner, but I want absolute assur
ance that before 7 o'clock rolls around 
for final disposition, I will have an op
portunity to call up my amendment and 
that there will be a reasonable period 
of time for debate and to bring it to a 
vote. 

Mr. BAKER. I do not know how I can 
give the Senator absolute assurance. I 
can give him my personal assurance that 
I will make every effort to see that it 
happens. If the minority leader does not 
wish to sequence it at this moment, that 
is as far as I can go. There is no way I 
can guarantee against contingencies. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Perhaps this 
would meet with the approval of the dis
tinguished Senator from Ohio: Would 
the majority leader consider including in 
his request that at no later than, say, 
6:15p.m., Mr. METZENBAUM WOUld be rec
ognized to call up his amendment? That 
leaves 45 minutes. 

Mr. BAKER. I have no objection to 
that. I am sure the minority leader re
calls that part of this request yet to fol
low will be for final disposition of the 
resolution not later than 7 p.m. 

Mr. President, in view of that, with 
the agreement of the managers, I ask 
unanimous consent that not later than 
6:15 p.m. tomorrow, the Chair recognize 
the Senator-Mr. President, I cannot do 
that. I am sorry. I have a request on this 
side that a certain Senator be consulted 
before there is any reduction in time on 
any tobacco amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. May I make 
another suggestion to the majority lead
er? I am trying to be helpful to him. 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Would the 

distinguished majority leader sequence 
in, following the amendment by Mr. 
MOYNIHAN and Mr. BRADLEY, the tax cut 
amendment, amendments by Messrs. 
BUMPERS and RIEGLE and then Mr. 
METZENBAUM? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I think 
that is a better arrangement. The more 
sequences we have, I believe the better 
off we will be. I am willing to include a 
request to sequence after the Riegle 
amendment an amendment that may be 
offered by the Senator from Alaska <Mr. 
STEVENS). 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
am afraid there is not going to be enough 
time for all those amendments. Since I 
am at the bottom of the list, I want to be 
certain. I do not wish to object to the 
7 o'clock voting time, but I do want to be 
certain that my position is protected with 
respect to calling up the tobacco amend
ment. I am perfectly willing to be con
genial, to limit time, to bring it up at 
any point. 

Mr. BAKER. What about sequencing 
the tobacco amendment next after we 
dispose of this amendment? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. That is all right. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I would have 

to object to that. 
May I suggest this to the distinguished 

majority leader-that he stop where he 

I 

is at the moment and get the order of the 
Senate that such amendments as he has 
already proposed sequencing be locked 
in, and then we go from there. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President. I ask unan
imous consent that at some point during 
t!he day tomorrow and prior to 7 p.m., 
and at a time that will permit the Sena
tor from Ohio to engage in debate on a 
tobacco amendment to be offered by him 
for the full 2 hours allowed by the stat
ute, he be recognized for that purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, everything the Senator has 
asked for is agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that after the Moynihan
Bradley amendment, the Senator from 
Arkansas <Mr. BuMPERS) 'be recognized 
to offer a child immunization amend
ment. 

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

Mr. BAKER. That after the Bumpers
Riegle amendment dealing with--

Mr. HOLLINGS. We do not know what 
that is. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It would have 
to ·be germane. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, while we 
do not know what the Riegle amend
ment is at the moment, I reiterate what 
I said before: There is a requirement 
that the amendment must be germane. 

I ask unanimous consent that after 
the disposition of the Riegle amendment 
the Senate turn to the consideration of 
a Stevens amendment dealing with 
COLA. 

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

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that not later than 
7 p.m. tomorrow, the Senate turn to final 
disposition of the pending business. 

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

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, in view 
of the agreement we bave just reached, 
the Senate will proceed with debate on 
the Metzenbaum amendment and com
plete that debate. The vote will go over 
until 10:15 tomorrow. The Senate will 
convene at 9:30 . 

At 9:45, we will commence considera
tion of the second Metzenbaum amend
ment, a capital gains amendment. That 
debate will be interrupted at 10: 15 for 
the vote on the first Metzenbaum 
amendment and resumed and carried to 
completion. There will be a 30-minute 
limi,tation on that amendment. 

Following the disposition of the sec
ond Metzenbaum amendment, there w111 
be a third Metzenbaum amendment 
·dealing with intangible drilling costs, on 
which there will be a time limitation of 
30 minutes, to be equally divided. 

After the third Metzenbaum amend
ment, there will be a Bradley amend
ment, a package, on which there is a 
staJtutory 2-hour time limitation; 

After the Bradley amendment, a 
Melcher-Burdick amendment on the 
same basis; 

After the Melcher-Burdick amend
ment, a Moynihan-Bradley amendment; 

After the Moynihan-Bradley amend
ment, a Bumpers amendment; 
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After the Bumpers amendment, a 
Riegle amendment; 

After the Riegle amendment, the 
Stevens amendment with the under
standing that at some point in the course 
of the day the Senator from Ohio will be 
recognized at a time that will permit 
him 2 hours for debate under the statute 
to offer a tobacco amendment; and final 
disposition of the pending business will 
be reached by the Senate not later than 
7 p.m. on tomorrow. 

In view of that arrangement, if I have 
correctly restated it now, I can s'ay to 
the Senate that there will be no more 
votes tonight. I expect a full day tomor
row. We will, of course, complete action 
on this measure tomorrow. 
. I wish to express my gratitude to the 

minority leader and all involved in this. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

wiH the Senator yield? 
Mr. BAKER. I yield to the dis

tinguished minority leader. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

will the distinguished majority leader 
make a provision for an amendment bY 
Mr. SASSER? Mr. SASSER has a sense-of
the-Senate amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that a Sasser amendment as de
scribed by the minority leader be se
quenced after the Stevens amendment. 

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the distinguished majority leader 
yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

under the order as entered, could the 
amendment by Mr. METZENBAUM dealing 
with tobacco price supports break the 
sequence of amendments that have been 
ordered by the Senate except by unani
mous consent? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He would 
have to be recognized before 5 p.m. which 
allows him 2 hours of debate under the 
statute. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
and other Senators agree to 1 hour on 
that amendment equally divided? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I must 
say to the minority leader I think I can 
agree to that tomorrow but I cannot 
agree to that until I can reach a Senator 
who has a very special interest in that 
matter. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Otherwise, I 
am concerned that at the hour of 5 p.m. 
it could be difficult to finish the other 
amendments that have been locked in 
by 5 p.m. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield to me, we have a potential 
problem with that, but I think it is very, 
very unlikely that we will be in time trou
ble tomorrow and since it is not possible 
at this moment for me to agree to a re
duction in time I hope that we might ad
dress that question tomorrow in the 
morning rather than now, and I will 
contact Senators who are concerned and 
see if we cannot arrive at a modification 
of this agreement, reduce times, and fit it 
in in a more orderly way. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Very well. 
Mr. President, we are all aware of the 

potential problem as the distinguished 
majority leader has said and being aware 
of the problem I suppose we will all do 
the best we can to avoid such problem. 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. President, I believe I have re

capped the agreement. If there are no 
other requests for the sequencing of 
amendments at this time, I am prepared 
to yield the floor and we will resume de
bate, I believe, on the Metzenbaum 
amendment. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
will the majority leader yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. BAKER. I am .happy to yield for a 
question. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Ohio is attempting to 
be cooperative about scheduling matters 
this evening as well as tomorrow. 

Is it my understanding that the ma
jority leader and the minority leader will 
see to it that, regardless of what the time 
commitments are vis-a-vis the matter of 
a 7 p.m. vote, the Senator from Ohio will 
have an opportunity at some point to
morrow to call up the tobacco amend
ment? 

Mr. BAKER. I believe that is the effect 
of the order that has been entered. As 
the minority leader points out, the effect 
o.f that will be to see that the Senator 
from Ohio is recognized at not later than 
5 p.m. unless we provide on tomorrow by 
unanimous consent otherwise. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the ma
jority leader. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
may I have the majority leader's atten
tion once more? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask the Chair and the majority leader 
if it is his understanding also that the 
sequencing of the amendment as afore
mentioned does not preclude the offering 
of second degree amendments to such 
first degree amendments? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I agree 
with that statement. 

I ask the Chair to express an opinion 
on the same. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Both 
Senators are correct. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 

Chair and I thank the majority leader. 
Mr. BAKER. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Ohio is recognized. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 5 

weeks ago I offered an amendment to 
the budget on the subject of tax expend
itures. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator permit me to make a further 
request, and I apologize profusely. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I think I started 
twice now. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator permit me to do one thing, 
please? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I certainly do. I 
yield to the majority leader. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator and 
apologize for the interruption. 
ORDER TO PROCEED TO CONSIDERATION OF S. 815 

TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I an
nounced that I intended to request the 

sequencing of the military authorization 
bill for 1982, Calendar Order No. 79, and 
the distinguished minority leader has 
called to my attention we did not include 
that in the unanimous-consent request. 

So I ask unanimous consent now that 
after disposition of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 19 or the House-passed mes
sage, if such is laid before the Senate 
and disposed of, that the Senate then 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
Order No. 79, the bill for the Defense De
partment authorization for 1982. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I am sorry 
I was distracted when the request was 
made. Will the majority leader repeat 
that? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
That on final disposition of the budget 

resolution, that is the passage of the 
Senate resolution or the House-passed 
resolution, which is at the desk if the 
same is called up and laid before the 
Senate, that after the final action of thP. 
Senate on this measure the Senate then 
proceed to the consideration of the mili
tary defense authorization bill, S. 815. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. No objection. 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 9: 15 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it would 
appear that the convenience of all Sena
tors, of a number of Senators, on both 
sides of the aisle, might be better served 
if the debate on the pending Metzen
baum amendment was deferred now un
til tomorrow morning. It is now past 
8 o'clock in the evening. 

I ask unanimous consent then that the 
Senate convene tomorrow morning at 
9:15. 

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

Mr. BAKER. And that the remainder 
of my previous request in respect to the 
reduction of time for the two leaders 
under the standing order remain un
changed, and that at no later than 9:30 
the Senate resume debate on the first 
Metzenbaum amendment, and that after 
debate on the first Metzenbaum amend
ment is completed, proceed without an 
intervening vote to the second Metzen
baum amendment, if such a vote is or
dered, and on the same basis to the third 
Metzenbaum amendment, and to a vote 
on the three which will be stacked to 
begin at 10:45 a.m. 

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

Mr. BAKER. The first vote will be a 
15-minute vote, Mr. President, and the 
two succeeding votes, if they are ordered, 
will be 10 minutes each. 

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

Mr. BAKER. With the understanding, 
Mr. President, that if the time between 
9:30 or thereabouts and 10:45 is not fully 
utilized for debate on the three Metzen
baum amendments, the Senate will pro
ceed then to the consideration of the 
next amendment previously sequenced, 
to interrupt debate on that amendment 
in order to have the vote at 10:45 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair for his 
patience and for his understanding and 
his care in attending to the requirements 
of the Senate. 

The text of the agreement follows: 
Ordered,, That at no later than 9:30 a.m. 

on Tuesday, May 12, 1981, the Senate re
sume consideration of S. Con. Res. 19 and 
resume consideration of the Metzenbaum 
amendment on commodity tax straddles; 
that following disposition of that amend
ment, the Senate proceed without any inter
vening vote to the Metzenbaum amend
ment on timber capital gains, on which 
there shall be 30 minutes, to be equally 
divided and controlled; that following dis
position of that amendment, the Senate pro
ceed without intervening vote to the Met
zenbaum amendment on intangible drllling 
costs, on which there shall be 30 minutes, 
to be equally divided and controlled; that 
at the hour of 10:45 a .m., the Senate pro
ceed to vote seriatim on the three amend
ments; that the first vote be 15 minutes 
and the votes on the second and third 
amendments be 10 minutes each; that the 
Senate then proceed to the following amend
ments in the order indicated: the Bradley 
package amendment; the Melcher-Burdick 
agriculture amendment, the Moynihan
Bradley tax cut amendment; the Bumpers 
child immunization amendment; a Riegle 
amendment; the Stevens COLA amendment; 
and a Sasser amendment: Provicled, That 
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. Metzenbaum) 
be entitled to recognition to call up a to
bacco amendment at such time as to ensure 
the Senator 2 hours equally divided pursu
ant to the Budget Act : Provided further, 
That all the aforementioned amendments 
be germane pursuant to the provisions of the 
Budget Act. 

Orclerecl further, That at no later than 
7:00 p .m. the Senate proceed to the final 
disposition of the pending business. 

FIRST CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
ON THE BUDGET 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. DOMENICI. What is the pending 
business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, for a rea
son that applies both to the distin
guished manager of the bill on the part 
of the majority, the chairman of the 
committee, and myself I believe neither 
of us will be on the floor when the Senate 
convenes in the morning at 9: 15. 

With the permission of the chai.rman 
I designate the distinguished Senator 
from Idaho to be the manager of the 
time under the act for the time being 
in the morning. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The distinguished 
Senator is the junior Senator from 
Idaho, Senator SYMMs. 

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
if I should not be here at the hour of 
9:15, Mr. METZENBAUM Will stand in my 
place. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair. 

INDEXATION OF FEDERAL 
PROGRAMS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, at the 
request of the Senate Budget Commit-

tee, the Congressional Research Service 
of the Library of Congress has just com
pleted a landmark study on the index
ation of Federal programs. The follow
ing is the text of a press release on this 
study, issued today by Senator HoLLINGs 
and me: 
STUDY FOR SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE SHOWS 

WIDESPREAD INDEXING OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

Senators Pete V. Domenici (R-New Mex
ico) and Ernest F . Ho111ngs (D-South caro
lina), (Chairman and Ranking Minority 
Member, respectively, of the Senate Budget 
Committee) Monday released a 430-page re
port on Indexing of Federal programs pre
pared by the Congressional Research Servlce 
of the Library of Congress) providing the 
first truly comprehensive inventory of in
dexing practices in Federal programs. 

It shows that over the past decade the 
practice of indexing Federal programs so 
that they adjust automatically to changes ln 
inflation has been a major cause of Federal 
budget increases. 

A total of 83 Federal programs now have 
mJe or more features indexed: the inventory 
shows that 127 different features are In
dexed in those 86 programs, meaning that 
many of the programs have two or more fea
tures that are indexed. 

In addition to the inventory, the new re
port provides an in-depth examination of 
the history of indexing, and of possiole al
ternatives to present indexing practices, in 
13 major Income Security, Health, and ..l!:du
cation programs. These include Social Se
curity, Supplemental Security Income, Un
employment Compensation, Federal Clvil 
Service Retirement, and Medicare. 

In releasing the study, Senator Domenici, 
Chairman of the Senate Budget Committee, 
stated: "Indexing has become a major policy 
issue for the Federal government. During the 
past decade, Congress has added indexing 
features in ad hoc fashion, without focusing 
on the extent to which it was locking in 
future costs and limiting its own flexibility 
to control programs. This new study shows 
just how far the Congress has gone in build
ing indexing into Federal law. 

"I believe this study w111 be of tremendous 
help to Congress as it re-examines existing 
indexing provisions. I also hope and believe 
that this study will serve as a caution fiag 
whenever consideration is given in the future 
to creating new indexing provisions." 

Senator Holl1ngs, Ranking Democrat on the 
Budget Committee , who recently led a suc
cessful effort in the Committee to revise the 
indexing of Social Security and other federal 
retirement programs, stated: "Indexing pro·· 
grams wm cost the Federal government 
nearly $26 b1llion in Fiscal 1981. While much 
of that increase is justified, I strongly believe 
that Congress must hold down unnecessary 
growth in these programs. It is essential if 
we are serious about balancing the budget 
and regaining Congressional control over 
Federal spending. And, it is necessary if we 
are going to restore fairness and financial 
solvency to the major retirement programs. 
This new study of indexing policies and prac
tices w111 be of substantial help as Congress 
undertakes the necessary revisions of exist
ing laws." 

Mr. President, I urge that Senators 
have their staffs become familiar with 
this report. I believe this reort will be
come known before long as the "bible" 
on indexing policies and practices. 

Mr. President, I want to thank the staff 
of the Congressional Research Service 
for investing the tremendous amount of 
effort it took to produce this fine report. 
I want to pay spec!al tribute to P. Royal 
Shipp and Vee Burke who served as edi
tors of the report. 

I also want to commend our former 
colleague, Senator Henry Bellman, who 
as ranking minority member of the 
Budget Committee in the last session, 
saw the need for this study of indexing. 

THE U.S.-U.S.S .. R. STANDING CON
SULTATIVE COMMIS'SION 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, One of 
the more important but lesser known 
benefits of the Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty of 1972 is the U.S.-U.S.S.R. 
Standing Consultative Commission, 
chartered under article XIII of the 
treaty. The Commission has operated 
quietly and effectively, out of the glare 
of publicity, for 8 years, attending to 
the business envisioned for it under the 
memorandum of understanding formally 
establishing it: The dispassionate and 
careful discussion and resolution of 
problems that arise from time to time in 
the implementation of agreements be
tween states. 

Particularly in the case of agreements 
dealing with technology, which changes 
in significant ways over time, problems 
appear. This is also the case when agree
ments concern the deployment of nu
clear weapons by the parties and when 
they concern measures to prevent their 
use. It is fortunate, indeed, that in 
the case of three agreements as impor
tant to the security of the United States 
and its allies as the Antiballistic Missile 
Treator, the SALT Interim Agreement 
of 1972, and the 1971 ' Agreement on 
Measures To Reduce the Risk of out
break of Nuclear War, the forum of the 
Standing Consultative Commission ex
ists as a preventive mechanism for ad
dressing compliance issues before they 
reach the stage where they could lead 
to charges of noncompliance by one side 
or the other. 

Since its inception, there have been 
only two heads of the U.S. component 
of the Standing Consultative Commis
sion. The first Commissioner, Sidney 
Graybeal, was followed by Commissioner 
Robert W. Buchheim. Both have per
formed their tasks with great skill and 
success, and have reflected considerable 
credit on the professionalism of the work 
of the Commission, which, as one estab
lished channel of direct communication 
with the Soviet Union, has taken on an 
added degree of importance as tensions 
between that country and the United 
States, and thus a tendency to avoid con
tacts, have increased. 

For these reasons, it is regrettable 
that the administration chose to post
pone the first meeting of the SOC this 
year. At a time when no serious arms 
control negotiations were under way, 
and President Reagan had not even 
indicated when or how he would resume 
the vitally important process of stra
tegic arms negotiations, a minimal level 
of confidence could have been main
tained through the established sec 
mechanism. I, therefore, welcome re
cent indications that the administra
tion is finally prepared to permit the 
sec to reconvene, and I hope it will pro
ceed to cooperate fully in furthering the 
important work of the Commission. 

Mr. President, on April 22 the Arms 
Control Association hosted a press con-
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ference for Ambassador Buchheim, who 
in addition to answering questions made 
a brief prepared statement concerning 
the work of the Standing Consultative 
Commission. I commend the Arms Con
trol Association for its service to the 
press and thereby to the American peo
ple in making available Ambassador 
Buchheim's thoughtful commentary. So 
that my colleagues can have ready access 
to this information, I ask that Ambassa
dor Buchheim's statement and support
ing documents be printed in the REcORD. 

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

THE U.S.-USSR STANDING CoNSULTATIVE 
COMMISSION (SCC) AND ITS WORK 

(By R. W. Buchheim) 
As I understand it, my task today is to 

summarize the institutional characteristics 
of the sec and offer some comments on its 
work. 

My remarks are, in my judgment, unclas
sified; and they should not be taken as 
expressions of views of any U.S. Administra
tion, past, present or-for completeness
future. 

In order to save time, some brief abstracts 
from basic documents were made available to 
you earlier today. 

The SCC is a unique U.S.-USSR forum 
of unlimited duration. 

The SCC meets, by agreement, at least 
twice a year-that has been one of its dis
tinctive features; and, thus far, its operations 
have not been affected in any significant 
way by inter-Governmental matters outside 
its agreed field of responsib111ty. 

The SCC, by agreement, conducts its 
proceedin~s in orivate -I will return to this 
operating feature shortly. 

The sec is not a forum for running con
versations on anything that pops into some
one's mind; the activities of the sec are 
quite carefully regulated. 

The main formal regulating factors are 
to be found in the papers handed out to you 
earlier, that is, the basic sec charter set 
forth in Article XITI of the ABM Treaty, 
the JV'emorandum of Understanding by which 
the SCC was established, and the SCC Regu
lations. 

The field of view of the SCC is limited to 
the provisions of existing agreements as
signed to it for implementation; those agree
ments are, at this time, the ABM Treaty, the 
Interim Agreement of 1972 and the Me3.Sures 
Agreement of 1971-and no others. If some
one would like to discuss, for example, imple
mentation of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, 
I would be delighted personally to participate 
in such a discussion-but I have not one 
word to say about the TTBT as relates to the 
sec, because the TTBT is, as of now, no part 
of the recognized responsib111ties of the sec. 
Many other active agreements also lie out
side the agreed responsibilities of the sec. 

Approaches to discussions in the sec are 
also strongly influenced, implicitly, but with 
fairly obvious mutual recognition, by self
interest considerations on each side, by the 
continuous preference of each side to pre
serve or enhance its intelllgence assets, and 
by the usual desire of each side to avoid un
necessary or premature constriction of its 
options. 

Hedged about by these considerations, both 
the formal, explicit ones and the implicit, but 
well-understood ones, wide-ranging and can
did discussions at the exploratory level have 
been the usual form of sec exchanges, and 
neither side has ever been considered to be 
committed to any firm view by virtue of such 
exploratory discussions-although prudence 
includes recognition of the fact that reckless 
or categorical talk at any level of formality 
ln international dealings is very difficult to 
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retrieve. A quite large proportion of the time 
devoted to sec contact has been of a tenta
tive, exploratory nature, and I think my fur
ther remarks will suggest various reasons for 
such circuznstances. 

When discussions in the sec have gotten 
to the point of acknowledged agreement be
tween Commissioners, each such agreement 
has been considered binding on the two Gov
ernment parties, and such agreements have 
been honored. 

Of course, neither Commissioner would or 
could make a binding agreement without 
authorization from his Government; how
ever, once agreement has been acknowledged, 
no further governmental action has been in
volved in the acceptance and implementation 
of Commissioner-to-Commissioner under
standings. In addition to the requirement for 
authorization by his Government for any 
agreement to be made by an SCC Commis
sioner, there is the fundamental requirement 
that-unless the advice and consent of the 
U.S. Senate is obtained-any such agreement 
entered into by a U.S. Comml.ssioner can be 
of an implementing nature only. At least the 
U.S. side in the sec cannot go off and install 
agreements which would be, in effect, amend
ments to existing ratified agreements absent 
steps in conformance with Constitutional 
provisions. 

With reference to the need to assure that 
sec understandings, unless they are to be 
subject to ratification, must stand short of 
amendments, and with reference to other 
usual U.S. interests in openness as to govern
mental actions, I must draw your attention 
to paragraph 8 of the SCC Regulations in 
the handout materials provided to you. The 
essence of that undertaking is that the sec 
operates secretly and its proceedings are not 
made available to the general public, except 
for nominal mutually-agreed press releases, 
genel"ally conveying little more than dates 
and places of meetings. 

Such an understanding might disturb a 
little the repose of Woodrow Wilson, although 
I doubt it; however, specific arrangements 
have long been in place to attend to any hy
pothetical question of Executive Branch 
coziness with the Russians in the SCC. Full 
accounts of understandings reached in the 
sec have been provided on a regul•ar basis to 
six Committees of the Congress: the Com
mittees in both Houses on Foreign Relations, 
Armed Services and Intelllgence; and de
tailed testimony from witnesses of their 
choice has been available to any of these 
Committees at their request. 

The understandings a<> to confidentiality 
and other operating practices of the sec have 
been in place for •about eight years and w.Jre 
published in full in the TIAS series by the 
Department of State, and, so far as I know, 
have never been subject to complaint. Jn my 
opinion, the understanding on confidentiality 
is essential to the effectiveness of the sec. 

The creation of a U.S. Commis!Oioner or 
Deputy Commissioner has been an internal 
Executive Branch action, in which the Presi
dent designates a person to one of these of
fices upon the unanimous recommendation 
of the Secretary of State, the Secretary of 
Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, the Director of Central Intelligence, the 
Dire~tor of the .1\rms Control <>nd Dis'3.rma
ment Agency, and the President's Spe'::ial 
Ac;sistant for National Security Affairs. These 
inter111al Executive Branch arranqements
which I consider to be sound and to warrant 
continuance-have. thus far , been augmented 
as to recourse to the Congress only by my 
ha"inP.' heen granted in early 1978 the rank 
of Ambassador with the advice and consent 
of the Senate. 

The basic organi2'!ation and mechanics of 
the sec are easv to describe: each national 
component consist~> of a Commissioner, a 
Deputy Commisc::ioner. an Executive Secre
tary, a Deputy Executive Secretary, and ad
visors from interested agencies chosen in 

light of the matters under discussion; meet
ings alternate between the Soviet Mission 
Geneva and the U.S. fac111ties in the Botanic 
Building in Geneva at the corner of the 
Avenue de la Paix and the Rue de Lausanne. 
The SCC is authorized to meet elsewhere, but 
never has. 

A substantial proportion of the advisors on 
both sides have been military officers. The 
interactions among people on the two sides, 
civilian and m111tary, have invariably been 
correct and limited to the business at hand, 
including neither pointless rhetoric about 
other aspects of general relations between 
the two Governments nor phony pretenses of 
sweetness and light. 

The broad charter of possible SCC respon
sibilities, set forth in the ABM Treaty andre
lated agreements, goes far beyond the single 
function with which the sec has become 
mostly identified in the press-that is, the 
function of dealing with possible acts of non
compliance, or violations, on a simple did
they-or-didn't-they basis. sec practical ac
tivities to date have not yet exploited ~ll of 
the lines of authority set forth in its charter, 
but they have gone well beyond the single 
function of dealing solely with signs of pos
sible non-compliance. 

I will try to describe and illustrate some of 
the practical reasons for sec negotiations 
generally going beyond specific compliance
related questions. 

Since questions of compliance do, and will 
surely continue to, attract attention, I will 
base my description today on ways in which 
broader matters can arise in the sec from, in 
particular, explorations of tentative com
pliance-related questions. To do this, I must 
start with some essential comments on 0bjec
tives of the implementation task and unique 
features of that task. 

In this regard, the first thing I must men
tion is the fact that the sec has never yet 
had to deal with a case of real or apparent 
clear and substantial non-compliance with 
an existing agreement. If party A should ever 
be confronted with a substantial and unam
biguous act of non-compliance by party B 
with an agreement as it stands, then party A 
had better decide on his own what he ·)Ught 
to do as regards the agreement and his af
fected programs, and act accordingly; in such 
circumstances he would almost surely be 
dealing with a treaty partner who had pre
pared himself to see the agreement gravely 
damaged or destroyed, and who is prepared 
to accept the consequences of actions by 
party A under such circumstances; in such 
a clear-cut case, questions of compliance, 
noncompliance, implementation and consul
tation are likely, at least, to take on quali
tatively different forms from the usual. 

The essence of the sec implementation 
task is to head off gross dislocations or ir
retrievable circumstances by acting early 
enough and finding mutually-acceptable 
measures to sustain intact the agreements 
within its field of responsibility. 

The initial requirement of this task is 'to 
raise potential problems for resolution be
fore they get out of hand and become causes 
for undesired reconsideration of an entire 
a.greement. Lying in the grass and build
ing a comprehensive case for eventually 
jumping up and shouting "gotcha" might 
be fun for some of the grass-dwellers, but 
it would not be a sensible way to sustain 
a desired agreement. Doing nothing about 
early and perhaps uncertain signs of un
toward behavior can also have other seri
ous consequences; for example, over a period 
of time, silence can be construed as ac
quiescence in such behavior or as a sign of 
an inability to discern it. 

The other side of the "early call" coin 
carries a prudent caution against, for ex
ample, revealing intelllgence sources and 
methods, policy preferences, capabilities or 
programs, or closing off learning opportu-

• 
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nities too soon. It is hardly profound to say 
that such considerations raise matters of 
judgment; for example, when to surface a 
question with the other side, how much 
to say, how far to try to move at various 
stages of discussion, what kinds of settle
ments to advocate, etc. The burden of this 
judgment task falls in two places: on the 
corporate bodies in capitals who decide pol
icy, and on the SCC Commissioners in the 
field. This is just an allusion to a very large 
subject. Painful as it might seem to be 
when blurted straight out, such judg
ments, at least in the early stages, do have 
to take into account the possib111ty that 
intelligence information or its assessment 
could be inaccurate-and the negotiator in 
the field had better tailor his expressions 
to the other side with due regard for the 
possib111ty that tomorrow's message .from 
home might present him with a different 
case to pursue. 

In addition to these considerations-and 
setting aside the matter of amendments, 
which are more of the nature of new agree
ments-the implementation task is over
hung by a clear difference from the task 
of negotiating a new agreement. In negotia
tions to develop a new agreement, horse
trading is rather common; so long as both 
sides are satisfied with the deal, A can agree 
to something that B wants in exchange for 
agreement on something that A wants. The 
sources of conflict, and also of negotiating 
opportunities, generally arise from real dif
ferences in the interests of the parties or 
from real differences in the importance at
tached to particular considerations in the 
differing value systems of the parties. This 
short characterization is , of course, also 
only an allusion to another very large sub
ject. 

In the implementation of existing agree
ments, not much horse-trading is admis
sible. The guiding principle must be that 
the agreement is as it was agreed and it must 
be complied with. A cannot forgive a sin 
by B against an agreement in exchange for 
forgiveness of a sin by A against that agree
ment. To get into such a game would be 
to erode the limitations provided for in the 
agreement and to establish by indirection 
weakening de facto amendments. 

Another way of putting this point is as 
follows: unless or until the contracting 
parties declare their wish to amend or with
draw from an agreement, those charged with 
its implementation must operate on the as
sumption that the agreement is to be 
sustained and that it is their task to solve 
any problems which rise up in the path of 
its continued functioning, not to create such 
problems. 

Problems of implementation can arise, 
among other ways, from tentative signs of 
possible non-compliance which could in
dicate that a party might be setting out 
upon a course not consistent with the pro
visions of an agreement as understood by 
either or both of the parties, or upon a course 
of action not fully contem1)lated in the ex
plicit provisions of the agreement, or upon 
a course involving olrcu.msta.nces substan
tially different from any anrticipated by the 
parties when the agreement was formulated. 

I have cast these typical general cases in 
terms of "tentative", "possible" and "might" 
because such qualifiers characterize reason
ably well the comollance-related questions 
with which the sec has had to cope thus far 
and which, in my opinion, are likely t~ 
characterize much of its activity for the fore
seeable future. I have already given my views 
as to reasons for this historical circum
stance and my jud~ement as to the foresee
able future. I will now try to illustrate much 
of what I have said bv walking through an 
example-within the boun.-is of security clas
sification and the confidentiality under
standing in the sec Regulations, which 

bounds make it necessary to be incomplete in 
places. 

"During 1973 and 1974, U.S. observation of 
Soviet tests of ball1st1c missiles led us to be
lieve that a radar associated with the SA-5 
surface-to-air missile system had been used 
to track strategic balllstic missiles during 
flight." (see State Department Special Re
port No. 55; July 1979; "Compliance with 
SALT I Agreements.") 

Such findings must, of course, activate 
consideration at two levels: (1) are the im
plications of what the So viets might have 
done such that U.S. policy toward the ABM 
Treaty should be revised or such that U.S. 
programs, for example on ball1stic missile 
penetration, should be revised--evidently the 
conclusion was "no" as to both kinds of re
actions; and (2) what should be done in the 
sec to deal with the matter. 

As to SCC processes, the matter must be
gin with comparison of what the Soviets 
seem to have done and actual provisions of 
the ABM Treaty; and that leads directly to 
the often-note::l questions as to whether or 
not the Soviets had "tested in an ABM mode" 
any SA-5 air-defense radars (see, in particu
lar, Articles II, III, VI, VIII and IX of the 
ABM Treaty) . 

So, we begin-what, exactly, is meant by 
"tested in an ABM mode" as applied to 
.radars? The text of the ABM Treaty does not 
say. There 1.> a well-.recognized 'but 'inconse
quentia•l lingu.istdc nuance in the text; the 
phrase ln. the Russi·an text corresponding to 
"tested in an ABM mode" i:s more aptly trans
lated ·as "tested for ABM purposes"; but 
neither s ide appealed to this textual clr
cumstanc·e in seeking reoolutlion of the ques
tion. 

The U.S. Delegation to ABM negotiations 
did, on Aprl<l. 7, 1972, make •a unJila:teral state
ment--not :ag.reed to by the USSR Dele.ga.
t.l.on--expressing the U.S. view that a .mda.r 
would be considered to have 'been "tested in 
e.n ABM mode" if it had, for example, been 
used to "make measurements on a coopeira
tive target vehicle" .. . "wh'lch has a flight 
trajectory with characteristics of oa strategic 
ballistic m'issile" . .. "durnng the reenrtry por
tion of its trajectory" ... "Radars used !o.r 
purposes such as ·range safety or instrumen
tation would be exempt from appUcation of 
these cr!tell'ia." (see page 146 of Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agreements; 1980 Edition; 
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency.) 

This unilateral statement has the follow
•lng features which ar·e relevant to appJdca
Uon of the term "tested 'in an ABM mode": 

The USSR was not party to the statement; 
Jt is cas t. in terms of examples only; 
It says that the U.S. would consider a radar 

to have been tested in an ABM mode if that 
!"ladall' is used to track a strategic ballistic 
missile during reentry; 

It includes the qualifier that radars used 
for purpo::;es such as range safety or instru
mentation would 'be exempt f rom application 
of the criteria olted 1n the st·atement. 

Sound arguments can be raised for . and 
ag>ainst use of general l•anguage and p~ecise 
language in agll'eements. I am not going to 
get into such arguments here; I have simply 
described to you the actual status of under
standing as of May 26, 1972, on the term 
"tested in. an ABM mode". 

The substantive matter involved in the 
.a.ppa.renrt Soviet a.cti vi tie·s with SA-5 l'adars 
is that the U.S. could not allow the poss'i
l>lllty of the widely-deployed Soviet a1.r de
fense system being moved, even slowly, to
ward an ABM system; such a progression of 
events would surely, sooner or later, destroy 
the basis for t he ABM Treaty ·and its ob
j~tlves. 

To deal wHh this potential Dll'Oblem as con
cerns air-defense radars , what was needed 
was a clear commitment ·not to use air-de
fense rada..rs to tra.ck s'trategdc ballistic mis-

s'iles, ever, during reentry or any other stages 
of their flight trajectories, tor any purpose, 
range safety, instrumenta11ion or whatever. 

On the road to such a •commitment, many 
related matters had to ·be dealt with, in
ol uding the following: 

( 1) •a common meaning was needed fo!' 
the term "range safety." 

(2) an understanding was needed on the 
scone of the term "instrumentation radar". 

(3) it had to be mutually acknowledged 
that tracking a strategic ba111st1c missile 
cannot, by itself, lead to proper application 
of the term "tested in an ABM mode" be
cause under the terms of the ABM Treaty a 
radar to which this term is applied is auto
matically identified as an ABM radar, where
as the text of the Treaty itself provides for 
several classes of radars which track strategic 
ba111stic missiles but are not considered to be 
ABM radars. One cannot deal with a problem 
under the Treaty by way of a solution not 
consistent with the provisions of the Treaty. 

(4) in view of the previous point, it was 
necessary to deal with the need for specific 
understandings as to limitations, mainly de
ployment limitations, on early-warning 
radars, spacetrack radars, radars used as na
tional technical means of verification, and 
types of radars used for range instrumenta
tion purposes-all of these kinds of radars 
track strategic ballistic missiles in carrying 
out their legitimate functions , and none are 
considered to be ABM radars. 

(5) it was necessary to deal with the d11ter
ing features of phased-array radars and non
phased-array radars. 

(6) it was· considered mutually-advan
tageous to record appropriate understand
ings to minimize ambiguities which might 
arise from concurrent testing at an ABM 
test range of ABM components and air-de
fense components. · 

(7) a variety of other definitional and 
guideline topics had to be coped with. 
Th~se are elements of an example of deal

ing in a timely way with a question arising 
from experience in the operation of an agree
ment-the objective being to head off be
fore it becomes a serious problem a form of 
activity of unclear status under the specific 
language of the agreement. 

I will discuss briefly just one other SCC
related activity in pros';)ect: the 1982 review 
of the ABM Treaty. There has been a lot of 
talk and print about this review recently, 
and most of it has been wrong in that it has 
conveyed a general notion that this review 
has some great intrinsic significance. In par
ticular, there have been inferences-or even 
fiat statements-to the effect that: the 
Treaty will expire in 1982 unless renewed by 
some explicit act of the parties, or that the 
1982 review will be a brief "window" during 
which amendments can be proposed or with
drawal effected and that such a "window" 
will then close and remain closed until the 
next five-year review in 1987. 

The general thrust of such talk has been 
to encourage the notion that the U.S. must 
make haste to "act" with respect to the 
Treaty in 1982 or find itself "locked-in" until 
1987. No form of any such notion is correct. 

The review is no big deal. The operation of 
the ABM Treaty would not be changed in 
any significant way known to me if the re
view provision (Article XIV.2) had not been 
included at all. The provision is not harmful, 
and an occasion for ceremonial toasts can 
sometimes be turned to useful purposes, but 
it really is not significant. 

As to amendments, they may be -proposed 
at any time (Article XIV.l)-and, if any be
come desirable, they should be brought !or
ward at any time that best serves our in
terests; they should not be deferred until 
a five-year review comes uo. 

As to withdrawal rights, they are exercis
able at anv t.ime upon notice of six months 
(Article :XV.2). 

-
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As to Treaty expiration or renewal proc

esses, there are none. Article XV.l states 
clearly and simply that "This Treaty shall 
be of unlimited duration"-;period; no refer
ences to other provisions, as to the five-year 
review or any other matters. 

As to review in the sense of the parties 
coming together to note or cope with any 
aspects of the Treaty or its operation, that 
happens at least twice a year in the sec. 

There is one, and only one, matter of sub
stance tied to the review year-the review 
year, not the review-and that is the process 
of exercising a. party's choice to switch from 
a.n ABM deployment in defense of an ICBM 
deployment area. to an ABM deployment in 
defense of its national capital (the option 
open to the U.S.) or to switch from a.n ABM 
deployment in defense of its national capi
tal to an ABM deployment in defense of an 
ICBM deployment area. (the option open to 
the USSR) (see the Protocol of 1974 to the 
ABM Treaty). Such a choice can be exercised 
only once; before construction begins on the 
replacement deployment, notice must be 
given in the ·sec; and such notice must be 
given during a. review year. 

So, in the unlikely event that the U.S. 
should want to make a.n early switch of its 
single allowed ABM deployment area. to one 
centered on washington, then notice should 
be given some time during the period Octo
ber 3, 1982, to October 2, 1983. 

STANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION 
PROTOCOL 

Pursuant to the provisions of the Memo
randum of Understanding between the Gov
ernment of the United States of America. and 
the Government of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics Regarding the Establish
ment of a. Standing Consultative Commis
sion, dated December 21, 1972, the under
signed, having been duly appointed by their 
respective Governments a.s Commissioners of 
said Standing Consultative Commission, 
hereby establish and approve, in the form 
attached, Regulations governing procedures 
a.nd other relevant matters of the Commis
sion, which Regulations shall enter into 
force upon signature of this Protocol and re
main in force until and unless amended by 
the undersigned or their successors. 

Done in Geneva. on May 30, 1973, in two 
copies, each in the English and Russian lan
guages, both texts being equally authentic. 

[Attachment] 
STANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION 

REGULATIONS 
1. The Standing Consultative Commission, 

established by the Memorandum of Under
standing between the Government of the 
United States of America and the Govern
ment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics Regarding the Establishment of a. 
Standing Consultative Commission of De
cember 21, 1972, shall consist of a. U.S. com
ponent and Soviet component, each of which 
shall be headed by a. Commissioner. 

2. The Commissioners shall alternately pre
side over the meetings. 

3. The Commissioners shall, when possi
ble, inform each other in advance of the 
matters to be submitted for discussion, but 
may a.t a meeting submit for discussion any 
matter within the competence of the com
mission. 

4. During intervals between sessions of the 
Commission, each Commissioner may trans
mit written or oral communications to the 
other Commissioner concerning matters 
within the competence of the Commission. 

5. Each component of the Commission may 
invite such advisers and experts as it deexns 
necessary to partici!)ate in a meeting. 

6. The Commission may establish working 
groups to consider and prepare specific mat
ters. 

7. The results of the discussion of ques
tions at the meetings of the Commission 
may, if necessary, be entered into records 
which shall be in two copies, each in the 
English and Russian languages, both texts 
being equally authentic. 

8. The proceedings of the Standing Consul
tative Commission shall be conducted in 
private. The Standing Consultative Commis
sion may not make its proceedings public 
except with the express consent of both Com
missioners. 

9. Each component of the Commission 
shall bear the expenses connected with its 
participation in the Commission. 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN 
THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA AND THE GOVERNMENT OF THE 
UNION OF SoVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS RE
GARDING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A STAND
ING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION 

I. 

The Government of the United States of 
America and the. Government of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics hereby establish 
a Standing Consultative Commission. 

II. 
The Standing Consultative Commission 

shall promote the objectives and implemen
tation of the provisions of the Treaty be
tween the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. on the 
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems 
of May 26, 1972, the Interim Agreement be
tween the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. on Certain 
Measures with Respect to the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms of May 26, 1972, and 
the Agreement on Measures to Reduce the 
Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War between the 
U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. of September 30, 1971, 
and shall exercise its com-cetence in accord
ance with the provisions ·of Article XIII of 
said Treaty, Article VI of said Interim Agree
ment, and Article 7 of said Agreement on 
Measures. 

m. 
Each Government shall be represented on 

the Standing Consultative Commission by a 
Commissioner and a Deputy Commissioner, 
assisted by such staff as it deems necessary. 

IV. 
The Standing Consultative Commission 

shall hold periodic sessions on da-tes mutually 
agreed by the Commissioners but no less 
than two times per year. Sessions shall also 
be convened as soon as possible, following 
reasonable notice, at the request of either 
Commissioner. 

v. 
The Standing Consultative Commission 

shall establish and approve Regulla.tions gov
erning procedures and other relevant mat
ters and may amend them as it deexns lllp
propria.te. 

VI. 

The Standing Oonsulta.tive Commission 
will met in Geneva. It may also meet at such 
other places as may be agreed. 

Done in Geneva., on December 21, 1972, in 
two copies, each in the English and Russian 
languages, both texts being equally authen
tic. 

ARTICLE XIII OF THE ABM TREATY 
1. To promote the objectives and imple

mentation of the provisions of this Treaty, 
the Parties shall establish promptly a. 
Standing Consultative Commission, within 
the framework of which they will: 

(a) consider questions concerning com
pliance with the obligations assumed and re
lated. situations which may be considered 
ambiguous; 

(b) provide on a. voluntary basis such 
information as either Party considers neces
sary to assure confidence in compliance with 
1(he obligations assumed; 

(c) consider questions involving unin
tended interference with national l.echnica.l 
meano of verification; 

(d) consider possible changes in the stra
tegic situation which have a bea.ring on the 
provisions of this Treaty; 

(e) agree upon procedures and dates for 
destruction or dismantling of ABM systems 
or their components in cases provided for by 
the provisions of this Treaty; 

(f) consider, as appropriate, possible pro
posals for further increasing the viab111ty of 
this Treaty; including proposals for amend
ments in accordance with the prov1&1ons of 
this Treaty; 

(g) consider, a.s appropriate, proposals for 
further measures aimed a.t limiting strategic 
Mms. -

2. The Parties through consultation shall 
establish, and may amend as appropriate, 
Regulations for the Standing COnsultative 
COmmission governing procedures, composi
tion and other relevant matters. 

JUDITH KAMMINS ALBIETZ 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, Judith 

K·ammins Albietz, chief of the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act Division 
for the Bureau of Land Management's 
Anchorage Office, has been recognized 
for her outstanding achievement in im
plementing conveyance of lands to Alas
kan Natives as mandated under the act. 
It was recently announced that Ms. Al
bietz is a 1980 recipient of the Arthur S. 
Fleming Award which annually honors 
individuals who have performed out
standing and meritorious work for the 
Federal Government. These honorees 
encourage high standards of perform
ance in the Federal service and enhance 
appreciation for our form of govern
ment along with the opportunities and 
responsibilities that it represents. 

The award committee's commenda
tion states that Ms. Albietz managed 
and coordinated the transfer of 13 mil
lion acres of land to 60 Eskimo, Indian, 
and Aleut corporations. In a period of 2 
years, she promptly formulated pro
t>osals for the resolution of policy issues 
consistent with general land laws, 
planned and monitored a schedule of 
several hundred actions requiring timely 
completion, and stayed well within 
budget constraints while substantially 
exceeding goals set forth by the Secre
tary of Interior. We take pride in her 
dedicated service to Alaskans and this 
special recognition of her accomplish
ments. 

LETTER FROM APOSTOLIC ADMIN
ISTRATOR OF SAN SALVADOR 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, last 
month Bishop Arturo Rivera y Damas, 
apostolic administrator of San Salvador, 
visited the United States for discussions 
with his fellow bishops in America, with 
Members of Congress and others. I was 
pleased to extend my greetings to him 
on the occasion of his visit to the Ken
nedy School of Government at Harvard 
University. 

Bishop Rivera y Damas has written 
in response to these greetings, and to 
ask my assistance in halting military 
aid to El Salvador and in supporting 
a just and peaceful resolution of the 
strife and violence there. 
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I am making public his letter to me to
day, together with my reply, so that 
Congress and the American people will 
know directly that the testimony of the 
Salvadoran church and the American 
church continue to be what it has con
sistently been: Outside military inter
vention from any source is not the way 
to bring peace to El Salvador, and the 
best and indeed only hope is to seek 
urgently a mediated and negotiated so
lution to the confiict involving the par
ties to lt. 

I hope that concerned Members will 
continue to press the Reagan adminis
tration to cease its military support to 
the junta, to withdraw the American ad
visers, and to use every available peace
ful means to bring about a mediated 
solution to the conflict, to bring to jus
tice those responsible for the murders of 
six American citizens and many others, 
and to locate the missing American, John 
Sullivan m. 

Mr. President, I ask that the letter 
from Bishop Rivera y Damas and my 
reply be printed in the RECORD. 

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

ARSOBISPADO, EL SALVADOR, C. A. 

Bon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senator, 
Boston, Mass. 

April 10, 1981. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: Your warm greet
ings to me on the occasion of my visit to 
Harvard were most gratefully received. I am 
likewise pleased at your sentiments of sup
port for the purpose of my visit which is to 
make contribution as best I can toward a 
solution of the problems amicting my 
country. 

May I be so presumptuous to ask that you 
use your position in the Congress of the 
United States to see that m111tary aid to my 
country wm cease and that support is given 
to a process of dialogue that wlll bring about 
a just and peaceful solution to the present 
conflict and violence. 

I am especially hearten.ed by your pledge 
of assistance to do what you can to further 
a political solution, end m111tary intervention 
and to see that the confllct of our country 
be resolved in a political way rather than 
mmtary. 

In order to achieve that it is needed that 
the mmtary sectors of E1 Salvador receive the 
necessary pressures so they might open them
selves to dialogue and negotiations. 

Sincerely yours in Christ, 
ARTURO RIVERA Y DAMAS, 

Apostolic Administrator, 
Archdiocese of San Salvador. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., May 5, 1981. 

Most Reverend ARTURO RIVERA Y DAMAS, 
Apostolic Administrator, 
Archdiocese of San Salvador. 

DEAR BISHOP RIVERA Y DAMAS: Thank you 
very much for your thoughtful letter of 
April 10, which I have .1ust received. 

I completely agree with you that m111tary 
aid to E1 Salvador should cease and that all 
our efforts should be devoted to dialogue and 
negotiations leading to a just and peaceful 
solution to the present tragic conflict. I wish 
to assure you that I wm do all I can to press 
for this policy in the United States Senate, 
and I am enclosing a copy o! the legislation 
I have introduced with Senator Paul Tsongas 
and others to this end. 

I very much welcomed your recent visit to 
the United States. I pray for the success of 

your efforts to achieve peace, justice and 
reconc111ation in El Salvador, and I hope that 
you will let me know if there is anything 
further that I can do to help from the United 
States. 

With my deep respect and best personal 
wishes, 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD M. KENNEDY. 

·DRUGGING OF RACEHORSES 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the 

106th running of the Preakness Stakes 
at the Maryland Jockey Club at Pimlico 
will take place this Saturday. The race is 
the second jewel of the triple crown, a 
crown worn only by thoroughbreds that 
are not SU!"Passed on any track. The 
Preakness has carried the fame of Mary
land all over the world, and Marylanders 
are proud to maintain the historic tradi
tions associated with this classic contest. 

Maryland rightly claims to be the 
cradle of all horseracing in the United 
States, since the first thoroughbred on 
this continent was owned by Governor 
Ogle of Maryland. His mare, Selima, was 
brought to his plantation "Belair" in 
about the middle of the 18th century, 
and ever since then, breeding, training, 
and racing of fine horses has been a con
spicuous part of the Maryland sporting 
tradition. 

As in the past, I am pleased to recom
mend the Preakness to my colleagues as 
first-rate recreation and entertainment 
on a spring afternoon in the midst of our 
busy agenda on Capitol Hill. I trust that 
we will have resolved all pending urgent 
national problems by post time so that 
we can attend with a clear conscience. 

In fact, the Preakness is the only race 
considered so important that the Con
gress actually once adjourned so that 
Members could attend without missing 
official sessions. 

With the prospect of a great afternoon 
ahead of us, I think it might be appropri
ate to call attention to a cloud on the 
horizon-the possibility of Federal legis
lation on the problem of horsedrugging. 
A shadow has recently fallen on the race 
tracks in connection with the use and 
abuse of medicinal drugs on racing thor
oughbreds. This practice has become 
widespread before races, in order to 
numb or abate any injury, soreness, pain, 
depression, or other physical or psycho
logical handicap::; thart might ham9er the 
animal's performance. Some medica
tion is of course necessary from time 
to time to keep these magnificent ani
mals healthy, or to return them to prime 
health after an illness. But such drug 
treatment just before a race can be in
humane to the horses, and unfair to the 
bettors, since the records of past per
formance are worthless without accom
panying drug records. Drugs have been 
tolerated and condoned bv most States 
because of recommendations by trainers 
and veterinarians who seem more con
cerned about the short-term success of 
their horses rather than the long-term 
health of the sport. Their rosy prognosis 
of instant cure was soon undercut by a 
series of racetrack accidents where the 
prerace use of painkillers, respiration 
aids, and other medication led to serious 
breakdowns. 

In some cases horses in no reasonable 
condition to run were brought to the 
starting gate after artificial numbing 
and priming, only to break down in the 
middle of the race-to the hazard of 
other horses and jockeys. More than one 
such incident has resulted in the severe 
injury and even the death of horses and 
jockeys. 

As the accidents continue, the threat 
ot Federal regulatory intervention looms 
ever larger. Experience has convinced me 
that the Federal Government should be 
the regulator of last resort. rt should 
only intervene when the States have 
failed to act on their own. 

In the last 2 years, several states have 
done a remarkable job of cleaning up 
their own houses. Five States have 
banned the use of any prerace medica
tion, five others permit only the use of 
small amounts of lasix on confirmed 
bleeders. Several States now freeze urine 
samples, and others require prerace test
ing of all horses. Their laboratories have 
developed very sophistioaJted tests and 
are able to detect and crack down on the 
use of illegal drugs. I note with particu
lar pride that Maryland has banned tlhe 
use of all medication on all horses sched
uled to race by adopting the guidelines 
s~ by the National Association of state 
Racing Commissioners. 

But more needs to be done. Over half 
of the 30 States vTtith ptarlmutucl betting 
have no restrictions whatsoever on the 
use of anti-inflammatories, steroids, di
uretics, and other drugs. Tracks that 
take in millions of dollars daily are 
spending less than $200 a day for testing 
and enforcement of the prohtbitions that 
do exist. And the trend quite recently 
seems to be running in the wrong direc
tion. After passing strict antidrug laws, 
several States have started backsliding, 
by relaxing these restrictions and being 
dilatory about enforcing them. 

Still, I am reluctant to urge the Fed
eral Government to charge into the 
stables with pistols blazing. I remain 
hopeful that the States themselves will 
voluntarily end horsedrugging, a prac
tice that threatens the integrity of this 
time-honored pastime. As the chairman 
of the Senate Subcommittee on Crimiiml 
Law, I have decided to schedule hear
ings on a bill, S. 1043, the Corrupt Horse
racing Practices Act. This Federal legis
lation would require prerace testing o! 
all horses, ban the use of all drugs in
cluding bute and lasix, and prohibit the 
nerving, icing, numbing, or freezing of 
all horses prior to a race. 

It is a tough btll, but it is a tough 
problem. It is a bill that I am prepared 
to move forward, however reluctantly, if 
the individual States do not take it upon 
themselves to clean up their own .houses. 
To put them on notice that we mean 
business, and to give them one last 
chance to act on their own, I will not 
hold hearings for a reasonable time, per
haps early next year. I .hope the message 
will be heard loud and clear and that 
the friends of racing will be able to use 
that deadline to rally the States to 
action. 

I know that the State legislators, 
horseowners, trainers, a.nd members of 
the racing commissions will agree tha* 
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the last thing they want is the muzzle of 
the Federal Government poking into 
their stables. The choice is clearly be
fore them. They can act now to restore 
the clean, sportsmanlike qualities that 
made horseracing the sport of kings and 
the king of sports. If they choose not to 
act, the Federal Government may have 
no choice but to enter the picture in 
response to the growing chorus for 
reform. 

DR. ERNEST LEFEVER AND THE 
ADMINISTRATION'S POSITION ON 
HUMAN RIGHTS 
Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, the 

hearings on the nomination of Dr. Er
nest Lefever to be Assistant Secretary of 
State for Human Rights and Humani
tarian Affairs will be held by the Foreign 
Relations Committee on May 18 and 19. 

No doubt there will be considerable 
interest expressed about the administra
tion's position on human rights and if 
Dr. Lefever will carry forth these 
policies. 

On M~uch 31 of this year Secretary of 
State Alexander Haig addressed a Tri
lateral Commission meeting on "Human 
Rights and American Interests." In his 
speech, Secretary Haig defined the hu
man rights policy of the new adminis
tration. He summarized the position as-

Concern for human rights is compatible, 
indeed integral to our national interest ... 
human rights remains a major focus of our 
foreign policy, especially when we are beset 
today by the overriding issue of how to 
stem the advance of the enemies of human 
rights ... we should not adopt an undif
ferentiated attitude toward violations and 
violators . . . we can advance human rights 
more effectively than before, through the 
integration of human rights efforts into our 
diplomacy, pride in our achievements, and 
defense of our positions. 

Mr. President, on April1, I asked that 
Dr. Lefever's article, "The Trivializa
tion of Human Rights," be inserted in 
the RECORD. Dr. Lefever's views as set out 
in this article closely correspond to those 
of the Reaga.n administration as they 
were expressed in Secretary Haig's 
speech. 

Therefore, I feel confident that Dr. 
Lefever does in fact share the adminis
tration's viewpoint on human rights and 
was selected for the position of Assist
ant Secretary of State for Human 
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs for ex
actly that reason. 

Mr. President, I feel it is imperative 
that my colleagues are aware of the ad
ministration's position on human rights 
so I ask unanimous consent. that Secre
tary Haig's speech be inserted in the 
RECORD. 

I would also ask unanimous consent 
that a column by John O'Sullivan "Ris
ing to the Defense of Ernest Lefever" 
~hich apeared in the morning's Star be 
mserted. Mr. O'Sullivan comments on 
the unfair criticism that has been leveled 
at Dr. Lefever, particularly in the past 
few months. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
There being no objection, the mate

rials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SPEECH BEFORE THE TRILATERAL COMMISSION 
ON HUMAN RIGHTS AND AMERICAN INTER
ESTS 

(By Secretary of State Alexander M. 
Haig, Jr.) 

Thank you, David. It is a great honor to 
he introduced by so distinguished a public 
man as David Rockefeller. 

The Trllateral Commission has indeed 
been doing good work. You have brought to
gether leading citizens and the best mindS 
to bear on common problems, enjoying each 
other's company and the concourse of ideas. 
Above all, you have done so out of the con
viction that the United States, Europe ana 
Japan share an uncommon destiny, to give 
the world an unparalleled example of se
curity, prosperity and harmony. 

In recent years, doubts have been raised 
about our ab111ty to do these great things to
gether. It is said that we lack w1ll-the wm 
to defend ourselves, to take pride 1n our 
achievements, to work and hope for the fu
ture. Even though we have the resources
so the argument goes-we cannot draw upon 
them because we have lost faith in ourselves. 

The national or individual will is one or 
those things that no one talks about unt11 
it is missing and once it is missing, no 
amount of talk wm ever bring it back. Last 
November, responding to President Reagan's 
call, the American people demonstrated 
clearly their rejection of the notion that 
nothing much could be done because we 
lacked the wm to do it. The problem is not 
will but confusion, not lack of strength but 
lack of clarity. Nowhere in our foreign poi
ley is this more obvious than on the issue 
of human rights. 

The controversy over American foreign 
policy and human rights concerns rour 
questions: 

Firstly, is our concern for human rights 
in other countries compatible with the pur
suit of America's national interest? 

Secondly, how does our foreign policy re
flect our concern for human rights? 

Thirdly how should we treat violators of 
human rights? 

And the fourth question, how can we ad
vance human rights in the world today? 

Unless we can answer these questions, we 
cannot speak of a human rights policy. And 
the way we answer these questions tells us a 
great deal about how we view ourselves as a 
people and t'he problems we face today in 
international affairs. 

Let me deal first with the question of 
whether a concern for human rights is com
patible with the pursuit of America's na
tional interest. My answer to this is a re
sounding "yes." The supreme American na
tional interest is simple and compelling: we 
want a world hospitable to our society and 
our common ideals. As a practical matter, our 
national interest requires us to resist those 
who would extinguish those ideals and are 
hostlle to our common aspirations. But there 
is a positive aspect to our national interest 
that should be stressed. Let us not make the 
mistake of allowing other peoples to believe 
that America and the western world means 
nothing more than sophisticated technology 
and the consumer society. From Its very be
ginning, the United States has been about 
life and liberty, not just the pursuit of hap
piness. 

Moreover, a crucial relationship exists be
tween human rights of the individual, the 
humane practice of society and the humanity 
of t'he political system. Among widely rec
ognized ideals held in many countries are 
three principles of which we are especially 
proud: 

Respect for the sanctity of the individual 
and his conscience; 

Government by the consent of the gov
erned, and 

Government by law, not personal whim. 
We continue to strive to perfect these 

ideals. It is in our national interest to do so 
and to give our example to t'he rest of the 
world. Human rights are therefore not only 
compatible with our national interest, they 
are an integral element of the American ap
proach-at home and abroad. 

How does our foreign policy reflect our 
concern with human rights? The answer to 
this question is to be found in a clear un
derstanding of the role of foreign policy. 
Foreign policy springs from a nation's self
expression; it refiects and therefore expounds 
a nation's ideals. But the development and 
execution of foreign policy must be rooted 
in the world of reality even as it is nour
ished by national ideals. 

One aspect of reality is that we have 
neither the power nor the desire to remake 
the world in our own image. As John Quincy 
Adams said, America is the friend of liberty 
everywhere, but the custodian only of its own. 
In this respect, we should look upon the 
tragic events of the last 24 hours not for what 
they tell us of one man's hapless obsession 
but the inherent strength of the American 
democracy, ena.bllng us to handle the situa
tion in a calm and orderly fashion. 

We wish that every people could enjoy the 
blessings of liberty as we enjoy them. But 
there are limits to what we can or should do 
to transform other cultures, customs and 
institutions. 

At the same time, we confront another as
pect of reality. The Soviet Union and its 
ames-countries that reject our concepts of 
human rights--continue to enlarge their 
m111tary power and seem increasingly in
clined to use their arms to advance their 
cause. 

Unlike the Soviets, we are not going to 
deprive peoples of their dignity and choice. 
Nonetheless, we are not prepared to see the 
world remade by others hostile to our deepest 
convictions, convictions held by civ111zed 
societies everywhere. We cannot stand back 
as if we were an island unto ourselves, ob
serving international aggression from a safe 
distance. Our resistance to this aggression 
and our assistance to its victims constitutes 
a defense of human rights that is at the 
very basis of our foreign policy and our na
tional interest. 

The third question about human rights 
and foreign policy concerns the violation of 
human rights and how to treat the violator. 
Let us be clear on one issue: the United 
States opposes the violation of human rights 
by ally or adversary, friend or foe. We are 
not going to pursue a policy of "selective" 
indignation. 

The dimculty here lies not in the fact of 
violation itself, which must always be op
posed, but how to assess the danger of the 
violation and how best to deal with the vio
lator. We should distinguish between the 
deprivation of national rights through ag
gression and the deprivation of personal 
rights through oppression. The former is an 
international problem of long standing; the 
mechanisms for controlllng aggression are 
an imperfect but workable association of 
mllitary strength, self-interest and collective 
security. But the mechanisms for deallng 
with regimes that oppress their citizens are 
much more rudimentary and unprediota.ble. 
In protesting the offensive domestic actions 
of a government, we affect the in•ternational 
situation as well. It is a recurrent tragedy of 
the human condition-and foreign policy
that the choice of a lesser evll is sttll very 
evil. It does little good to remedy the griev
ances of a few if that brings down worse 
oppression on the many. 

The point to be made is that we must be 
discriminating in our actions with an eye to 
the source of th,e violation and the impact 
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of our protest on the violator. We should dis
tinguish between the so-called totalitarian 
and authoritarian regimes. The totalitarian 
model unfortunately draws upon the re
sources of modern technology to impose its 
will on all aspects of a citizen's behavior. 
The totalitarian regimes tend to be intoler
ant at home and abroad, actively hostile to 
all we represent and ideologically resistant 
to political change. 

The authoritarian regime usually stems 
from a lack of political or economic devel
opment and customarily reserves for itself 
a.bsolute authority in only a few polLtically 
sensitive areas. 

I am not making a case for the excellence 
of authoritarian government; I am making 
the case that such regimes are more likely 
to change than their totalitarian counter
parts. It should be our objective to hold 
forth ourselves as a model worthy of imita
tion as that change occurs and to help the 
evolution of authoritarian government to
ward a more democratic form. 

The respective impact of the authoritarian 
and totalitarian regimes on human rights 
can tbe seen in one of the worst tragedies in 
recent years. the massive number of refugees. · 
They have come mostly from countries under 
the sway of Marxist-Leninism. From the 
USSR, Cuba, Vietnam, Kampuchea, Afghani
stan-have come productive, able citizens 
driven from their homes not for a want of 
patriotism but from the sheer intolerance 
of their self-appointed rulers. That many of 
the refugees seek out the United States as 
a haven remains one of the best testimonies 
that we rank at the very top of humane 
societies in the eyes of the truly desperate 
and homeless of the world. 

When dealing with the violation of indi
vidual rights, we must weigh not only the 
international repercussions (does the regime 
help or hinder international aggression) but 
also the domestic prospects (totalitarian or 
authoritarian), not only the record of those 
in power but the record and program of those 
in opposition. We have seen in recent years 
how a policy not informed by these prin
ciples can contribute to the ultimate failure: 
a collapse of a bulwark against aggression, 
and the replacement of an authoritarian 
regime with a. totalitarian one or one that 
distriibutes its oppression in random fashion. 
Surely we do not have all of the answers 
here. Still, we must do better than we have 
done in the pagt. This means a more prectse 
calculation of how our action in treating 
huma~ rights violators conforms to the larger 
projects-resisting aggression and supporting 
the evolution of more humane societies. 

A very practical question remains: How to 
advance human rights? This is an issue of 
both method and purpose. for the way some
thing is done frequently determines whether 
it Is done at all. 

Let me put before you a few imperatives 
for advancing human rights: 

The first imperative is to strengthen the 
U.S., its allies and friends, the m~in safe
guard against the spread of totall tartan 
aggression. 

Second, we must Improve our own example 
as a. society dedicated to justice. 

Third, we should adopt a sense of propor
tion In dealing with violators-the authori
tarian versus the totalitarian regime. 

Fourth, and finally, It is imperative that 
we examine the creden tlals and programs of 
the opposition, as well as the government
we must see clearly what change portends 
for human rights In the future. 

Practically speaking, this means that policy . 
on human rights must be integrated into the 
sphere of diplomacy, not pursued as 1t it 
were the only virtue in a foreign policy of 
suasion and public pronouncement. We must 
also develop a balance between private per
suasion and public pronouncement. We must 
care more for results than for rhetoric. 

In conclusion, let me summarize our posi
tion. 

Concern for human rights is compatible, 
indeed integral to our national interest: We 
have great principles to defend and a grea.t 
example to give the world. 

Human rights remains a major focus of our 
foreign policy, especially when we are beset 
today by the overriding issue of how to stem 
the advance of the enemies of human rights. 

We should not adopt an undifferentiated 
atti·tude towards violations and violators; we 
should oppose the establishment of totali
tarian regimes; we should encourage the evo
lution of authoritarian regimes toward a 
more humane society. 

We can advance human rights more effec
tively than before, through the integration 
of human rights efforts into our diplomacy, 
pride in our achievements, and defense of our 
positions. 

Under the President's leadership, we have 
begun the arduous process of rebuilding our 
defenses and organizing a more robust re
sistance to international aggression. A con
cern for human rights, bereft of an effective 
defense posture and strong alliances, Is re
duced eventually to a hectoring of those we 
can influence--our friends-and not those 
whose reaction we fear-our adversaries. The 
strength of the Atlantic and Pacific allies re
mains, and must endure, as our primary 
project. 

As we stand on the threshold of the last 
decades of the twentieth century, the free 
communities of the Atlantic and the Paciflc 
cannot afford to pass the time away in use
less discussion of willpower when the issue is 
really quite different: The clear thinking that 
precedes and guides decisive action. Church
ill was reported to have remarked: "The en
during problem of international relations is 
that when nations have been strong, they 
have not always been just, and when they 
have sought to be just, they have not always 
been strong." Let it be said of us that when 
we were strong, we were also just, and when 
we soug'ht to be just, we were also strong. 

RISING TO THE DEFENSE OF ERNEST LEFEVER 

(By John O'Sullivan) 
"A lie can be half-way round the world 

be!ore the truth has even got its boots on," 
said former British Prime Miruster James 
Callaghan (quoting someone?) last year. '!he 
campaign a.ga.inst Ernest Lefever, whom the 
Reagan administration has. nominfllted to be 
assistant secretary o! state for human rights, 
illustrates this remark to macabre perfec
tion. 

It began fairly enough. That a.ustere jour
nal, The Christian Science Monitor, broke 
the story o! Dr. Lefever's likely appointment 
with a balanced presenta.tlon o! his virtues 
and drawbacks. He was described with neu
tral accuracy as a "conservative scholar." His 
more controversial rema.rks-for instance, 
that South A!rlca should be accepted as "a 
full-fledged partner" in the struggle against 
Soviet expansionism-were on display. And 
the differences between his predecessor's, 
Ms. Patt Derian's, approach to human rights 
were fully outlined. A supporter of the ca.r
ter administration's policy on human rights 
might ha.ve well been persuaded that Dr. 
Lefever ought not be entrusted with this 
sensitive responstb111ty. But Dr. Lefever him
self had no reason to complain that he had 
been misquoted, misrepresenJted or otherwise 
mishandled. 

Then the lads down at the agitprop fac
tory got to work. 

They first set about fashioning some use
ful terminology. ·In his Washington Post 
news report (February 5), John Goshko 
designated Dr. Lefever as an "ultraconserva
tive." Now, this is a term worth pondering. 
It is hardly a neutral description used by 
people of every opinion, like "Republican" or 

"Democrat." Still less is it a favorable epithet 
like "compassionate" or "concerned." If you 
doubt this, a.sk a simple question: would 
anyone ever describe himself as an ultra
conservative? No one would dream of doing 
so because the word is obviously an attack 
masquerading as an explanation. It has over
tones o! harsh, narrow, skinflint, savage. 
Ultraconservatives are to be found not in 
administrations, but in juntas. But the word. 
caught on all the same. 

The National Catholic Reporter varied 
things slightly with "archconservatlve"
perhaps so the writers might claim, if cr1t1-
cized, that they intended a reference to arch
bishops rather than arch-criminals. 

DOUBTFUL EPITHETS 

These doubtful epithets had appee.red in 
supposedly impartial news reports. But they 
soon emigrated to their natural breeding 
grounds in the editorial pages. An editoria.I 
in The National Catholic Register hedged 1ta 
bets with the description "an ultraconserva
tive scholar." This is an exa.mple o! the 
U.terary device of oxymoron, as in "dark 
blonde" or "fun ayatollah." 

But a New York Times editorial returned 
to the stark simplicity of "ultraconservative," 
adding, for good measure, "who sneers at 
existing policy as sentimental nonsense and 
believes it is a profound error to embarrass 
ames, however repressive, with talk of habeas 
corpus." Reuters news agency quoted this 
judgment in its widely-circulated news sum
mary of the affair. 

Not long afterward, a. second editorial in 
the Times, while stm opposing Dr. Lefever's 
nomination, solemnly adjudicated that his 
views were "not frivolous and ... worthy of 
debate." Which suggests either that The New 
York Times thinks that habeas corpus is a 
debatable issue or that its editorial writer 
cannot remember what he wrote three weeks 
earlier. 

Next to take up the matter were column
ists. Here, however, different standards ap
ply. Like dons, columnists delight to bark 
and bite. They are supposed. to be argumen
tative, prejudiced, opinionated, can·tanker
ous. Some like Hugh Sidey and Patrick 
Buchanan took Dr. Lefever's side. So what 
reason could there be for objecting to the 
attacks launched by columnists like Mary 
McGrory and Carl Rowan? 

Well, criticism is one thing; wide-eyed. 
reckless exaggeration something else entirely. 
Miss McGrory in her Washington Star col
umn, for instance, stated simply: "Lefever 1B 
against them" (i.e. human rights). Now, to 
be against human rights tout court is to be 
in favor of the arbitrary arrest, imprison
ment, torture, and murder of innocent peo
ple: The number of people who might rea
sonably be categortzed thus is short and, in a 
perverse way, distinguished: Hitler, Pol Pot, 
Stalin, Mao, Idl Amln and a few others. To 
put among this bloody company the precise 
academic figure of Dr. Lefever, drawing his 
fine agonized distinctions between those hu
man rights which have a universal applica
tion and those which arise from specific po
litical traditions in the West, 1s really rather 
ridiculous. 

Nor was such passionate nonsense confined 
to journalists. It came also from spokesmen 
for "the human rights community." 

Mr. Edward Berger-the Interfaith Center 
on Corporate Responsib111ty Infant Formula 
Boycott Program Director (wow!)-said in 
relation to Dr. Lefever's appointment: "The 
new policy appears to be, 'We don't care what 
you do as long as you buy arms, kill com
munists and maintain low tarifrs for u.s. 
imports.'" 

The Council on Hemispheric Affairs, which 
The National Catholic Reporter described as 
"a religious and labor-backed human rights 
organization," went still further. It issued a 
"research memorandum" on Dr. Lefever 
which was inaccurate to the point of sur-
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realism. Among its dottier · assertions were 
that Dr. Lefever had Uved in China (he has 
never even visited there); that he visited 
South Africa 19 times in 1977-79-to receive 
his orders? (in fact, he paid only three visits 
during that period); that he went to Guate
mala unde.r the auspices of the Amigos de 
Pals, a group linked to "death squad" activity 
there (in fact, he visited Guatemala for the 
Brookings Institution under · contract to the 
u.s. government); and so on. 

IMAGINATIVE SLURS 

At least, though, these imaginative slurs 
were remotely connected with Dr. Lefever's 
views on human rights. Other allegations 
were designed to cast a vague doubt on 
his general honesty. It was asserted-and 
thoughtlessly repeated by some columnists
that the Ethics and Public Policy Center, of 
which Dr. Lefever was director until his 
nomination, was secretly financed by South 
Africa. Has any evidence been produced to 
support this serious charge which he firmly 
denies? Not a shred. If Dr. Lefever were not 
an "ultraconservative," there would have 
been sympathetic cries of "McCarthyism" 
long before now. 

The net effect of all this has been to pro
duce a caricature of Dr. Lefever which might 
have appeared, complete with top hat and 
waistcoast covered with dollar signs, in 
Krokodil. Indeed, Izvestia's report of his 
nomination, which referred to him merely as 
"extreme right wing" and a "firm supporter 
of military dictators," was rather mild in 
comparison to the volcanic eruptions from 
the "human rights community." 

GROUNDS FOR OPPOSITION 

You may object, however, that there must 
be some reasonable grounds for opposing his 
nomination. And, of course, there are. His 
actual opinions on the human rights policy, 
though palest mauve compared to those at
tributed to him, are controversial enough. 
He favors, for instance, an approach that 
would offer much quieter and more re
strained criticism of human rights by U.S. 
all1es. This is anathema to those who would 
treat with strict impartiality weak and 
powerful nations, rich and poor, ames and 
enemies. Miss Derian herself endorsed this 
view when, attacking Dr. Lefever's tnt 
against totalitarian enemies like the Soviet 
Union, she said: "It has to be a global policy. 
It must be applied through the conduct of 
foreign affairs." 

Fine words-but, as is well-known, fine 
words butter no parsnips. Was Miss Derian's 
policy applied quite so unselectively in prac
tice? The answer was provided by Mr. Henry 
Rosin who, in a reader's letter to the Balti
more Sun, revealed the following train of 
events. Two years after the start of the 
hoiTifying mass murders in Cambodia, in the 
summer of 1977, Mr. Rosin had written to 
President Carter asking him why he was not 
speaking out on these atrocities. Several 
months later, he received a reply from Hod
ding Carter III (who is the husband of Miss 
Derian), excusing the silence of the U.S. 
government on grounds that the United 
States, having no leverage, could do nothing 
about Cambodia. 

CAMBODIA EXAMPLE 

This was patently untrue because, as Mr. 
Rosin points out, "the Cambodians were in 
the U.N. where the issues could have been 
raised, and their main suppliers, the Chi
nese, were eager for closer ties with the U.S." 

It is interesting that, at the very same 
time, Dr. Lefever was writing articles critical 
of the media's failure to report these cruel 
events adequately and concluding: "Where 
is the condemnation of the murder of a mil
lion people?" Is it any wonder that he har
bors contempt !or the Carter/Derian rights 
approach and its vaunted impartiality? 

And what interest do I have in all this? 
Simply that I am the editor of the magazine, 

Policy Review, in which Dr. Lefever outlined 
his views on Mr. Carter's human rights 
policy. I thought I had better mention that. 
Otherwise the "human rights community" 
might accuse me of genocide. 

THEY FIND A WAY 
Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, there 

is an amusing, satirical column by Mr. 
Abe Mellinko1I, columnist for the San 
Francisco Chronicle about the errors 
which the Sierra Club has been making 
with regard to snail darters, the Alaskan 
caribou, and fishing off the California 
coast. 

I would like to share this with my col
leagues, and I ask unanimous consent 
that this column be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

THEY FIND A WAY 

Once more, the Sierra Club is acting very 
uppity toward their friends, the dumb ani
mals. The trouble with the bureaucrats who 
run the club is their continual over-estimat
ing the dumbness of dumb animals. 

Consider the plight of the snail darters. For 
three years the Sierra Club and its environ
mental allles stalled the completion of the 
mighty Tell1co Dam in Tennessee. Against 
the political clout of Senator Howard Baker, 
the Sierrans waved the imminent demise of 
all three-inch snail darters. 

Finally Senator Baker prevailed. He got his 
dam. The waters rose and destroyed the nat
ural habitat of the darter. But the fish should 
not be taken so lightly. Plenty of them have 
now been discovered 83 mUes from the dam. 
Nobody knows how they got there. And the 
darters have declined to issue a definitive 
statement. Neither has the club apolog.ized. 

The miscalculation on the darter follows a 
mightier mistake about the caribou. Riding 
on the backs of these stately animals-no 
mean feat in itself-the club fought the 
construction of the Alaska Pipeline. The 
above-ground sections of the project would 
block the annual migrations of the car.lbou. 

This would so disturb both their sex life 
and eating habits that the species would van
ish. But somebody forgot to tell the caribou. 
Determined not to be deprived of either sex 
or food, they have quietly found proper 
places to cross the pipeline. There is even 
some evidence that, .if given the chance, they 
might buy some shares in the big money
maker. 

Failure to block hydroelectric power in the 
East and oil in Alaska has not lessened the 
spirit of the Sierrans. Currently they are 
fighting the plan of the Reagan administra
tion to 'drlll for oil off the California coast. 
The strategic objective of depriving the coun
try of needed energy is the same. But there 
is a slick change in tactics. Now the call is 
not to save the lives of our lesser cousins of 
the sea, but rather to send more of them to 
th~r death in the nets of fishermen. 

The club insists that dr1lling would destroy 
our fishing industry. But no explanation has 
been forthcoming why platforms off the 
Louisiana coast have not hurt the fish at all. 
Quite the contrary. Their numbers have mul
tiplied and the fishermen have profited. 

If the Sierrans themselves are not confused 
by all this, they are certainly confusing the 
rest of us. Are they saying that our fish are 
too dumb to adapt to a modest change in 
their env.tronment? Or do they feel that our 
sea captains are too incompetent to avoid 
crashing into a drilling platform? 

I'm happy that some of my best friends 
are members of the Sierra Club. Otherwise I 
might feel it is nothing but a front !or OPEC. 

It surely acts as if it had accepted a contract 
from the Arabs to do as much damage as 
possible to the nation's supply of energy. 

PARLIAMENTARY SYMPOSIUM ON 
ENERGY AND THE ECONOMY 

Mr. BRADLEY: Mr. President, on April 
10 and 11, I represented the U.S. Senate 
at a Parliamentary Symposium on 
Energy and the Economy. The sympo
sium was organized by the OECD and 
the International Energy Agency and 
was held at the OECD headquarters in 
France. 

The participants were par:i.lamen
tar.ians from OECD member countries. 
In addition to myself, the U.S. delegation 
included Representatives DINGELL, Or
TINGER, SHARP, CoLLINS, SwiFT, MooR
HEAD, and TAUKE. Other OECD countries 
sending delegations were the Federal Re
public of Germany, Austria, Belgium. 
Canada, Denmark, Spain, Finland. 
France, Greece, Ireland, the United 
-Kingdom, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Luxem
burg, Norway, the Netherlands, Portugal. 
Sweden and Switzerland. 

The principal theme of the symposium 
was "The Energy Challenge to Policy 
Makers: Changing Energy Supply, Con
sequences for the Economy and Policy 
Responses." The symposium was divided 
into plenary sessions and working groups. 
Topics for the working groups were: 

First, interactions between the energy 
situation and policies and the overall 
economy with respect to inflation, 
growth, employment and the balance of 
payments. 

Second, consequences of changes in the 
international oil markets and the im
portance of emergency preparedness, 
especially oil stockpiling. 

Third, alternatives to oil and the dif
ficulties with substituting nuclear, coal 
and synthetic fuels for petroleum. 

Fourth, energy as a critical element in 
international relations both among the 
industrialized democracies and between 
these countriE'..s and the oil producing 
and oil importing developing nations. 

Mr. President, this conference was a 
unique opportunity to discuss critical 
energy issues with parliamentarians 
from our most important allies and trad
ing partners. It was the first time the 
OECD/IEA had hosted such a gathering 
but the enthusiastic response from the 
delegates suggests that it may not be the 
last. The reason why the participants 
valued this opportunity for exchanging 
views on energy is, I believe, that for all 
of us securing our respective nations' 
energy futures cannot be accomplished 
by domestic policies alone. Energy is first 
and foremost an international issue. It 
requires the develoument of economic, 
foreign and defense policies that extend 
beyond national borders and that are 
sensitive to the inevitability of continu
ing strategic as well as economic inter
dependence. 

WhUe I did not always sh!are the views 
of my OECD colleagues, our discussions 
contributed to my understanding of 
European and Japanese perceptions of 
the international energy problem. They 
also confirmed my belief in the para
mount importance of U.S. leadership in 
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developing the energy, foreign and de
fense policies needed to manage recur
rent threats to our collective economic 
and national security. 

Many OECD parliamentarians believe 
that resolution of the Arab-Israeli dis
pute and the Palestinian question is cen
tral to the security of their oil supplies. 
The prevalence of this belief is impor
tant. But as the revolution in Iran and 
the Iraq-Iran war demonstrated, this be
lief must be sharply distinguished from 
the reality that other conflicts internal 
t'o the region are much more threatening 
to the Gulf's stJability and the security 
of oil supplies. Resolution of the Arab
Israeli dispute would, at best, remove 
only one of several important sources of 
tension and insecurity. 

Equally threatening are the direct op
portunities that turmoil in Iran and the 
war between Iran and Iraq create for the 
Soviet Union. The Soviets have long 
sought to exercise their influence in, if 
not control over, vari·ous countries in the 
Persian Gulf region. America, its allies 
and our friends in the Middle E·as·t must 
rapidly oome to terms with a new stra
tegic reality: Namely, the Soviet Union's 
enhanced capacity to project its power in 
the Persian Gulf region. And in the after
math of the Iran-Iraq conflict, the 
Soviets will be interested in inserting 
themselves into any discussion of oil se
curity. Were they to become coguarantors 
of the oil supply for the industrialized 
world, a significant advantage would 
have shifted to the Soviets' favor. That 
is why the industrialized nations must 
agree to preempt Sovi·et-sponsored peace 
initia~tives in the region. For stabiliz·ation 
of the gulf on Soviet terms wou~d give 
them control of the economic destiny 
of the industrial democracies. 

Many of the OECD countries resist 
this truth. It is therefore up to U.S.lead
ership to persuade them of these stra
tegic realities. 

Most of the OECD parUamentarians 
believed that their energy security can 
be significantly enhanced by negotiating 
separate supply agreements with oil pro
ducing countries, even if these agree
ments require them to make costly po
litical and economic concessions. 

In my judgment, their sense of se
curity is illusory. A special relationship 
with Iraq did not help France procure 
oil when the Iran-Iraq war broke out. 
But French willingness to supply Iraq 
with sensitive nuclear technology in ex
change for access to oil may have in
creased the danger to all of us from the 
spread of nuclear weapons capability. At 
the same time, relying on special rela
tionships to reduce vulnerability to 
energy supply disruptions is almost cer
tain to fuel competition for access to oil 
and could impose severe strains on the 
Western Alliance in the decade ahead. 

Several of the OECD countries aJso ap
pear to discount the risks inherent in in
creased dependence on Soviet energy 
supplies. They are reluctant to acknowl
edge the fact that unless thev take 
strong actions-such as fuel switching 
capacity-to reduce the additional vul
nerabllity this dependence creates-

steps that make the true cost of the 
energy much higher-the U.S.S.R. could 
substantially strengthen its economic in
fluence over Western Europe. This, in 
turn, could inhibit Europe from cooper
ating with the United States in political, 
economic and even military affairs. 

On the other hand, the European and 
Canadian parliamentarians are gen
erally much more sensitive than many 
U.S. policymakers to the urgency and 
complexity of the problems rising oil 
prices create for the developing coun
tries as well as for the international 
economy and financial system. They are 
also much more supportive than most 
U.S. legislators of substantially increased 
investment in LDC energy development 
through multilateral institutions like 
the World Bank. They regard our with
drawing support for the World Bank 
energy program as shortsighted and 
counterproductive. 

Most of the parliamentarians appear 
willing to rely exclusively on the IEA 
emergency oil sharing agreement to 
manage a severe supply disruption. Yet 
they question whether they can count on 
the United States to fulfill its obHga
tions under the sharing program. And 
they are concerned that erosion of the 
multinational oil companies' control over 
the world petroleum market may mean 
the program is effectively dead. 

Despite these concerns, there was scant 
agreement with my argument that since 
markets allocate resources more effi
ciently than government bureaucracies, 
the proper division of responsibility 
should be to let markets allocate and 
governments address the distributional 
inequities that are exacerbated by sud
den sharp increases in the price of oil. 

What this lack of agreement indicates 
is that the OECD approach to supply 
cutoffs is driven by concepts that many 
in the United States now consider dis
credited. It also points up the impor
tance of much more effective coordina
tion and cooperation among OECD na
tions in preparing for energy emergen
cies. But apart from agi'ee~ng on the 
need for high stocks, we do not even 
have a common set of objectives. 

We are, then, at a critical juncture
not just with regard to programs for im
proving emergency preparedness, but 
also to agreements for the division of 
burdens and responsibility within the 
OECD and the Western Alliance for the 
security of the Pe·rsian Gulf and Western 
Europe. 

Because we face a common danger, we 
must develop a common response. In 
this effort, U.S. leadership grounded in a 
sustainable consensus on what our na
tional interest is, is essential. 

I wish to thank the minority leader, 
Senator BYRD, and my other colleagues 
in the Senate for the opportunity to 
have represented them at the Energy 
Symposium. Following is the text of my 
remarks to the Working Grouo on 
Changes in the Oil Market and Emer
gency Preparedness and a summarY of 
tho discussions from all four working 
groups as presented by rapporteurs at 
the closing plenary session. 

REMARKS FOR OECD/IEA SYMPOSIUM WoRK• 
ING GROUP 2, LESSONS OF THE PAST DECADE 

(Senator BILL BRADLEY, U.S.A.) 
INTRODUCTION 

I appreciate the opportunity to partici
pate in this Symposium. 

My remarks wm focus on the real energy 
problem: preparations for supply disrup
tions. 

:We have had two recent experiences with 
supply disruptions from which we can draw 
conclusions about the behavior of world oil 
prices. 

I will briefly examine the recent experi
ence with disruptions, discuss the factors 
that appear to determine world oil prices, 
and finally, sketch the outline of a coordi
nated OECD emergency preparedness strat
egy. 

I look forward to the discussions of the 
working group. 
AN INTERPRETATION OF THE DIFII'ERENCES AMONG 

RECENT SUPPLY DISRUPTIONS 
The Arab embargo of 1973-74 caught the 

OECD unprepared. Unfortunately for the 
U.S., it also caught us in the remnants of oil 
price controls and allocations that were part 
of Mr. Nixon's ill-fated experiment with com
prehensive wage and price controls. As a 
consequence, the U.S. sat through lines at 
the gasoline pum!> and inefficient allocations 
of reduced supplies of oil. 

Despite OPEC's attempts to target the em
bargo on the U.S. and the Netherlands, the 

. international on market reallocated supplies 
in such a manner that all importing coun
tries shared the effects of the embargo more 
or less proportionately. At the outset, prices 
began to rise in the U.S. and Holland. (Price 
controls in the U.S. applied only to domes
tically produced crude oil; refiners were al
lowed to pay any price for imported oil). As 
the U.S. and Holland were willing to pay 
more for oil than other nations whose sup
plies were not initially interrupted, some oH 
supplies moved toward the embargoed na
tions, assisted by management decisions of 
major international on companies. Only 
later did we realize that the on market had 
allocated oil supplies among an importing 
companies, thwarting the intent of the tar
geted embargo. 

Meanwhile, the OECD countries responded 
to the embargo by establishing the Interna
tional Energy Agency and its emergency 
mechanism for sharing oil supplles in the 
event of another targeted embargo. Under 
this syste-m tl1e lEA WOlllct attemnt to allo
cate oil internationally the way our Federal 
Energy Administration tried to do domesti
cally: using regulations. 

From 1974 to 1978, on markets stablllzed. 
Real prices fell . The U.S. encouraged con
sumption by maintaining controls on do
mestic oil prices. Oil companies reduced In
ventories to minimum levels that reftectect 
seasonal demand patterns and occasional 
price Increases coming out of annual OPEC 
meettn~s. In late 1977, inventories rose tn 
anticipation of one of these OPEC price 
meetings. When the OPEC ministers decided 
not to raise their price, oil companies were 
stuck with excess, high cost inventory. 
Stocks were subsequently drawn down to 
very low levels. An unusually warm Fall ex
tended the driving season, further depleting 
Inventory levels. This was the situation tn 
the fall of 1978, when the revolution began 
in Iran. 

With the revolution, Iranian production 
fell and never fully returned to pre-revolu
tion levels. Supply of on on the world mar
ket was initially down and temporarUy un
certain. 011 companies around the world 
reallzed the precarious nature or their low
stock situation and began to build inven
tories rapidly. Hence, the volume or oil avau
able to be consumed-that ts, not going tnto 
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inventory-was dramatically reduced. Since 
demand for oil is only slow to change, the 
quantity demanded greatly exceeded the 
quantity available for consumption. To no 
one's surprise prices rose. They did-from 
$12.70 per barrel in October 1978 to $21.44 in 
October 1979 and to $32 in September 1980. 
The spot market, reflecting traders' expecta
tions that prices would rise, was quick to 
register higher prices. Producing nations, 
seeing that their oil was more valuable now 
that demand was exceeding supply, had the 
choice of either maintaining low contract 
prices thus providing billion dollar gifts to 
oil companies and traders, or raising their 
prices to reflect the new, higher value of 011 
on the world market. They chose the .att'3r. 
Thus, higher spot prices did not cause higher 
contract prices; higher spot and contract 
prices both were caused by the same phenom
enon: the imbalance of demand over supply 
at lower prices. 

The oil companies originally supplied by 
Iran were most severely affected by the arop 
in production; they were most w1lling to 
purchase supplies on short-term markets. As 
prices rose, supplies were allocated by the 
international oil market, with no help from 
the international regulators. Meanwhile, the 
U.S., sat through more gas lines. 

The large price rise and relatively small 
supply reduction led us all to conclude that 
the oil market was very fragile: a small kick 
would send the price spiraling. At the time 
we also concluded that the spot market was 
a bogeyman and began to blame it for the 
price increases. 

By September 1980, inventories around the 
world were at record high levels. The Iranian 
Revolution had served as a forceful re
minder of the insecurity of our oil supplies. 
On September 22, 1980, Iraq invaded Iran. Oil 
production fell by about the same amount as 
it had during the Iranian Revolution. Again, 
demand was unchanged in the short term. 
But this time, inventories were drawn down 
instead of built up . The lEA made state
ments encouraging this drawdown, but no 
one knows whether the oil companies actu
ally listened to the lEA, or whether the IEA 
is like the ants on a log floating down the 
river; each ant thinks he's steering. In any 
case, inventories were drawn down and the 
price rose only a few dollars. While we should 
be careful not to jump to conclusions-we've 
made that mistake before-! think we can 
say that the combination of high stocks at 
the outset of the disruption, combined with 
the willingness to draw down these stocks 
during the disruption, contributed to the 
relatively small price increase we observed on 
the world market. The oil companies were 
willing to draw down stocks probably be
cause of an expectation of higher output 
from Saudi Arabia and an expectation-right 
or wrong-that supplies from Iran and Iraq 
would return to the market sooner rather 
than later. Today, exports from Iran and 
Iraq are beginning to rise above 2 million 
barrels per day, and world prices are even be
ginning to deteriorate. 

SO WHAT DETERMINES OIL PRICES, ANYWAY? 

At any given point in time, the world oil 
price appears to be determined by a complex 
interaction between three factors: on supply, 
oil demand, and the rate of inventory acumu-
1ation or drawdown. These three factors can 
all change, causing changes in the world 
price, but the three factors change at dif
ferent rates of speed. 

Over the next 20 years, of course, new oil 
supplies will become increasingly expensive 
to find and produce. This means that long
term prices will continue to rise, even while 
~hort-term prices may fluctuate up and 
down. However, short-term on supplies from 
a given oil-producing country can be Inter
rupted overnight. Reductions in supply tend 
to raise the price. 

On the other hand, reductions in demand, 
which tend to lower the price. occur rela
tively slowly. The level of economic activity 
is probably the single most important deter
minant of world oil demand in the short to 
medium term. Expanding economies demand 
more oil than contracting ones. In econo
mists' jargon, this is the income elasticity of 
demand. However, the price of oil also has a 
definite effect; as oil prices rise, the quan
tity of oil demanded falls, slowly at first but 
cumulatively. As prices rise, consumers use 
their automobiles less and turn down t.heir 
thermostats in the short run, thus creating 
a noticeable reduction in demand; but over 
time, consumers purchase more fuel-efficient 
autos and insulate their homes, creating 
enormous reductions in demand and tending 
to lower the price. Demand for crude oil is 
ultimately limited by the availability of oil 
substitutes, such as shale oil and liquefied 
coal. Hence , the price of crude oil is ulti
mately limited by the price of producing 
large quantities of oil substitutes. 

Finally, inventory levels depend on inven
tory holders' expe~tations about future oil
market trends. If stable markets are ex
pected, as they were in the 1975 to '78 pe
riod, stock levels will be squeezed down by 
competitive pressures. The threat of sup,PlY 
instability will increase inventories. Simi
larly, decisions to draw down inventories 
will be driven by expe~tations of future sup
ply availability. Inventory drawdowns will 
tend to lower prices; accumulations will 
tend to raise them. 

WHAT DETERMINES OIL PRICES 
DURING DISRUPTIONS? 

During supply disruptions, oil prices will 
reflect short-term changes in these three 
factors: supply, demand, and changes in 
inventory. Supply can change quickly, caus
ing the disruption. In response, prices will 
tend to rise quickly. Contracts are now writ
ten for very short terms, and ,prices are 
changed freely, even retroactively. The in
evitable price rise associated with reduced 
supplies will occur as countries express their 
need for oil by bidding in short-term oil 
markets. If Germany needs oil more than the 
U.S., for example, it wm place a higher value 
on the next barrel of oil to become avail
able. Germany will be willing to pay more 
for that barrel than the U.S. In the absence 
of international allocations, supplies wlll 
tend to move from the U.S. to Germany 
until the value of the next barrel of oil in 
the U.S. is about equal to the value of the 
next barrel in Germany. Prices in the U.S. 
and Germany will then be approximately 
equal, at a higher level tha.n before. This 
process would occur amvng all on-import
ing nations. Through this mechanism oil 
supplies would be allocated to their hi<>'h
est-valued uses without the need for inter
national regulators trying to determine who 
should get the oil. Competitive bidding, long 
excoriated as harmful, is the mechanism by 
which scarce supplies are allocated most ef
ficientlv among com_peting and changing 
demands. Prices rise to reflect the new 
scarcity value of smaller supplies of oil. 

During this bidding process, the price of 
oil during disruptions may rise above what 
some observers would describe as "rational" 
levels. Many people think this occurred dur· 
ing the Iranian Revolution disruption. Two 
comments are in order. First, it is very diffi
cult to objectively specify what "rational" 
prices are. A refiner who is facing a very 
expensive temporary shutdown for lack of 
crude on may be very rational in his bid of 
$50 per barrel. Second. the bidding mecha
nism I described earlier works best in the 
absence of panic. Panic is best avoided by 
holding large emergency reserves. 

In response to the higher prices brought 
about by the reduced supplies, the quantity 
dema.nded will fall, tending to moderate the 

,Price increase. If the OECD demands fewer 
barrels, the level to which T~'' ~""" -•~P 1s 
lower. But because demand cannot gener
ally f.all as quicl-.ly as supplies, prices will 
rise somewhat, and will stay at higher levels 
unt.:l dem~nd d~·ons or suoolies return to 
p:·e-d 'sruption leve-ls. --

Inventory build-ups can exacerbate the 
upward pressure on price caused by the loss 
of supplies, and inventory drawdown can 
reinforce the price-moderating effects of de
mand reductions. During the Iranian Revo
lution, world supply dropped, inventories 
were built up; both contributed to the large 
price rise. During the Iran and Iraq war, sup
ply dropped, but inventories were drawn 
down; price rose only moderately. 
WHAT ARE THE IMPLICATIONS FOR EMERGENCY 

POLICY? 

First and most importantly, the value of 
high levels of inventory is crystal clear. The 
very existence of high stocks during the 
Iran/ Iraq war helped to avoid the panic that 
hit during the Iranian revolution. During 
the Iran/Iraq war, refiners were not in im
mediate danger of closing down; they could 
afford to rely on inventory, while making an 
occasional purchase on the spot market. The 
very existence of large inventories together 
with surge production in oil producing coun
tries appears to have put a cap on expecta
tions of future price increases, so specula
tive bidding was reduced. Finally, the tanks 
were full, so even if they had wanted to buy 
oil, buyers would have had to resort to high
cost storage. 

The collective benefits of oil stockpiles can 
increase if OECD countries build and draw 
down their reserves together. If one nation 
draws down its reserve during a disruption, 
lt benefits from the capital gain from the 
sale of the oil and the lower world price 
that results. All other oil-importing nations 
also benefit from the lower world price, even 
if they do not draw down their reserves. 
However, whether or not other nations co
operate, each nation will be better off if it 
actually uses its reserve during large dis
ruptions. It has no rational incentive to 
hesitate, waiting for other nations to join 
ln. If all OECD nations drawn down their 
reserves in concert the benefits to each and 
every country would be greater than if any 
one nation drew down alone. 

Second, the existing emergency sharing 
mechanism appears to respond to the per
ceived problem of 1973, not the problems we 
are most likely to face in the 1980s. The 
current mechanism is designed to protect 
individual countries from targeted embar
goes. As we have seen, during all three dis
ruptions of the 1970s, market forces tended 
to move supplies to their highest-valued 
uses via the normal bidding mechanism. A 
new IEA emergency sharing mechanism 
might be considered that would use these 
market forces rather than :1.ttempt to re
place them. The JEA role could attempt to 
address problems that market forces ignore: 
specifically, differences in wealth of nations. 

We should be very clear a-bout the pro·blem 
we are asking the lEA to solve. If we think 
that the problem is that the market will 
produce an inefficient allocation of oil and 
that a bureaucracy will do a better job, that's 
one thing. I should merely point out that the 
U.S. has painfully learned that bureaucracies 
do not allocate oil supplies very well. On the 
other hand, if the problem we are asking the 
IEA to solve is that less developed countries 
are unable to participate in the oil market, 
then the best response might not be to allo
cate all oil among all nations, rich and poor 
alike. Perhaps the IEA could broker emer
~ency loans between oil producing nations 
who will have large balance of trade sur
pluses and LDC's who will have large balance 
of payments deficits . There may be other 
financial or nonfinancial options that the 
lEA should consider that are less drastic 
than full-scale allocations. Over the longer 
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run, all oil importing countries, both in
dustrialized and developing, would reap large 
benefits from significantly increased invest
ment in petroleum exploration in the LDCs. 

Concerns have been raised about the abil
ity of market forces to allocate supplies in 
light of the variety of end-use or destination 
restrictions now being imposed by producing 
nations. International oil companies now 
control less than half of the internationally 
traded oil, down from nearly 90 percent in 
1973. But the decline of control by the big 
oil companies coincides with the increased 
role of independent traders, smaller oil com
panies, and government. The greater the 
number of actors, the easier it wm be for 
market forces to move supplies around, un
encumbered by political constraints. Simi
larly, even if destination restrictions on 
crude on are binding (and I have my doubts 
whether they w111 be) refined product trade 
wlll develop rapidly. The cost of creating 
these new markets wm not be trivial; how
ever I suggest that they may be less than the 
cost · of international allocation mechanisms. 
At least they should be examined. The les
sons of the past decade push up toward de
centralized market-oriented emergency shar
ing mechanisms, away from bureaucratically 
centralized ones. 

The third impllcation for emergencv pollcy 
concerns the spot market. I think this is a 
red herring that diverts our attention from 
more important issues, such as stockpillng. 
Increases in the spot price do not cause 
higher contract prices. The spot market is 
simply an expression of many people's expec
tations about future on supply and price. 
Putting clamps on the spot market w111 not 
chan~e thec;e expectations. Indeed , bv shut
ting off the safety valve provided by the spot 
market, such rec;trictions may be counterpro
ductive. By putting a lid on the pre!';sure 
cooker, we miJ?ht increase the probab111ty of 
an explosion. The way to avoid pressure on 
the spot market is to store oil in advance of 
supply disruptions. 

Finally, the slow but sure demand re
SPonse to higher prices imniles an important 
role for act.lons that can fac111tate or encour
a~e fuel switchin~ and conservation. By re
straining demand and thereby lowering the 
price required to equ111brate world demand 
and supply, OECD nations can reduce the 
magnitude of the damaging transfer of 
wealth that will inevitably occur. The price 
rise triggered by the drop in world supply 
will itself initiate a reduction in quantity 
demanded. Clearly, we should not hold on 
prices below market levels as the U.S. has 
done in the past. We have studied proposals 
to raise consumer prices above market levels 
by imposing import tariffs on oil. By raising 
the price to consumers above market levels, 
a disruption tariff would cause consumers to 
demand even less imported on, thereby tak
ing some additional pressure off the world 
price. To the degree the world price Is lower 
with the tariff than without It, all oil-Im
porting nations would pay out less for their 
imported on. If the tariff revenues were 
quickly recycled into the economies of OECD 
nations, this proposal could have balance of 
payment benefits that exceed the costs of 
on priced above market levels. 

We should also realize that other actions 
to reduce demand~arless Sundays, ration
ing, other mandatory restrictions-are less 
efficient attempts to impllcitly raise the price 
that consumers face above the market levels. 
Raising the price too far above the market-
prohibiting the use of automobiles, as an ex
treme example~learly imposes costs in ex
cess or benefits. Like stock drawdown, co
ordinated demand restraint actions by all 
OECD nations are far more effective and 
beneficial than individual actions. 

WHAT IS THE SHAPE OF AN OECD EMERGENCY 
RESPONSE PLAN? 

I suggest that the OECD consider three 
basic actions in preparation for the oil sup
ply disruptions that are sure to come over 
the next ten· years or so: 

First, build stockpnes. Because on storage 
is not free and because public benefits of 
large stocks exceed private benefits. govern
ments must take an active role . Govern
ments need not own the on stockpiles as we 
see from the Iran/Iraq experience. But gov
ernments must encourage-perhaps even 
subsidize--stockpillng at all levels from 
producer to end-user. 

Second, ensure that scarce oil supplies are 
allocated to their highest-valued uses. 
Markets, not bureaucracies, do this best. 
Deal with income distribution problems ex
plicitly, not by oil allocations. 

Third, restrain demand. At the very least, 
this means avoiding price controls that en
courage demand. Consider OECD-wide dis
ruption tariffs, if benefits are likely to ex
ceed the costs. 

I realize that these suggestions may not 
reflect the conventional wisdom. But if we 
are to deal realistically with the fundamental 
energy problem, that is, the potential dis
ruptions, we must be able to throw off con
ventional wisdom if necessary; we must learn 
from the past and act decisively to ensure 
our future. 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSIONS 

WORKING GROUP I 

Oil price increases have contributed to in
flation in all OECD countries. However, such 
increases are not the only, and not even the 
major, cause of inflation. Moreover, not all 
coun~tries have been equally adversely af
fected by higher on prices. These differences 
make it difficult to agree on cooperative 
strategies for managing infiation ·and other 
energy related economic problems. 

The difficulty is compounded by the fact 
that inflation in oil consuming countries is 
transferred to the producers and the oil im
porting LDCs. This in tum prompts further 
oil price rises and dampens the prospects 
for sustaining economic growth in the de
veloping nations. Ultimately, the plight of 
the LDC's could jeopardize the viab111ty of 
the international financial sySitem. 

Reducing imports by substituting alterna
tive fuels will be very expensive but none
theless worthwhile. In this regard, higher on 
prices are not all bad-they stimulate in
vestment in petroleum substitutes and pro
mote energy efficiency. 

In dealing with the economic and politi
cal implications of uncertain and expensive 
oil supplies, internat10na1 cooperation is of 
paramount importance. Concern over price 
increases and supply disruptions has tended 
to erode solidarity among the industrialize<! 
democracies. Attempts to secure access to on 
and avoid price increases have too often 
elicited non-constructive responses on the 
par.t of on importing countries. Notwith
standing the difficulty in developing com
mon policies, it is imperative to avoid a "beg
gar your neighbor" approach to the energy 
problem. This is particularly important in 
the case of the developing countries who are 
most vulnerable to high on prices. In addi
tion, the oil importing countries should seek 
greater (:()Operation with the producing 
nations. 

Although international cooperation is es
sential, individual countries should limit 
government intervention in the oil market. 
In particular, governments should refrain 
from subsidizing energy prices since such 
subsidies are counterproductive from the 
standpoin't of conservation and import sub
stitution. Along these lines, it 1s also essen-

tial to avoid using inflation to legitimize 
protectionist economic policies. At the same 
time, there should be much greater emphasis 
on maintaining ample petroleum stocks to 
enhance energy security. 

Dealing effectively with the energy prob
lem poses three main challenges !or 
policyma.kers: 

(i) Formulating a constructive response 
to the unemployment induced by high en
ergy prices; 

(11) Reducing oil consumption; and 
(111) Dealing with the political and soc1a.l 

implications of lower economic growth rates 
for the foreseeable future. 

WORKING GROUP II 

Over the nf'xt decade or more, we are vir
tually certain to face recurrent oil supply 
interruptions. Thus. it is imperative that we 
develop strategies for limiting the damage 
to our domestic economies as well as to the 
international economy caused by supply 
disruptions. 

It is an open question whether or not we 
should adopt a market approach to manag
ing oil production cuts. Some delegates 
strongly believed that the best emergency 
preparedness system is one that distin
guishes clearly between efficiency and equity. 
Markets allocate more efficiently than gov
ernment bureaucracies. Thus, governments 
should limit their involvement to dealing 
with the income distribution effects of 
sharply higher oil prices due to a supply cut. 
Others felt that even if markets are more 
efficient, government allocation systems such 
as the International Energy Program admin
istered by the lEA, are nonetheless 
preferable, at least in a severe oil supolv 
disruption. 

Regardless of · whether we adopt a markP.t. 
approach or continue the existing allocation 
scheme, it is imperative that we build up 
ample stockpiles. Since stocks are the best 
protection against supply interruptions. gov
ernments should be prepared to subsidize 
their acquisition. The guiding principle for 
using stocks in an emergency should be to 
allocate them to their highest valued uses. 
Finally, stock drawdowns should be accom
panied by demand restraint measures. At the 
very least, this means not imposing price 
controls during emergencies or otherwise 
subsidi2<ing oil costs. Finally, some delegates 
believed that a case could be made for rais
ing prices above the world level in an emer
gency through the imposition of oil taxes or 
tariffs. This would restrain demand, mod
erate world oil prices and reduce the trans
fer of wealth from consuming to producing 
nations. 

There was disagreement on the implica
tions of the increase in government-to-gov
ernment oil deals. Some delegates believed 
these deals enhance their countries' energy 
security. Others felt that such arrangements 
do not provide additional security and often 
result in the granting of undesirable eco
nomic and political concessions to the oil 
exporters. It was generally agreed that in 
future, government-to-government contracts 
should avoid concessions that tend to erode 
cooperation among oil importing nations. 

There wa.s alf.lo a roncensuc; that the spot 
market ls not itself a cause of oil price 
escalation but rather a symptom of under
lying market forces. Thus, attempts to regu
late the spot market would not be produc
tive. Instead, countries should concentrate 
on building up stocks and using them to af
fect the market conditions that cause prices 
to rise . In this regard, the delegates recog
nized that it is essential for IEA members 
to coordinate both the acquisition and draw
down of their stockpiles. While the OECD 
nations should aim to have petroleum re-
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serves o! at least 4 b111ion barrels, achieving 
coordination is more important than the 
stockpile's size. If these recommendations 
are implemented, there is a good chance of 
avoiding the panic that was so destructive 
during the 1979 oil supply disruption. 

WORKING GROUP III 

It is imperative to stab111ze the consump
tion of fossil fuels. Conservation, that is 
energy efficiency, should be aggressively pro
moted. There was no agreement, however, 
on the degree to which conserva.tion could 
reduce energy demand in the years ahead. 

Renewable energy sources are highly de
sirable, particularly because of their benign 
environmental effects. However, delegates 
disagreed on how much of a contribution we 
could realistically expect from renewables in 
the near to mid term. Similarly, there was 
considerable variance in the extent to which 
the countries represented have made serious 
commitments to enlarging the role of re
newables in their energy balances. 

Coal was generally acknowledged as a nec
essary near to mid term fuel source. How
ever, many delegates were concerned about 
the environmental aspects of coal use and 
stressed the importance of more research on 
the long term effects of increased coal 
combustion. 

Although there was considerable interest 
in the long term prospects for synethtic fuels, 
no one saw them as contributing signifi
cantly in the short run. Nuclear energy was 
especially controversial. Support for it was 
directly related to the delegates' perceptions 
o! how necessary nuclear power would be in 
meeting their countries' energy demand. 
There was also widespread concern with the 
issues of safety, nuclear weapons prolifera
tion and waste disposal. In addition, many 
delegates felt that the true costs of nuclear 
power are still quite uncertain, particularly 
tor breeder reactors. 

Notwithstanding these different views, 
there was a consensus that the technical, 
economic and political complexities of al
ternative fuel production mean that there 
can be no one simple answer-all options 
must be carefully considered and honestly 
evaluated. 

Finally, it was recognized that because of 
the externalities associated with all of the 
options, countries cannot afford to make 
their energy decisions in isolation. In plan
ning the transition from petroleum to al
ternative fuels, international cooperation is 
an essential element. 

WORKING GROUP IV 

There was general consensus that the en
ergy-related problems, which were closely 
linked to other issues of international con
cern, called for expanded and improved in-

1 ternational cooperation. The general thrust 
of such cooperation would have to aim at 
practical economic development. Within this 
framework, the delegates found it useful to 
distinguish between problems and oppor
tunities arising in the cooperation with 
OPEC and o ther developing countries, as well 
as with centrally planned economy countries. 

The group recognized the advant ages t o 
both producing and consuming nat ions in 
co-operative relationships. With the view to 
encoura;; ing OPEC countries to contribute to 
more stability as regards supply and price of 
energy, a number of factors were mentioned. 
The economic dimenc:;ion would include im
proved te ::hnological, industrial and financial 
co-operation so as to integrate the producer 
countries increasingly into the world e:on
omy. But attention was also called to the 
political dimension of relations between pro
ducer and consumer count ries . A partici~ant 
st ressed that arms exports to conflict areas 
should be discouraged. 

The discussion revealed somewhat diver
gent views with respect to the conditions for 
peace and security in the Middle East. Some 
delegates perceived resolution of the Arab-

Israeli dispute and the Palestinian question 
as central to the region's stability. Others 
believed that instability and conflict in the 
Middle East are not due, solely, or even pri
marily, to the Arab-Israeli dispute. As the 
war between Iran and Iraq demonstrates, the 
Arab-Israeli issue is only one of many re
gional problems and its resolution would re
move only one of several important sources 
of tension . 

Energy-related problems of the other de
veloping countries were re : ognized to pose a 
challenge to the world economy and could be 
a source of political insta!:>ility. Many devel
O:_Jing countries are simultaneously hit by 
hitJher prices for oil, investment goods and 
other imports, depressed export markets and 
problems such as deforestation due to ex
cessive use of firewood. These countries de
pend on external technical and financial as
sistance to develop their indigenous energy 
resour ::es. Every effort should be made to help 
them. Several participants expressed support 
for the pro _;: osal to establish a World Bank 
energy affiliate. The forthcoming U.N. Con
ference on New and Renewable Energy 
Sources could also provide a good opportu
nity to identify possible solutions and reach 
consensus on concrete measures. 

Reference was also made to some issues 
related to Western European energy imports 
from Eastern Europe. Subjects mentioned 
included the possible supply risk on the onP 
hand and the opportunities for diversifyinG 
sources of energy sup ;J lies on the other. 

Jn conclusion, there was a broad consensus 
that reducing oil dependence was a major 
prerequisite to achieving more stab111ty in 
economic relations and , hence , to easing po
litical tensions in the world. While re:ogniz
ing the wider need for cooperation and the 
difficulty in defining specfic action to be 
taken with ret3-ard to each one of the prob
lems mentioned, the group felt that collec
tive efforts for solutions of the problems 
before them should be undertaken. Partici
pants were fully aware of the impact which 
energy policy decisions in each of our Mem
ber countries have on international relations 
and that thic; places a special responsibility 
on parliamentarians. 

ALBERT E. SHELTON OF URBANA IS 
ILLINOTS RM AT .T, BUSINESS PER
SON OF THE YEAR 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, there is 

surely no better time than National 
Small Business Week to call attention to 
the enormous contribution made to the 
economy, to employment, and to the vi
tality of their communities by countless 
small business owners across the coun
try. 

At this time, it is my privilege to con
gratulate one small busines3man in par
ticular-Mr. Albert E. Shelton, owner of 
the Shelton Laundry in Urhana, Ill., who 
is the 1981 Illinois Small Business Per
son of the Year. 

Mr. Shelton's career beg"an in 1942 
when his mother established a laundry 
business in her backyard to support her 
family. His beginning in the business 
world strikes an especially responsive 
chord in me personally since it was just 
a few years before that, while I was 
working my way through the University 
of Chicago, that I organized a laundry 
service on our campus. While I eventu
ally left the laundry business, Mr. Shel
ton persevered and the Shelton Laundry 
today is the largest commercial laundry 
in Illinois, south of Chicago. This is an 
extraordinary achievement for which 

Mr. Shelton and his family deserve the 
highest praise. But this success was not 
achieved without a measure of heart
ache and disappointment. In 1950, a fire 
completely destroyed the laundry and 
the Sheltons had to start all over again. 
Today it is a $1.2 million business, a val
uable member of the Urbana community 
and a living reminder of that unique 
promise of the American free enterprise 
system: that hard work and persever
ance lead to success. 

I am delighted that Albert Shelton has 
been honored for his achievement in this 
very special way and I know that my 
colleagues join me in wishing him and 
his wife, Verma, all the best for the fu
ture. 

Because the story of AI and Verma 
Shelton's laundry is so deserving of rec
ognition, I ask unanimous consent that 
the news release from the Small Busi
ness Administration about them be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

NEWS RELEASE OF THE U.S. SMALL 
BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

SPRINGFIELD, ILL.-An Urbana laundry op
erator, who.se business began in his back
yard, but now has annual sales of more than 
$1.2 million, today was honored as the 1981 
Illinois Smail Business Person of the Year. 

Albert E. Shelton, owner of Shelton Laun
dry, was feted here by the U.S. Small Business 
Administration during a meeting of the 
Small Business Council of the Illinois State 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Shelton, 45, now becomes eligible for the 
National Small Business Person of the Year 
award, which will be announce:!. in Wash
ington during Small Business Week May 
10-16. 

John L. Smith , Director of SEA's Illinois 
District Office in Chicago, praised Shelton 
as "a veritable Horatio Alger story, who pos
sesses the ingre:lients essent ial t o succes.s 
in the business world, ingredients such as 
courage , tenacity, management initiative, 
and the de:;ire to learn." 

"Al Shelton's ascent to the top in the 
commercial laundry industry reflects his 
unique understanding of all those in
gre:lients which contribute to the profit
ability and longevity of a small business," 
Smi+h said. 

Shelton's involv~ment in the laundry busi
ness began in 1942 when his mother created 
the b r sines.> to support a gr.:>wing family. 

He still can envision his mother washing 
wit h a washboard and a lar!!e t"b in the 
backyard of their home. That tub now is 
situate:!. in Shelton's present facility as a 
memorial to his mother's hard work and a 
reminder of the firm 's humble origins. 

Today S"'elton Laundry i.s the lar!!est 1111-
nol.c:; commP.rcial laundrv sout.h of Chlcarro. 

Despite Shelton's involvement in several 
extracurricular activities at University High 
School in Urbana, where he won thirteen 
varsit y a t hlet ic le t ters . he remained de
voted to his mother's business anrl soent 
many hours washing and delivering laundry. 
This was particularly true after 1950. when 
a. fire destroyed the entire operation. Shelton 
became so busy reestablishing the business 
in the basement of the family home that 
he had to forego plaving on the high school 
football team, of which he was captain. Two 
years later, the firm had generated enough 
work to build a block fac111ty in the Shel
tons' backyard. 

Following graduation from high school, 
Shelton rejected athletic scholarships to 
three universities to pursue the goal o! be
ing "the best laundryman in the business." 
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Shelton's marriage to Verma McNair in 
1955 formed the basis of a strong manage
ment team. The Sheltons have come a long 
way from a Joint income of $35 a week, but 
success has only strengthened their team 
work and Mrs. Shelton remains indispens
able to the business. 

During the 50's and 60's, the company 
grew and began to penetrate commercial 
markets. In 1968 the company was incorpo
rated and relocated to its present fac111ty of 
14,000 square feet at 1104 North Goodwin in 
Urbana. 

The modern history of Shelton Laundry 
began in March, 1972, when Shelton assumed 
control and sole ownership of the company 
from his mother. He immediately retired the 
company's home delivery trucks and con
centrated on penetrating commercial mar
kets, upgrading equipment, and increasing 
plant capacity. By the end of 1972, Shelton 
had 40 employees, sales of $892,204, and 
contracts with Chanute Air Force Base, 
Scott Air Force Base, Illinois State Univer
sity, and several local nursing homes. 

Today, Shelton Laundry bears no resem
blance to the backyard opera.tion of 1942. 
Its washers process more than 3,300 pounds 
of laundry per hour and a fieet of trucks 
deliver the finished product within a 250 
mile radius. Service is offered within 24 
hours six days a week. 

Sales in 1980 exceeded $1.2 mlllion, and 
the company's labor pool had grown to 70 
employees, the bulk of them Vietnamese and 
disadvantaged individuals. 

Shelton is a member of the Textile Rental 
Association of America, the Illinois Laundry 
Association, and the International Fabric 
Institute. He also helped raise thousands of 
dollars for handicapped people as a member 
of the American Businessmen's Club and is 
a member of the Champaign Chamber of 
Commerce. 

CREATIVITY -THE HUMAN 
RESOURCE 

Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, I 
want to commend and welcome to Wash
ington an exceptional and exciting ex
hibit opening tonight at the Kennedy 
Center for the Performing Arts. The ex
hibit, titled ''CreativitY-The Human 
Resource," examines the creative in
stinct that is inherent in us all. This ex
hibit was commissioned and sent on na
tional tour by one of my State's leading 
companies, Standard Oil of California 
and the Chevron Family of Companies, 
to commemorate the company's 100th 
anniversary. To celebrate the company's 
centennial, Chevron has launched an am
bitious exhibition which will both en
tertain and enlighten its visitors. The 
topic "creativity" should be one of in
terest for us all as the spirit of innova
tion is a fundamental human resource, 
one that has brought us to where we are, 
one that must carry us into the future if 
we are to thrive. 

The exhibit engages visitors in explor
ing their own creative talents through 
games and exercises as well as examin
ing the learning and working processes 
of 15 living American giants in the arts 
and sciences. In the seven cities it has 
visited since May 1979, the exhibit has 
attracted over 3 million visitors. It is 
open without charge to the public at the 
Kennedy Center through July 5. I urge 
all of you to join me in officially opening 
this exceptional gift to the American 
people. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his sec
retaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session, the Acting 
President pro tempore laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end af the Senate proceed
ings.) 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS 
A message from the President of the 

United States reported that on April 9, 
1981, he had approved and signed the 
following act and joint resolution: 

s . 840. An act to continue in effect any au
thority provided under the Department of 
Justice Appropriation AuthorizatiOn Act, fis
cal year 1980, for a ctrtain period; and 

S .J. Res. 61. Joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to issue a proc
lamation designating April 9, 1981, as 
"African Refugee Relief Day." 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. COHEN, from the Sele-ct Commit
tee on Indian Affairs: 

Kenneth L. Smith, of Oregon, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
U.S. SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN 

AFFAmS 

STATEMENT FOR COMPLETION BY PRESIDENTIAL 
NOMINEES 

Name : Smith, Kenneth Leroy. 
Position to which nominated : Assistant 

Secretary of the Interior-Indian Affairs. 
Date of birth : March 30, 1935. 
Place of birth: The Dalles, Oregon. 
Marital status: Married. 
Full name of spouse : Jean Marie Smith. 
Name and ages of children: Gregory D. 

Smith, 21; Michele K . Smith, 18; Debra Olson, 
24; Becky Rae Olson , 19. 

Education: Institution , dates attended, de-
grees received, and dates of degrees: 

Oregon State University, 1954-1955. 
Eastern Oregon College, 1956-1957. 
Unive.rsity of Oregon, 1957-1959, B.S., 1959. 
Employment record: List all positions held 

since college, including the title and descrip
tion o! job, name o! employer, location, and 
dates. 

I have worked !or the Confederated Tribes 
of Warm Springs since graduating !rom col
lege. I began as an accountant, being pro
moted to head accountant, controller, assist
ant general manager, acting general manager 
and becoming general manager in 1971. (See 
attached resume.) 

M111tary service: Enter all m111tary service 
if not included above: service, dates, rank, 
typo of discharge. N/ A. 

Honors and awards: List all scholarships, 
fellowships, honorary degrees, m111tary med
als, honorary society memberships, and any 
other special recognitions !or outstanding 
service or achievement. 

1960-0utstanding Junior Citizen by 
Jefferson County, Oregon Jaycees. 

1970-0ne o! Oregon's Five Outstanding 
Young Men-Jaycees. 

1971-Indlan Leadership Award !rom the 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 

Memberships: List below all memberships 
and offices held in professional, fraternal, 
business, scholarly, civic, charitable and other 
organizations. 

(See Exhibit A.) . 
Published writings: List the titles, pub

lishers and dates of any books, articles, or 
reports you have written. None. 

Qualifications: State fully your qualifica
tions to serve in the position to which yo·u 
have been named. (attach sheet) (See at
tached resume.) 

Future employment relationships: 1. Indi
cate whether you will sever all connections 
with your present employer, business firm, 
association or organization 1! you are con
firmed by the Senate. 

I will sever all connections. 
2. As far as can be foreseen, state whether 

you have any plans after completing govern
ment service to resume employment, affilia
tion or practice with your current or any 
previous employer, business firm, association 
or organization. 

I have no definite plans. 
3. Has anybody made you a commitment to 

a job after you leave government? 
No. 
4. (a) I! you have been appointed !or a 

fixed term, do you expect to serve the full 
term? 

(b) I! you have been appointed for an 
indefinite term, do you have ·any known 
limitations on your w1llingness or ab111ty to 
serve !or the foreseeable future? 

No. 
Potential conflicts o! interest: 1. Describe 

any financial arrangements or deferred com
pensation agreements or other continuing 
dealings with business associates, clients or 
customers who will be affected by pollcles 
which you will influence in the position to 
which you have been nominated. 

I wm resign and sever all relationships 
upon confirmation. 

2. List any investments, obligations, Ua
b111ties, or other relationships which might 
involve potential confiicts of interest with 
the position to which you have been nomi
nated. 

(See Exhibit B , Memorandum to Dlre<:
tor, Office of Government Ethics.) 

3. Describe any business relationship, deal
ing or financial transaction (other than tax
paying) which you have had during the last 
10 years with the Federal Government, 
whether !or yourself or relatives, on behalf 
of a client, or acting as an agent, that might 
in any way constitute or result in a possi
ble confiict of interest with the position to 
which you have been nominated. 

As General Manager of the Confederated 
Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of 
Oregon, I have renresented the Tribe in 
dealings with the Federal Gvernment. 

4. List and describe any lobbying activity 
during the past 10 years in which you have 
engaged for the nurpose of directly or lndi
rectlv lnfhlencing t~e nassarre. defeat or 
modification of any legislation at the national 
level of government or !or the purpose of af
fecting the adminstratlon and execution of 
national law or public pollcy. 

As General Manager of the Tribe, I have 
testified before Congress on various issues 
and bllls. 

5. Explain how you will rec;olve any po
tential conflict of interest that may be dis
closed by your responses to the above itexns. 

I will excuse myself !rom all official duties 
that wlll require me to take action on par
ticular matters involving the Warm Springs 
Reservation. 

6. Explain how you wlll comnly with con
filet of interest laws and re!!ulations appli
cable to the position for which you have 
been nominated. Attach a statement !rom 
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the appropriate agency official indicating 
what those laws and regulations are and 
how you will comply with them. 

(See Exhibit B, Memorandum to Director, 
Office of Government Ethics.) 

U.S. SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN 
AFFAIRS 

FINANCIAL STATEMENT 
Name: Smith, Kenneth Leroy. 
Position to which nominated: Assistant 

Secretary of the Interior-:ndian. Affairs. 
Provide a complete, current financial net 

worth statement which itemizes all assets 
(including bank accounts, real estate, securi
ties, trusts, investments, and other financial 
h oldings) and all liabilities (including debts, 
mortgages, loans, and other financial obliga
tions) of yourself, your spouse, and other 
immediate members of your household. 

Assets 

Cash on hand and in banks, $32,507. 
Listed securities-add sohedule, $1,700. 
Accounts and notes receivable: $24,450. 
Due from relatives and friends, $3,913. 
Real estate interests-add schedule, $560,-

156. 
Personal property, $35,000. 
Life insurance-cash value, $9,575. 
Other assets-itemize: 
Net worth, Prestige Travel 100 % owned by 

Jeanie Smith, $7,571. 
Mercedes Benz '78 240 D, $12,900. 
Honda Prelude '80, $7,000 . 
Boat '76 Sea Swirl inboard, $5,600. 
Jewelry, $3,000. 
Total assets, $703,372. 

Liabilities 

Accounts payable, $1,090. 
Real estate mortgages payable-add sched

ule, $355,601. 
Other debts-itemize: 
Trucking Ind. Empl. Fed. Credit Union, 

$2,713. 
Total liabilities, $359,404. 
Net worth, $343,968. 
1. List sources, amounts and dates of all 

anticipated receipts from deferred income 
arrangements, stock options, uncompleted 
contracts and other future benefits which 
you expect to derive from previous business 
relationships, professional services and firm 
memberships or from former employers, cli
ents, and customers. 

None. 
2. Are any assets pledged? (Add schedule.) 
(See schedule on real estate.) 
3. Are you currently a party to any legal 

action? 
No. 
4. Have you ever declared bankruptcy? 
No. 
5. Have you filed a. Federal income tax re

turn for each of the last 10 years? If not, 
please explain. 

Yes. 
6. Has the Internal Revenue Service ever 

audited your Federal tax return? If so, what 
resulted from the audit? 

No. 

EXHIBIT A 
MEMBERSHIP IN OTHER ORGANIZATIONS 

Organization, office held. and dates: 
B.P.O. Elks, Lodge No. 2071, Madras, OR 

97741, member, 1969-present, none. 
American Indian Travel Commission, P.O. 

Box 26268 (Belmar Branch) , Lakewood, CO 
80226, director, 1971-present, pres., treasurer, 
vice-president. 

American Indian Lawyer Training Program, 
319 MacArthur Boulevard, Oakland, CA 
94610, director, 1973-1979, none. 

Oregon State Board of Education, Oregon 
Department of Education, 942 Lancaster 
Drive N.E., Salem, OR 97310, director, 1973-
1979, none. 

Oregon Heart Association . 1500 S .W. 
Twelfth Avenue, Portland, OR 97201, director, 
1974-present, none. 

Prometheus College (no longer in exist
ence), director, 1974-1977, none. 

Oregon Historical Society, 1230 S.W. Park 
Avenue, Portland, OR 97205, director, 1975-
present, none. 

Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, 
Portland Branch, 915 S.W. Stark Street, Port
land, OR 97205, director, 1976-1980, none. 

Intertribal Timber Council, Confederated 
Tribes of Warm Springs, P . 0. Box C, Warm 
Springs, OR 97761, director, 1979-present, 
president. 

EXHIBIT B 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

Washington, D.C., March 16, 1981. 
To: Director, Office of Government Ethics. 
From: Deputy Department Ethics Counselor. 
Subject: Opinion Memorandum for Ken-

neth L. Smith. Nominee for Assistant 
Secretary-Indian Affairs. 

The financial statement filed by Mr. Smith 
has been reviewed in accordance with the 
provisions set forth in 5 CFR 734.604(a.). 

The dividends received by Mr. Smith from 
the Confederated Tribes of the Warm 
Springs Reservation result in a. financial 
interest which is subject to the statutory 
prohibitions of 18 U.S.C. 208 and to the pro
hibitions of Executive Order 11222 (imple
mented by 43 CFR 20.735-15). As a member 
of the Warm Springs Tribe Mr. Smith will 
continue to receive these dividend pay
ments. And, as Assistant Secretary for In
dian Affairs he may be called upon to take 
official actions related to particular matters 
involving the Warm Springs Reservation or 
the Confederated Tribes of the Warm 
Springs Reservation. To avoid any problem 
with these two prohibitions Mr. Smith 11as 
agreed to recuse himself from all official 
duties that will require him to take action 
on particular matters involving the Warm 
Springs Reservation or the Confederated 
Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation. 
This action is taken in accordance with pro
visions set forth in 43 CFR 20.735-14. 

Upon confirmation. Mr. Smith will resign 
from his officer positions in the Intertribal 
Timber Council , Warm Springs, Oregon, the 
Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs, and 
the American Indian Travel Commission, 
Lakewood, Colorado. 

These actions wtll bring Mr. Smith into 
compliance with applicable conflict of in
terest statutes and regulations. 

GABRIELE J . PAONE. 

SCHEDULE 

listed security : Thomas Industries 148 
shares (Jeanie) ................... .. 

Accounts and notes receivable: 
Office loan by Jeanie Smith to-

PrestiPe TravPI No. 1. ....... .. 
Prestige Travel No.2 ......... . 

Total. . .................. .. 

Real estate: 
4339 Embassy Park Dr. NW., 

Washington, D.C. (Ken and 
Jeanie) ...................... .. 

P.O. Box 751, Warm Springs, Oreg. 
(Ken) ....................... .. 

10335 SW. W~lker Rd., Beaverton, 
Orev. (Jeanie) ................. . 

P.O. Box 64, Madras, Ore~. (Ken) .. . 

MorbaPes 
Value payable 

$1,700 ----------

13,450 ----------
11,000 ----------

24, 450 ----------

205, 656 $164, 500 

220, 000 164, 500 

97, 000 26, 601 
37, 500 ----------

Total.. ________________________ 560,156 355,601 

By Mr. STAFFORD, from the Committee 
on Environmen1t and Public Works: 

G. Ray Arnett, of Oa.lifornia, to be Assist
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife, Depart
ment of the Interior. 

By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Rela.tions: 

J 'ames L. Malone, of Virginia. to be As
sistanrt; Secretary of State for Oceans, In-

ternational Environmental and Sc:ientiflc 
Affairs (Ex. Rept. 97-9). 

John H. Holdridge, of Ma.ryl.and, to be 
Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian 
and Pacific Affa.irs (Ex. Rept. 97-10). 

(The above nominations, reported 
from the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions with the recommendation that they 
be confirmed, subject to the nominee's 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con
stituted committee of the Senate.) 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first and 
second time by unanimous consent, and 
referred as indicated: 

By Mr. THURMOND (for himself, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. MA
THIAS, Mr. JEPSEN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
'SCHMITT, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. HAT
FIELD, Mr. GOLDWATER, and Mr. 
JOHNSTON): 

S. 1153. A bill to amend the Surface Min
ing Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 re
lating to maps and plans of lands to be 
mined; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. MATTINGLY (for himself, Mr. 
SYMMS, Mr. ABDNOR, Mr. HATFIELD, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. STEVENS, Mrs. HAWK
INS, Mr. ScHMITT, and Mr. COCHRAN): 

S. 1154. A bill to prohibit permanently the 
issuance of regulations on the taxation of 
fringe benefits; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. KASTEN: 
s. 1155. A bill to amend the Consumer 

Product Safety Act, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
s. 1156. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1954 to extend the period within 
which certain members of the Armed Forces 
must purchase a new residence to rollover 
gain on the sale of an old residence; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

S . 1157. A bill to require that imports of 
fresh ginger root meet all the requirements 
imposed on domestic fresh ginger root; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

By Mr. HEFLIN: 
S. 1158. A bill for the relief of Christina 

Boltz Sidders; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. THURMOND (for himself, Mr. 
MATHIAS, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. EAST, Mr. 
DENTON, Mr. DoLE, and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 1159. A bill to amend section 10 of the 
Clayton Act to insure effective application of 
antitrust principles to prevent anticompeti
tive action by monopoly common carriers; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GARN (for himself and Mr. 
LUGAR) (by request): 

S . 1160. A bill to amend the Urban Mass 
:rransporta.tion Act of 1964 to provide au
thorizations for appropriations, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. PACKWOOD (for himself, Mr. 
GOLDWATER, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
KASTEN, Mr. CANNON, and Mr. 
ScHMITT): 

S . 1161. A blll to amend the Communica
tions Act of 1934 to provide that nothing in 
such Act be construed to permit the Fed
eral Communications Commission to restrict 
or prohibit in any manner the broadcast 
of the results or the projections of the re
sults 1n ar. election to choose the electors 
of the President and the Vice-President of 
the United States until all polling places in 
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the United States are closed, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. WARNER: 
S.J. Res. 80. Joint resolution to authorize 

and request the President to designate the 
week o! May 17, 1981, through May 22 1981, 
as "U.S.O. Week"; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MATHIAS (for himself and 
Mr. SARBANES) : 

S.J. Res. 81. Joint resolution to recognize 
the pause for the Pledge of Allegiance as part 
of National Flag Day activities; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 82. Joint resolution to mark the 
bicentennial of Washington College; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself and Mr. 
HATCH): 

S.J. Res. 83. To authorize and request the 
President to call a White House Conference 
on Education not later than January 15, 
1982, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Labor a.nd Human Resources. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. THURMOND (for himself, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. DOMENICI, 
Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. JEPSEN, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. SCHMITT, Mr. RAN
DOLPH, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. GOLD
WATER, and Mr. JOHNSTON) : 

S. 1153. A bill to amend the Surface 
Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 
1977 relating to maps and plans of lands 
to be mined; to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources. 

MAPS AND PLANS OF LANDS TO BE MINED 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am 
introducing today on behalf of myself 
and Senators HOLLINGS, DoMENICI, MA
THIAS, JEPSEN, HATCH, SCHMITT, RAN
DOLPH, HATFIELD, GOLDWATER, and JOHN
STON, legislation to amend section 507<b> 
(1-i) of the Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act of 1977, to allow profes
sional land surveyors to prepare and cer
tify maps and plans for surface mining 
operations. This amendment will effect 
only a minor, technical change in the 
Surface Mining Act, and a virtually 
identical proposed bill had no trouble 
achieving Senate passage last session. 
Regrettably, that bill was attached as an 
amendment to more controversial legis
lation that was not enacted into law. 

The purpose of this bill is to reinstate 
the professional surveyor in his tradi
tional role of preparing accurate plans, 
maps, and cross-section maps that are 
required under law for all surface min
ing and reclamation operations. The bill 
makes it clear that land surveyors, in 
addition to engineers, will be able to per
form land surveys and make maps of 
parcels of property. A brief review of the 
legislative history of the Surface Min
ing Control Act will help clarify the 
problem. 

When the legislation that eventuaUy 
became the Surface Mining Act was first 
introduced in the 94th Congress, both 
the House and Senate bills-H.R. 25 and 
S. 7-provided that such plans and maps 
should be prepared by or under the di
rection of, and be certified by a regis
tered professional engineer or registered 
land surveyor-and a professional geolo
gist-when specific subsurface informa-

tion is deemed essential and requested 
by the regulatory authority. The identi
cal provisions appeared in H.R. 2 and 
S. 7 of the 95th Congress. 

s. 7 of the 95th Congress was amended 
to provide that such maps and plans 
should be prepared by a registered pro
fessional engineer, with assistance from 
experts in related fields, such as land 
surveying, landscape architecture, and 
geology. The significance of this amend
ment was that the surveyor was trans
ferred from an equal ~tatus position 
with the engineer to a position of as
sistance. H.R. 2 was not amended with 
respect to this provision. 

During the closing minutes of the con
ference on the act, it was suggested that 
the act should be amended in order to 
include the geologist on an equal status 
with the engineer. As a result, the act 
was changed to provide that the maps 
and plans should be prepared by engi
neers or geologists, instead of only en
gineers as contained in the provision of 
S. 7. What is ironic about the change 
that was made is that the services pre
scribed in the act are specific functions 
which are granted exclusively to the 
surveyor or the engineer by various State 
licensing statutes; and which the geol
ogist, in most cases, does not have stat
utory authority or the desire to perform. 

The amendment proposed by this bill 
would not constitute a substantive 
change in the act. The purpose of this 
amendment is to permit the professional 
land surveyor, in those States in which 
he-or she-is permitted or required to 
do so, to perform the services for which 
he is qualified in the field of his exper
tise. 

As I stated lrtst session in my discus
sion of this legislation, this amendment 
to the Surface Mining Act is very im
portant to land surveyors in my State of 
South Carolina and some 12 other 
States, where State law specifically lim
its the preparation and certification of 
property maps to licensed, professional 
land surveyors or, in some of these 
States, surveyors and professional en
gineers. The amendment will not com
promise the objectives of environmental 
protection or the public health and 
safety, nor will it grant authority to the 
surveyor to extend his activities into the 
areas of engineering, design or geology 
beyond the limits presently prescribed 
by State authority, control and super
vision. This is another example of State 
primacy which is intended in the act. 

The States, which have gained valu
able experience in processing surface 
mine permits, are better able to judge the 
individuals who are best qualiled to per
form professional services. Without this 
proposed amendment, the States will be 
deprived of this right, and the existing 
conflict between Federal and State stat
utes will continue, to the disadvantage 
of the surface mining industries and the 
Nation. 

I introduce this legislation today for 
the purpose of resolving this unnecessary 
confiict between Federal and State law 
that is deterimental to the land surveyors 
and to the proper conduct of surface 
mining in the affected States. This 
change has the support of both the pro-

fessional engineers and the geologists, as 
well as the land surveyors. Because of the 
importance of this legislation to land 
surveyors in the 12 affected States, I 
would hope that Congress will proceed to 
enact this bill early in this session. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the b111 was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1153 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 507(b) (14) of the Surface Mining Con
trol and Reclamation Act of 1977, as 
amended, is amended by ( 1) inserting 
"regis t ered professional land surveyor (in any 
State whlch authorizes land surveyors to pre
pare and certify such maps or plans)," after 
"qualified registered professional engineer," 
and (2) striking "land surveying and." 

By Mr. KASTEN: 
S. 1155. A bill to amend the Consumer 

Product Safety Act, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 
CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY ACT AMENDMENTS 

o:r 1981 

o Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to reauthor
ize the Consumer Product Safety Com
mission for 1 year and to make a number 
of important reforms in the agency's 
statutory mandate. 

The Consumer Product Safety Com
mission was created in 1972 in an at
tempt to reduce consumer product
related injuries and deaths in the 
United States. Since that time there has 
been substantial concern that the 
agency has not been effective in carry
ing out its statutory mandate. The com
mittee held extensive hearings in April 
of this year to reexamine the need for 
the agency and to review all aspects of 
Commiss•.on enforcement, research, and 
standard-setting activities. Many wit
nesses testified that, while the Commis
sion's performance had improved sig
nificantly since its reauthorization in 
1!?78, the aR"ency continued to have the 
following kinds of problems: 

First, inappropriate public disclosure 
of confidential or inaccurate business or 
product data: 

Second, failure to support voluntary 
efforts by industry members to improve 
product safety; 

Third, inappropriate procedures for 
promulgating mandatory product safety 
rules ; 

Fourth, insufficient attention to the 
costs of rules promulgated; and 

Fifth, overuse of mandatory product 
safety standards and bans as compared 
with the less intrusive alternatives of 
voluntary industry standards or require
ments for labels or instructional ma
terials for consumer information. 

Mr. President, the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission has an important 
m;ssion. At our hearings in April, repre
sentatives of business, government, and 
consumers alike were in agreement on 
the need to retain the authorities ad
ministered by the Commission. My bill 
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makes necessary reforms in _the p~ob
lem areas that have been identified Wlth
out interfering unnecessarily with the 
agency's pursuit of its mission. The 1-
year authorization I seek, at the Rea
gan administration's requested level of 
$33 million, will provide Congress the 
flexibility to consider further refo~ms 
next year, and perhaps a restructurmg 
of the agency. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous co~
sent that a section-by-section analysis 
of the bill and the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. . 

There being no objection, the bill and 
analysis were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1155 
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 "Consumer Product 
Safety Act Amendments of 1981". 

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION 

SEc. 2. Section 6 of the Consumer Product 
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2055) Is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(a) (1) Nothing contained In this Act 
shall be construed to require the release of 
any Information described by subsection (b) 
of section 552 of title 5, United States Code, 
or which Is otherwise protected by law from 
disclosure to the public. 

"(2) All Information reported to or other
wise obtained by the Commission or Its rep
resentative under this Act which Informa
tion contains or relates to a trade se:ret or 
other matter referred to In section 1905 of 
title 18, United States Code, or subject to sec
tion 552(b) (4) of title 5, United States Co:ie, 
shall be considered confidential and shall not 
be disclosed. 

"(3) The Commission shall, prior to the 
disclosure of any Information which will per
mit the public to ascertain readily the Iden
tity of a manufacturer or private labeler of 
a consumer product, offer such manufac
turer or private la.beler an opportunity to 
mark such Information as confidential and 
therefore barred from disclosure under para
graph (2). 

"(4) All Information that a manufacturer 
or private labeler has marked to be confi
dential and barred from disclosure under 
paragraph (2), either at the time of submis
sion or pursuant to paragraph (3), shall not. 
be disclosed, exct-pt In accordance with the 
procedures established In paragraphs (5) and 
(6). 

"(5) It the Commission determines that a 
document marked as confidential by a man
ufacturer or private labeler to be barred 
from disclosure under paragraph (2) may be 
disclosed because It Is not confidential Infor
mation as provided In paragraph (2), the 
Commission shall notify such person In writ
Ing that the Commission intends to disclose 
such document at a date not less than 10 
days after the date of receipt of notification . 

"(6) Any person receiving such notifica
tion may, 1! he believes such dlsclos11re is 
barred by paragraph (2) . before the date set 
for release of the document, bring an action 
In the district court of the United States In 
the district In which the complainant reside::: . 
or has his principal place of business. or In 
which the documents are located, or In the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia to restrain disclosure of the 
document. Any person recelvln~ such not.!fl
cation may file with the a"'lpropriate district 
court or court of appeals of the United State::: . 
as appropriate, an application for a stay of 
disclosure. The documents shall not be dis
closed until tha court has ruled on the ap
plication for a stay. 

"(7) Nothing tn thts Act shall authorize 
the withholding of Information by the Com
mission or any omcer or employee un-

der Its control !rom the duly authorized 
committees or subcommittees of the Con
gress, and the provisions of paragraphs (2) 
through (6} shall not apply to such dis
closures, except that the Commission shall 
Immediately notify the manufacturer or 
private labeler of any such request for Infor
mation designated as confidential by the 
manufacturer or private labeler. 

"(8) The provisions of paragraphs (2) 
through (6) shall not prohibit the disclosure 
of information to other officers or employees 
concerned with carrying out this Act or 
when relevant In any administrative pro
ceeding under this Act, or In judicial pro
ceedings to which the Commission Is a party. 
Any disclosure of relevant information In 
Commission administrative proceedings, or 
in judicial proceedings to which the Com
mission is a party, shall be covered by the 
rules of the Commission (Including in cam
era review rules for confidential material) 
for such proceedings or by court rules or 
orders, except that the rules of the Commis
sion shall not be amended In a manner In
consistent with the purposes of this section. 

" (b) ( 1) Except as provided by paragraph 
(2) of this subsection, not less than 30 days 
prior to its public disclosure of any informa
tion obtained under this Act, or to be dis
closed to the public In connection therewith 
(unless the Commission finds that the pub
lic health and safety requires a lesser period 
of notice and publishes such a finding in the 
Federal Register), the Commission shall, to 
the extent practicable, notify, and provide a 
summary of the information to, each manu
facturer or private labeler of any consumer 
product to which such information pertains, 
1! the manner in which such consumer prod
uct Is to be designated or described in such 
information will permit the public to ascer
tain readily the Identity of such manufac
turer or private labeler, and shall provide 
such manufacturer or private labeler with a 
reasonable opportunLty to submit comments 
to the Commission In regard to such Infor
mation. The Commission shall take reason
able steps to assure, prior to Its public dis
closure thereof, that information from 
which the Identity of such manufacturer or 
private labeler may be readily ascertained Is 
accurate, and that such disclosure Is fair In 
the circumstances and reasonably related to 
effectuating the purposes of this Act. In dis
closing any Information under this subsec
tion, the Commission may, and upon the re
quest of the manufacturer or private labeler 
shall, Include with the disclosure any com
ments or other information or a summary 
thereof submitted by such manufacturer or 
private labeler to the extent permitted by 
and subject to the requirements of this 
section. 

"(2) It the Commission determines that a 
document claimed to be Inaccurate by a 
manufacturer or private labeler under para
graph ( 1) should be disclosed because the 
Commission believes it has complied with 
paragraph ( 1) , the Commission shall notify 
the manufacturer or private labeler that the 
commission intends to disclose such docu
ment at a date not less than 10 days after 
the date of the receipt of notification. The 
Commission may provide a le'SSP.r period of 
notice of intent to disclose If the Commission 
finds that the public health ancl safety re
quires a lesser period of notice and publishes 
such finding in the Federal Register . 

"(3) Prior to the date set for release of the 
document, the manufacturer or private label
er receiving the notice described In paragraph 
(2) may bring an action In the district court 
of the United States in the district In which 
the complainant resides, or has his principal 
place of business, or In which the documents 
are located or !n the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia to enjoin 
disclosure or the document. The district 
court may enjoin disclosure If it finds dis
closure would be in ,·iolatlon of paragraph 
(1). 

" ( 4) Paragraph ( 1) of this subsection shall 
not apply to the public disclosure of (A) 
information about any consumer product 
with respect to which product the Commis
sion has filed an action under s£:ctlon 12 (re
lating to Imminently hazardous products). 
or which the Commission has reasonable 
cause to believe is in violation of section 19 
(relating to prohibited acts); or (B) infor
mation In the course of or concerning a rule
making proceeding (which shall commence 
upon the publication of an advance notice 
of proposed rulemaldng or a notice of pro
posed rulemaking), an adjudicatory proceed
ing (which shall commence upon. the Issu
ance of a complaint) or other admmistratlve 
or judicial proceeding under this Act. 

''(5) In addition to the requirements of 
paragraph ( 1) , t.he Commission shall not 
disclose to the p'..lbl!c information submitted 
pursuant to section 15(b) respecting a con
sumer product unless-

.. (A) the Commission has Issued a com
plaint under section 15 (c) or td) alleging 
that such product presents a substantial 
product hazard; 

" (B) in lieu of proceeding against such 
product under section 15 (c) or (d). the Com
mission has accepted In writing a remedial 
settlement agreement dealing with such 
product; or 

"(C) the person who submitted the in
formation under section 15(b) agrees to Its 
public disclosure. 
The provisions of this paragraph shall not 
apply to the public disclosure of information 
with respect to a consumer product which is 
the subject of an action brought under sec
tion 12, or which the Commission has rea
sonable cause to believe is in violation of 
section 19 (a), or Information in the course 
of or concerning a judicial proceeding. 

"(6) Where the Commission initiates the 
public disclosure of Information that reflects 
on the safety of a consumer product or class 
of consumer products, whether or not such 
information would enable the public to as
certain readily the Identity 'of a manufac
turer or private labeler, the Commission 
shall establish procedures to ensure that 
such Information Is accurate and not mis
leading. 

"(7) If the Commission finds that, in the 
administration of this Act, it has made pub
lic disclosure of inaccurate or misleading in
formation which reflects adversely upon the 
safety of any consumer product or class of 
consumer products, or the practices of any 
manufacturer, private labeler, distributor, or 
retailer of consumer products, it shall, in a 
manner equivalent to that in which such 
disclosure was made, publish a retraction of 
such Inaccurate or misleading information. 

"(8) If, after the commencement of a 
rulemaklng or the Initiation of an adjudica
tory proceeding, the Commission decides to 
terminate the proceeding before taking final 
action, the Commission shall, in a manner 
equivalent to that in which such commence
ment or initiation was publicized, make 
known the decision to terminate. 

"(c) The Commission shall communicate 
to each manufacturer of a consumer prod
uct, insofar as may be practicable, Informa
tion as to any significant risk or InJury asso
ciated with such product. 

" (d) For purposes of this section, the 
term-

"(1} 'Act' means the Consumer Product 
Safety Act, the Flammable Fabrics Act, the 
Polson Prevention Packaging Act, and the 
Federal Hazardous Substances Act; and 

"(2) 'Commission' means the Commission, 
any member of the Commission, and any 
employee. agent, or representative of the 
Commission.". 

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY STANDARDS 

SEc. 3. Section 7 of the Consumer Product 
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2056) is amended to 
read as follows: 
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"CONSUMER PRODUcr SAFETY STANDARDS 

"SEc. 7. (a) The Commission may promul
gate consumer product safety standards in 
accordance with the provisions of section 9. 
A consumer product safety standard shall 
consist of one or more of any of the follow
ing types of requirements: 

"(1) Requirements expressed in terms of 
perform ance requirements. 

"(2) Requirements that a consumer prod
uct be marked with or accompanied by clear 
and adequate warnings or instructions, or 
requirements respecting the form of warn
ings or instructions. 
Any requirement of such a standard shall be 
reasonably necessary to prevent or reduce an 
unreasonable risk of injury associated with 
such product. 

" (b) The Commission shall ut111ze re
quirements respecting warnings or instruc
tions under subsection (a) (2). and rules 
requiring notification of data under section 
27(e). rather than requirements under sub
section (a) ( 1) • whenever such warnings. 
data, or instructions would eliminate or ade
quately reduce the unreasonable risk of in
jury addressed. Nothing in this subsection 
shall require the Commission to promulgate 
a standard under section 7(a.) (2) or a. rule 
under section 27 (e) to address a. risk of 
injury prior to commencing a. rulemaking 
under section 7 (a) ( 1) to address the same 
risk of injury. 

" (c) The Commission shall ut111ze volun
tary consumer product safety standards, 
rather than requirements under subsections 
(a) (1) or (b) , whenever compliance with 
such voluntary standards would eliminate 
or adequately reduce the risk of Injury ad
dressed and It Is likely that there will be 
substantial compliance with such voluntary 
standards.". 

BANNED HAZARDOUS PRODUcrS 

SEC. 4. Section 8 of the Consumer Product 
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2057) is amended by 
striking "propose and". 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE AND REGULATORY 

ANALYSIS 

SEc. 5. (a) Section 9 of the Consumer 
Product Safety Act ( 15 U.S.C. 2058) Is 
amended-

( 1) by striking subsection (a) ( 1). and 
substituting the following : · 

"(a.) A proceeding for the development of 
a. consumer product safety rule shall be 
commenced by the publication in the Fed
eral Register of an advance notice of pro
posed rulernaklng which shall-

"(1) Identify the product and the nature 
of the risk of Injury associated with the 
product; 

" ( 2) lncl ude a summary of each of the 
regulat ory alternatives under consideration 
by the Commission (including voluntary 
consumer product safety standards)· 

" ( 3) include Information with re~pect to 
any existing standard known to the Com
mission which may be relevant to the pro
ceedings. together with a summary of the 
reasons why the Commission believes pre
liminarily that such standard does not elim
Inate or adequat ely reduce the risk of Injury 
Ident ified In paragraph (1) · 

" ( 4) Invite comments by Interested per
sons wi t h respect t o the risk of Injury Iden
t ified by the Commission. the regulatory 
alternatives being considered. and other 
po.~slble alternatives for addrec::s!ng the risk· 

(5) Invite any person (other than th~ 
Commission) to submit to the Commission. 
within such period as the Commission shall 
specify In the notice (which period shall 
not. be less th::~n 30 days aft er the date of 
publication of t he notice). an exist ing 
standard or a portion of a st 11 ndard as a 
~;~~oas~~ consumer product safety stand-

"(6) Invite anv person (ot her than the 
Commission) to submit to the Commission, 

Within such period as the Commission shall 
specify in the notice (which period shall not 
be less than 30 days after the date of publi
cation of the notice). a. statement of inten
tion to modify or oevelop a. voluntary con
sumer product safety standard to address 
the risk of injury identified in paragraph ( 1) . 
The Commission shall transmit such notice 
within 10 calendar days to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representa
tives. 

"(b) No consumer product safety rule may 
be proposed by the Commission unless, not 
less than 45 days after publication of the 
notice required in subsection (a). the Com
mission publishes in the Federal Register the 
text of the proposed rule , including any al
ternatives, which the Commission proposes 
to promulgate, together with a preliminary 
regulatory analysis containing-

"(1) a concise statement of the need for 
and the objectives of the pro;>Osed rule; 

"(2) a preliminary description of the po
tential benefits and potential costs of the 
proposed rule, including any benefits or costs 
that cannot be quantified In monetary terms, 
and an identification of those likely to re
ceive the benefits and bear the costs ; 

" ( 3) a discussion of the reasons any stand
ard or portion of a standard submitted to 
the Commission under se~tion 9 (a) (5) was 
not published by the Commission as the pro
posed rule or part of the proposed rule; 

" ( 4) a discussion of t he reasons for the 
Commission's preliminary determination 
that efforts proposed under section 9(a) (6) 
and assisted by the Commission as required 
by section 5(a) (3) would not, within a 
reasonable period of time , be likely to result 
In the development of a voluntary consumer 
product safety standard that would elimi
nate or adequately reduce the risk of Injury 
addressed by the proposed rule ; 

"(5) a description of any reasonable al
ternatives to the proposed rule, together 
with a summary description of their poten
tial costs and benefits; 

"(6) for a proposed product ban under 
section 8, a concise statement of the reasons 
no feasible consumer product safety stand
ard would adequately protect the public; and 

" (7) for any product safety standard con
taining requirements under section 7(a) (1), 
a concise statement of the reasons require
ments for warnings or instructions under 
se:::tion 7 (a) (2) or a rule requiring notifica
tion of data under section 27(e) would not 
adequately reduce the unreasonable risk of 
injury addressed. 
The Commission shall transmit such notice 
within 10 calendar days to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representa
tives.''; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (a) (2) as 
subsection (c) , and by striking "which have 
been proposed under section 7 or 8" in sub
section (c). as so redesignated; 

(3) by redesignating subsection (b) as 
subsection (d); 

(4) by redesignating subsection (c) (1) as 
subsection {e) {1) : 

(5 ) by adding a new paragraph (2) to sub
section (e), as redesignated In paragraph 
(4), as follows: 

"(2) The Commission shall not promul
gate a consumer product safety rule unless 
it has prepared. on the basis of the finding of 
the Commission under p:uagral)h ( 1) and 
on other info ... matlon before the Commis
sion, a final reg-u latory analysis of the rule 
conta.ining the followin~ information: 

" (A) a stl>.tement of the need for and the 
objectives of the rule and an explanation of 
the reasons for the determination of the 
Commission that the rule will attain its 

objectives in a manner consistent with ap
plicable law; 

"(B) a description o! the potential benefits 
and potential costs of the rule, including 
costs ana benefits that cannot be quantified 
In monetary terms, and the Identification of 
those likely to receive the benefits and bear 
the costs; 

"(C) a description of any alternatives to 
the final rules which were considered by the 
Commission, together with a summary de
scription of their potential benefits and costs 
and a brief explanation of the reasons why 
these alternatives were not chosen; and 

"(D) a. summary of any significant Issues 
raised by the comments submitted during 
the public comment period In response to 
the preliminary regulatory analysis, and a 
summary of the assessment by the Commis
sion of such issues. 
Whenever feasible , the costs and benefits of 
the rule should be described under subpara
graph (B) In monetary terms. The Commis
sion shall publish its final regulatory analy
sis with the rule."; 

(6} by redesignating subsection (c) (2) as 
subsection (e) (3); 

(7) by amending subsection (e) (3) , as re
de;lgnated In paragraph (6), by striking 
"and" at the end of subparagraph (B), by 
strlkin~ t he pe~io"' R+. +,~ enrt of ",,,para
gra.ph (C) and substituting "; and"; and 
by addi r g at the end thereof the following: 

"(D) in the case of a rule which relates 
to a rislt of In 1urv with resoect to which 
persons who would he sub1ect to such rule 
have ado'!)ted and iml)lemented a voluntary 
consumer product sR.fet.:v st!lnd'lrd. that--

.. (1) comollance with such W'llunt.arv con
sumer safet v standard ic; not lilrelv to .!'esult 
in the elimination or adequate reduction of 
such risk of in 1ur:v: or 

"(11) it is unlilrelv that there wm be sub
stantial compliance ·with snch voluntary con
sumer product safety standard: and 

"(E) that the costs of the rule are justified 
by the benefits."; 

(8) by adding at the end of subsection (e), 
as so redesignated. the following: 

"(4) (A) Any preliminary or final regulatory 
analysis prepared under section 9 shall not be 
subject to independent judicial review, ex
cept that when an action for judicial review 
of a rule is instituted. the contents of anv 
such regulatory analysis and all comment:o~ 
thereon submitted to the Commission dur
ing the rulemalring proceeding shall con
stitute part of the whole rulemaking record 
of agency action in connection with such 
review. 

"(B) The provisions of subparagraph (A) 
shall not be construed to alter the substan
tive or procedural standards otherwise ap
plicable to judicial review of any action by 
the Commission."; 

{9) by redesl~natine: subsections (d) and 
(e) as subsections (f) and (g). respP."· 
tivelv: and 

(10) in subsection (g), as redesignated by 
paragraph (9). by striking "(a) through (d)" 
and substituting "(a) through (!) ", and 1' .. 
striking "(a) (2)" and substituting "(c)". 

(b) Section 3 of the Federal Hazardour 
Substances Act (15 U.S.C. 1262) is amend,.,. 
by adding at the end thereof the followine:: 

"(f) (1) The Consumer Product Safet! · 
Commission may not pronase a regulation 
under section 2(q) (1) or subsection (a) , (b). 
or (e) of this sect.ion ,,nless it has prepared, 
and has published with the notice of pr<r 
posed rulemaking. a preliminary regulatory 
analysis of t.he regulation containing the fol
lowing information: 

"(A) a concise statement of the need for 
and the objectives of the proposed rule; 

"(B) a preliminary descriot.ion of the po
tentia.! benefits and oot entlal costs of the 
proposed rule. including any benefits or costs 
that cannot be quantified in monetary terms, 
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and an identification of those Ukely to receive 
the benefits and bear the costs; 

"(C) a discussion of the reasons for the 
1 
Commission's preliminary determination that 
efforts to develop voluntary standards, with 
assistance from the Commission as required 
by section 5(a) (3) of the Consumer Product 
Safety Act, would not, within a reasonable 
period of time, be likely to result in the de
velopment of a voluntary consumer product 
safety standard that would eliminate or ade
quately reduce the risk of injury or illness 
addressed by the proposed rule. 

"(D) a description of any reasonable alter
natives to the proposed rule, together with a 
summary description of their potential costs 
and benefits. 
The Commission shall transmit such notice 
within 10 calendar days to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportaticn of 
the Senate and the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce of the House of Representatives. 

"(2) The Consumer Product Safety Com
mission may not promulgate a regulation 
under section 2(q) (1) or subsection (a), (b), 
or (e) of this section unless it has prepared 
a final regulatory analysis of the regulation 
containing the following information: 

"(A) a statement of the need for and the 
objectives of the rule and an explanation of 
the reasons for the determination of the 
Commission that the rule will attain its ob
jectives in a manner consistent with applica
ble law; 

"(B) a description of the potential benefits 
and potential costs of the rule, including 
costs and benefits that cannot be quantified 
in monetary terms, and the identification of 
those likely to receive the benefits and bear 
the costs; 

"(C) a description of any alternatives to 
the final rules which were considered by the 
Commission, together with a description of 
their potential benefits and costs and a brief 
explanation of the reasons why these alterna
tives were not chosen; and 

"(D) a summary of any significant issues 
raised by the comments submitted during the 
public comment period in response to the 
preliminary regulatory analysis, and a sum
mary of the assessment by the Commission 
of such issues. 
Whenever feasible, the costs and benefits of 
the rule should be described under subpara
graph (B) in monetary terms. The Commis
sion shall publish its regulatory analysts with 
the rule. 

" ( 3) (A) Any preliminary or final regula tory 
analysis prepared under this section shall not 
be subject to independent judicial review, 
except that when an action for judicial re
view of a rule is instituted, the contents of 
any such regulatory analysis and all com
ments thereon submitted to the Commission 
during the rulemaking proceeding shall con
stitute part of the whole rulemaking record 
of agency action in connection with such 
review. 

"(B) The provisions of subparagraph (A) 
shall not be construed to alter the substan
tive or procedural standards otherwise appli
cable to judicial review of any action by the 
Commission.". 

(c) Section 4 of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1193) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

"(g) (1) The Consumer Product Safety 
Commission may not propose a regulation 
under this section unless it has prepared, 
and has published with the notice of pro
posed rulemaking, a preliminary regulatory 
analysis of the regulation containing the 
following information: 

"(A) a concise statement of the need for 
and the objectives of the proposed rule· 

"(B) a preliminary description of the po
tential benefits and potential costs of the 
proposed rule, including any benefits or 
costs that cannot be quantified in monetary 
terms, and an 1dent1flcat1on of those likely 
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to receive the benefits and bear the costs; 
"(C) a discussion of the reasons for the 

Commission's preliminary determination 
that efforts to develop voluntary standards, 
with assistance from the Commission as re
quired by section 5(a) (3) of the Consumer 
Product Safety Act, would not, within a 
reasonable period of time, be likely to result 
in the development of a voluntary consumer 
product safety standard that would elimi
nate or adequately reduce the risk of the 
occurrence of fire addressed by the pro
posed rule; and 

"(D) a description of any reasonable al
ternatives to the proposed rule, together 
with a summary description of their poten
tial costs and benefits. 
The Commission shall transmit such notice 
within 10 calendar days to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representa
tives. 

"(2) The Consumer Produc·t Safety Com
mission may not promulgate a regulation 
under this section unless it has prepared a 
final regulatory analysis of the regulation 
containing the following information· 

"(A) a statement of the need for a~d the 
objectives of the rule and an explanation of 
the reasons for the determination of the 
Commission that the rule will attain its 
ob;ectives in a manner consistent with ap
plicable law; 

"(B) a description of the potential bene
fits and potential costs of the rule, includ
ing costs and benefits that cannot be quan
tified in monetary terms, and the identifica
tion of those likely to receive the benefits 
and bear the costs; and 

"(C) a description of any alternatives to 
the final rules which were considered by 
the Commission, together with a description 
of their potential bene"its and costs and a 
brief explanation of the reasons why these 
alternatives were not chosen· and 

"(D) a summary of any sig~ificant issues 
raised by the comments submitted during the 
public comment period in res-onse to the 
preliminary regulatory analysis, and a sum
mary of the assessment by the Commission 
of such issues. 
Whenever feasible, the costs and benefits of 
the rule should be described under suboara
graph (B) in monetary terms. The Commis
sion shall publish its regulatory analysis with 
the rule. 

"(3) (A) Any preliminary or final re.,.ula
tory analy.!:'is prepared under this se~tion 
shall not be subject to independent judicial 
review, except that when an action for judi
cial review of a rule is instituted, the con
tents of any -such regulatory analysis and 
all comments thereon submitted to the Com
mission during the rulemaking proceeding 
shall constitute part of the whole rulemakinoo 
record of agency action in connection with 
such review. 

"(B) The provisions of subparagraph (A) 
shall not be construed to alter the substan
tive or procedural standards otherwise appli
cable to judicial review of any action by 
the Commission.". 

(d) Section 3 of the Federal Hazardous 
Substances Act (15 U.S.C. 1262) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 

"(g) The Consumer Product Safety Com
mission may not nromulgate a regulation un
der section 2(g) (1) or subsection (a), (b), 
or (e) of this section unless it finds (and 
includes such finding in the regulation) 
that-

.. ( 1) in the case of a regulation which re
lates to a risk of injury or illness with re
spect to which persons who would be sub
ject to such regulation have ado"Jted and 
implemented a voluntary standard to pre
vent or reduce such risk-

.. (A) compllance with such voluntary 
standard is not likely to result in the eUml-

nation or adequate reduction of such risk; 
or 

"(B) it is unlikely that there wm be sub
stantial compliance with such standard· and 

"(2) that the costs of the regulatio~ are 
justified by the benefits.". 

(e) Section 4 of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1193) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

"(h) The Consumer Product Safety Com
mission may not promulgate a regulation 
under this section unless it finds (and in
cludes such finding in the regulation) that-

.. (1) in the case of a regulation which 
relates to a risk of the occurrence of fire 
with respect to which persons who would be 
subject to such regulation have adopted and 
implemented a voluntary standard to pre
vent or reduce such risk-

.. (A) compliance with such voluntary 
standard is not likely to result in the elimi
nation or adequate reduction of such risk; 
or 

"(B) it is unlikely that there wlll be 
substantial compliance with such standard; 
and 

"(2) that the costs of the regulation are 
justified by the benefits.". 

VOLUNTARY STANDARDS 

SEc. 6. (a) Section 5(a) of the Consumer 
Product Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2054 (a)) is 
amended by-

( 1) striking "and" after paragraph ( 1) ; 
(2) striking the period after paragraph (2) 

and substituting a semicolon; and 
(3) adding at the end thereof the fol

lowing: 
"(3) following publication of an advance 

notice of proposed rulemaking or a notice 
of proposed rulemaking for a product safety 
rule under any rulemaking authority ad
ministered by the Commission, assist public 
and private organizations or groups of man
ufacturers, administratively and technically, 
in the development of safety standards ad
dressing the risk of injury identified in such 
notice; and 

"(4) to the extent practicable and appro
priate (taking into account the resources and 
priorities of the Commission), assist public 
and private organizations or groups of manu
facturers, administratively and technically, 
in the development of product safety stand
ards and test methods.". 

(b) Section 5 (b) of such Act (15 U.S.C. 
2054(b)) is amended by amending para
graph ( 3) to read as follows: 

"(3) offer training in product safety in
vestigation and test methods.". 

(c) Section 27(J) of such Act (15 u.s.c. 
2076(j)) is amended-

( 1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (9); 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (10) as 
paragraph ( 11) ; and 

(3) by inserting immediately after para
graph (9) the following: 

"(10) with respect to voluntary consumer 
product safety standards for which the 
Commission has participated in the develop
ment through monitoring or offering of as
sistance and with respect to voluntary con
sumer product safety standards relating to 
risks of injury that are the subject of reg
ulatory action by the Commision, a descrip
tion of-

.. (A) the number of such standards 
adopted; 

"(B) th~ nature and number of the prod
ucts which are the subject of such stand
ards; 

"(C) the effectiveness of such standards 1n 
reducing potential harm from consumer 
products; 

"(D) the degree to which staff members of 
the Commission participate in the develop
ment of such standards; 

"(E) the amount of resources of the Com
mission devoted to encouraging development 
of such standards; and 
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"(F) such other information as the Com
mission determines appropriate or necessary 
to inform the Congress on the current status 
of the voluntary consumer product safety 
standard program; and". 

NEW CONSUMER PRODUCT 

SEC. 7. section 13 of the Consumer Product 
safety Act (15 u.s.c. 2062) is repealed. 

CIVIL PENALTIES 

SEc. a. (a) Section 20 of the Consumer 
Product safety Act is amended by-

(1) redesignating subsections (b) and (c) 
(and all cross references thereto) as sub
sections (c) and (d), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting the following after subsec
tion (a): 

"(b) In determining the amount of any 
penalty to be sought upon commencing an 
action seeking to assess a penalty !or a vio
lation of section 19(a) (4), the Commission 
shall consider the nature of the product 
defect, the severity of the risk of injury, the 
occurrence or absence of injury, the number 
of products distributed and the appropriate
ness of such penalty in relation to the size 
of the business.". 

(b) section 20(c) (as so redesignated by 
subsection (b) of this section) of such Act 
( 16 U.S.C. 2069) is further amended by in
serting at the end thereof the following: "In 
determining the amount of a civil penalty in 
an action brought under this section for a 
violation of section 19(a) (4), the Commission 
shall consider, in addition to the !actors 
noted above, the nature of the product de
fect, the number of defective products dis
tributed, and the severity of the risk of 
injury.". 

REPEAL OF ADVISORY COUNCILS 

SEc. 9. (a) section 28 of the Consumer 
Product safety Act (16 U.S.C. 2077) is 
repealed. 

(b) Subsection (d) of section 12 of such 
Act (16 u.s.c. 2061(d)) is repealed , and sub
sections (e) and (!) of such section are re
designated as subsections (d) and (e), re
spectively. 

(c) section 17 of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1204) is repealed. 

(d) Section 6 of the Polson Prevention 
Packaging Act of 1970 (16 U.S.C. 1476) is 
repealed. 

(e) Section 20 of the Federal Hazardous 
Substances Act (16 u.s.c. 1276) is repealed. 
REPURCHASE OF BANNED HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 

SEc. 10. (a) Section 16 of the Federal Haz
ardous Substances Act (15 U.S.C. 1274) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"REPAIR, REPLACEMENT, OR REFUND 

"SEC. 16. (a) If any article or substance 
sold by its manufacturer, distributor, or 
dealer is a banned hazardous substance 
(whether or not it was such a.t the time of 
its sale), the Consumer Product Safety Com
mission may order the manufacturer, dis
tributor, or dealer to take whichever of the 
following a.ctlons the person to whom the 
order Is directed elects: 

" ( 1) I! repairs ·to or changes in the article 
or substance may be made so that it will not 
be a. banned hazardous substance, to make 
such repairs or changes. 

"(2) To replace such article or substance 
with a llke or equivalent article or sub
stance which is not a banned hazardous 
substance. 

"(3) To refund the purchase price of the 
article or substance (less a reasona.ble allow
ance for use, if the article or substance has 
been in the possession of the consumer !or 
one year or more at the time the consumer 
receives actual notice that the article or sub
stance is a banned hazardous substance) . 
An order under this subsection may also re
quire the person to whom it applies to sub
mit a plan, sa.tisfactory to the Commission, 
!or taking the action which such person has 

elected to take. The Comml.ss1on shall specify 
in the order the persons to whom refunds 
must be made if the person to whom the 
order is directed elects to take the action 
described in paragraph (3). If an order under 
this subsection is directed to more than one 
person, the Commission shall specify which 
person has the election under this subsec
tion. An order under this subsection may 
proh.l.blt the person to whom it applles from 
manufacturing for sale, offering for sale, 
dlstributillig in commerce, or importing into 
the customs territory of the United States 
(as defined in general headnote 2 to the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States), or 
from doing any combination of such actions, 
with respect to the article or substsance 
with respect to which the order was issued. 

" (b) ( 1) No charge shall be made to any 
person (other than a manufacturer, distrib
utor, or dealer) who avails himself of any 
remedy provided under an order issued under 
subseotion (a.), and the person subject to 
the order shall reimburse such person (other 
than a manufacturer, distributor, or dealer) 
who is entitled to such a remedy !or any 
reasonable and foreseeable expenses incurred 
by such person in avalllng himself of such 
remedy. 

"(2) An order iaaued under subsection (a) 
with respeot to an article or substance may 
require any person who is a manufacturer, 
distributor, or dealer of the article or sub
stance to reimburse any other person who is 
a manufacturer, distributor, or dealer of such 
article or substance for such other person's 
expenses in connection with carrying out the 
order, if the Commission determines such 
reimbursement to be in the public interest. 

" (c) An order under subsection (a.) may 
be issued only after an opportunity !or a 
hearing in accordance with section 564 of 
title 6, United States Code, except that, if the 
Commission determines that any person who 
wishes to participate in such hearing is a part 
of a. class of participants who share an iden
tity of interest, the commission may limit 
such person's participation in such hearing 
to participation through a. single representa
tive designated by such class (or by the com
mission if such class !ails to designate such 
a representative). 

"(d) (1) If the Cominisslon has initiated a 
proceeding for the issuance of an order under 
subsection (a) with respect to an article or 
·substance, the Commission or the Attorney 
General may, in accordance with section 12 
(e) ( 1) of the Consumer Product Safety Act, 
apply to a district court of the United States 
!or the issuance of a preliminary injunction 
to restrain the distribution in commerce of 
such article or substance pending the com
pletion of such proceeding. I! such a. prelim
inary injunction has been issued, the Com
mission (or the Attorney General if the pre
liminary injunction was issued upon an ap
plication of the Attorney General) may apply 
to the issuing court for extensions of such 
preliminary injunction. 

"(2) Any preliminary injunction, and any 
extension of a preliminary injunction, issued 
under this subsection with respect to an ar
ticle or substance shall be in e1fect !or such 
period as the issuing court prescribes not to 
exceed a period which extends beyond the 
thirtieth day !rom the date of the issuance of 
the preliminary injunction (or, in the case of 
a preliminary injunction which has been ex
tended, the date of its extension) or the date 
of the completion or termination of the pro
ceeding !or the issuance of an order under 
subsection (a) respecting such article or sub
stance, whichever date occurs first. 

"(3) The requirement of section 1331 of 
title 28 United States Code, (relating to the 
amount in controversy) shall not apply with 
respect to the Jurisdiction of a district court 
of the United States to issue or extend a pre
liminary injunction under this subsection.". 

CONGRESSIONAL PREVIEW OJ' RULES 

SEc. 11. (a) (1) The Consumer Product 
Safety Commission, after promulgating a. 
final rule, shall submit such final rule to the 
Congress for review in accordance with this 
section. Such final rule shall be delivered to 
each House of the Congress while it is in ses
sion. Such final rule shall be referred to the 
Cominittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate and the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House, respectively. 

(2) Any such final rule shall become effec
tive in accordance with its terms unless, 
before the end of the period of 90 calendar 
days continuous session after the date such 
final rule is submitted to the Congress, both 
Houses of the Congress adopt a. concurrent 
resolution disapproving such final rule. 

(b) (1) The provisions of this subsection 
are enacted by the Congress-

( A) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa
tives, respectively, and as such they are 
deemed a part of the rules of each House, 
respectively, but applicable only with respect 
to the procedure to be followed in that House 
in the case of concurrent resolutions which 
are subject to this section, and such provi
sions supersede other rules; and 

(B) with !Ul·l recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) at any time, in the same manner 
and to the same extent as in the case of any 
other rule of that House. 

(2) (A) Any concurrent resolution disap
proving a final rule of the Commission shall, 
u~on introduction or receiot !rom the other 
House of the Congress, be· referred. immedi
ately by the presiding oftlcer of such House 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transpol'tation of the Senate or to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House, as the case may be. 

(B) I! a. committee to which a concurrent 
resolution is referred does not report such 
concurrent resolution before the end of the 
period of 76 calendar days of continuous ses
sion of the Congress after the referral of 
such resolution to the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate or to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce of the House, as the case may be, 
under su bsectlon (a) ( 1) , it shall be in order 
to move to discharge any such committee 
from further consideration of such concur
rent resolution. 

(C) (i) A motion to discharge in the Sen
ate may be made only by a member favoring 
the concurrent resolution, shall be privileged 
(except that it may not be made after the 
committee has reported a. concurrent resolu
tion with respect to the same final rule of 
the Commission), and debate on such 
motion shall be limited to not more than 1 
hour, to be divided equally between those 
favoring and those opposing the motion. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, and it shall not be in order to move to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion was 
agreed to or disagreed to. I! the motion to 
discharge is agreed to or disagreed to, the 
motion may not be renewed, nor may an
other motion to discharge the committee be 
made with respect to any other concurrent 
resolution with resoect to the same final rule 
of the Commission. 

(11) A motion to discharge in the House 
may be made by presentation in writing to 
the Clerk. The motion may be called up 
only 1! the motion has been signed by one
fifth of the Meml:-ers of the House. The mo
tion is highly prlvllep;ed (except that it may 
not be made after the committee has re
ported a concurrent resolution of disapprov
al with respect to the same rule). Debate on 
such motion sha11 be limited to not more 
than 1 hour, the time to be divided equally 
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between those favoring and those opposing 
the motion. An amendment to the motion 
ls not in order, and it is not in order to 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion is agreed to or disagreed to. 

(3) (A) When a committee has reported, 
or has been discharged from further con
sideration of, a concurrent resolution, it 
shall be at any time thereafter in order 
(even though a previous motion to the 

same effect has been disagreed to) to move 
to proceed to the consideration of the con
current resolution. The motion shall be priv
Ileged in the Senate and highly privileged 
in the House of Representatives, and shall 
not be debatable. An amendment to the mo
tion shall not be in order, and it shall not 
be in order to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the motion was agreed to or disagreed 
to. 

(B) Debate on the concurrent resolution 
shan be limited to not more than 10 hours, 
which shall be divided equally between those 
favoring and those opposing such concur
rent resolution. A motion further to limit 
debate shall not be debatable. An amend
ment to, or motion to recommit, the con
current resolution shall not be in order, and 
it shall not be in order to move to recon
sider the vote by which such concurrent res
olution was agreed to or disagreed to. 

( 4) Appeals from the decision of the Chair 
relating to the appllcation of the rules of 
the Senate or the House of Representatives, 
as the case may be, to the procedure relating 
to a concurrent resolution shall be decided 
without debate. 

(5) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this subsection, if a House has approved a 
concurrent reesolution with respect to any 
final rule of the Commission, then it shall 
not be in order to consider in such House 
any other concurrent resolution with respect 
to the same final rule. 

(c) ( 1) If a final rule of the Commission 
is disapproved by the Congress under sub
section (a) (2), then the Commission may 
promulgate a final rule which relates to the 
same acts or practices as the final rule dis
approved by the Congress in accordance 
with this subsection. Such final rule-

( A) shall be based upon-
(1) the rulemaking record of the final rule 

disapproved by the Congress; or 
(11) such rulemaking record and the rec

ord established in supplemental rulemak
ing proceedings conducted by the Commis
sion in accord-ance with section 553 of title 
5, United States Code, in any case in which 
the Commission determines that 1t is neces
sary to supplemen.t the existing rulemaking 
record; and 

(B) may contain such changes as the 
Commission considers necessary or appro
priate. 

(2) The Commission, a.rter promulgating 
a final rule under this subsection, shall sub
mit the final rule to the Congress in ac
cordance with subsection (a) (1). 

(d) Congressional ina.ction on, or rejec
tion of, a concurrent resolution of disap
proV!&l under this section sha.ll not be con
strued as an expression of ·approval of the 
final rule involved, and shall not be con
s trued to create any presumption of va.l1d1ty 
with respect to such final rule. 

(e) (1) Any interested party may institute 
such actions for declaratory judgment, as 
m3.y be appropriate to construe the constitu
tiona.Uty of any provision of this section. 
The distrt.ct courot immediately shall certify 
all questions of the constitutionality CY! this 
section to the United States court of appeals 
!or the circui-t involved, which shall hear 
the matter Slitting en bane. 

( 2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, any decision on a matter certified 
under paragraph ( 1) shall be reviewable by 
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the 
Unlted States. Such appeal shall be brought 

not later ·than 20 days after the decision of 
the court of appeals. 

(3) It shall be the duty of the court of 
appeals and of the Supreme Court of the 
United States to advance on the docket 
and to expedite to the greatest poss·ible ex
tent the disposition of any matter certified 
under paragraph ( 1) . 

(f) (1) For purposes of this section-
(A) continuity of session is broken only 

by an adjournment sine die; and 
(B) days on which either House is not 

in session because of an adjournment of 
more than 25 days to a day certain are ex
cluded in the computation of the periods 
spe:::ified in subsection (a) (2) and subsec
tion (b). 

(2) It an adjournment sine die of the 
Congress occurs after the Commission has 
submitted a final rule under subsection (a) 
(1) but such adjournment occurs-

( A) before the end of the period specified 
in subsection (a) ( 2) ; and 

(B) before any action necessary to disap
prove the final rule is completed under sub
section (a) (2); 
then the Commission shall be required to 
resubmit the final rule involved at the begin
ning of the next regular session of the Con
gress. The period specified in S'Uibsection (a) 
(2) shall begin on the date of such resub
mission. 

(g) For purposes of this section: 
(1) The term "Commission" means the Con
sumer Product Safety Commi551ion. .. 

(2) The term "concurrent resolution 
means a concurrent resolution the matte'! 
after the resolving clause of which is as fol
lows: "That the COngress disapproves the 
final rule promulgated by the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission dealing with the 
matter of , which final rule w~ 
submitted to the Congress on 
(The blank spaces shall be filled appropri
ately.) 

(3) The term "rule" means any rule pro
mulgated by the Commission pursuant to 
section 9 of the Consumer Product Safety 
Act (15 U.S.C. 2058), section 2(g) (1) or 
subsections (a), (b), or (e) of section 3 of 
the Federal Hazardous Substances Act ( 15 
u.s.c. 1261(g)(1), 1262 (a.). (b). and (e)). 
and section 4 of the Flammable Fabrics Act 
(15 u.s .c. 1192) 0 

(h) Section 27(1) (1) of such Act (15 U.S.C. 
2076 ( 1) ( 1) ) is amended-

( 1) by striking subparagraph (B); 
(2) in subparagraph (A)-
(A) by striking "(2)-" and substituting 

"(2) ,"; 
(B) by striking "(A)"; 
(C) by striking "each consumer product 

safety rule proposed after the date CY! the 
enactment of this subsection and"; 

(D) by striking "after such date"; and 
(E) by striking "; and" at the end of such 

subparagraph, and substituting a period. 
OFFICES 

SEc. 12. Section 4(e) of the COnsumer 
Product Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2053(e)) is 
amended by inserting immediately after 
"otfioes" the following: ", not to exceed five 
in number,". 

REPORT TO CONGRESS 

SEc. 13. Section 5(c) of the Consumer 
Product Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2054(c)) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: "The Commission shall notify the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the United States Senate 
and the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
of the House of Representatives of each 
contract or grant under this subsection in 
an amount greater than $50,000.". 
STUDY OF RULES PROMULGATED BY COMMISSION 

SEc. 14. Section 27(m) of the Consumer 
Product Safety Act (15 U.S .C. 2076(m)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(m) (1) For purposes of this subsection, 
the term 'rule' means--

"(A) any rule prescribed by the Commis
sion pursuant to section 9; 

"(B) any rule prescribed by the Commis
sion pursuant to section 2(q) (1) of the Fed
eral Hazardous Substances Act (15 U.S.C. 
1261 (g) (1)); 

"(C) any rule prescribed by the Commis
sion under section 3 of the Poison Preven
tion Packaging Act (15 U.S.C. 1472); and 

"(D) any rule prescribed by the Comm1s
sion under section 4 of the Flammable Fab
rics Act (15 U.S.C. 1193). 

"(2) (A) The Commission shall. within 2 
years after the date of enactment of this sec
tion, study all rules which the Commission 
has issued on or after November 10, 1978, 
and which are in effect on the date of en
actment of this subsection. 

"(B) The Commission shall study each rule 
promulgated after the date of enactment o! 
this subsection within 5 yea.rs after the 
date of promulgation of any such rule. 

"(C) Any study conducted pursuant to 
this paragraph shall be completed as ex
peditiously as possible. The Commission 
shall submit a report on the results of such 
study to the Congress which shall, to the 
extent practicable and appropriate (taking 
into account the resources and priorities of 
the Commission)-

" ( i) recommend the deletion of particular 
rules and portions of rules, including reasons 
for such recommendations; and 

"(ii) recommend the initiation of appro
priate rulemaking proceedings under this 
Act to make changes or modifications in 
particular rules or portions of rules. 

"(3) (A) To the extent practicable and 
appropriate (taking into account the re
sources and priorities of the Commission), 
the Chairman o! the Commission shall in
clude in the report submitted to the Con
gress under this subsection, for each such 
rule-

.. ( i) an economic impact analysis which 
takes into account, for such rule, the cost 
impact on and benefits to consumers and 
affected businesses (with particular atten
tion to small businesses); 

"(ii) a. paperwork impact analysts con
taining-

"(I) an estimate of the numbers of, and 
a description of the classes of, persons who 
are required to file reports, maintain records, 
and fulfill any of the information-gathering 
requirements under such rule; 

"(II) an estimate of the nature and 
amount o! the information required to be 
filed in such reports, the frequency of such 
reports, the nature and number of records 
required to be kept by such persons, and the 
amount of time such persons who require, 
and the costs which would be incurred, to 
keep such records and make such reports. 
and 

"(III) a description of steps being taken 
by the Commission to ensure that there is 
no unnecessary duplication in record.keeping 
and report filing resulting !rom such rule; 

" ( 1ii) a judicial impact analysis showing 
the effect or such rule on the workload o! 
the Federal courts; and 

"(iv) such other explanatory and support
ing statements and materials as the Com
mission determines necessary and appropri
ate !or congressional consideration or such 
reuort. 

:. (B) (i) Except as provided in clause (11). 
no material submitted to the Congress by 
the Chairman of the Commission under this 
paragraph shall be subject to any judicial 
review, including any judicial review to de
termine wheth~r such material is sumclent 
to comply with the requirements of this 
paragraph. In the event the Chairman of the 
Commission finds that it is impractical or 
inappropriate to submit the information re
quired under clauses (i) through (111) o! 
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subparagraph (A), the Chairman of the 
commission shall submit a statement as to 
why he cannot ao comply. 

"(11) If any material submitted to the 
Congress by the Chairman of the Commis
sion under this paragraph also ts included 
in any rulemaking record of the Commis
sion, any determination regarding whether 
such material is subject to judicial review 
in connection with any review of such rule
making record shall not be affected by the 
submission of such material to the Congress 
under this paragraph.". 

SPECIAL AND GENERAL ORDERS 

SEc. 15. (a) Section 27(b) (1) (15 U.S.C. 
2076(b) (1)) is amended by inserting "to 
carry out a specific regulatory or enforce
ment function of the Commission" after 
"may prescribe". 

(b) Section 27(b) is amended by adding 
after and below paragraph (9) the following: 
"An order issued under paragraph ( 1) shall 
contain a complete statement of the reason 
the Commission requires the report or an
swers specified in the order to carry out a 
specific regulatory or enforcement function 
of the Commission. Such an order shall be 
designed to place the least burden on the 
person subject to the order as is practicable 
taking into account the purpose for which 
the order was issued.". 

CHRONIC HAZARDS ADVISORY PANEL 

SEc. 16. (a) Section 28 of the Consumer 
Product Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2077) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"CHRONIC HAZARDS ADVISORY PANEL 

"SEc. 28. (a) The Commission shall ap
point Chronic Hazards Advisory Panels (here
inafter referred to as the Panel or Panels) 
to advise the Commission in accordance with 
the provisions of section 31 (b) respecting 
the chronic hazards of cancer, birth defects, 
gene mutations, and behavioral disorders as
sociated with consumer products. 

"(b) Each Panel shall consist of 7 mem
bers appointed by the Commission from a 
list of nominees, who shall be nominated by 
the National Academy o! Sciences. Each Panel 
shall consist of 1nd1v1duals who are quali
fied In the d1sc1pl1nes relevant to the issues 
to be considered. No Federal, State, or local 
government employee may serve on the 
panel. 

"(c) A member of a Panel appointed un
der subsection (a) shall be paid the daily 
equivalent of the annual rate o! baste pay 
ln effect for grade GS-18 of the General 
Schedule for each day (including travel
time) during which the member ts en
gaged ln the actual performance of the duties 
of the Panel. The members of each Panel 
shall elect a Chairman from among the mem
bers appointed to the Panel to serve for the 
duration of the Panel. 

" (d) The Commission shall provide each 
Panel with such admlntstratlve support 
services as it may require to carry out its 
duties under section 31. Each Panel shall 
request information and disclose informa
tion to th~ public, as provided in subsection 
(e), only through the Commission. 

"(e) (1) Agencies and departments of the 
Federal Government shall provide the Panel 
with such information and data as each 
Panel, through the Commission, may re
quest to carry out its duties under section 31. 
Each Panel may reauest information, through 
the Commission, from States, industry and 
other private sources as lt may require to 
carry out its respons1b111ties. 

"(2) The provisions o! section 6 of this 
Act shall apply to the Commission's dis
closure of fnformat.lon which each Panel 
obtains or generates.". 

(b) Section 31 of such Act (15 U.S.C. 2080) 
is amended-

(1) by inserting "(a)" immediately before 
the ftrst sentence thereof; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

" (b) ( 1) The Commission may not issue 
an a<ivance notice ur notice of a proposed 
rulemai~ing relating to a risk of cancer, birth 
defects, gene mutations, or beha>·ioral dis
orders associated with a consumer product 
unless a Chronic Hazards Advisory Panel, 
established under section 28, has, in ac
cordance with paragraph (2), submitted 
a report to the Commissiun wl th respect to 
whether such product presents such risk. 

"(2) (A) If the Commission proposes to is
sue an advance notice or notice of proposed 
rulema.king relating to a risk of cancer, 
birth defects, gene mutations, or behavioral 
disorders from a consumer product, the Com
mission shall request the Panel to review the 
scientific data and other relevant informa
tion relating to such risk to determine, on 
the basis of available scientific data, if any 
substance in the product presents such risk 
and to report its determination to the Com
mission. 

"(B) When the Commission appoints 3 
Panel, the Panel shall convene within 30 
days after the date of the final appointment 
is made. The Panel shall report its determi
nation to the Commission not later than 120 
days after the date the Panel is convened 
or, 1! the Panel requests additional time, 
within a time period specified by the Com
mission. If the determination reported to the 
Commission states that a substance in a 
product presents a risk of cancer, birth 
detects, gene mutations, or behavioral dis·· 
orders, the Panel" shall include in its re
port an estimate, 1! such an estimate is 
feasible, o! the probable harm to human 
health that wm result from exposure to the 
substance. 

"(c) Each Panel's report shall be published 
in the Federal Register and shall contain a 
complete statement of the basts for the 
Pan~l's determination. The Commissicm m a.v 
not issue an advance notice or notice of 
proposed rulema.klng or promul~ate a final 
rule relating to a risk of cancer, birth de
fects, gene mutations, or behavioral dis
orders associated with a consumer product 
unless the Commission considers the report 
of the Pan~l and Incorporates t.he re::)Qrt. into 
the advance notice or notice of proposed 
rulemaktng and final rule.". 

AMUSEMENT PARKS 

SEc. 17. Section 3(a) (1) (15 U.S.C. 2052 
(a) (1)) is amended-

( 1) by striking out "or" at the end o! sub
paragraph (H); 

(2) by striking out the period at the end 
of subparagraph (I) and substituting ", or"; 
and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (I) the 
following new subparagraph: 

"(J) any mechanical device (i) which 
carries or conveys passengers along. arm~n-1 , 
or over a fixed or restricted route or courf. '! or 
wit hin a defined area !or the purpose of giv
ing its passengers amPsement, and (it) which 
is c1•stomar1ly controlled or directed by an 
individual who is employe:! for that purpose 
and who is not a consumer with respect to 
such article.". 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

SEc. 18. (a) The table of contents or the 
Consumer Prodttct Safety Act is amended by 
striking the items relating to sections 13 and 
28. 

(b) Section 15(g) (1) of such Act (15 TJ.S.G. 
2064(g) (1)) is amended by strikin<? "(12) 
(e) (1)" and substituting "(12) (c) (1) ". 

(c) Section 27 (1) ( 1) (A) or such Act f ll'i 
U.S.C . 2076(1) (1) (A)) is amended by strik
ing "Commit tee on Interstate and Foreig·n 
Commerce" and substituting "Committee on 
Energy and Commerce". 

(d) Section 11 (c) o! such Act (15 u.s.r- . 
2060(c)) is amended by striking "9(c)" and 
substituting "9(e) ". 

EXTENSION OJ' ACT 

SEc. 19. Section 32(a) o! the Consumer 
Product Safety Act (15 TJ.S.C. '2081 (a)) is 
amended-

( 1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (6); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (7) and substituting a semi
colon; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"(8) $33,000,000, for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1982.". 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

Sr:c. 20. The amendment made by section 
11 of this Act (relating to congressional 
veto) shall apply in accordance with its 
terms to rules promulgated by the Commis
~lon following the date of this Act and to 
rule.s already promulgated by the Commis
sion for which the effective date of the rule 
is at least 90 calendar days after the date of 
this Act, except that the provisions of section 
11 shall cease to have any force or effect after 
September 30, 1982. The amendments made 
by this Act respecting the procedures to b~ 
followed by the Consumer Product Safety 
Commission in rulemaking under the Con
sumer Product Safety Act, the Federal Haz
ardous Substances Act, and the Flammable 
Fabrics Act shall apply with respect to regu
lations promulgated or proposed under those 
Acts after the date of enactment of this Act. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS-8 . 1155, CON
SUMER PRODUCT SAFETY ACT AMENDMENTS 

Section 1: Short Title.-The short title of 
this Act is the Consumer Product Safety Act 
Amendments o! 1981. 

Section 2: Public Disclosure of Inrorma
tion.-This provision would amend section 
6 of the Act to place certain additional lim
itations on the Commission's authority to 
disclose sensitive information to the public: 

1. The Commission would be prohibited 
from disclosing Information that is subject 
to the Freedom of Information Ac~ exemp
tion for commercial or financial in!c..rmation 
which is privileged or confidential. New ad
vance notice procedures would enable a 
manufacturer to challenge in court a Com
mission determination that information Is 
not confidential, prior to release of the In
formation. 

2. The Commission would be prohibited 
from disclosing information respecting pos
sible susbtantial product hazards t.hat man
ufacturers have submitted to the Commls
sion pursuant to the reporting requirements 
o! section 15(b) unless: (a) the Commis
sion has issued a formal complatnt alleging 
that the product presents a substantial 
product hazard; (b) the Commission has 
accepted in writing a remedial settlement 
agreement; or (c) the person who submitted 
the information has agreed to its public dis
closure. 

Where the Commission has determined to 
disclose information pursuant to Section 6 
(b) (1) after taking; reasonable steps to as
sure its accuracy, the Commission would be 
required to include with the disclosure any 
comments or other fn!ormatfon or a sum
mary thereof submitted by the manufacturer 
upon his request. New advance notice pro
cedures would also enable a manufacturer 
to challenge in court a Commission declslon 
to release information under Section 6 (b) 
(1). 

The provision would narrow the exceptions 
to the requirements of section 6(b) (1) with 
respect to the public disclosure ot informa
tion. For purposes of section 6(b) (1), a rule
making proceeding would commence upon 
the publication or a notice of propl)sed rule
making, and an adjudicatory proceeding 
would commence upon the issuance of a for
mal complaint. 

3. The Commission would be required to 
establish procedures to ensure that all prod-
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uct safety information that it affirmatively 
disseminates to the public is accurate ana 
is not misleading. l:'rocedures would be ap
plicable whether or not the information 
would enable the public to identify the man
Uia..-"un::.r, ~.uu ... vu.u t:A~c:nu to Hlfo;.· w~~l.:..n 
that relates to a c1ass of co1.sumer prod
uct& as well as to information that relates 
to a speoific con::.umer product. 

4. 'l'ile Commission would be required to 
retract inaccurate and misleading informa
tion that it has publicly disclosed in a man
ner equivalent to that in which the disclo
sure was made. The retraction requirements 
would extend to the disclosure of inaccurate 
and misleading information relating to a 
class of consumer products as well as to a 
specific consumer product. 

5. It the Commission has commenced rule
making or initiated an adJUdicatory proceed
ing and then decides to terminate it before 
taking final action, the Commission would 
be required to publicize its decision to ter
minate the proceeding in a manner equiv
alent to that in which the commencement 
or initiation was publicized. 

6. The provision would ensure that the re
quirements of section 6 would apply to in
formation to be disclosed to the public by 
the Commission as an entity or by its in
dividual members, employees, or representa
tives of the Commission in their official 
capacity. 

7. The provision would extend the require
ments of section 6 to information obtained 
under the transferred acts, or to be disclosed 
to the public in connection therewith. 

Section 3: Consumer Product Safety 
Standards.-This provision makes several 
changes in the Commission's authority to 
promulgate mandatory consumer product 
safety standards: 

1. It would eUminate the Commission's 
power to extend invitations to persons out
side the Commission to develop mandatory 
standards. 

2. It would eliminate the existing restric
tion on the Commission's authority to re
quire, incorporate or reference sampling 
plans in mandatory standards. 

3. It would eliminate the Commission's 
authority to promulgate mandatory design 
standards. 

4. It would impose a requirement that the 
Commission promulgate rules requiring 
warning labels or instructions (rather than 
promulgating more intrusive mandatory 
performance standards) if such warnings 
or instructions would prevent or adequately 
reduce the unreasonable risk of injury ad
dressed. The Commission would not be re
quired, however, to impose the warning or 
instructional requirements first, before mak
ing the determination that performance 
standards were necessary. 
' 5. Finally, this provision would require the 

Commission to utilize voluntary consumer 
product safety standards, rather than man
datory standards, whenever compliance with 
such voluntary standards would eliminate 
or adequately reduce a risk of in1ury and 
it is ltkely that there wlll be substantial 
compltance with Sll"h ,,olnn+-Rrv stlmd::~rds. 

Section 4: Banned Hazardous Products.
This provision would clarify that the pro
cedures !or prooosing banning re"'ulations 
would be contained in section 9 of the Act. 

Section 5: Administrative Procedure and 
Regulatory Analysis.-This provision makes 
several major change-s to section 9 in order 
to consoltdate into one section the adminis
trative procedures for promulgating both 
mandatorv standards and banning ·regula
tions. to reform rulemaking procedures, and 
to !moose additional findings on the Com
mission before rules mav be promul~ated 
Under the amended procedure. in order t~ 
promulgate a consumer Product safety rule 
(defined statutor1lv to Include mandatory 
standards and b9.n~\ . the Commtsston must 
take the following steps: 

1. It must issue an advance notice of pro
posed. rulemaking containing a preliminary 
description of the product and risk at issue 
and. the regulatory alternatives being con
sidered by the Commission (including vol
untary standards), inviting public comment, 
inviting interested. persons to submit an 
existing standard as a proposed consumer 
product safety standard, and inviting inter
ested. persons to submit a statement of in
tention to modify or develop a voluntary 
consumer product safety standard. 

2. Following a comment period. and a 
period. during which the Commission is re
quired to assist voluntary standards efforts 
(see section 6 o! the bill), if the Commis
sion wishes to propose a mandatory rule, 
it must publish the text of the rule and 
a preliminary regulatory analysis contain
ing: a concise statement of the need for 
and the objectives of the proposed rule, a 
preliminary description of the potential ben
efits and costs o! the proposed. rule (includ
ing any benefits or costs that cannot be 
quantified. in monetary terms) and an iden
tification of those likely to receive the bene
fits and bear the costs, a discussion of the 
reasons the Commission did not incorporate 
into the proposal any standards submitted 
to the Commission, a discussion of the rea.
sons !or the Commission's preliminary de
termination that voluntary efforts are un
likely to eliminate or adequately reduce the 
risk o! injury, a summary description of 
the costs and benefits of reasonable alter
nat! ves to the rule, and a preliminary legal 
justification for the form of regulation 
proposed. 

3. Prior to promulgating a rule, the Com
mission must perform a final regulatory anal
ysis finalizing the analysis described above, 
providing reasons other alternatives were 
not chosen, and summarizing and respond
ing to criticisms of the preliminary regula
tory analysis received during the comment 
period. 

Whenever feasible, costs and benefits de
scribed in the final regulatory analysis 
should be expressed in monetary terms. The 
requirements for a preliminary and a final 
regulatory analysis would be extended to 
regulations issued under the Federal Hazard
ous Substances Act and the Flammable 
Fabrics Act. The preliminary and final regula
tory analyses, and comments thereon sub
mitted. to the Commission during the rule
making proceeding, would become part of the 
record for judicial review, but the analyses 
themselves would not be subject to inde
pendent judicial review. 

In addition to the findings now required 
by the Consumer Product Safety Act, the 
Federal Hazardous Substances Act and the 
Flammable Fabrics Act, in order to promul
gate mandatory rules under these acts, the 
Commission would have to find (1) that 
compliance with voluntary standards would 
not eliminate or adequately reduced the risk 
or that substantial compllance with such 
voluntary standards was unlikely, and: (2) 
that the costs of the rule are justified by the 
ben~fits. 

Section 6: Voluntary Standards.-This 
provision would require the Commission to 
assist groups in develop1ug voluntary product 
safety stand·ards once a rulemaking had 
begun, and it would encourage such assist
ance otherwise. The Commission's annual 

· report to Congress would be expanded to in
clude information on voluntary standards 
efforts. 

Section 7: New Consumer Product.- This 
provision would repeal section 13 of the 
CPSA which now permits the Commission to 
req.uire by rule that the manufacturer of 
any new consumer product furnish notice 
and a description of the oroduct to the Com
mission before its distribution. 

Section 8: Civil Penalties.-Tn a civil pen
alty action brought for the failure to comply 
with the reporting reqUirements of section 

15(b), the Collllllifi51on would be required to 
consider several factors in addition to those 
it must currently consider in determining 
the amount of a c.fvll penalty. These factors 
would include: the nature of the product 
defect, the number of defective products dis
tributed, ti:e severity of the risk of injury, 
and (where information has been reported 
under section 15(b)), the timeliness of re
porting. 

Section 9: Repeal of Advisory Councils.
This section would. abollsh all advisory com
mittees to the Commission under the CPSA 
and the transferred acts. These would in
clude: the Product Safety Advisory Council 
under the CPSA, the .National Advisory 
Committee for the Flammable Fabrics Act, 
the Technical Advisory Committee under the 
Poison Prevention Packaging Act, and the 
Toxicological Advisory Board under the Fed
eral Hazardous Substances Act. 

Section 10: Repurchase of Banned Hazard
ous Substances.-This provision would 
amend section 15 of the Federal Hazardous 
Substances Act to allow the Commission 
fiexib111ty in determining whether to re
quire the repurchase o! an article or sub
stance found to be a banned hazardous sub
stance under the Act. The amendment would 
permit the Commission to require the repair 
or replacement of the article or substance as 
an alternative to repurchase. 

Section 11. Congressional Review o! 
Rules.-This section, modeled after the Fed
eral Trade Commission Improvements Act of 
1980, would require the Commission to sub
mit to the Congress rules promulgated un
der the Consumer Product Safety Act, the 
Federal Hazardous Substances Act, and the 
Flammable Fabrics Act. The rule would !ail 
to become effective if disapproved by both 
Houses of Congress within 90 days. 

Section 12: Offices.-The section would 
reduce the number of the Commission's re
gional offices to five. 

Section 13: Report to Congress.-This sec
tion would require the Commission to notify 
Congress of all contracts and grants in an 
amount greater than $50,000. 

Section 14: Study of Rules Promulgated 
by the Commission.-This provision would 
require the Commission to complete a study 
of the product safety rules developed under 
all of the legislation administered by the 
agency, including an examination of the 
economic, paperwork, and judicial impacts 
of the rules. A rule would have to be re
evaluated by the Commission 5 years after 
it was promulgated. 

Section 15: Special or General Orders.
When exercising its broad power to require 
persons to submit written reports and an
swers to questions, the Commission would 
be required to provide a complete statement 
of the reason the information is requested 
and why it is needed to carry out a specific 
regulatory or enforcement function or the 
Commission. 

Section 16: Chronic Hazards.-This provi
sion would create an independent Chronic 
Hazards Advisory Panel to guide the Commis
sion in regulating consumer products posing 
hazards o! cancer, birth defects, gene muta
tions and behavioral disorders. The Panel 
would be composed of 7 private experts ap
pointed by the Commission from a group of 
individuals nominated by the National Acad
emy of Science. Before commencing a rule
making proceeding with respect to a chronic 
hazard, the Commission would be required. 
to request the Panel to review relevant scien
tific data, determine whether or not the prod
uct involves a risk of chronic injury, and 
publish a report, which must be considered 
by the Commission and incorporated Into the 
Commission's advanced notice or notice of 
proposed rulemaking and final rule. 

Section 17: Amusement Parks.-This pro
vision would clarify that the statutory defi
nition of regulated "consumer products" does 
not include amusement park rides. 

Section 18: Technical Amendments. 



9234 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 11, 1981 

Section 19: Extension of Act.-The Con
sumer Product Safety Commission would be 
reauthorized for one year, Fiscal Year 1982, 
at a level of $33 million. 

Section 20: Effective Date.-The Congres
sional veto provisions would apply to rules 
promulgated by the Commission after the 
date of this Act and to rules already promul
gated but not yet effective. Other rulemaking 
reforms would apply to rules promulgated 
or proposed following the date of enactment. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 1156. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to extend the 
period within which certain members of 
the Armed Forces must purchase a new 
residence to rollover gain on the sale of 
an old residence; to the Committee on 
Finance. 
TAX ON SALE OF RESIDENCE BY MEMBERS OF 

ARMED FORCES 

• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the gen
eral rule permits a rollover on gain from 
the sale of a principal residence if the 
taxpayer acquires a higher-cost replace
ment residence within 18 months. In the 
case of active-duty military personnel, 
the law allows up to 4 years on the 
replacement period. I.R.C. 1034(h). This 
special military provision applies regard
less of whether the military member is 
assigned in the United States or overseas. 
Also, the code was recently amended to 
give the 4-year benefit to any taxpayer
military or not-who is residing outside 
of the United States. I.R.C. 1034<k>. 

Only one exception from the 4-year 
rule for military personnel has been per
mitted: The 4-year "clock" was sus
pended for the period of time a member 
actually served in Vietnam. 

The modern trend is to longer military 
tours of duty and that consecutive over
seas tours-totaling 4 years or more
are not uncommon today. Thus, some 
military members who sold their house 
before leaving the United States may be 
unable to avoid payment of a capital 
gains tax. It is interesting to note that 
this problem is not necessarily limited to 
those with foreign tours. For example, 
there are naval personnel assigned ship
to-shore, permanent change of station 
tours in Hawaii running 4 years or 
longer. High interest and real estate costs 
effectively forces them to reside in those 
Government quarters that are available. 

The 4-year military replacement rule, 
unquestionably has done its job in its 
time-the provision goes back to the 1939 
Internal Revenue Code. However, it does 
not always do so today. 

I urge you to support this legislation. 
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. 1156 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
subsection (h) of section 1034 (relating 
to sale or exchange of residence by members 
of Armed Forces) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(h) MEMBERS OF ARMED FORCES.-
" ( 1) IN GENERAL.-The running of any pe

riod of time specified in subsection (a) or 
(c) (other than the 18 months referred to 

in subsection (c) (4)) shall be suspended 
during any time that the taxpayer (or his 
spouse if the old residence and the new 
residence are each used by the taxpayer and 
his spouse as their principal residence) 
serves on extended active duty with the 
Armed Forces of the United States after 
the date of the sale of the old residence, ex
ce;lt that any such period of time as so sus
pended shall not extend beyond the date 4 
years after the date of the sale of the old 
residence. 

"(2) MEMBERS STATIONED OUTSmE THE 
UNITED STATES OR REQUmED TO RESmE IN CER
TAIN QUARTERS.-

" (A) Further extension of period.-In the 
case of a taxpayer who, during any period 
of time the running of which is suspended 
by paragraph ( 1), is stationed outside of the 
United States or is required to reside in 
Gdvernment-owned quarters, any such pe
rio'd of time, as so suspended, shall not ex
pire before the later of-

"(i) the date provided for in paragraph 
(1), or 

"(11) the date 1 year after the date on 
which the taxpayer-

.. (I) is no longer stationed outside of the 
United States, or 

"(II) is no longer required to reside in 
Government-owned quarters. 

"(B) Requirement of notice.-No exten
sion shall be granted with respect to any 
residence by reason of subparagraph (A) for 
any period unless the taxpayer has filed no
tice (in such form and at such time as may 
be prescribed by regulations) claiming the 
benefits of subparagraph (A) for such pe
riod. The notice described in the preceding 
sentence, with respect to any residence, shall 
not be required to be filed more than once 
a year. 

"(3) Extended active duty defined.-For 
purposes of this subsection, the term 'ex
tended active duty' means any period of ac
tive duty pursuant to a call or order to such 
duty for a period in excess of 90 days or for 
an indefinite period.". 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall apply to sales of old residences 
(within the meaning of section 1034 of such 
code) after December 31, 1980.e 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
s. 1157. A bill to require that imports 

of fresh ginger root meet all the require
ments imposed on domestic fresh ginger 
root; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

IMPORTED GINGER ROOT 

• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today, I 
am introducing legislation which would 
insure that imported fresh ginger root is 
of the same quality as the fresh ginger 
root which is produced domestically. 

Hawaii's production of fresh ginger 
root also known as Jamaica ginger, and 
in Hawaii as Awapuhi Pake, is subject to 
stringent standards which insure a prod
uct of the highest quality. These stand
ards are imposed by the State of Hawaii 
and are designed to protect the consum
ers of this crop. 

Imported fresh ginger root is not sub
ject to these standards which means that 
the consumer does not have the assur
ance of receiving a product of the same 
high quality as the Hawaii product. In 
addition, the standards that the Hawaii 
crop must comply with place it at a dis
tinct disadvantage with the imported 
crops. 

It is ironic that the regulations which 
Hawaii adopted to protect consumers by 
insuring a product of high quality are 
hurting the ability of that Hawaii crop 
to compete with imported crops. 

I want to make clear that this measure 
is not in any way intended to prohibit 
or even necessarily to decrease the 
amount of imported fresh ginger root. 
The only purpose is to insure that the 
imported product is of the same high 
quality as the domestic product. This will 
protect the consuming public while al
lowing domestic producers to compete 
on an equitable basis. 

I ask unanimous consent 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. 1157 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 8e of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, 
as reenacted and amended by the Agricul
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as 
amended, is further amended by inserting 
"fresh ginger root," after "filberts,".e 

By Mr. GARN (for himself and 
Mr. LUGAR) <by request> : 

s. 1160. A bill to amend the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to pro
vide authorizations for appropriations, 
and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

TRANSIT ASSISTANCE ACT OJ' 1981 

• Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I am today 
introducing with Senator LUGAR, by re
quest of the Reagan administration, the 
proposed Transit Assistance Act of 1981. 
This bill would provide authorizations 
for the Federal mass transit program 
through 1986 and make a number of 
substantive changes in that program. 
This legislation is a part of, and is in
tended to help implement, President 
Reagan's economic recovery program. 

Transportation Secretary Drew Lewis 
originally submitted the legislation in 
March 1981, at which time he indicated 
that the Department of Transportation 
would be submitting additional statu
tory language to be included within sec
tion 108 of the bill. I received earlier 
today a letter from Secretary Lewis con
cerning that section of the bill and de
scribing the administration's proposal. 

The bill we are introducing would 
make significant improvements in the 
structure of the Federal role in public 
transportation, and it is my intention 
that it receive prompt attention of the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill, together 
with the texts of Secretary Lewis' trans
m~ttal letters of March 17, 1981, and 
May 11, 1981, and accompanying sec
tion-by-section analyses, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

s. 1160 
Be it enacted by the Senate and Home of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Transit Assistance 
Act of 1981". 

AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 3 CAPITAL GRANT 
PROGRAM 

SEc. 101. (a) Section 3(a) (2) (A) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 19M 
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(herelhafter referred to as the "Act") ls 
amended-

( 1) by striking out "and" at the end of 
clause (i); 

(2) by striking out the period at the end 
of clause (11) and inserting in lleu thereof 
"; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"(111) sumcient capabi11ty to maintain .the 
fac111ties and equipment.". 

(b) The second sentence of section 4(a) 
of the Act is amended by striking out "an 
amount equal to 80 per centum of the net 
project cost" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"an amount not to exceed 80 per centum 
of the net project cost". 

(c) The first sentence of section 4(c) (3) 
(A) of the Act is amended by striking 
"$1,600,000,000" and all that follows down 
through and including the period at the end 
thereof and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: "$1,725,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1982; $1,615,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1983; 
$1,750,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1984; $1,900,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending Sep.tember 30, 1985; and $2,000,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1986. ". 

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

SEc. 102. Effective October 1, 1982, section 
4(d) of the Act is amended .to read as fol
lows: 

"(d) There a.re authorized to be appropri
ated for a.dministrative costs, including sala
ries and expenses necessary to carry out the 
functions of this Act, such sums as may be 
necessary.". 

RESEARCH AND TRAINING 

SEc. 103. Effective October 1, 1982, section 
4(f) of the Act is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(f) There are authorized to be appropri
ated to carry out the purposes of sections 6, 
10, and 11 of this Act aggregate sums not to 
exceed $70,000,000 by September 30, 1982; 
$145,000,000 by September 30, 1983; $225,-
000,000 by September 30, 1984; $310,000,000 
by September 30, 1985; and $400,000,000 by 
September 30, 1986. Sums a.ppropriated under 
this subsection shall remain avaUable until 
expended.". 

EMERGENCY REPAIRS 

SEc. 104. Section 4 of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"(J) (1) The Secretary is authorized, ln 
accordance with this subsection, to make 
capital grants to States and local public 
bodies and agencies thereof on such ex
pedited terms and conditions as the Secre
tary shall provide, for repair or replacement 
of public transportation equipment and 
fac111ties which the Secretary finds have re
cently suffered serious damage as the result 
of (A) a natural disaster over a wide area, 
or (B) a catastrophic occurrence from any 
cause, which seriously disrupts scheduled 
publ1c transportation services. 

"(2) No funds shall be expended under 
this subsection unless the Secretary has 
received an application from the State or 
local public body, or agency, as the case may 
be, and unless an emergency has been de
clared by the Governor of the State and con
curred in by the Secretary, except that if 
the President has declared an emergency or 
a major disaster within the meaning of the 
Disaster Relief Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-
288). concurrence of the Secretary is not 
required. 

"(3) For fiscal years beginning after Sep
tember 30, 1981, sums authorized to be ap
propriated by subsection (c) (3) (A) are au
thorized to be used to carry out this sub
section.". 

AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 5 FORMULA GRANT 
PROGRAM 

SEc. 105. (a) Section 5(a) of the Act is 
amended-

(1) by striking out paragraph (1) (B) and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(B) There are authorized to be appropri
ated for the purposes of this paragraph, 
$900,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1981; $850,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1982; $480,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1983; 
and $110,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1984."; 

(2) in paragraph (2) (B). by striking out 
"and" and all that follows down through 
and including the period at the end thereof 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"$165,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1982; $165,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1983; and $165,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1984."; 

(3) in paragraph (3) (B). by striking out 
"and" and all that follows down through 
and including the period at the end thereof 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"$90,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1982; $90,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1983; and $90,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1984."; and 

(4) in paragraph (4) (B), by striking out 
"and" and all that follows down through and 
including the period at the end thereof and · 
insertdng in lieu thereof the following: "$375,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1982; $400,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1983; $450,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1984; 
$500,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1985; and $550,000,000 for the fis
cal year ending September 30, 1986.". 

(b) Sections 5(a) (1) (A)(i), 5(a) (2)(A) 
(i) (1), and 5(a) (2) (A) (11) (1) of th.e Act a.re 
amended by striking out "as shown by the 
latest available Federal census" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "as shown by the 1970 
Federal census". 

(c) Section 5(a) (4) (A) of the Act is 
amended by striking out the second sen
tence and inserting in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: "The apportionments shall be made 
ln accordance with the population and popu
lation density formula set out in subsection 
(a) (1) (A) and shall be calculated using the 
latest available Federal census.". 

(d) Section 5(b) of the Act is amended 
by a.dding at the end thereof the following: 

" ( 3) The Governor may transfer an 
amount of the State's apportionment under 
paragraph (2) to supplement funds appor
tioned to the State under section 18(a) of 
this Act for the purposes of section 18. The 
Governor may transfer an amount of the 
State's apportionment under section 18(a) 
to supplement funds apportioned to the 
State under paragraph (2). Amounts trans
ferred shall be subject to the capital and 
operating assistance limitations applicable to 
the original apportionment of such 
amounts. Amounts transferred after Sep
tember 30, 1982, to supplement the State's 
apportionment under section 18(a) shall be 
ut111zed only for construction projects.". 

(e) Section 5(c) (4) of the Act is 
amended-

(1) by inserting "(A)" before "Sums"; 
(2) by designating the second sentence as 

subparagraph (B). and by striking out "Any" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Prior to Sep
tember 30, 1983, any"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"(C) After September 30, 1983, any 
amounts remaining unobligated by the Sec
retary at the end of such period or which are 
deobligated by the Secretary after the end 
ot such period shall be added to the amount 

available for apportionment under section 
5 (a) (4). 

"(D) Apportionments for fiscal year 1975 
shall be deemed to have lapsed on Septem
ber 30, 1977, and apportionments for fiscal 
year 1976 shall be deemed to have lapsed 
on September 30, 1978.". 

(f) Section 5(d) (1) of the Act is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 
"The Secretary shall not approve a project 
for the payment of operating expenses after 
September 30, 1984.". 

(g) Section 5(g) of the · Act is amended
( 1) by striking out "and" at the end of 

clause (1); 
(2) by striking out the period at the end 

of cia use ( 2) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"(3) sumcient capab111ty to maintain the 
fac111ties and equipment.". 

(h) Section 5(i) (3) of the Act is amended 
to read as follows: "(3) assurances satisfac
tory to the Secretary that any publlc mass 
transportation system receiving operating 
assistance under this section has a locally 
developed process to solicit and consider pub
lic comment prior to raising fares or reduc
ing transit service.". 

(i) Section 5(m) of the Act is repealed 
and section 5 (n) is redesignated as section 
5(m). 

OPERATING COSTS FOR UNIVERSrriES 

SEc. 106. Section 11 of the Act is amended 
by striking out subsection (b) and by strik• 
.tng out " (a) " immediately following "Sec. 
11.". 

FEDERAL PROCUREMENT FACTORS 

SEc. 107. Section 12 (b) of the Act is 
amended by striking out subsection (b) (2) 
and by striking out "(1)" immediately fol
lowing "(b)". 

LOCAL OPTION FOR TRANSrr J'OR THE 
HANDICAPPED 

SEc. 108. (a) Section 16 of the Act is 
amended by a.dding at the end thereof the 
following: 

" (d) ( 1) A recipient of funds under thls 
Act may certify to the Secretary that (A) a 
program is in operation, or wlll be in opera
tion within one year after the effective date 
of this subsection, and (B) the program 
meets the provisions of paragraph (2). The 
Secretary shall accept such certification and 
such program shall be deemed to constitute 
compliance with the requirements of all Fed
eral laws as they relate to the transportation 
of handicapped persons. 

"(2) A program under this subsection 
must-

.. (A) contain locally developed criteria for 
providi~ service to handicapped persons 
with respect to fares, frequency of service, 
hours of service, restrictions on trip purpose, 
advanced request time, waiting lists, trip 
time, transfer frequency, and geographic area 
of service; 

"(B) be developed using a public hearing 
and comment process that addresses the fac
tors set forth in subparagraph (A) as they 

' compare to the bus service that the recipient 
provides to the general public; 

"(C) provide service that meets the locally 
developed criteria; and 

"(D) provide that if a handicapped person 
wishes to use any transit service provided by 
the recipient, and is able to use that service 
without additional modifications. then the 
recipient shall not exclude from or otherwise 
discriminate a.P,ainst such person in connec
tion with such service. A program certified 
by the recipient under this sub~ectlon may 
provide service limited to those handicapped 
persons incapable of using the recipient's 
regular transit service. 

"(3) The recipient shall request that ap
proval be withdrawn when it is no longer 



9236 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 11, 1981 

providing service that complies with the re
quirements of paragraph (2). 

" ( 4) The Secretary shall not impose any 
requirements under this subsection which 
are in addition to those set forth above. 

"(e) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of Federal law, a recipient of funds· under 
this Act may not be required to-

.. ( 1) retrofit any bus for which a solicita
tion was issued on or before the effective 
date of this subsection to provide for wheel
chair users; or 

"(2) retrofit any usable segment of a fixed 
guideway system open to revenue service on 
or before May 31, 1976, to accommodate 
handicapped persons.". 

(b) Not later than three years after the 
date of enactment of this section, the Sec
retary shall provide a report to the Congress 
concerning the implementation of subsec
tion (a), the compliance by recipients with 
its provisions, and the service being provided 
by recipients to handicapped persons. 

AMENDMENTS TO FORMULA GRANTS FOR 
NONURBANIZED AREAS 

SEc. 109. (a) The second sentence of sec
tion 18(a) of the Act is amended-

(1) by inserting "by the 1970 Federal cen
sus !or fiscal years ending on or before Sep
tember 30, 1982, and" after "as shown"; and 

(2) by striking out the period at the end 
thereof and inserting in lieu thereof ''for 
fiscal years ending after September 30, 1982.". 

(b) The second sentence of section 18(c) 
of the Act is amended by striking out "in
cluding" and all that follows down through 
and including the period at the end thereof 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
", except that no sums apportioned by the 
Secretary after September 30, 1982, shall be 
used for the payment of operating expenses 
or costs incurred under purchase of service 
agreements.". 

(c) The first sentence of section 4(e) of the 
Act is amended by striking out "and" and all 
that follows down through and including the 
period at the end thereof and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: "$75,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982; 
$75,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1983; $75,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1984; $75,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1985; 
and $75,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1986.". 

INTERCITY BUS TERMINALS AND OPERATING 
EXPENSES 

SEc. 110. Sections 21 and 22 of the Act are 
repealed. 
WATERBORNE TRANSPORTATION DEMONSTRATION 

PRO.JECI' 

SEc. 111. Section 320(b) of the Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act of 1978 (Public 
Law 95-599) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: "No fUnds are 
authorized to be appropriated to carry out 
the provisions of subsection (a) after Sep
tember 30, 1981.". 

REPEAL OF SAFETY AUTHORITY 

SEc. 112. Section 107 of the National Mass 
Transportation Assistance Act of 1974 (Pub
lic Law 93-503) is repealed. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 101-Amendments to section 3 
capital grant program: This section amends 
the Federal discretionary capital grant pro
gram for state and local transit systems. In 
the present economic situation, Federal em
phasis should be concentrated on maintain
ing existing transit systems that have proved 
effective and are an essential part of a large 
urban transportation network. Rail and bus 
modernization projects wlll be continued and 
expanded in future years, but no new rall 
systems are protected. 

Section 101 (a) amends the Section 3 pro
gram to require that recipients of capital 

grants have the technical and financial ca
pablllty to maintain faclllties and equip
ment that are purchased with Federal funds. 
Since operating assistance is proposed to be 
phased out, there is a Federal interest in en
suring that operating costs are not turned 
into capital costs by deferring maintenance. 
However, the Federal government wlll not 
prescribe maintenance activities, because 
that is a local responsib111ty. 

Section 101 (b) revises the Federal share 
ratio for Section 3 capital projects. The stat
ute currently requires the Federal govern
ment to pay precisely 80% of the project 
cost. The amendment would ·revise the sec
tion 3 capital share to not exceed 80% and 
make it identical to the section 5 capital 
provision. This amendment would offer in
creased fiexibillty and would permit the Fed
eral government to offer different participa
tion rates for different types of capital 
projects. 

Section 101(c) extends the capital grant 
program through 1986 and authorizes $8.99 
blllion for the period !rom 1982 to 1986. T!lis 
is $5.81 blllion more than current authori
zation. 

Section 102.-Administrative expenses: 
This section authorizes appropriations for 
administrative costs to carry out the UMT 
Act. Current authorizations expire after fis
cal year 1982. Such sums as are necessary are 
proposed to be authorized for administrative 
expenses. This section also deletes an au
thorization for a program that is repealed 
by section 106. 

Section 103.-Research and training: This 
section authorizes and extends the programs 
for research, development, demonstration, 
and training expenses. These authorizations 
are expressed cumulatively. This structure 
addresses the long-term nature and ·sched
ule variabll1ty of the reseach projects ad
ministered under the transit program. 

Section 104.-Emergency repairs: This sec
tion would authorize e. category of capital 
projects which would be limited to the repair 
or replacement of existing transit faclllties 
and equipment recently damage=! as a result 
of a natural disaster, as defined in Section 
102(2) of the Disaster Relief Act of 1974 
(Pub. L. 93-288), or catastrophic occurrence. 
Grants would be given at the uormal UMT A 
80 percent share and, starting in fiscal year 
1982, would be funded from any section 3 
appropriations. This provision does not au
thorize additional appropriations, but it does 
permit the Secretary to approve a grant con
ditioned upon subsequent compliance with 
apllcable statutory conditions. 

Although labor protection provisions 
would apply to grants under this section, it 
is expected that the Department of Labor 
would expeditiously certify projects for fund
ing based on 13(c) agreements between the 
applicant and o.ffected labor organizations 
for capital grants currently in effect.. 

If the President declares a major disaster 
within the meaning of the Disaster Relief 
Act, UMTA transit assistance will be admin
istered in cooperation with the Federal co
ordinating officer who is appointed by the 
President. 

Section 105.-Amendments to section 5 
formula grant program: The current section 
5 formula capital and operating grant pro
gram for urbanized areas is not authorized 
after fiscal year 1982. The amendments pro
posed by this section phase out operating 
assistance grants by fiscal year 1985 and 
extend the formula capital grant program at 
increasing levels through fiscal year 1986. 

Section 105(a) contains the authorizations 
for the four tiers of section· 5. These are sec
tions 5(a) (1), 5(a) (2), 5(a) (3), and 5(a) (4), 
respectively. Operating assistance authoriza
tions are contained in sections 5(a) (1), 
5(a) (2), and 5(a) (3) and are authorized only 
through fiscal year 1984. Section 5(a) (4) 
contains only capital authorizations and is 
authorized through 1986. The proposed fund-

ing levels for fiscal year 1982 for the oper
ating assistance tiers have been held at the 
1981 levels. The operat.ing assistance will be 
gradually reduced after fiscal year 1982 to 
give state and local governments time to 
adjust their programs and funding mechan
isms. The amounts proposed are shown in 
the following table . 

PROPOSED SEC. 5 AUTHORIZATIONS 

[In millions) 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

Proposed: 
5(aX1) __________ $850 $480 $110 0 0 
5~aXZ>---------- 165 165 165 0 0 
5 aX3)__________ 90 90 90 0 0 
5 aX4>---------- 375 400 450 $500 $550 

TotaL---------------------------------------

Total 

$1,440 
495 
270 

2, 275 

4, 480 

Section 105(b) revises the operating assist
ance tiers to require that the population and 
population density formula distributions be 
calculated using the 1970 census count. The 
Federal operating assistance program is be
ing phased out by 1985. Retaining the use of 
the 1970 census count during this period wm 
ensure that the limited funds that are avail
able wlll be allocated among recipients in 
the same ratio as they were since the incep
tion of the program in 1974. Urbanized areas 
that appear for the first time in the 1980 
census would only dllute these limited funds. 

Section 105(c) clarifies that the fourth tier 
bus capital funds are to be allocated based 
on the latest available census. Since this 
formula program is not being phased out, 
funds should b.e allocated among old and 
new urbanized areas based on the most re
cent Federal census. 

Section 105(d) has been included as a 
response to recommendations from the Gen
eral Accounting Office and should give States 
greater fiexib111ty to accommodate the 
changes to the Federal transit grant pro
gram. It gives discretion to the Governor to 
use section 5 formula apportionments allo
cated for urbanized areas with less than 
200,000 people in non-urbanized areas. Simi
larly, section 18 formula apportionments for 
non-urbanized areas can be used in urban
ized areas with less than 200,000 people. Capt
tal and operating apportionments trans
ferred are subject to the original statutory 
11mitations. After September 30, 1982, no 
section 5 funds can be transferred or appor
tioned for operating expenses in non-urban
ized areas. 

Section 105(e) amends the formula grant 
program to revise Federal lapse provisions. 
Since the operating assistance tiers will be 
phased out by 1985, apportionments that 
have not been obligated by designated recipi
ents within four years of the date of original 
apportionments cannot be added to these 
operating assistance tiers. The amendment 
provides that after September 30, 1983, funds 
that are not ob11gated by the Secretary 
within the four year period or are deobllgated 
when a project is closed out after the end of 
the four year period of ava1lab111ty, wlll be 
added to the fourth tier bus capital appor
tionments. 

The last sentence of section 105(e) (2) cor
rects a technical problem w1 th the lapse of 
1975 and 1976 apportionments. The Act had 
never been amended to reflect the change to 
a. new Federal fiscal year in 1976 that 
changed the lapse of funds from June 30 to 
September 30. This amendment incorporates 
thwt change and is consistent with the budg
etary documentation that has been provided 
to Congress since the beginning of the Sec
tion 5 program. 

Section 105 (f) contains the amendment 
that ensures that no new operating assist
ance projects wlll be approved by the Secre
tary after the close o! Federal fiscal year 1984. 
Recipients of funds will be permitted to con-
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tinue operating assistance projects through 
the end of the current local fiscal year. This 
will save state and local governments from 
maintaining multiple sets of records. New 
capital projects can be approved using funds 
that have not yet lapsed. 

Section 105(g) adds a. maintenance re
quirement to section 5 that is similar to the 
maintenance requirement added to section 3 
by section 101(a) of this bill. 

Section 105(h) amends the current Fed
eral requirement regarding public hearings 
prior to changes in fares or service. This re
quirement has been the impetus for a Fed
eral regulation that transit operators have 
found burdensome. Many transit operators 
have mechanisms to consider public com
ment already and the current Federal statute 
reduces local fiexib111ty. This amendment 
would continue the requirement of a public 
comment process, but that public comment 
process can be locally determined. The re
quirement would be a condition only of oper
ating assistance grants, and so the Federal 
requirement wlll be phased out when oper
ating assistance is phased out. 

Section 105(i) repeals the current Federal 
requirement that transit operators who re
ceive Federal funds must provide off-peak 
service to elderly and handicapped persons 
at half-fare. This requirement is being re
pealed because it is a. Federal intrusion into 
the non-Federal area. of determining local 
fares. Many areas already have their own spe
cial fares for special groups of users. The 
timing of these fares, their level, and eligibll
ity should be locally determined and not dic
tated by the Fed.era.l government. 

Section 106.--0pera.ting costs for univer
sities: This section repeals the special pro
gram to establish and operate transportation 
education programs at colleges and univer
sities. This program was added to the Act 
in 1978 but has never received appropriations 
from Congress. The authorization for appro
priations contained in section 4(d) of the 
Act is deleted by section 102 of this bill. 

DOT wm continue to provide grants to col
leges and universities to conduct specific 
research activities. However, in a. time of 
dwindling transl.Jt funding, DOT should not 
pay the general overhead and salary oper
ating expenses of educational programs. 

Section 107.-Federa.l procurement fac
tors: This section repeals the provision con
tained in section 12(b) (2) of the Act which 
authorizes the Secretary to specify factors 
to be considered locally in the award of con
tracts for 1buses and railcars. This provision 
is ·being repealed so that DOT wm not in
trude in the non-Federal determination of 
factors governing the basis of 81Wa.rd for con
tracts for roll1ng stock. 

DOT will continue to assist grantees in 
their efforts to obtain high quality products 
at the lowest possible price. DOT will not, 
however, prescribe the specific factors that 
grantees should use in evalua.ting quality 
and price. 

Section 108.-Loca.l option for transit for 
handicapped: The section amends section 16 
of the Act and creates a local option proc
ess so that recipients of Federal funds can 
provide transit service tha.t is targeted to 
handicapped persons as an alternative to 
making the entLre transit system accessible 
to all handicapped persons. The amendnlen t 
is based on a. local option provision tha.t was 
considered in the Congress in 1980 by the 
House Subcommittee on Surface Transpor
tation. It is intended to modify current l81W 
within the meaning of section 324 of the 
DOT and Related Agencies _ Aooropriation 
Act for Fiscal Year 1981 - (Public Law 
96-400). 

The purpose of these changes is to clarify 
the intent of Oongress regarding the pro
vision of transportation services to the 
handicapped. The current DOT regulation 
which mandates ma.instrea.ming, 1s not the 
only approach. While the current statutory 

Ia.ngi18.ge in section 504 perml ts approaches 
that provide alternatives to full accessibil
ity, the potential for dilatory litigation 
would ·be lessened by explicit Congressional 
treatment of this area. 

The new section 16(d) (1) that would be 
added establishes the explicit legal principle 
that providing reasonably comparable trans
portation se.rvice is an alternative to com
pliance with the Architectural Barriers Act 
of 1968 and the Reha.bllita.tion Act of 1973. 
The Seeretary would have to make a. deter
mination that the service provided would be 
reasonably comparable. DOT wlll propose 
statutory language to define the meaning of 
"reasonably compa..ra.ble transportation serv
ice" during Congressional deliberations on 
this legislation. Of course, such a. determina
tion only addresses the mass transportation 
responsiblllties of the recipient of Federal 
funds. It does not address other public 
buildings and services. 

The new section 16(d) (2) requires that 
the determination made by the Secretary 
consider transportation services tha.t are 
provided by operators who are funded by 
other Federal, state, and local programs. 

Section 16(e) is separate from the changes 
made to section 16(d). Section 16·(e) pro
vides that old buses that are rehabillta.ted 
will not have to be lift-equipped. This has 
been the DOT practice under an administra
tive exemption provision. These buses have 
a limited useful life so it is not cost-effective 
to equip them with lifts. 

Section 109.-Amendments to formula 
grants tor non-urbanized areas: This section 
amends the section 18 formula grants pro
gram for non-urbanized areas by extending 
program authorizations through fiscal year 
1986 and phasing out operating assistance 
by ftsoa.l yea.r 1983. 

Section 109(a) revises section 18(a) to re
quire that the population formula distribu
tions be calculated using the 1970 Federal 
census count for as long as the Secretary 
can apportion section 18 funds tor operating 
assistance. This amendment is similar to one 
provided for the section 5 operating assist
ance tiers. Like the amendment to section 
5, section 109(a) ensures that section 18 
grantees that received operating assistance 
in the past can continue to receive operating 
assistance untn the phaseout. 

Section 109(b) provides that no appor
tionments made by the Secretary for the 
section 18 program after September 30, 1982 
can be used for operating assistance. 

Section 109(c) extends the section 18 au
thorizations through fiscal year 1986. There 
is authorized to be appropriated $75,000,000 
in each fiscal year from fiscal year 1982 
through and including fiscal year 1986. This 
total authorization of $375,000,000 exceeds 
the current authorization by $255,000,000. 

A provision contained in section 105(d) 
will permit the Governor to transfer section 
18 funds and section 5 funds allocated to 
small urbanized areas between the two pro
grams. 

Section 110.-Interci'ty bus terminals and 
operating expenses: This section repeals sec
tions 21 and 22 of the UMT Act. Section 21 
authorizes grants for the terminal develop
ment program and section 22 authorizes 
grants !or intercity bus service. Both pro
grams were created in 1978 and neither pro
gram has ever received appropriations from 
Congress. The terminal development pro
gram is unnecessary because it describes 
project activities that can be funded under 
broader UMTA programs. Allocetion and pri
orities !or funds should be shaped by the 
level of local commitment, the degree of 
local need, and the annual national priori
ties for Federal funds rather than by narrow 
categorical grant programs like the terminal 
development program. 

Section 22 authorizes grants for ooera.ting 
expenses in intercity bus service. Eliminat
ing this provision ia conalatent with the 

phaseout of operating assistance in the other 
uMTA programs. 

Section 111.-Waterborne transportation 
demonstration project: This section amends 
section 320 of the Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-599) to en
sure that no funds are appropriated for the 
high-speed waterborne transportation dem
onstration project in New York after Sep
tember 30, 1981. Given the present economic 
condition, the Department of Transporta
tion should concentrate its resources on 
basic transportation services and avoid high 
cost, special purpose demonstration projects. 

Section 112.-Repeal of safety authority: 
This section repeals section 107 of the Na
tional Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 
1974 (Public Law 93-503). Section 107 re
quires DOT to investigate transit equip
ment, facllities, and operations tunded by 
UMTA which create a. serious hazard of in
Jury. If the Secretary finds any unsafe con
aition in a bus, subway, or light rail system, 
grants funds can be withheld. 

Section 107 currently puts UMTA in the 
position of being both banker and policeman 
for transit systems. UMTA's primary role 
under the UMT Act is to provide technical 
and financial assistance to transit systems. 
The section 107 safety provision diverta 
UMTA from its primary mission. UMTA'I 
small staff gives it very limited capacity to 
undertake comprehensive safety investiga• 
tions. If this investigative safety role lJI 
proper for the Federal government, it could 
be done better by agencies that have more 
staff resources a.nd the investigatory expet• 
tise to carry it out. 

Section 107 also places transit a.uthoritiel 
in anomalous situations because section 107 
is unlike other Federal safety statutes. For 
instance, the Federal Railroad Safety Act 
(Public Law 91-458) gives the Federal Ran
road Administration (FRA) comprehensive 
authority over commuter passenger ran
roads. The statute provides for due process 
and permits FRA to levy fines. Section 107 
does not have simiiar provisions. Therefore, 
a. transit authority who operates both com
muter ran lines under FRA jurisdiction and 
subway lines under UMTA jurisdiction is 
subjected to two different statutes, two dif
ferent standards and two different penalties. 

Section 107 can be overly intrusive on lo
cal operations. Transit service that is con
fined to a local area should not give rise to a. 
Federal transit safety role. The fact that the 
Federal government assists local housing 
for example, has never necessitated a. spe
cific statute so that a Federal grant agency 
would enforce elevator safety. Local tra.ns.tt 
safety should be a. matter of state and local 
concern. UMTA will continue to offer tech
nical assistance on safe technologies, equip
ment, and design and help transit authori
ties develop local safety programs. This is a. 
better approach than the reactive process 
established in section 107 ~md is a. better use 
of UMTA's limited staff resources. 

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, 
Washington, D.C., March 17, 1981. 

Hon. GEORGE BusH, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PREsmENT: The Department of 
Transnortation is transmitting for your con
sideration and reference the Transit Assist
ance Act of 1981, a bill: To amend the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to provide 
authorizations for appropriations and for 
other purposes. 

This bill implements the principles and 
policies refiected in the President's Economic 
Recovery Program presented in Joint Ses
sion of Congress on February 18, 1981. It re
afftrms the commitment of the Federal gov
ernment to assist State and local govern
ments and the private business community 
in providing viable publlc transportation sys-
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tems for our nation's cities, but redirects the 
Federal role by reducing intrusion in de
cisions that could better be made by in
dividuals, businesses, and State and local 
governments. 

Primary responsib111ty for the operation of 
mass transportation should rest with State 
and local governments. Accordingly, the De
partment is proposing a gradual phase-out 
of Federal operating subsidies. In addition, 
Federal assistance for new rail construction 
(other than that currently underway) will 
be postponed until the national economy and 
the condition of the Federal budget improve. 
Federal emphasis will be concentrated on 
capital expenditures which maintain existing 
transit systems that have proved effective 
and are an essential part of a large urban 
transportation network. Thus, funding for 
bus an rail modernization projects will be 
continued and increased in future years. 

Overall, the bill would authorize an ad
ditional $9.315 billion during the period from 
fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1986, and pro
vide for the needs of public transportation 
systems in rural areas, small cities, and large 
cities. This would bring the four-year au
thorization total to $10,895 blllion. The bill 
would also adjust fiscal year 1982 authoriza
tion levels to bring them into conformance 
with the President's Economic Recovery 
Program. 
URBAN DISCRETIONARY CAPITAL GRANT PROGRAM 

The bill would authorize an additional $5.-
685 billion for the discretionary capital grant 
program raising the four year level through 
1986 to $7.265 blllion. These resources, to
gether with State and local commitments, 
will provide for a balanced program of new 
and expanded bus systems, an extensive pro
gram of rehab111tation and modernization of 
existing bus and rail systems, and the com
pletion of the operable segments of those 
rail projects which are under construction 
based on formal commitments made by the 
Federal government. 

It also includes provisions to assure that 
necessary maintenance programs are in place 
to maximize the use of capital equipment 
funded by the Federal government, and to 
provide fiexib111ty to adjust the Federal/non
Federal funding ratio in accordance with 
project priorities. 

URBAN FORMULA CAPITAL AND OPERATION 
GRANT PROGRAM 

The bill would authorize an additional $3.0 
billion for the capital and operating assist
ance formula program in urbanized areas 
during the four-year period ending in fiscal 
year 1986. It also restructures the formula 
grant program, phasing out the operating 
subsirly component by 1985. The bus capital 
assistance component continues at increased 
funding levels, refiecting the continued com
mitment to our nation's b11s program. 

To cushion the temporary difficulties 
which may be caused by phase-out of Fed
eral operating assistance, the phase-out wlll 
not begin until fiscal year 1983. During the 
transition period, funds wlll be concentrated 
on those large urban areas that provide most 
of the current transit services. This transi
tion period wm give State and local govern
ments and transit agencies the opportunity 
to make necessary adjustments in State and 
local subsidies, transit fares, and service 
levels. 

This will also includes provisions to assure 
that necessary maintenance programs are in 
place and to amend existing legislation 
which has resulted in burdensome Federal 
regulations. 
SMALL COMMUNITY AND RURAL FORMULA CAPI

TAL AND OPERATING GRANT PROGRAM 
The bill would authorize an additional 

$300 million for public transportation as
sistance in small communities and rural 
areas of our nation during the four-year 
period ending in fiscal year 1986. It also re-

structures the program, phasing out the op
erating assistance component. 

To provide State and local governments 
the opportunity to make necessary adjust
ments in subsidies, fares, and service levels, 
operating assistance will remain available 
through fiscal year 1982. 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICE FOR HANDICAPPED 
PERSONS 

The bill includes a provision that would 
allow recipients of Federal assistance to meet 
Federal requirements for the transportation 
of handicapped persons using approaches 
other than making the entire transit system 
accessible. Existing Federal regulations gov
erning the transportation of handicapped 
persons preclude other alternatives, creating 
what many cities view as an unnecessary and 
costly burden. We look forward to working 
with the Congress to develop an effective 
solution to this difficult issue. 

OTHER PROVISIONS 
The bill will also add provisions to simplify 

approval of grants to repaid or replace exist
ing facmties damaged as a result of a nat
ural disaster or catastrophic occurrence; to 
repeal selected categorical program authori
ties to provide greater local fiexib111ty; and 
to allow more effective administration of 
program resources by the Urban Mass Trans
portation Administration. 

Taken together, the series of changes pro
posed in this bill will produce a strong pub
lic transportation program which reduces 
the dependence on the Federal presence and 
maximizes local fiexib111ty and initiative in 
developing our national transportation sys
tem. I commend these legislative actions to 
you !or early consideration and enactment. 

The Office of Management and Budget has 
advised that the enactment of this proposed 
legislation would be in accord with the pro
gram of the President. 

Sincerely, 
DREW LEWIS. 

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, 
Washington, D.C., May 11, 1981. 

Hon. JAKE GARN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR JAKE: On March 17, 1981, I trans
mitted to you the Administration's proposed 
Transit Assistance Act of 1981. This proposed 
legislation provides authorizations for the 
Federal program of assistance to mass trans
portation systems and recommends several 
changes in that program. 

Section 108 of the proposed legislation ad
dresses the issue of transportation for handi
capped persons. Under current requirements, 
transit systems must be made fully acces
sible to handicapped users. The Administra
tion believes, however, that local areas 
should be allowed to address the issue of 
transportation to handicapped persons 
through means other than making the en
tire transit system accessible. Section 108 
thus suggested a "local option" approach. 

In the descriptive section-by-section anal
ysis that accompanied our March 17 trans
mittal, we indicated that the section 108 in
cluded in that b111 was only a preliminary 
proposal and that we intended to come for
ward with a more definite proposal on this 
Issue. We have now completed our analysis, 
and I have enclosed a revised section 108. 

Under this provision, a recipient of Fed
eral transit assistance could certify that it 
has a program which meets locally developed 
criteria with respect to transportation to be 
provided to handicapped persons. A recipient 
making such a certification would be deemed 
to be in compliance with the requirements 
of the Urban Mass Transportation Act, the 
Arch! tectural Barriers Act of 1968 and the 
Rehab111tation Act of 1973. The proposal also 
precludes any requirement that old buses 
and fixed guideway systems be retrofitted so 
as to be accessible to handicapped persons. 

I believe this proposal wm enable local 
areas to address the transportation needs of 
handicapped persons without unnecessary 
and burdensome Federal intrusion into lo
cal transit system management. 

The Office of Management and Budget ad
vises that enactment of this proposal would 
be in accord with the program of the 
President. 

Sincerely, 
DREW LEWIS. 

SECTION 108-LOCAL OPTION FOR TRANSIT J'OR 
HANDICAPPED PERSONS 

Section 108(a) amends section 16 of the 
Act and creates a local option process so that 
recipients of Federal funds can provide tran
sit service that is targeted to handicapped 
persons as an alternative to making the en
tire transit system accessible to handicapped 
persons. The process is intended to be locally 
self-executing. The amendment 1s based on 
local option provisions that passed the Sen
ate in June of 1980 and the House of Rep
resentatives in December of 1980, but the 
provision has been streamlined to reduce 
the Federal intrusion in the local process. 
Upon enactment, it is expected that this 
provision would modify and supercede sec
tion 3234 of Public Law 96-400, the DOT 
Appropriation Act of 1981. 

The new section 16(d) (1) that would be 
added establishes the legal principle that a 
program certified under section 16(d) is an 
alternative to compliance with all Federal 
laws regarding transportation for the handi
capped persons, including section 16(a) of 
the UMT Act, the Architectural Barriers Act 
of 1968, the Federal Air Highway Act of 1973, 
and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Of 
course, an approved transit program only 
addresses the mass transportation responsi
bilities of the recipient of Federal funds. It 
does not address other public buildings and 
services. Section 16(d) (1) provides a one
year start-up period after the effective date 
of the amendment during which time the 
recipient could be certified and stlll not yet 
providing service. After that time, certifica
tion could be made by the recipient only if 
the program actually meets the standards 
established in section 16(d) (2). A knowingly 
and wlllfully false certification by a recipient 
would be a criminal act in violation of 18 
usc 1001. 

Acceptance by the Secretary of the certifi
cation is a ministerial act and is not subject 
to substantive court review. The program 
certified by the recipient could be provided 
either directly or under contract to the re
cipient. However, the recipient has the re
sponsib111ty for insuring that service is being 
provided in the manner described in its 
_program. 

Subsection 16(d) (2) establishes the only 
Federal requirements that govern a program. 
A recipient could, of course, create a program 
that provides service to handicapped persons 
that is more extensive than that required 
under this statute. This decision would be 
a local decision, without additional Federal 
regulatory involvement. The program re
quirements are broad enough so that a local 
program could be developed using some ac
cessible buses or paratransit services, such 
as vans or taxicabs, or some mix of the two. 

The first program requirement (section 
16(d) (2) (A)) is designed to insure that the 
recipient develops criteria that are respon
sive to local needs. These locally developed 
criteria should incorporate local policies re
garding the fares, frequency of service. hours 
of service, restrictions on trip purpose, ad
vance request time, waitin!Z lists. trip time, 
transfer frequency. and geographic area of 
the service for handicapped persons. 

The second program requirement (section 
16(d) (2) (B)) il'SU"es that the development 
of the local criteria wlll not be done in a 
vacuum. The ormrram must be de.,elooed 
using a public hea~ing and comment process 
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that develops local service criteria after con
sidering the levels of service that are pro
vided to the general publlc on the regular 
bus service. However, the ultimate decision 
on the actual criteria should be made locally 
without the Federal government or the 
courts substituting their judgment. 

The third program requirement (section 
16(d) (2) (C)) is that the program provide 
service that meets the criteria that have 
been developed. The fourth requirement is 
that the recipient cannot discriminate 
against a handicapped person who is w1lling 
and able to use a particular service without 
further capital or operational modifications. 
Furthermore, handicapped persons who can 
use the regular bus system are not entitled 
to paratransit services any more than the 
general publlc is entitled to have paratransit 
services. This section does not in any way 
require that a recipient provide dupllcative 
transportation service. 

Section 16(d) (3) .provides that the certi
fication will continue to ·be effective until the 
recipient requests that approval be with
drawn, either by choice or •by court order. 
In any action to compel a. recipient to com
ply witlh the requirements, compllance will 
be presumed if the certificate has been ac
cepted. A presumption of complla.nce by the 
recipient may be rebutted only by a clear 
and convincing showing of a pattern of a 
failure to meet the requirements of the pro
gram. 

Section 16(d) (4) includes a. provision con
tained in the House passed bill to insure 
that DOT does not get too involved in the 
local process. The Secretary could provide 
technical guidance to recipients, but no ad
ditional Federal requirements could be add
ed. 

Section 16(e) is separate from the changes 
made to section 16(d) and ls free-standing. 
Section 16(e) (1) provides that old buses that 
are rehabillta.ted w111 not have to be lift
equipped. This has been the DOT practice 
under an administration exemption provi
sion. These rehabilltated buses have a llmlt
ed useful llfe and it ls not cost-effective to 
require them to be accessible to wheelchair 
users. 

Section 16(e) (2) provides a general statu
tory exemption to remove any Federal re
quirement tha-t old rail and other old fixed 
guideway systems be retrofitted to be accessi
ble to and usable by handicapped persons. 
The cost of making these existing commuter 
rail, light rail, and subway systems accessi
ble to wheelchair users and usable by them 
and other handicapped persons is projected 
to amount to billions of dollars. The cost 
per !handicapped user is extremely high. The 
Federal government should not mandate 
these costs. 

Section 108(b) requires the Secretary of 
DOT to report to the Congress on the imple
mentation of subsection (a), the amend
ments to section 16 described above, within 
three years. The Secretary is authorized to 
conduct studies and gather data necessary 
to report on compllance by recipients and 
the service being provided .• 

By Mr. PACKWOOD (for•himself, 
Mr. GoLDWATER, Mr. SCHMITT, 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. KASTEN, and 
Mr. CANNON): 

S. 1161. A bill to amend the Communi
cations Act of 1934 to provide that noth
ing in such act shall be construed to 
permit the Federal Communications 
Commission to restrict or prohibit in any 
manner the broadcast of the results or 
the projections of the results of an elec
tion to choose the electors of the Presi
dent and Vice President of the United 
States until all pelling places in the 
United States are closed, and !or other 

purposes; to the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

ANNOUNCING RESULTS OF ELECTIONS 

e Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, in 
the aftermath of every election, it is only 
natural that national attention is focused 
on those institutions which play a major 
part in the system we use to choose our 
public officials. 

This year, perhaps more than ever be
fore, the role of one of those institutions, 
the communications industry, has come 
under close public scrutiny. Political 
analyst David Broder, in an April 15, 
1981 column entitled ''TV: Projecting the 
Winners Too Soon," observed that: 

The people in television news are on a 
collision course with public opinion on an 
issue of some importance to our polltics, and 
it would be well for all of us in the press if 
the coll1sion could be avoided. 

The issue is the broadcast of presidential 
election returns into states where the polls 
are still open--especially, the early projection 
of an election decision while voters are still 
weighing how, or whether, to vote. 

Others have expanded the scope of that 
scrutiny. Richard Zoglin, in his Novem
ber 6, 1980 Atlanta Constitution article, 
"TV's Credibility on Line in Rush To 
Pick A Winner," observed that: 

(Q)uick-draw projections raise serious 
questions about the whole business of pre
dicting results. 

The frantic race to be first on the boards 
with a projected winner has always been one 
of the most pointless aspects of the networks 
election coverage. 

The issue, however, is not correctness but 
credib111ty ... the fact that many of those 
calls came only seconds after voting had 
ended means they were almost certainly 
based not on actual precinct results, but 
rather on exit polls. 

The broadcast of information on elec
tion returns for candidntes for Federal 
office before all the polls have closed 
throughout the country and the making 
of election projections based upon a sam
pling of relatively few returns in these 
elections have been criticized as creating 
a climate which disrupts fair elections 
and maximum voter participation. 

COVERAGE OF THE 1980 ELECTION 

On election night at 8:15 p.m. EST, 
NBC News announced that, according to 
its projections, Ronald Reagan had won 
enough States to put him over the re
quired 270 electoral vote mark and had 
won the 1980 Presidential election. ABC 
called the race at 9: 52 p.m. and CBS did 
the same at 10:32 p.m. The NBC projec
tion occurred at 5: 15 p.m. on the west 
coast, several hours before the polls were 
scheduled to be closed. 

The early prediction by all three major 
television networks of Ronald Reagan's 
sweeping victory allegedly deterred many 
voters in Western States, including my 
own home State of Oregon, from voting. 
Further, concerns have been raised about 
the possible impact of the projections on 
actual elections results. 

Reaction to these events was strong. 
I ask my colleagues to consider some of 
the editorial comments made in Oregon 
after the election: 

Carter's early concession speech, combined 
with the even earlier projections of the out
come of the presidential race by the major 

networks, resulted in a twin depressant effect 
on the late-in-the-day voter turnout in the 
West. (Statesman-Journal, Salem, November 
12, 1980.) 

Never was the problem worse than in the 
1980 election, when by 6 p.m. in the West the 
networks were announcing a Reagan victory 
and by 7 President Carter had conceded. 
Some Westerners who were planning to vote 
undoubtedly decided not to bother because 
of this news. Those who persevered regard
less probably felt their role diminished. (Reg
ister-Guard, Eugene, November 9, 1980.) 

The very eaxly television predictions in the 
presidential rece Tuesday evening, followed 
by President Jimmy carter's untimely con
ces·sion, caused consternation and anger all 
along the West Coast. 

. . . Most of those persons interviewed by 
our reporters were upset by the fact that 
even as they were about to vote, the results 
were forecast, and the president had capitul
ated. 

We s.hare the frustration of voters, and we 
think something must be done about pre
empting the West Coast vote. 

The spontaneity, enthusi-asm and convic
tion of one's vote was diluted, if not de
stroyed, by television forecasts. That should 
not be. Every American should be given the 
opportunity to vote his or her conscience. 
(The World, Coos Bay, November 6, 1980). 

COMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY INTEREST 

Clearly, the network coverage of Elec
tion Day, 1980 generated a tremendous 
wave of public reaction. It is noteworthy, 
I believe, that it created quite a stir too 
within the industry. 

For example, a New York Times article 
of November 6, 1980 entitled "Networks 
in Dispute on Fast Projections," reported 
that: 

In the harshly competitive television cover
age of Presidential election results, ... the 
striking disparity between the projection 
times of NBC News, CBS News and ABC News 
aroused some unusual sniping among ex
ecutives and some questions about the 
methods used by networks. 

Essentially, CBS News and ABC News of
ficials say that NBC News relled almost 
totally on "exit polls" of 15,000 to 20,000 vot
ers leaving election booths, a device used by 
networks and newspapers to assess the mood 
of the electorate. Although CBS News and 
ABC News also used "exit polls," they say 
they based their projections on actual voting 
in key precincts. That, they assert, is the only 
fully accurate way of determining a winner. 

NBC News officials insist that the·lr ea.rly 
projection was based not only on exit polls, 
as critics contend, but also on the exami
na.tion of voting returns in key states. But 
omcbls at the other networks pointed out 
that NBC News called Ohio as in Mr. Rea
gan's camp at 7:31, one minute after the 
pons closed there. Mr. Reagan was projected 
the winner in Florida at 7:02, while some 
polls were still open. As polls closed in Con
necticut at 8 p.m., NBC News projected Mr. 
Reagan as the winner. 

Clearly, there is considerable skepti
cism within the industry about the valid
ity of some of the methods used to pro
ject election results. In my view, these 
contentions only serve to undermine the 
credibilitv of the "news" which is being 
reported to voters across the Nation. 

Of course, the Times article went on to 
point out that there is more than one 
reason why each of the broadcasters 
strives so hard to be the front-runner: 

To network omcials, the importance of be
ing first derives not only from the natural 
competition between the networks but also 
from the public relations value of calUng 
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the winner accurately. Advertisers are often 
eager to sign up with the winning network 
in future elections. 

Undoubtedly, this will continue to be 
an area of controversy within the com
munications industry, as well as outside 
of it. 

CONGRESSIONAL INTEREST 

The serious concerns that have been 
raised about the possible impact of early 
projections on voter participation has, 
perhaps, brought congressional interest 
in this to an all-time high. 

:Since 1961, when the first bill on this 
subject was introduced by our distin
guished colleague from Arizona, Senator 
GoLDWATER, Congress has considered a 
number of methods of preventing the ex
posure of voters in Western States to 
elections results or projections prior to 
voting. These methods can be categorized 
as follows: To prohibit the release of 
elections results until all polls are closed; 
to provide for the uniform closing for 
all polling places; to urge voluntary re
straints by broadcasters with regard to 
projecting election outcomes before all 
polls are closed; and to prohibit the 
broadcast of results or projections of 
elections until all polls are closed 

In 1967, our former colleague from 
Rhode Island, John 0. Pastore, chaired 
hearings on the "Predictions and Projec
tions of Election Results" before the 
Commerce Subcommittee on Communi
cations. Each of the methods I have de
scribed was considered by the subcom
mittee. Congressional interest had been 
provoked by the 1964 elections. 

Based upon the evidence presented 
then, the subcommittee concluded that 
no legislation was warranted. In short, 
the subcommittee found no discernible 
impact on voter behavior in the 1964 
elections from such ·broadcasts. 

Thirteen years later, however, we have 
seen an unprecedented uproar from 
voters and elections officials in Western 
States as a result of the early projec
tions made last November. 

Legislation embodying each of the 
approaches outlined earlier has been in
troduced and is now pending before this 
Congress. A consensus seems to have 
emerged that 1980 was significantly dif
ferent from 1964 and voters are appeal
Ing to their elected representatives for 
a. solution. 

I am not certain that any of the op
tions now before Congress will satisfac
torily resolve the situation. In the 1980 
election-night coverage a new element 
was injected into the debate by the tele
vision networks: the use of election day 
"exit polling" to supplement, and appar
ently in some cases, to replace the net
works' more traditional projection tech
niques. While not all of the networks 
made use of their exit poll results for 
projections, the fact that the results of 
these surveys were used raises a question 
in my mind about what effect, if any, 
the currentlv proposed legislation may 
have on limiting the abiUty of the net
works to make early projections. 

First of all, some of the legislation 
which prohibits projections by the net
works is, in my view, a violation of the 
first amendment protections granting a 

free press. Any measure which would 
jeopardize the first amendment rights 
of the communications industry is, to 
me, abhorrent. 

Other proposals which would estab
lish uniform closing times for polling 
places, or would restrict access to ac
tual vote counts until all polling places 
are closed, are likely to have an impact 
on the networks' more traditional fore
casting procedures, but will not ha\c 
much of an impact on the use of results 
from exit polling. In fact, if the net
works are restricted by legislation from 
using actual counts and are forced to 
rely instead on the results of their exit 
polls, it is possible that the networks 
would be able to project the winners of 
certain races at even earlier times on 
election day than was the case in 1980. 
Instead of offering a solution, these ap
proaches may only exacerbate the prob
lem now perceived by Western State 
voters. 

EXPLANATION OF PROVISIONS 

Mr. President, the legislation I am in
troducing today offers a new approach 
to this controversial situation. 

First, it makes absolutely clear that 
the provisions of the Communications 
Act of 1934 can in no way be construed 
to permit the Federal Communications 
Commission to restrict or prohibit the 
bro::~.dcast of the results, or the projec
tions of the results of a Federal election 
until all polling places are closed. 

I am fully committed to encouraging 
voter participation in the electoral proc
ess and to taking whatever steps are 
necessary to convince voters in all 50 
States that each vote counts. We cannot, 
however, place unconstitutional burdens 
on the media in the process. The first 
amendment is clear in its protection of 
free expression. 

Second, this bill directs that a com
plete and thorough investigation be un
dertaken to determine if the practi~es of 
the communications industry do affect 
voter behavior. 

The investigation authorized by this 
legistation would be conducted by a na
tional Commission on the Effect of the 
Communications Industry on Voter Be
havior. The Commission would be a blue
ribbon panel which would include Mem
bers of Congress, representatives of the 
communications industry, elected State 
officials and other qualified individuals. 

The Commission would be composed 
of 15 members. Five would be appointed 
by the President Pro Tempore of the 
Senate, five by the Speaker of the House 
and five by the President. A minimum of 
three positions on the Commission would 
be reserved for representatives of the 
media. At least three slots would be 
saved for the State officials as well. 

The issue which the Commission is 
directed to study is clearly nonpartisan. 
The composition of the Commission's 
membership should reflect its bipartisan 
nature. For that reason, this bill re
quires that at no time shall more than 
three members appointed by the Sen
ate, the House or the President be from 
the same party. 

The Commission is fully vested with 
those powers necessary to carry out its 

mandate. At the conclusion of its term, 
12 months after its first meeting, the 
Commission is required ·to report its find
ings to the Congress and to make such 
recommendations as it feels are neces
sary. 

This is a complex issue. The first step 
is to examine what the problem is per
ceived to be and to define i:ts scope. No 
congressional committee of which I am 
aware can devote the time and attention 
whi-ch I feel is needed in this instance. 

One of the most important features 
of the Commi·ssion is that it would em
brace representatives from each of the 
groups which brave a vital interest in this 
matter. Communications industry 
spokesmen and State officials would be 
directly involved in the process. In my 
view, the full representation of their 
views, as well as the contribution of their 
cooperation and ideas is essential to the 
task of coming up with recommenda
tions to the Congress that all parties 
can live with. 

Also, the requirement that the com
mission must make its final report and 
recommendations in 1 year will easily 
allow the Congress the time it needs to 
fully cons·ider and act on the Commis
sion's recommendations before the elec
tions in 1984. 

CONCLUSION 

It has been observed that what often 
stands in the way of reform is a natural 
reluctance on the part of Congress tackle 
controversial matters during a politically 
charged election year and sheer inertia 
with regard to them at any other time. 

This issue cannot be put off indefin
itely. I can attest to the continuing in
terest of voters in my home State of 
oregon. A poll conducted in January 
1981 of California voters is proof of 
their strong feelings on this as well: 
Almost 75 percent of those interviewed 
would prohibit elections projections be
fore all of the polls are closed. 

As David Broder stated in his April15, 
1981 column: 

The problem is not going away, and the 
closer we come to 1984 without a resolution, 
the more anger and controversy there will be. 

The time to act is now. I am offering 
today the fairest and most reasonable 
approach for achieving a resolution that 
I know of. Let us begin. 

Mr. President, I would welcome my 
colleagues to join in cosponsoring this 
bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that this bill, 
and a fact sheet describing it, be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill and 
fact sheet were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1161 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 5 of ·the Communications Act of 1934 ls 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

" (!) Nothing in this Act shall be con
strued to oermit the Federal Communica
tions Commission to restrict or prohibit ln 
any manner the broadcast of the res11lts or 
the projections of the res11lts of an election 
to choose the electors of the President and 
the Vice-President of the United States untU 
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all polling places in the United States are 
closed.". 

AUTHORIZATION OF INVESTIGATION 

SEC. 2. (a) The Congress hereby authorizes 
and directs that a complete and thorough 
investigation be conducted to determine 1! 
the practices of the communications indus
try affect voter behavior. 

(b) The investigation authorized under 
subsection (a) shall be conducted by the 
Commission established under section 3. 
The Commission shall submit a written re
port to the Congress not later than 12 
months after the date of the first meeting 
of the Commission. 

(c) The Commission shall cease to exist 
30 days after the final report is submitted. 

COMMISSION 

SEc. 3. (a) There is established the Com
mission on the Effect of the Communica
tions Industry on Voter Behavior (herein
after referred to as the "Commission"). 

(b) The Commission shall be composed of 
15 members to be appointed as follows: 

(1) Five members shall be appointed by 
the President pro tempore of the Senate up
on the recommendation of the majority and 
minority leaders. Of the members so ap
pointed one shall be the Chairman and one 
shall be the Ranking Minority Member of 
the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science 
and Transportation. Of the remaining mem
bers so appointed not less than one shall be 
a representative of the communications in
dustry and not less than one shall be an 
elected State official. 

(2) Five members shall be appointed by 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
upon the recommendation of the majority 
and minority leaders. Of the members so 
appointed one shall be the Chairman and 
one shall be the Ranking Minority Member 
of the House Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. Of the remaining members so 
appointed not less than one shall be a repre
sentative of the communications industry 
and not less than one shall be an elected 
State official. 

(3) Five members shall be appointed by 
the President. Of the members so appointed 
one shall be a representative of the com
munications industry and one shall be an 
elected State official. 

(c) All appointments made in accordance 
with subsection (b) shall be made not later 
than 60 days after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

(d) At no time shall more than 3 members 
appointed under either paragraph (1), (2), 
or (3) of subsection {b) be from the same 
political party. 

(e) A vacancy in the commission shall not 
affect its powers, and shall be filled in the 
sa.me manner in which the original appoint
ment was made, and shall be subject to the 
same limitations with respect to party affili
ations as the original appointment. Eight 
members shall constitute a quorum, but a 
lesser number may conduct hearings. The 
chairman of the Commission shall be se
lected by the members from among members. 
The term of office of the chairman and the 
members shall be for the life of the Com
mission. 

{f) The President shall call the first meet
ing of the Commission not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment 0'! this Act. 

FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION 

SEc. 4. (a) The Commission shall conduct 
a complete and thorough investigation to de
termine if the practices of the communica
tions industry affect voter behavior. 

·(b) The Commission shall submit a writ
ten report to the President and Congress not 
later than 12 months after the date of the 
first meeting of the Commission. 

(c) The Commission shall cease to exist 

30 days after the final report is sub
mitted. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEc. 5. (a) The Commission may, for the 
purpose of carrying out its functions and 
duties pursuant to the provisions of this Act, 
sit and act at such times and places, hold 
such hearings, take such testimony, request 
the attendance of such witnesses, adminis
ter oaths, have such printing and binding 
done, and commission studies by any Federal 
agency or executive department, as the 
Commission determines advisable. 

(b) Per diem and mileage allowances for 
witnesses requested to appear under the au
thority conferred by this section shall be 
paid from funds appropriated to the Com
mission. 

(c) Subject to such rules and regulations 
as may be adopted by the Commission, the 
chairman shall have the power to-

(1) appoint an executive director who 
shall be compensated at the rate of pay es
tablished for level II of the Executive Sched
ule; 

(2) appoint and fix the compensation of 
such stat! personnel as may be necessary, 
without regard to the provisions of title 5, 
United States Code, governing appointment.; 
in the competitive service, and without re
gard to chapter 51 and subchapter III of 
chapter 53 of such title relating to classifi
cation in General Schedule pay rates, but 
at such rates not in excess of the maximum 
rate for GS-18 of the General Schedule un
der section 5332 of such title; and 

(3) procure temporary and intermittent 
services to the same extent as is authorizej 
by section 3109 of title 5, United States Code . 
but at rates not exceeding $100 a day for 
individuals. 

COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS 

SEc. 6. Each member of the Commission 
not otherwise employed by the Feder.al Gov
ernment shall receive compensation at a 
rate equal to the dally rate for GS-18 of the 
General Schedule under section 5332 of title 
5, United States Code, for each day, includ
ing traveltime, he or she is engaged in the 
actual performance of his or her duties as a 
member of the Commission. A member of the 
Commission who is an officer or employee of 
the United States Government shall serve 
without additional compensation. All mem
bers of the Commission shall be reimbursei 
for travel , subsistence, and other necessary 
expenses incurred by them in the perform
ance of their duties. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 7. There are authorized to be auoro
priated $2,000,000 to carry out the provisions 
of this Act. 

FACT SHEET-COMMISSION ON THE EFFECT OF 
THE CoMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY ON VOTER 

BEHAVIOR 

1. Commission wm be composed of 15 
members: 

{a) Five appointed by the President pro 
tempore of the Senate; 

(b) Five appointed by the Speaker of the 
House; and 

(c) Five appointed by the President. 
Included among the 15 are Senators and 

Representatives. members of the communica
tions industry, and elected state officials. 

2. Commission shall conduct a complete 
and thorough investigation to determine if 
the practices of the communications industry 
affect voter behavior. 

3. A written report will be submitted with
in one year after the first meeting. 

4. Normal administrative provisions and 
compensation are included.e 

By Mr. MATillAS <for himself 
and Mr. SARBANES) : 

S.J. Res. 81. Joint resolution to rec-

ognize the Pause for the Pledge of Al
legiance as part of National Flag Day 
activities; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PAUSE FOR THE PLEDGE ON FLAG DAY 

e Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, last May 
in Baltimore, a group of volunteers from 
the Star-Spangled Banner Flag House 
launched a national campaign to en
courage all Americans to say the Pledge 
of Allegiance as part of National Flag 
Day. Their idea, Pause for the Pledge, 
caught the imagination of many people 
in the Nation. They received support 
from such diverse groups as, major 
league baseball, the American Gas As
sooiation, the AFL-CIO, and the Balti
more Gas and Electric Co. 

Word of the project spread. Groups in 
other parts of the country planned cere
monies of their own or else encouraged 
citizens to join with the Baltimore group 
by reciting the Pledge of Allegiance at 
2 p.m. e.d.t. to coincide with ceremonies 
held at Fort McHenry, birthplace of the 
National Anthem. 

Encouraged by the interest expressed 
last year, this dedicated group of Flag 
House volunteers is now working to bring 
the Pause for the Pledge idea to all part..s 
oi the United States. They have already 
enlisted the support of business organi
zations, veterans' groups, Government 
agencies, service clubs, and sports asso
ciations. And they have invited President 
Reagan to Fort McHenry this year to 
lead the Nation in the Pledge of Alle
giance at 4 p.m. e.d.t. on Sunday, June 14 
to commemorate. 

The resolution I send t-o the desk to
day calls on Congress to recognize the 
Pause for the Pledge as a part of Na
tional Flag Day and to encourage Amer
icans to recite the Pledge of Allegiance 
at Flag Day ceremonies. 

The Continental Congress on June 14, 
1777, adopted an official banner by spell
ing out broad specifications for a na
tional flag. After many years of local 
Flag Day ceremonies, Congress in 1949 
officially designated June 14 as National 
Flag Day. 

Flag Day observations before and after 
the 1949 congressional action have tra
ditionally centered around the Pledge of 

·Allegiance to the Flag written by James 
B. Upham and Francis Bellamy in 1892. 
Other ceremonies have included flag
raising ceremonies, the singing of the 
National Anthem, and parades. 

Since 1952, the Star-Spangled Banner 
Flag House Association in Baltimore has 
been the official sponsor of Flag Week. 
Their headquarters is the house where 
Mary Young Pickersgill sewed the :flag 
that flew over Fort McHenry in 1814 and 
inspired Francis Scott Key to write the 
Nati'onal Anthem. The association makes 
recommendations for Flag Week events 
·and urges communities to hold special 
observancP.S on JunP 14. 

This resolution will Silso be introduced 
in the ·other body by Representative BAR
BARA MIKULSKI. Congressional passage 
of this resolution would officially recog
nize the Pause for the Pledge as part of 
National Flag Day and pay tribute to 
the patriotic efforts of the Flag House 
volunteers. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text ot the JOint resolution 
be printed in the REcoRD. 

'l'here being no objection, the joint res
olution was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

S.J. Res. 81 
Resolved by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

Whereas, by Act of the Congress of the 
United States, dated June 14, 1777, the first 
official flag of the United States was adopted, 
and 

Whereas, by Act of the Congress dated 
August 3, 1949, June 14th of each year was 
designated National Flag Day, and the Star
Spangled Banner Flag House Association in 
Ba.l·timore, Maryland, has been the official 
sponsor of National Flag Day since 1952, and 

Whereas, on June 14, 1980, the Star-Span
gled Banner Flag House Assool.a.tion devel
oped a natioillal oa.mpaign to encourage all 
Americans to pause for .the pledge of Al
legiance, and 

Whereas, this concept caught the imagina
tion of Americans everywhere and received 
wide citizen support, and 

Whereas, 1981is t·he 50th Anndversary year 
of the adoption of the Star-Spangled Banner 
as our National Anthem, and the pause fo1 
the pledge will be a part of National Flag 
Day ceremonies a.t Fort McHenry, birthplace 
of the Star Spangled Banner, on June 14, 
1981 at 4:00 p:m. EDT. 

Now, therefore, be U resolved That the 
Congress of the United States recognizes the 
pause for the pledge as part of National Flag 
Day and encourages all Americans to partici
pate in National Flag Day by reciting the 
Pledge of Allegiance at 4:00 p.m. EDT on 
June 14, 1981. Section II. 

The Congress shall transmit a copy of this 
Resolution to the Star-S~angled Flag House 
tn Baltimore, Maryland.e 

By Mr. MATIDAS (for himself 
and Mr. SARBANES): 

S.J. Res. 82. Joint resolution to mark 
the bicentennial of Washington College; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

WASHINGTON COLLEGE BICENTENNIAL 

e Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, to
day it is my privilege to introduce a 
joint resolution honoring the 200th an
niversary of Washington College, in 
Chestertown, Md. 

Actually, the anniversary is next year. 
But it is my hope, Mr. President, that 
the resolution will be passed and printed 
this summer so that it will be available 
on October 10, when the college's BI
centennial Planning Committee holds its 
opening convocation ceremony. 

I have chosen May as the month to 
introduce this joint resolution because 
May was significant on several occasions 
in the college's early days. 

It was in May-on May 24, 1772, to 
be precise-that the General Assembly 
of Maryland enacted the bill giving 
Washington College its charter, which 
anticipated that the college would serve 
"in honorable and perpetual memory of 
his Excellency, General Washington the 
illustrious and virtuous commander-in
chief of the armies of the U.S." 

And it was on May 15, 1783, that the 
foundation stone was laid for what was 
eventually to be the college as we know 
and admire it today. 

The following account of that memor
able event is worth noting: 

On May 15, the visitors and governors and 
the masters, students, and scholars, accom-

panted by a greater number of gentlemen 
from the neighboring counties, went in pro
cession to the hlll where the new college 
was to be built. Following prayer by the 
principal, the foundation stone was laid by 
his Excellency, Governor Paca, who was sa
luted on the occasion by thirteen discharges 
of cannon. Orations in French were delivered 
by Thomas Worrell and Ebenezer Perkins, 
followed by a pastoral dialogue spoken by 
three young scholars dressed 1n shepherds' 
clothes. 

Governor Paca, I should mention, was 
the same distinguished Marylander who 
served in the Continental Congress and 
was one of the four Maryland signers of 
the Declaration of Independence. 

In thinking about these remarks and 
the joint resolution I am introducing to
day, my mind turned to the various ways 
in which we traditionally observe 200th 
anniversaries. 

At times we are inclined to turn 
scholarly, to assemble histories, and to 
reflect on the manner in which the past 
has affected the present. 

At times we decide simply to reminisce. 
And at times we get caught up in the 

exuberance of the occasion and celebrate 
in the traditional birthday-party ways. 

Today, in these remarks, I will attempt 
to blend the latter two approaches. Nor
mally, as my colleagues know, I would 
opt for the scholarly historical approach. 
But last year an excellent history of 
Washington College was published. It is 
entitled "Washington College," and I rec
ommend it to fr:~nds of the college, edu
cators, historians, and, in fact, to any
body who is interested in a fascinating 
story of representative growth within one 
sector of our society during the last two 
centuries. The author of the history is 
Fred W. Dumschott, and the book was 
published by the college. 

The book narrates with captivating 
detail and with sensitive insight the sto
ries of the presidents and other officials 
who guided the college ever upward to 
the position of esteem it enjoys today; 
the stories of the various academic 
structures which have grown over the 
years into a campus endowed equally 
with activity and charm; and the sto
ries of the men and women students who 
achieved special renown in the study 
halls and on the athletic fields. 

I shall not reiterate these lists of 
names. I shall, however, again recom
mend Fred Dumschott's book. And I shall 
acknowledge that I used it extensively
with a great deal of pleasure-in prepar
ing these remarks. 

The 200th anniversary of Washington 
College is an historic and festive occa
sion for many reasons, not the least of 
which is the fact that it was the first 
college chartered in Maryland-and, in 
fact, the lOth in the United States. 

A few glimpses into its past will help 
us appreciate the significance of the 
200th anniversary of Washington Col
lege-the first star in the galaxy of 
Maryland institutions of higher educa
tion. 

First, its curriculum: Under the foun
der, William Smith, D.D., the early cours
es included algebra, geometry, conic sec
tions, fluxions, surveying, natural philos
ophy, astronomy, moral philosophy, log
ic, metaphysics, rhetoric, and extensive 
readings in Greek and Latin. 

At the first commencement, Dr. Smith 
delivered a short Latin oration and, ac
cording to the Dumschott history: 

The candidates then presented a Latin 
salutory oration, an oration in French, a Lat
in syllogistic dispute, and an English syl
logistic dispute. 

At about the same time, plans were 
being made for the college's new build
ing-a three wing, four storey structure, 
plus attic, estimated to cost about $28,-
000. To raise funds for the structure, the 
college disposed of some of its land hold
ings and sold lottery tickets for $4 each, 
offering prizes ranging from a top award 
of $4,000 down to 3,000 prizes of $8 each. 

In May of 1784, George Washington 
paid the first of several visits to his 
namesake college. During his stay, he 
subscribed his name as a member of the 
visitors and governors of the college and 
attended a student presentation of a 
play entitled "The Tragedy of Gustavus 
Vasa, the Great Deliverer of Sweden from 
Danish Oppression." 

By the early 1800's the college was 
taking steps to make sure that its stu
dents lived up to the deportment ex
pected of them. Thirteen rules and regu
lations were promulgated, with fines for 
transgressions. Rule 10, for example, 
stipulated: 

Every student shall demean himself to
ward his teacher in a decent and respectful 
manner, under penalty not exceeding five 
dollars in the discretion of the Professor. 

"Immoral conduct, such as quarrelling, 
cursing, swearing, or immodest conduct" 
could cost a miscreant $2. Trifling dur
ing the hours of recitation and study car
ried a penalty of 12% cents. 

Eventually there were additional rules 
specifically for boarding students-for 
example, "There shall be no • • • throw
ing victuals during meals." 

The boarders, in the early 1800's, paid 
$35 per term for board, and they were 
advised to bring their own beds and 
bedding and to arrange for their wash
ing. Tu;tion at the time was $10 a term. 

In 1827 fire started in the Common 
Hall or center building, and ultimately 
destroyed the whole structure. "We never 
witnessed a more awful and sublime 
sight," reported the Chestertown Tele
graph. 

A resolution to appropriate $10,000 for 
the rebuilding of the college failed in the 
Maryland House of Delegates, and for 
almost 20 years, classes were conducted 
in rented houses in Chestertown. 

The cornerstone for a new building 
was laid in 1844. And in the college's first 
catalog, distributed that year, prospec
tive students were informed that they 
must "present testimonials of good moral 
character" and that tuition for winter 
would be $20.50; board, $52; and wash
ing, $6.50." 

And so it went-the solicitations of 
funds, the commencements, the planning 
of new physical facilities, the changes in 
regulations, and the setting of new fees 
and salaries. 

Nor were athletics ignored. In 1867, 
for instance, a group of college men "en
gaged in a social game of baseball" with 
a team from Galena and lost, 23 to 21. 
Next they played a team called the 
Marylands and won, 47 to 23. 

By 1871 the college team called itself 
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the Chesters, and it was in that year they 
took on a local team from Chestertown 
called the Rustics. 

Here is how the Kent News described 
the game: 

Never was vain ostentation more arrogantly 
displayed than by the Rustic nine. For a 
week they were continually vaunting their 
superior playing, especially the Captain, un
til the time rolled round for a practical mus
tration. Arriving on the College grounds the 
game commenced. The Rustic countenances 
wore a beaming aspect until the third inning, 
When lo! What an amazing transformation! 
How quick their merry laughter and happy 
exchanges of congratulations changed to 
gloomy and dejected mutterings. When we, 
Chester, went to bat the last inning, their 
captaln walked to the pitcher's stand and 
uttering this terrible mandate to his am
bitious pitcher, "Go to third base, Sir." He 
went with some reluctance, for t'was a great 
fall of his feathers and aspirations. There 
stood the crestfallen captain, witnessing the 
fall of what he once thought mighty. 

Finally, after scoring 10 runs in the 
eighth inning, the college's Chesters won 
by a score of 43 to 27. 

When Washington College played its 
first football game about 17 years later, 
the team seems to have followed the tra
dition set earlier by the baseball team 
for producing, at times, somewhat dra
matic results. In a game against St. 
John's College, of Annapolis, the Wash
ington College squad reportedly lost 119 
to 0. 

But serious, consequential things were 
happening, too. In 1891, coeducation was 
adopted at Washington College. Eleven 
young women attended the college as day 
students during the first year of the co
educational "experiment," and the next 
year the number was doubled. By 1895 
plans were being made for a ladies' dor
mitory. A picture of the class of 1895 
snows 10 young men and Miss May 
Matthews, "the first woman to complete 
the academic course as Washington 
College." 

In 1922 the board authorized the se
lection of a dean of women. 

President Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
visited the college in October of 1933 and 
was awarded an honorary degree of 
doctor of laws. "There hasn't been a 
President near us s\nce the first Kent 
News came on the streets in 1823" <after 
President Washington's visits in the 
1780s) , observed the newspaper edito
rially. And apparently the affair was a 
great success, replete with a 21-gun sa
lute. 

When President Harry S. Truman vis
ited the college in June of 1946, he, too, 
received a hearty welcome, this time with 
U.S. Senator George Radcliffe and Gov
ernor Herbert R. O'Conor among those 
in attendance. 

The most recent Presidential visit to 
Washington College was in 1954 when 
President Eisenhower received an honor
ary doctor of laws degree during the 
college's commencement exercises. Presi
dent Eisenhower was accompanied that 
day by Maryland's Governor, Theodore 
Roosevelt McKeldin. 

The several visits of George Washing
ton to Washington College and the sub
sequent visits of three other great Presi
dents of the United States are eloquent 
testimony to the important role the col
lege has played both in American history 
and in American education. 

For the past 200 years, Washington 
College has never stood still but has 
moved from strength to strength main
taining a position in the vanguard of 
American liberal arts education. 

Washington College is not distin
guished only by its illustrious past. It is 
distinguished by its steadfast commit
ment to the lasting values of a true lib
eral arts and sciences education, and it 
is distinguished by the quality of the lib
eral arts and sciences education it gives. 

As a Republican, I note with some sor
row that of the three Presidents who 
visited Washington College in the recent 
past, two were Democrats. Now, as the 
college celebrates its 200th birthday dur
ing a Republican incumbency, we Re
publicans have an opportunity to redress 
the balance. 

As befits the importance of the occa
sion, President Ronald Reagan has been 
invited to deliver the commencement ad
dress at Washington College on May 17, 
1982, during its bicentennial celebration. 
I have joined with Dr. Joseph H. McLain, 
the distinguished president of Washing
ton College, and with its dedicated fac
ulty and student body, in urging Presi
dent Reagan to honor this venerated and 
venerable Maryland institution by par
ticipating in the celebration of its 200th 
birthday. 

As I introduce this resolution, I con
gratulate Washington College on 200 
years of achievement under outstanding 
leadership and patronage. And, as is 
common on birthdays, I wish the college 
many happy returns of the day. 

Mr. Pre3ident, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the joint resolution 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the joint resolution was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 82 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled,, 

Whereas Washington College is the first 
chartered college in the State of Maryland 
and the tenth chartered college in the United 
States, and 

Whereas the Maryland Provincial Assembly 
did authorize the establishment of the Kent 
County Free School by law in 1723, creating 
the Visitors to supervise and operate such 
school, and 

Whereas, the Rev. Dr. Wllllam Smith, noted 
educator and clergyman, did become master 
of the Kent County School in 1780, and 

Whereas by his energy and dedication did 
succeed in advancing the stature of that 
school thereby causing its student body to 
increase in numbers to such a degree he en
couraged the Visitors or the Kent County 
School to petition the Maryland General As
sembly to grant a collegiate charter to the 
Kent County School, and 

Whereas, General George Washington, 
commander-in-chief of the Amerdcan army, 
!rom his headquarters in Newburgh, New 
York, did give his consent to name the new 
seminary of learning Washington College, 
and 

Whereas, the Maryland General Assembly, 
on May 24, 1782, did enact legislation grant
ing a charter to the Visitors of the Kent 
County School, .fn the name of Washington 
College, in honorable and perpetual memory 
of his Excellency General George Washing
ton, the mustrious and virtuous commander
in-chief of the armies of the United States, 
and 

Whereas, George Washington did contrib
ute the sum of fifty guineas as an earnest of 

his wishes for the prosperity of the seminary, 
and 

Whereas, George Washington did visit the 
college in 1784 at which time he signed his 
n'ame as a Visitor and Governor of the Col
lege and in 1789 did accept the honorary de
gree of D.Jctor of Laws conferred upon him 
by the College, and 

Whereas, the College during its long his
tory has been proud to bear the name of the 
founder of this country, and 

Whereas, through the years the College has 
prepared many men and women who later 
distinguished themselves in government, the 
ministry, business, law, medicine and edu
cation, and 

Whereas three Presidents of the United 
States in addition to George Washington 
have honored the college with visits to the 
campus, namely Franklin Delano Roosevelt, 
Harry S Truman and Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
and 

Whereas, the numerous Governors, Sena
tors and Representatives of Congress have 
sim1Jarly honored the College, and 

Whereas, the Visitors and Governors of 
Washington College, wlll set aside the aca
demic Year 1981-1982 to commemorate their 
two centuries of service to the State and Na
tion, now therefore 

Be It Resolved in the Congress assembled 
that this body pay tribute to Washington 
College and congratulate the Visitors and 
Governors, the President and administration, 
the faculty and students, the alumni and all 
friends of the College !or their long, devoted 
and faithful commitment to excellence in 
American higher cduoot·ion.e 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself and 
Mr. HATCH): 

S.J. Res. 83. Joint resolution to au
thorize and request the President to call 
a White House Conference on Education 
not later than January 15, 1982, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON EDUCATION 

e Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, we 
Americans live in the oldest democracy 
in the free world. To assure that our 
Nation continues to prosper, we need a 
well-educated citizenry. 

However, in our complex, capitalistic 
society, we can now see a disturbing 
trend-the erosion of our much lauded 
public school system. Indeed, it is more 
accurate to say that our educational sys
tem is in the midst of a crisis. The head
lines in our daily papers tell the story: 
Falling test scores, functional illiteracy, 
school districts teetering on the edge of 
insolvency, teachers' strikes, vandalism, 
and violence against teachers. 

A main priority for all elected officials, 
whether local, State, or Federal, over the 
next decade, must be a reexamination 
of our assumptions about the classroom. 

Perhaps the most puzzling paradox is 
that the quality of education has de
clined over the past two decades as ex
penditures per pupil have risen sharply. 
In 1962, the average per pupil cost of 
elementary and secondary school was 
$419. 

Today, this figure has increased to 
$·2,1'50-a 500-percent rise. Over the same 
period, verbal and math aptitude test 
scores for high school seniors dropped 
from 478 and 502 respectively to 424 
and 466. 

Test scores are certainly an imperfect 
measure of the quality of education. 
However, it is apparent that many par
ents believe that the public schools are 
failing; otherwise, we would not see the 
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proliferation of private schools. More
over, in a recent poll, half the respond
ents said that schools are doing a poor 
or only fair job. In a similar poll 7 years 
ago, two-thirds rated schools good or 
excellent. 

Inflation explains, in part, why the 
cost of education has escalated so 
quickly. What is more important, though, 
is the fact that the public has demanded 
that schools ba'bysit, counsel, feed, in
oculate, and integrate the young in addi
tion to educating them. 

As a recent article in Newsweek put it, 
schools "are expected to teach driver ed, 
sex ed, phys ed, and special ed, and still 
find time for regular ed besides." 

Our educational system will face even 
greater pressure in the coming decade. 
On the one hand, our society requires 
that we possess evermore soph"sticated 
knowledge just to hold a job. Indeed, a 
highly skilled wm.·k force is e3sentio.l if 
America is to meet the competition from 
the other industrialized nations in our 
interdependent global economy. The 
needs of our economy dovetail with what 
the public is demanding: stronger basic 
skill instruction, complex technical and 
vocational training, and work/study 
programs. 

On the other hand, we can also see 
that there will be fewer Federal dollars 
available to meet the demands for better 
education. The administration has al
ready proposed cutbacks in funding for 
many education programs as part of the 
national effort to control runaway Gov
ernment spending. With less money, 
school administrators may well have to 
cut budgets, lay off teachers, or increase 
class size. 

Moreover, with declining enrollments 
at every level of education, it seems rea
sonable to assume that the teachers in 
today's classrooms will educate our chil
dren for the next 10, 20, or 30 years. 

This change will, in turn, mean that we 
must not only train teachers better but 
also put more emphasis on retraining 
veteran teachers. We can no longer be so 
cavalier about the mediocre education 
many teachers receive if we want our 
young to have the skills to compete in the 
America of 1990 or 2000. 

For all these signs of failure, there are 
bright spots. For example, America's 
best schools produce better educated 
graduates than ever before. Our Nation 
also leads in the prizes awarded for basic 
research in the sciences. 

Perhaps best of all, the failure of edu
cation has prompted numerous individ
uals and associations to address its short
comings. Not since 1957, the year of the 
sputnik satellite launch, has there been 
such a thorough public reappraisal of 
what our educational system should do. 

Mr. President, today, I am reintro
ducing a modest proposal as part of this 
national reapprais·al of American educa
tion and am honored to have Senator 
HATCH as a cosponsor. I propose that the 
Congress authorize the President to es
tablish a White House Conference on 
Education to develop reconunendations 
for the improvement of the schools of our 
Nation, including all levels of education: 
Elem~ntary, secondary, postsecondary, 
vocat•ona.l. and ariult. 

Past administrations have sponsored 

such conferences on the problems faced 
by the aged, the family, the handicapped, 
and small business. These conferences 
often led to significant changes and leg
islative reforms in those areas. 

By bringing together teachers, parents, 
school adm:n:strators, taxpayers, and 
Government officials, we can cover many 
important questions regarding our vision 
of America's educational system: What 
school programs are successful? Can they 
be adopted to the different situations 
facing our schools? 

What are the best methods for in
fusing new ideas into the classroom? 

What should our schools teach? Will 
the skills acquired now fit into our so
ciety 10 or 20 years hence? 

How can we get "more bang for the 
buck" spent on education? What should 
be the Federal role in education? 

How can we assure that teachers have 
a minimum level of competence? What 
role will teacher colleges play as the 
number of new te81chers entering the 
work force stabilizes at a much lower 
level? 

What will prevent teachers from 
"burning out" as they face mounting 
pressures every day? How can violence 
against teachers be curbed? 

This llst of questions certainly is not 
exhaustive. Nevertheless, we need a lively 
interchange. I believe that a national 
conference on education can rebuild a 
consensus between experts and layper
sons on the goals of our school system 
and the best methods to achieve them. 

No one disputes the fact that Amer
ica's best schools are producing better 
educated graduates than ever before; 
but, there are too few top quality schools. 
Far too many students receive mediocre 
educations. Indeed, we now see a new 
type of student, the functional illiterate. 

The consequence of failing to address 
the declining quality of our schools is 
profound. If we fail to emphasize quality 
in the schools, our Nation will become 
less and less productive-not just eco
nomically and industrially, but intellec
tually and esthetically as well. 

Our educat!onal system has not yet 
crumbled, and we will have a solid foun
dation on which to reaffirm our commit
ment to education. Indeed, our high 
schools now graduate 75 percent of the 
Nation's children, compared to 30 per
cent in 1930. 

However, it is not enough that all -;:hil
dren get into the system and that an 
overwhelming majority graduate. All 
children must be well served when they 
are there. 

A White House Conference on Edu
cation can only help to meet this out
standing social vision. 

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

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

S.J. RES. 83 
Whereas the .American education system 

is the foundation upon which the economic, 
political, social, and esthetic principles of 
the United States are built; 

Whereas the growth and strengthening o! 
educational instruction and services are es
sential 1! all Jlmericans are to be assured a. 
quality education, including competency o! 

sk111s, such as reading and writing profi
ciency; 

Whereas school personnel face a. broad 
variety of challenges in the classroom, of an 
educational, social, and emotional nature, 
and are in need of new skills and materials 
to meet such challenges; 

Whereas public concern over declining 
competency of students has signaled a need 
to reexamine and reevaluate the American 
education system; and 

Whereas a sharing of educational experi
ences and expertise is essential to any such 
reevaluation, and can create a new direction 
for educational policy and improved quality 
in education: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That this joint 
resolution may be cited as the "White House 
Conference on Education Act". 
AUTHORITY OF THE PRESIDENT; FINAL REPORT 

SEc. 2. (a) The Pr~sident of the United 
States is authorized to call a. White House 
Conference on Education not later than Jan
uary 15, 1982. 

(b) (1) The purpose of the White House 
Conference on Education shall be to develop 
recommendations for the improvement of 
the schools of the Nation, including all levels 
of education, elementary, secondary, postsec
ondary, vo.cational, and adult, in accordance 
with the policies set forth in the preamble 
to this joint resolution. 

(2) The Conference shall be composed of, 
and bring together representatives of Fed
eral, State, and local governments, profes
sional and lay people, and other interested 
members of the general public, including 
taxpayers, teachers, parents, and students. 

(c) The Conference shall be an inde"Oend
ent advisory body established by the Presi
dent. The Conference shall be planned, con
vened and conducted under the direction of 
the executive director of the White House 
Conferenco on Education. 

(d) A final report of the Conference, con
taining such findings and recommendations 
as may be made by the Conference, as well 
as proposals for any local, State, or Federal 

legislative or executive action necessary to 
implement the recommendations of the 
Conference, shall be submitted to the Presi
dent not later than 180 days following the 
close of the Conference. The final report shall 
be made public and, within 90 days after re
ceipt by the President, transmitted to the 
Congress together with a statement of the 
President containing the President's recom
mendations with respect to such report. 

(e) The authority for the Oonoference, its 
Bldministratdon, staff and appropriati-on, shall 
expire 90 days after transmission by the 
President to the Congress of the final report 
of the Conference. 

ADMINISTRATOR 

SEc. 3. (a) In administering this joint res
olution, the executive director shall-

(1) when ~appropri-ate , reques-t the coop
eration and assistance of other departments 
and ·agencies of the Federal Government nec
e3Sary to facilitate the planning a.nd admdn
Lstration of -the Conference; 

(2) make technical and finanda.l 18S51st
ance (by grant, contract, or otherwise) avail
able to the States to enable them to organize 
and conduct conferences and other meetings 
in order to prepare for the Conference; 

(3) make grants to, and ente.r into con
tracts with, pubUc Blgencies, private organiza
tions, 'and ac!lidemic ltlJS'tltutions as may be 
necessary to ensure broad representation and 
to assi31t in their preparation 'for the Con
ference; and 

(4) prepare and make available back
ground material's for the use of delegates to 
the Oonference and dl:stribute such reports 
o! t.h·e Conference and associated State .con
ferences a;s m~ay be 'appropriate. 

(b) (1) The President is authorized to ap
point and oompensate an executive director 
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and such other directors and personnel tor 
the Conference as he may deem advisable, 
without regard to the provis.lon.s of title 5, 
United State.s Oode, g<>vernlng app<>intments 
in the competitive service, and without re
gard to the provi.sion.s of <:hapter 51 and sub
cha;pter III of chapter 53 of such title relat
ing to classification and General Schedule 
pay rates. 

(2) Upon request by the executive direc
tor, the head of each Federal department and 
agency is authorized to detail employees to 
work with the executive d•irector in pl·annlng 
and Sldmln:Stering the Oonferenoe without 
regard to the provisions of sectl<>n 3341 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(c) Ea;ch Federal department and agency 
i.s autho.rized and directed to cooperate with, 
and provide as.si•stance to the executive direc
tor upon request under .clause (1). 

(d) The ex·ecutive director IShaJ.l have the 
authol'llty to accept, on behalf of the Confer
ence, in the name of the United States, 
grants, gifts, or b•equests of money for imme
<Hate di·~ursement by the executive director 
in fu.rtheranre of the Conference. Su<:h 
grants, .gifts, or bequests offered the Confer
ence, shall be paid by the donor or his rep
resentative to the Treasurer of the United 
States, whose receipt.s shaH be the'i·r acquit
tance. The Treasurer of the United States 
shall entter such grants, gHts, and bequests 
Ln a special a.ccount to the oredit of the exec
utive director for the purposes of this joint 
resolutloon. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 4. For the purpOISe of this joint re
solution-

( 1) the term "Conferenre" means the 
White 'House Conference on Educati<>n au
thorized under section 2 (a) ; 

(2) rthe ·term "executive director" means 
the executive d·lrector appointed under sec
tion 3 (b) of this joint resolution; and 

(3) the tett'Ill "Sta.te" include-s the Distri·ct 
of Columbi•a, the Oomm·onwealth of Puerto 
Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin 
Islands, the Northern Mariana Tslands, and 
the Trust Territory of the Pacifi·c Is'lands. 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS; LIMITATION 

SEc. 5. (a) There are •authorized to be ap
propriated without fiscal year limitation 
such sums, but not to exceed $5,000,000 as 
may be necessary to carry out this joint res
olution. Such sums shall remain available 
for obligation until e;,cpended. 

(b) No funds appropriaoted to the Depart
ment of EduoaMon, including the National 
Institute of Education, shall be m3.de avail
able to carry out the provdsions of this joint 
resolut·ion other than funds appropriated 
pursuaont to rthis resolution.e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s·. 102 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE. the Sen
ator from New York (Mr. MoYNIHAN) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 102, a bUl 
to amend titles XVIII and XIX o.f the 
Social Security Act to provide that pro
fessional nurse services shall be covered 
under part B of medicare and shall be a 
required service under medicaid. 

s. 123 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the Sen
ator from Washington (Mr. JACKSON), 
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), 
the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. FoRD), 
and the Senator from Arizona (Mr. DE
CoNCINI) were added as cosoonsors of 
S. 123, a bill to amend titles XVIII and 
XIX o.f the Social Security Act to pro
vide more adequate coverage of the serv
ices of mental health specialists under 
the medicare supplemental benefits pro
gram and under medicaid programs. 
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s. 131 

At the requesfof Mr. INOUYE, the Sen
ator from Iowa <Mr. GRASSLEY) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 131, a bill to 
incorporate the Pearl Harbor Survivors 
Association. 

s. 153 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the Sen
ator from Nebraska <Mr. ZoRINSKY), and 
the Senator from Maryland (Mr. MA
THIAS) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 153, a bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 to expand the category 
of targeted groups for whom the new 
employee credit is available to include 
displaced homeowners. 

s. 290 

At the request of Mr. SASSER, his name 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 290, a bill 
entitled "the Reye's Syndrome Act of 
1981." 

s. 351 

At the request of Mr. WALLOP, the Sen
ator from South Carolina <Mr. THuR
MOND) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 351, a bill to amend the Federal Mine 
Safety and Health Amendments Act of 
1977 to provide that the provisions of 
such act shall not apply to the surface 
mining of stone, clay, and sand work. 

s. 492 

At the request of Mr. D'A.MATO, the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLDWATER) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 492, a 
bill to increase the income tax exclusion 
of dividends and interest received by 
individuals. 

s. 604 

At the request of Mr. MATHIAS, the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. SARBANES) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 604, a bill 
to amend the Communications Act of 
1934 to provide that telephone receivers 
may not be sold in interstate commerce 
unless they are manufactured in a man
ner which permits their use by persons 
with hearing impairments. 

s. 682 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the Sen
ator from New York <Mr. D'AMATO), the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. GARN), the Sen
ator from California (Mr. HAYAKAWA), 
the Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 
HELMS), the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE), the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
JEPSEN), the Senator from Indiana <Mr. 
QuAYLE), the Senator from Idaho <Mr. 
SYMMS), the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
TowER), the Senator from Alabama (Mr. 
DENTON), the Senator from Colorado 
<Mr. ARMSTRONG), and the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. BURDICK) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 682, a bill to place 
a moratorium on decisions by the Federal 
Trade Commission in shared monopoly 
proceedings until the Congress estab
lishes the existence of the violation and 
defines its elements. 

s. 872 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the Sen
ator from South Carolina <Mr. HoL
LINGS), and the Senator from Connecti
cut <Mr. DoDD) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 872, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to extend the period of Viet
nam era veterans' eligibility for readjust
ment counseling and related mental 
health services. 

s. 879 

At the request of Mr. GoRTON, the Sen
ator from New Mexico <Mr. SCHMITT) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 879, a 
bill to amend the Uniform Time Act of 
1966 to provide that daylight saving time 
shall begin each year on the last bunday 
in March, rather than the last Sunday 
in April. 

s. 961 

At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the 
Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. PROXMIRE) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 961, a bill 
to require that a Federal agency may not 
require that any person maintain rec
ords for a period of 5 years, and a Federal 
agency may not commence an action for 
enforcement of a law or regulation or for 
collection of a civil fine after 5 years from 
the date of the act which is the subject 
of the enforcement action or fine, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 1080 

At the request of Mr. LAXALT, the Sen
ator from West Virginia <Mr. RANDOLPH), 
and the Senator from Louisiana <Mr. 
LONG) were added as cosponsors of S. 
1080, a bill to amend the Administrative 
Procedures Act to require Federal agen-

. cies to analyze the effects of rules to im
prove their effectiveness and to decrease 
their compliance costs; to provide for a 
periodic review of regulations; and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 12 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the Sen
ator from Texas <Mr. BENTSEN) was add
ed as a cosponsor of Senate Joint Reso
lution 12, a joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to designate 
November 14 of each year as "Operating 
Room Nurses Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 53 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, the 
Senator from Indiana (Mr. LuGAR), the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. SARBANES), 
the Senator from Alabama <Mr. HEFLIN), 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE), 
the Senator from North Dakota <Mr. 
BuRDICK), the Senator from Oregon <Mr. 
HATFIELD), the Senator from South Caro
lina (Mr. HOLLINGs), the Senator from 
Montana <Mr. MELCHER), the Senator 
from Indiana <Mr. QuAYLE), the Senator 
from Maine <Mr. COHEN), the Senator 
from Kansas <Mr. DoLE), the Senator 
from Massachusetts <Mr. TsoNGAS), the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM), 
the Senator from Oregon <Mr. PAcK
wooD), the Senator from New Jersey 
<Mr. BRADLEY), the Senator from Cali
fornia (Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator from 
Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS), the Senator 
from Minnesota (Mr. DURENBERGER), the 
Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. KEN

NEDY), the Senator from Michigan <Mr. 
LEVIN), the Senator from New Jersey 
<Mr. WILLIAMS), the Senator from Ne
vada <Mr. CANNON), the Senator from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. SPECTER), the Senator 
from Rhode Island <Mr. CHAFEE), and the 
Senator from Montana <Mr. BAucus) 
were added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 53, a joint resolution to pro
vide for the designation of September 6, 
1981, as ''Working Mothers' Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 73 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the Sen
ator from Indiana <Mr. LuGAR), and the 
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Senator from Texas <Mr. BENTSEN) were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint Res
olution 73, a joint resolution to designate 
the week beginning June 1, 1981, and 
ending June 7, 1981, as "Management 
Week in America." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 74 

At the request of Mr. MATHIAs, the Sen
ator from Maryland <Mr. SARBANES) was 
added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint Res
olution 74, a joint resolution designating 
the week of October 4 through October 
10, 1981, as "National Diabetes. Week." 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR 
PRINTING 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

AMENDMENT NO. 48 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr. 
EAGLETON) submitted an amendment in
tended to 'be proposed by them to the bill 
<S. 815) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 1982, for procurement of air
craft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked 
combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other 
weapons, for research, development, test, 
and evaluation, and for operation and 
maintenance for the Armed Forces, to 
prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active duty component 
and the Selected Reserve of each Reserve 
component of the Armed Forces and 
for civilian personnel of the Department 
of Defense, to authorize the military 
training student loads, and for other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 9 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mrs. KASSE
BAUM, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. 
CRANSTON, and Mr. BUMPERS) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by them to the bill S. 815, supra. 

FIRST CONCURRENT RESOLUTIOM 
ON THE BUDGET 

AMENDMENT NO. 50 

<Ordered to be printed.) 
Mr. METZENBAUM proposed an 

amendment to the concurrent resolution 
<S. Con. Res. 19) setting forth the rec
ommended congressional budget for the 
U.S. Government for the fiscal years 
1982, 1983, and 1984, and revising the 
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov
ernment for the fiscal year 1981. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Senate Small 
Business Committee will hold a full com
mittee hearing on May 15, 1981 to re
ceive testimony on changes in the SBA's 
disaster loan programs and other cost 
saving proposals. The hearing will con
vene at 8:30 a.m. in room 424 Russell 
Senate Office Building. For additional in
formation contact Marge Broadbin at 
224-5175. 

Mr. President, I would like to an
nounce that the Senate Small Busi
ness Committee will hold a full com-

mittee meeting on May 21, 1981 to con
sider cost saving legislation pursuant to 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 9. The 
meeting will convene at 9:30 a.m. in 
room 424 of the Russell Senate Office 
Building. For additional information 
contact Brian Hartman at 224-5175. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public, the scheduling 
of a markup to be held by the Select 
Committee on Indian Affairs on May 15, 
1981 in room 6226 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building at 9 a.m. 

The following bills will be considered 
at the markup: S. 262, for the private re
lief of Dolly Akers; S. 478, for the parti
tion of certain restricted Indian lands in 
Kansas; S. 547, for permanent improve
ments of certain lands belonging to the 
Siletz Indian Tribe in the State of Ore
gon; and S. 563, the Tribal-State Com
pact Act. 

For further information regarding the 
markup, you may contact Tim Wood
cock or Peter Taylor of the Select Com
mittee on Indian Affairs at 224-2251. 

Mr. President, I would like to an
nounce for the information of the Sen
ate and the public, the scheduling of a 
public hearing before the Select Com
mittee on Indian Affairs to review the 
final report of the Navajo-Hopi Reloca
tion Commission. 

The hearing will be held in room 457 
of the Russell Senate Office Building on 
May 20 and will begin at 9 a.m. 

For further information concerning 
this hearing, y.ou may contact Tim 
Woodcock or Peter Taylor of the Select 
Committee on Indian Affairs at 224-2251. 
Those wishing to appear or to submit a 
written statement for the hearing rec
ord should write to the Select Committee 
on Indian Affairs, U.S. Senate, Wash
ington, D.C. 20510. 

Mr. President, I would like to an
nounce for the information of the Sen
ate and the public, the scheduling of a 
public field hearing before the Select 
Committee on Indian Affairs, chaired 
by Senator JOHN MELCHER. 

The hearing is scheduled for June 1, 
1981, beginning at 9 a .m. in the Albu
querque Public Library, main branch, 
auditorium, 501 Copper Street, North
west, Albuquerque, N. Mex. Testimony 
is invited regarding Federal supervision 
of oil and gas leasing and o;l thefts and 
security measures on Indian lands. 

For further information regarding the 
hearing you may wish to contact Vir
ginia Boylan or Max Richtman of the 
committee staff on 224-2251. Those wish
ing to testify or who wish to submit a 
written statement for the hearing record 
should write to the Select Committee on 
Indian Affairs, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.C. 20510. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

STRATEGIC MINERALS AND METALS 
• Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, we have 
lately been hearing many alarming re
ports about how dangerously dependent 
the United States has bec·ome on foreign 
suppliers for a number of strategic min
erals and metals. Materials such as co-

bait, chromium, manganese, zinc, titani
um, and platinum group metals are 
vitally important. both ·to our national 
security and to our economic vitality a:s 
well. 

Unfortunately, we cannot produce a 
sufficient amount of these materials do
mestically and are now forced to import 
most of what we need and use. Worse 
still, many of the minerals can be ob
tained only from countries which are 
either politically unstable or governed by 
regimes hostile to the United States. The 
upshot is that we are becoming increas
ingly vulnerable to a potential supply 
disruption-a disruption that could 
literally prove disastrous. 

I am delighted to report, however, that 
two private firms are currently involved 
in researoh that could conceivably pro
vide a solution to this pressing problem. 
Materials ·Concepts, Inc., of my home 
State 'Of Ohio-along with Fiber Mate
ria.ls, Inc., of the State of Maine-are en
gaged in work they describe :as "critical 
materials substitution." In essence, this 
research is seeking to find ways of pro
ducing critical materials synthetically. 

I recent·ly asked these firms for an up
date on the status of their work and f'or 
a brief description of what they hope to 
achieve. I have recently received that 
letter from Mr. M. H. Subila, Jr., presi
dent of Fiber Materials, Inc. I submit 
Mr. Subilia's report for the RECORD and 
urge my colleagues to give it their care
ful attention. 

Finally, I wish to point out that this 
is yet another instance of how smaller 
businesses c·ontribute to the well-being of 
our Na'ti'on. Indeed, fQr many decades, 
small business has been responsible for 
most of the significant industrial innova
tions in the United States. A study by 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
for example, f'ound that between 19'53 
and 1973, almost 50 percent of all major 
U.S. innovations came from firms with 
fewer than 1,000 employees. For these 
reasons, we he·re in Washington must 
increase our support of smaller enter
prises and we should especially encourage 
work such as that described in the ac
companying report. 

The report follows: 
CRITICAL MATERIA.l.S SUBSTITUTION 

The United States is more than 90% de
pendent on imports for its supplies of chro
mium, cobalt, manganese, and columbium. 
It is 75-90% dependent on other countries 
for aluminum, titanium, berylllum, plati
num group metals, tin, tantalum and mer
cury. Imports account for 50 to 75% of U.S. 
supplies of zinc, gold, silver, tungsten, 
nickel, cadmium, and selenium. Such reli
ance on imports and the possibility o! sup
ply interruptions for political or ideological 
purposes and embargoes pose real concern 
for materials security, m111tary defense, and 
the well being of many materials. 

Chrcmium, cobaLt, manganese, nickel, and 
columbium are mainly used in high tempera
ture and corrosion resistant alloys. Alumi
num, titanium and beryllium are predomi
nantly used in lightweight structures, and 
the platinum group metals, tin, tantalum, 
mercury, gold, and silver are used in tbe elec
trical industries. Cobalt and tungsten are 
used extensively in the cutting tool industry. 

Composites and improved processing tech
niques, such as hot irostatic pressing (HIP), 
are seen as providing substitutes for critical 
materials in many cases. For example, 
graphite fiber reinforced organic matrix 

composites may . eventually replace many 
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aluminum structures in aircraft applica
tions, and graphite fiber reinforced alumi
num may replace titanium in critical appli
cations such as jet engine fan blades. 
Corrosion and heat resistant ceramic and 
glass matrix composites reinforced with s111-
con carbide and graphite fibers are excellent 
potential candidates to replace high chro
mium and high cobalt content nickel base 
superalloys. In the area ot improved process
ing techniques, a. significant potential sav
ings in cobalt consumption has been demon
strated by applying HIP to the manufactur
ing of high speed cutting tools. The use of 
HIP powder met9.llurgy techniques for con
solidation has enabled "difficult to work" co
balt-free tool steel alloys to be used. The 
capa.b111ty to conduct research and develop
ment on new concepts and manufacturing 
techniques both in the composites and HIP 
technology areas is available in the private 
sector. 

The overall effort in "substitution prepar
edness" wlll benefit by drawing together the 
talents, needs, and resources of industry, 
government, and universities. Program out
put must be in the form of practical prop
erty, process, and cost data that can be 
applied immediately by industry and the 
defense agencies to the choice of effective 
substitutes for critical materials. A positive 
and coordinated step towards materials sub
stitution needs to be made now to avoid for
seen future crisis.e 

SPACE SHUTTLE STUDENTS 
INVOLVEMENT 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, all 
America was proud of the successful 
maiden voyage of the Space Shuttle 
Columbia. Today I am happy to report 
that there were 191 semifinal entries in 
the first national Space Shuttle Student 
Involvement Project. 

The object of this project was to stim
ulate the study of science and technology 
in grades 9 through 12 by engaging stu
dents in a competition to develop experi
ments suitable for flight aboard the 
Space Shuttle. 

Ten finalists have been selected by a 
judging team that included represent
atives from NASA, National Science 
Teachers Association, National Science 
Foundation, National Institutes of 
Health, Department of Education, Amer
ican Association for the Advancement 
of Science and several universities and 
consulting firms. These 10 finalists and 
their teacher-advisers will attend a spe
cial Space Shuttle conference in August 
at NASA's Kennedy Space Center, Fla. 

Among these 10 finalists are 2 New 
Yorkers. Wendy A. Angelo, 60 Sunset 
Avenue, Poughkeepsie, N.Y. 12601 is a 
student at Arlington High School in 
Pleasant Valley. Her experiment is en
titled "Biofeedback." Her teacher-ad
viser is Jan L. Stoutenburgh. 

The second finalist is Daniel J. Weber, 
950 Park Avenue, New York City, a stu
dent at Hunter College High School. He 
was assisted by teacher-adviser Francine 
Salzman in the experiment entitled, 
"The Effects of Weightlessness on 
Arthritis." 

I extend my congratulations to all the 
finalists and especially to Wendy and 
Daniel. 

Thank you, Mr. President.• 

NATIONAL METRIC WEEK 

e Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
would like to call to the attention of the 

Senate that this is National Metric 
Week. 

National Metric Week <May 10-16), 
which is observed annually, is a time 
when organized activities are sponsored 
by many educ'ational, private, and pub
lic sector groups to call to the public's 
attention the increased use of the 
metric system in our country. 

It is impossible to ignore the fact that, 
even on a voluntary basis, the metric 
system is being used more and more in 
our daily lives. 

Let me cite you just two examples. A 
couple of years ago, consumers were buy
ing soft drinks in quarts-today they are 
buying the same soft drink in 1 and 2 
liter bottles. Similarly, the consuming 
public, th'at was for years buying gaso
line exclusively by the gallon, is now ex
periencing liter dispensing. 

Does the emergence of greater metric 
use in the retail sector means that event
ually everything will be expressed in 
metric? Probably not. It does mean, how
ever, that the consuming public must be 
equipped with the knowledge to make an 
educated decision when purchasing a 
product. 

In this regard, 'and in conjunction with 
National Metric Week, I would like to 
call to my colleagues' attention the fine 
work being done by the U.S. Metric 
Board in coordinating, undertaking re
search, as well as informing the Ameri
can public about use of the metric sys
tem in our country. 

This small agency, which was estab
lished during President Ford's admin
istration, has performed admirably in 
carrying out their mission, and I would 
like to commend them for their assist
ance in organizing what I know will be a 
worthwhile and productive week.e 

THE AMERICAN CITIZENS AND THE 
MINERALS SQUE.EZE 

e Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
one of America's outstanding experts on 
metal, Mr. Robert Keating, has written 
a paper "The American Citizens and the 
Minerals Squeeze." He very kindly put 
together excerpts of this paper for me 
because of the paper I presented to the 
Wings Club in New York on essentially 
the same subject. 

I cannot bring to the attention of my 
colleagues with enough force the very 
dangerous situation our country faces 
in the field of metals. I ask that this 
excerpt be printed in the RECORD. 

The excerpt follows: 
EXCERPTS FROM THE AMERICAN CITIZEN AND 

THE MINERALS SQUEEZE 

(By Robert B. Keating) 
CHROMIUM 

Chromium is one of the most important 
strategic and critical metals required by our 
basic industries. A versatile mS~terial, it is 
employed in a variety of stainless, tool and 
alloy steels, cast irons, and nonferrous alloys 
to increase creep and impact strengths, hard
enability, and resistance to corrosion, oxi
dation, wear, and galling. Ohromite ore, the 
primary source of chromium and its com
pounds, is consumed by three •types of 
industries. 

The metallurgical industry converts 
chromite ore into chromium alloys and metal 
primarlly !or use in steelmaking and other 
alloy production. Stainless steels contain
ing between 12 and 30 percent chromium are 
very resistant to chemical oxidation and are 

widely used in the manufacture of turbine 
blades, cutlery, surgical equipment, and 
chemical apparatus. Chromium-alloy steels 
are used for crushing and earth-moving 
equipment, projectiles, and with nickel or 
vanadium !or armor plate, gun barrels, and 
heat-treated machine parts, crankshafts, 
axles, and gears. Other important demands 
for chromium occur in the production of tool 
steels, special purpose alloys, alloy cast irons, 
heat and corrosion-resistant materials, and 
tin-free steel electroplated with chromium. 
A durable, efficient gas turbine engine cannot 
be made without chromlum. 

The refractory industry converts chromite 
ore into chromium refractory products 
mainly for use in metallurgical furnaces. 
Large quantities of chromium refractories 
are consumed in iron and steel processing, 
nonferrous alloy refining, glass making, and 
cement processing. Metallurgical furnaces 
are lined with refractory chrome bricks, and 
foundry molds for iron and steel castings 
are made from chromite sand. 

The chemical industry uses chromite ore 
to produce sodium dichromate, the basic 
chromium chemical from which all other 
industrial chromium chemicals are derived. 
Chromium chemicals are important addi
tives in the manufacture of pigments for 
paints and printing inks, plating compounds 
for automotive and household appliances, 
and salts for leather tanning. Other uses are 
for catalysts, metal and wood treatment, 
textile dyes, and drilling muds. 

The commercial recycling of chromium 
contained in stainless steel scrap amounts 
to about 10 percent of total chromium de
mand. There is no known substitute for 
chromium in stainless steel, and stainless 
steels cannot be made without chromium. 
Chromium may be replaced by other metals 
in some alloy steels, but the replacements 
normally are more costly and may result 
in lower performance standards. Substitutes 
for chromium pigments are available, but 
at a. sacrifice in desired properties. No satis
fac tory alternative for chromium in indus
trial hard plating has been found. Our 
chromite resources in Montana. and the 
Pacific Coast states are relatively small and 
low-grade by comparison with foreign chro
mite ore. Even under emergency conditions, 
domestic chromHe deposits would supply us 
with only a small portion of our normal re
quirements. A lack of chromium would set 
us back 40-50 years 1n our standard of 
living and technology. 

We no longer mine chromite ore and are 
totally dependent upon foreign sources for 
new primary supplies. The bulk of our chro
mite ore is imported from South Africa. 
( 38 % ) • the Ph111ppines ( 17 % ), the Soviet 
Union (14 % ), and Turkey (12 % ). Most of 
our ferrochromium supplies come from South 
Africa (51 % ) , Zimbabwe ( 12 % ) , and Japan 
( 12 % ) . South Africa and Zimbabwe together 
have 95 percent of the world's chromite re
serves, with the largest reserve base located 
in South Africa. (66 % ) and second largest in 
Zimbabwe (29 % ). The Soviet Union is the 
third largest potential source of chromite, 
but the remaining reserves of chromlte ore 
in the world are small compared with those 
of South Africa. and Zimbabwe. In order of 
their importance in world mine production, 
the principal chromite-producing countries 
are South Africa. (33 % ), the Soviet Union 
(25 % ), Turkey (7 % ), Zimbabwe (6.3%), and 
the Ph111ppines (6 % ). Although our chro
mium requirements are huge and growing. 
the growth rate in the rest of the world 
exceeds ours primarily because of the build
ing of new steel mUls and expanding indus
trialization in Japan, Western Europe, and 
Third World countries. 

Great harm to our industrial system would 
result from shortages of chromite and ferro
chromium. We run this risk in relying upon 
South Africa, Zimbabwe, and the Soviet Un
Ion as our principal suppliers of these strat
egic materials. Over halt o! our primary 
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chromite requirements are provided by 
south Africa and the Soviet Union. Nearly 
two-thirds of our ferrochromium imports 
come from South Africa and Zimbabwe. The 
likelihood of our experiencing severe inter
ruptions in supply is high because of in
creasing Soviet intervention in the southern 
third of Africa assisted by the deployment 
of Cuban troops and East German advisers 
in Angola and Mozambique. With the com
ing to power of Marxist guerrllla factions in 
Zimbabwe, the Soviets are in a position 
where they could assist in the overthrow of 
the government of the Republic of South 
Africa. In this uncertain and volatile situa
tion, South Africa's chromite and !errochro
mium production could be halted abruptly 
or reduced severely by internal political 
problems, external attacks, or attempted So
viet domination. Should this hat'pen, the 
effects on our basic industries would be felt 
immediately. If such losses coincide with 
stoppages of Zimbabwean and Soviet chro
mite and ferrochromium supplies, then the 
damage to our industrial economy would be 
crippling. We would then be forced into in
tense competition with other industrialized 
nations for supplies from other sources; a 
scramble that would place considerable 
strains upon Western alllances. 

COBALT 

Cobalt imparts distinctive qualities of 
heat and wear resistance, high strength, and 
superior magnetic properties to many alloys. 
It is an important additive to many nonme
ta.lllc compounds, and its use in superalloys, 
tool steels, and carbide tools is vital to our 
industrial and mmtary efforts. Examples of 
demands for cobalt include the following: 

High-temperature-resistant superalloys 
containing up to 65 percent cobalt for the 
jet engines of commercial and m111tary air
craft, the engines of U.s. Army tanks, and 
industrial gas turbines. Both commercial and 
m111tary aircraft manufacturing are expected 
to increase significantly during the 1980s. 

Cobalt alloys for mining and drllling equip
ment. The efforts being made by our coal, oil, 
and gas industries to cope with energy short
ages have resulted in increased demands for 
cobalt alloys for the manufacture of valve 
stems on wellheads, safety valve systems, 
springs, logging tools, and cemented carbide 
drilling bits and nozzles. The depletion of our 
low-sulfur crude oil reserves combined with 
pollution control measures have led to greater 
use of cobalt molybdate catalysts to remove 
sulfur !rom light petroleum distlllates. 

Cobalt magnets for the electrical equip
ment industry. Because copalt magnets have 
greater pulling strengths than conventional 
magnets and permit weight and space sav
ings, they are used extensively in ele::trical 
equiT)ment !or compact circuits, magnetic 
couplings, permanent magnet motors, and 
repulsion devices. 

Cobalt oxides and. salts are increasingly 
used in paints, ceramics, and allled products 
as decolorizers, dyes, dryers, pigments, and 
oxidizers. Other appUcations include organic 
cobalt compounds to better adhere steel to 
rubber in steel-belted radial tires. The prin
cipal use of cobalt in chemical processes is 
as a catalyst in hydrogenation. 

A much greater consumption of cobalt wlll 
result not only from the surge in orders for 
new commercial and m111tary aircraft, but 
also from its use in nickel-zinc batteries !n 
electric vehicles, in rare-earth magnets to 
conserve weight and space in automobiles, 
and as a catalyst in the production of syn
thetic fuels. Although some substitutes for 
primary cobalt in superalloys, tool steels, and 
permanent magnets are possible. they result 
In losses of desirable properties. There is no 
satisfactory substitute for cobalt as a binder 
for carbides, and substitutes for cobalt as a 
dryer in paints or as a catalyst in chemical 
processes usually are not e.ffective. Recycling 
efforts account for an insignificant portion 
of our cobalt supply, and it is unlikely that 
an emcien t recycllng program could provide 
more than 10 percent of demand. Moreover, 

even if domestic cobalt mining were to be 
started again, it is unlikely that production 
could meet more than one-fifth of demand. 

we no longer mine cobalt and are totally 
dependent upon foreign sources for new pri
mary supplies. Our major suppliers are 
Zaire (41 % ), Belgium (19 % ), Zambia 
(10%), Finland (7 % ), canada (5%), and 
Norway (5 % ). The greatest concentrations 
of high-grade cobalt deposits in the world 
are found in Zaire, Zambia, Morocco, Bot
swana, and South Africa. Zaire has the 
world's largest cobalt reserve base and Zam
bia the second largest. Zaire alone provides 
about 41 percent of global supply, while 
Zambia, Morocco, and Botswana account for 
15 percent. Other major producers include 
New Caledonia, Australia, the Ph111ppines, 
the Soviet Union and Cuba. 

The vulnerab111ty of American industry to 
disruptions or shortfalls in primary cobalt 
supply has been made apparent over the· 
past few years. During 1976, Zaire and Zam
bia, which produce 46 percent and 10 percent 
respectively of Free World supply, experi
enced substantial interruptions in their 
cobalt shipments because of general political 
unrest in their mining areas combined with 
rail transport difficulties. In 1977 and 1978, 
OOmmunist-aided insurgent attacks in the 
Sha.ba mining region of Zaire damaged cop
pe;.- and cobalt production. About 60 percent 
of our cobalt imports originates in Zaire, with 
41 percent imported directly from Zaire and 
19 percent shipped from Belgium where the 
cobalt metal has been refined and processed. 
Should cobalt production or sup.ply !rom 
Zaire be stopped, other Free World produc
ers would not be able to make up such a 
huge loss for a number of technical and eco
nomic reasons. Virtually all cobalt is recov
ered as a by-product of copper and nickel 
mining it is not possible to increase the sup
ply of cobalt significantly unless copper or 
nickel are in very high demand. Moreover, 
certain cobalt-producing countries such as 
New Caledonia, Australia, and the Philippines 
have a relatively low ratio of cobalt to nickel 
in their ores which restricts large increases 
in cobalt production. Also entering into the 
supply-demand relationship is the rising use 
of superalloys and cobalt alloys by the high
technology industries of Japan and Western 
Europe which is expected to create a primary 
demand for cobalt equal to that O·f the 
United States. Although we could probably 
sustain the loss of cobalt supplies from Zaire 
up to a year, prolonged denial of that major 
source of cobalt would have a decidedly ad
verse effect on our industries. 

MANGANESE 

Conventional steel-making on a large, 
economical scale is impossible without 
manganese. It acts as a s~avenger to remove 
oxygen and sulfur, improves ro111ng and 
forging, and when added for alloying effects 
imparts strength, toughness, and hardness 
to alloy steels. Manganese also Is important 
to the production of aluminum and cast 
irons, and finds use in batteries, chemical 
and glass products, welding-rod coatings and 
fluxes, construction goods, pipes and tubing. 
No satisfactory substitutes or recycling pos
sib111ties have been found for manganese in 
the production of iron and steel. A cutoff in 
manganese supplies would shut down our 
steel mllls. 

We no longer mine manganese ore and are 
totally dependent upon foreign sources for 
new primary S'• pp11es. The bu1Jr of our mzn
ganese ore is imported from Gabon ( 40 per
cent), Brazil (30 percent), Australia (11 per
cent). and South Africa (9 percent) . Most 
of ferromanganese supplies come from South 
Africa (34 percent' . France ( 2" ~er,.en~. ), and 
Japan ( 11 percent). The world's largest re
serve base of manganese ore is located in 
South Africa and the second largest in the 
Soviet Union. South Africa and the Soviet 
Union together have more than 80 percent 

of global reserv.es. Of the remainder, Aus
tralia., Gabon, and India ihave significant 

shares. Estimated manganese production 
through 1985 indicates that the Soviet un
ion wlll ren1ain the dominant producer with 
South Africa in second place. 

South Africa's production of manganese 
is especially important to the Free World 
as it provides about 40 percent of the Free 
world supply. Any disruption in South Afri
can supply caused by internal political prob
lems, external attacks, or Soviet domination 
would seriously affect the Free World man
ganese market. Should production from 
South Africa be reduced or stopped, then 
Japan and Western Europe would compete 
with us for manganese supplies from Gabon, 
Brazil, and Australia. Although Gabon could 
increase its supply of manganese to the in
ternational market, Brazil is expected to re
duce its exports because of the mounting re
quirements of its growing steel industry for 
that metal. Australia's potential for major 
export expansion is limited, and India's abil
ity to produce more manganese hinges on 
a number of complex issues, including Sino
Soviet relations. Although we do not de
pend heavily on South Africa for manganese, 
nevertheless the loss of this major producer 
to the world market would indirectly reduce 
the amount of mangane.se available to us. 
Reduced amounts of manganese would cause 
reduction in iron and steel production and 
we would then be forced to import even 
more steel to meet our industrial and de
fanse requirements. 

PLATINUM GROUP METALS 

The Platinum Group consists of six closely 
related metals; platinum, palladium, rho
dium iridium, ruthenium, and osmium. Al
though found in the earth's crust in very 
low concentrations, they have become nearly 
indispensable to industry because of their 
extra.ordinary physical and chemical prop
erties. They are refractory, chemically in
ert toward a wide variety of materials even 
at high temperatures, and are extremely 
active catalysts for a. number of important 
chemical reactions. Without these valuable 
metals, satellites could not maneuver, our 
telecommunications would be crippled, and 
our air pollution would increase enormously. 
Their many uses may be summarized as 
!oJ!o·~·s: 

In the electrical industry, platinum-group 
metals are used in resistors and capacitors, 
voltage regulators, spark plugs, thermome
ters, thermostats, thermocouples, electric 
motor commutator rings, high-stretch mag
nets. electron tubes, grids for power and 
radar tubes, printed circuits, and directional 
signalling equipment. Telephone switch
gear for cllalin<t systems accounts for most 
of the palladium used by the electrical 
industry. 

In the glass industry, platinum-rhodium 
alloys are used in certain parts of glass

making furnaces, and as liners in pots for 
making optical glass. Platinum-rhodium 
bushings are important in the production 
of s-1::- ss fiber3 for textile and insulation 
purposes. 

In dentistry and medicine, the platinum-
grou"" metal s a.re •·sed in o'!'th" .. o"tic And 
prosthodontic devices, firing mounts, rein
forcements for dental porcelains, cautery 
points, hypodermic needles, and in con
tainers for implanted cardiac pacemakers. 
Certain platinum metals complexes are 
promising chermotherapeutic agents for ar
resting some types of cancer. 

In the automobile industry, platinum and 
oalladium are "ital e'eTTI~nt.s in t.'"'e manufac
ture of catalytic converters which are in
stalled in a11tomobile exhaust systems to 
reduce hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
emissions. This is the la.r,..est single use of 
platinum-group metals accounting for about 
45 percent of total U.S. purchases. 

In the chemical industry, platinum-group 
metals serve as essential catalysts in the 
production of a wide range of chemicals and 
pharmaceut.icA.ls. Major applications include 
their use in the manufacture of nitric acid 
and hydrogen cyanide. The platinum metals 
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are also employed for corrosion and tem
perature-resistant laboratory ware such as 
crucibles, dishes, electrochemical electrodes, 
nozzles, stirrers and tongs. 

In petroleum refining, catalysts of plati
num, platinum-iridium, and platinum-rhe
nium are used to upgrade the octane ratings 
of gasolines. They are also used in hydro
cracking and isomerization, and to produce 
benzene, toluene, and xylene for chemical 
purposes. Their use in the manufacture of 
lead-free gasoline is increasing. 

Other uses of platinum-group metals are 
for jet engine linings, cathodic protection of 
ship's hulls, propellers, and rudders, against 
corrosion by seawater, portable chlorine gen
erators, astronomical instruments, rupture 
discs, spinnarets for synthetic fiber produc
tion, and electrode systems in fuel cells for 
satellite and manned space vehicles. 

The limited supply and high cost of plati
num-group metals insure that every effort is 
made to conserve and recover them. About 10 
percent of our annual supply consists of sec
ondary metal that is obtained by refining 
used scrap metal. Substitutes for platinum 
metals can include direct replacement by 
other rna terials or elements in compounds or 
alloys. In some chemical syntheses, several 
types of catalysts may take the place of plati
num-group metals but with penalities in effi
ciency and usually in capital and operating 
costs. Our domestic reserves and production 
of platinum-group metals are small, anti 
mine supply could not be increased quickly 
if foreign supplies were cut off. 

Nearly 100 percent of our primary supply 
of platinum-group metals is imported. Less 
than one (1) percent of our annual require
ment comes from domestic mines. Our major 
suppliers are South Africa (50 percent), thP 
Soviet Union (22 percent), and the United 
Kingdom (14 percent). The world's larges<.; 
reserves of platinum-group metals are located 
in South Africa (74 percent) , followed by the 
Soviet Union (25 percent) and Canada (1.14 
percent). The Republic of South Africa and 
the Soviet Union together provide about 95 
percent of the world's supply of platinum
grouo metals, with mine production equally 
divided between the two countries. Moreover, 
each of these countries is a major producer 
of one of the platinum-group metals; South 
Africa supplies about two-thirds of all plati
num and the Soviet Union two-thirds of all 
palladium. Canada ranks a distant third in 
the production of platinum metals with only 
3.7 percent of world output. 

American industry has been purchasing 
about 30 percent of the world's supply of 
platinum-group metals. Japan uses another 
30 percent, and Western Europe and the So
viet Union divide most of the remainder. The 
overall pricing structure and the dealer's 
price for the platinum-group metals are 
largely determined by South Africa and the 
Soviet Union. On occasion, they influence 
world market prices by curtailing production. 
Our heavy dependence upon these two coun
tries for 72 percent of our primary supply 
means that we are highly vuln erable to what
ever actions these countries may take, either 
taken individually or together, with respect 
to the production or price of t he plati.num
group metals. 

NOTES 

During the period of the United Nations 
sanctions against Rhodesia, the Soviet Union 
purchased large amounts of Rhodesian 
chrome for sale to the West at artificially in
flated prices. 

During the Korean War, the Soviet Union 
in 1950 embargoed exports of chromite ore to 
the United States. Soviet shipments were 
resumed in 1960, although it was 1963 before 
significant quantities of chromite were re
ceived. 

Phlllppine chromite ore supplies are being 
rapidly depleted. 

The processing of cobalt metal into an 
ultra-fine powder in Belgium which 1s then 

shipped to us for use in cemented carbides 
increases our import dependence. 

France receives its manganese ore from 
South Africa, Gabon, and Brazil. Japan re
ceives its manganese ore from South Africa, 
Australia, and India. 

Most of the United Kingdom supply of 
platinum-group metals is derived from South 
African ores.e 

GEORGIA PARENTS TAKE THE LEAD 
IN THEW AR ON ILLEGAL DRUGS 

• Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, there are 
two sides of the war against the tremen
dous epidemic of illegal na.rcotics and 
dangerous drugs that is sweeping 
America. 

One side consists of our efforts to en
force our controlled substances laws at 
the Federal and State level. The key 
players are the Drug Enforcement Ad
ministration and the thousands of State 
and local policemen who operate at the 
street level. 

On the other hand is what is com
monly called the demand side. The key 
government players are our many treat
ment and rehabilitation centers and 
agencies such as the National Institutes 
of Drug Abuse which try to educate our 
young people about the dangers of illegal 
narcotics. 

The most important players on the de
mand side, however, are the parents of 
America's youth. They, like our elemen
tary and high school teachers, stand in 
the vanguard of the war on drugs. 

As the· parent of two children rapidly 
approaching their teenage years, I am 
keenly aware of the tremendous role that 
we parents play in the overall education 
of our children-and in educating them 
about drug abuse in particular. 

I am also keenly aware that many par
ents in my home State of Georgia have 
taken the lead in organizing parents 
around the country to fight drug abuse, 
and they have been very instrumental in 
distributing good, accurate information 
to parents on a nationwide basis. 

One of these groups in DeKalb Fami
lies in Action, Inc., which began in De
Kalb County in the Atlanta suburbs and 
which has spawned local parents' orga
nization in many States. The President 
of that group, Mrs. Sue Rusche, has be
come a leader among parents who are 
concerned about drug use among their 
children. 

The other Georgia organization is 
PRIDE, Inc., which has headquarters at 
Georgia State University in Atlanta and 
which distributes drug information 
throughout the country. Its founder, Dr. 
Thomas Gleaton, is a recognized author
ity on the role of parents in the war on 
drugs. 

The impact of these groups is being 
felt all over America. One striking exam
ple of their effectiveness was reported 
recently in the Christian Science Moni
tor. That story, written by Robert M. 
Press, described Atlanta's Northside 
High School as a "zoo" some 4 years ago. 

To quote from that story: 
The tardiness rate was high. So were some 

of the students. Students smoked marijuana 
fairly openly, according to students and ad
ministrators. "The drug scene was kind of 
heavy," recalls one senior who himself used 
drugs then. "It wasn't just marijuana., it was 

LSD, Quaaludes, Coke (cocaine], PCP [Angel 
Dust], and Speed [amphetamines] . There 
was a good deal of selllng going on [at the 
school]. The big thing was to stock up for 
the weekend. 

But things have changed since then, 
wrote Mr. Press. The school adopted a 
firm policy against drugs, parents in
sisted on discipline and academic re
forms and the students cooperated. As 
a resu'tt, drug use has been halted, tardi
ness and absenteeism have been cut 
drastically, enrollment in foreign lan
guages and physics has increased about 
25 percent, academic performance has 
climbed on State-wide tests, and black 
and white students generally get along 
well together. 

Much of the credit, according to Mr. 
Press, must go to Northside High Prin
cipal William Rudolph. But the parents 
of the students are also in for much 
credit, too. 

Beginning with just four parents, they 
met among themselves to learn about 
drug abuse. They were aided by Dr. Glea
ton of PRIDE, Inc. They then jointly im
posed a 10 p.m. curfew on their children, 
and they were able to talk intelligently 
with them about the dangers of illegal 
drugs. 

Marihuana is still used by some North
side High students, but Mr. Press re
ported that it has been driven "under
ground" and apparently is not as wide
spread as it was in the past. The aca
demic performance of the students cer
tainly attests to improvements. 

The experiences at Northside High 
School also attest to the very important 
role that parents-when they organize 
and obtain the proper information and 
guidance-can play in getting their chil
dren away from drugs and back on the 
right track. 

Mrs. Rusche's group, DeKalb Families 
in Action, has published a manual, "How 
to Form A Families in Action Group in 
Your Community," which provides a 
description of how some 1,000 parents 
translated their concerns into action. 
It has been used by other parents groups 
all over America. 

This manual is available from Mrs. 
Sue Rusche, whose address is 1436 Cor
nell Road, N.E., Atlanta, Ga. 30306. 

Dr. Gleaton's group, which is known 
formally as Parent Resources Institute 
for Drug Education, or PRIDE, is located 
at University Plaza, Georgia State 
University, Atlanta, Ga. 3.0303. It 
provides free information about how to 
organize parents groups as well as mate
rial on drug abuse. 

Dr. Gleaton gave some very good ad
vice to parents last year when he was 
asked by the St. Louis Globe-Democrat, 
"You discover a child is smoking pot, 
what do you do?" 

His answer was as follows: 
First, realize that strong, and assertive 

doesn't mean unloving. Then, read up on the 
literature. Find out all you can about mari
juana, how it can affect your child. Invite 
the parents of five or six of your child's 
friends over and sha.re all your information 
with them. It's safe to assume if he (she) is 
smoking pot ·his (her) friends a.re, too. 

Meet pe['iodically, sharing information 
and establishing common rules for the young 
peer group. This w1ll eliminate things like, 
"But Mom, all the kids are going to the rock 
concert." Work as a. parent group within the 
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school system setting up parent workshops 
to examine all aspects of the drug question. 

All of us parents should take Dr. Glea
ton's advice and learn all we can about 
drug abuse. 

There is a wealth of literature avail
able from a number of sources, including 
PRIDE e.nd D:Kalb Families in Action. 
I will ask that several articles be reprint
ed in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

Mr. President, Sue Rusche and Dr. 
Thomas Gleaton and their associates are 
showing the way for parents across the 
land to become active participants in 
the war on drugs. They have taken the 
lead in this most important endeavor, 
and I certaint1y salute them for their 
outstanding efforts. 

I want to call them and their organi
zations to the attention of the Senate 
with the hope that parents in other loca
tions can follow their excellent example 
of leadership. 

I ask that the following items be print
ed in the RECORD at this point: Mr. 
Press' story in the Christian Science 
Monitor; a story from the U.S. Journal 
entitled, "Parents Can Make a Differ
ence"; an article from the New York 
Daily News entitled, "Signs That Often 
Tell If a Child Is On Drugs"; an article 
from the Reader's Digest entitled, "How 
To Protect Your Child Against Drug 
Abuse"; and a statement made by Mrs. 
Sue Rusche before the Senate Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice. 

The materials follow: 
[From the Christian Science Monitor, Feb. 9, 

19811 
ONE HIGH SCHOOL's APPROACH To REDUCING 

DRUG ABUSE 
(By Robert M. Press) 

It's 8:40a.m. The final, long, yellow school 
bus, now empty, is still at the front door 
of Northside public high school here. 

Outside, two lanes of commuter cars whiz 
southward toward downtown Atlanta, pass
ing elegant homes set well back behind trees 
now barren of most leaves. 

Inside the school, the last few students 
rush to beat the 8:45 bell that signals the 
start of another school day. 

Four years ago the starting bell would 
find many students still not in class. The 
tardiness rate was high. So were some of the 
students. Students smoked marijuana fairly 
openly, according to students and adminis
trators. "The drug scene was kind of heavy," 
recalls one senior who himself used drugs 
then. "It wasn't just marijuana, it was LSD, 
Quaal udes, Coke [cocaine 1, PCP (Angel Dust 1, 
and Speed (amphetamines]. There was a good 
deal Of selling going on rat school I . The big 
thing was to stock up for the weekend." 

"It was a zoo," says English teacher Rose
mary Lockard. With the lack of discipline 
and kids always running into class late "we 
couldn't teach," she says. ' 

Northside High Principal WilHam Rudolph 
describes ·the environment he found when 
he arrived in 1977 as "open and permissive." 

But things have changed since then. 
A firm school policy against drugs, the 

Insistence by parents on discipline and aca
demic reforms, and the cooperation of stu
dents have had a major effect on Nortlhside 
High School. 

At a time when drugs and student dis
cipline are stlll maJor problems in many 
schools across the nation, at Northside: 

Open drug use has been halted. Anyone 
found with drugs Is apprehended and turned 
over to the pollee. 

Tardiness and absenteeism has been cut 

drastically. Parent volunteers began calling 
homes to tell parents their child was absent 
or late and to verify excuses. 

Enrollment in foreign languages and phys
ics has increased about 25 percent during the 
past several years. Student "apathy" was 
widespread, says Mr. Rudolph. Many were 
taking the easiest courses, he says, so the 
school began encouraging enrollment in more 
challenging programs. 

Academic performance, already improving 
before Rudolph's arrival, has continued to 
climb on statewide tests, though it has de
clined slightly on scholastic aptitude tests. 
Northside, with some 1,200 students, remains 
slightly below national norms by both meas
ures. About 75 percent of Northside gradu
ates go on to a two- and four-year college. 

Wt..n few exceptions, blacK and white s~u
dents continue to get along well, offering 
what Rudolph says is "absolute proof" that 
integration can work. Integration is "neces
sary" for students to learn to respect "dif
ferent value systems," he says. Half the stu
dents at Northside are black; most of them 
are bused under a voluntary program. Most 
affiuent families in nearby neighborhoods 
send their children to private schools. 

A highly acclaimed School for the Per
forming Arts draws talented students to 
North..,ide from all parts of the city. 

Parents played a key role in fighting the 
drug use among Northside students. Begin
ning with just four mothers, they met among 
themselves to learn drug abuse facts. 

"If you don't know what you're talking 
about, the kids can talk circles around you," 
says one of the mothers, Rosellen Amisano. 

Then the parents jointly imposed 10 p.m. 
weeknight curfews and no-drug rules on 
their children. Because their children's 
friends were being hit with the same rules at 
the same time, parental enforcement was 
easier, says Mrs. Amisano, who helped launch 
the effort. 

The parents were helped by Georgia State 
University Prof. Thomas J. Gleaton, whose 
Parent Resources Jnstitute for Drug Educa
tion (University Plaza, Georgia State Univer
sity; Atlanta., 303031 sends information pack
ets to parents. 

Marijuana use among Northside students 
is far from ended, say Rudolph, Mrs. Ami
sano, and students interviewed at random at 
the school. But its use has been driven 
"underground" and may in fact be much less 
frequent than in the past. 

Some students grumble about the in
creased discipline, and still others welcome 
it. 

"Things were getting unreasonable," says 
a class officer of the past behavior of many 
students. 

eludes a congratulatory letter from President 
Jimmy Carter, is not so much a "how to" as 
it is a "how we did it" manual. 

Authored by DeKalb Families in Action 
President Sue Rusche, the manual provides 
a vivid description of exactly how about 
1,000 parents translated their anger and frus
tration into action. 

The group's primary target was and is the 
paraphernalia industry. But, make no mis
take, the parents' ultimate and common goal 
is simply to stop drug use by children and 
teenagers . . . and drugs include alcohol 
and tobacco. 

Mission :mpossible? You'd have a difficult 
time convincing these parents of that. 

DeKal b Families in Action was born in 
DeKalb County, a suburb of Metropolitan 
Atlanta, as a reaction to a sudden influx of 
drug paraphernalia for sale in neighborhood 
stores and local shopping centers. 

Already reeling from the shock of drug 
use by neighborhood children as young as 12 
and 13 and the drug-related murders of two 
local area students, the parents began notic
ing toys, gadgets and magazines promoting 
the use of illicit drugs. 

The parents reacted with outrage to such 
items as marijuana pipes disguised as "Star 
Wars" space guns and comic books which 
illustrated the fine points of smoking dope 
and snorting cocaine. 

Says Sue Rusche, herself a parent of two 
young children: "We were witnessing the 
emergence of an industry that glamorizes 
and promotes illicit drugs to children." 

It didn't take long for parents to get to
gether to talk over their common problem 
and DeKalb Families in Action was formed 
to find ways to exert control over the para
phernalia industry's negative impact on their 
youngsters. 

As the first small group of parents dug 
deeper into the phenomenon of drug para
phernalia, they quickly rea.l!z,ed they would 
havo to expand t:heir conoep.t of a "drug 
industry" to include drug lobbies, drug 
smuggling, and, to some extent, the rock 
music, broadcasting, and alcohol industries 
as well. 

Their homework was extensive. 
They studied materials distributed by the 

National Organization for the Reform of 
Marijuana Laws (NORML) and concluded 
that this group was very closely tied to para
phernalia manufacturers. 

They began reading High Times, a popu
lar newsstand magazine devoted to drug 
users, which listed radio frequencies used by 
the U.S. Border Patrol to help drug 
smugglers avoid detection. They read ads for 
"Buzz Bomb Pipes" which enable kids to 
combine marijuana with nitrous oxide for a 
"super high." 

(From the U.S. Journal, Dec. 19791 They collected information about drug 
FROM ANGER TO ACTION: PARENTS CAN MAKE smuggling and learned that marijuana ls 

A DIFFERENCE now the nation's third largest business, be
hind Exxon and General Motors, and that 

(By Gary Seidler) the dollar value of marijuana and cocaine 
'If, for whatever reasons, we abandon our coming into Georgia exceeds the state's an

kids to a culture that reinforces drug use, nual budget. 
a culture that confuses the "rights" of chil- They put on their head phones and heard 
dren to use drugs with their civil liberties, what their kids heard daily-Eric Clapton 
a culture that cares not one whit for their ' singing "Cocaine, cocaine, she's all right, 
health and well-being but is after their she's o.k.," and the popular group, Boston, 
dollars, we will lose them . . . and we may extolling the glories of "toking" in order to 
not get them back.' boogie all night. 

This is the kind of thinking that moti- They read about, and in some case.s saw 
vated parents of an affiuent Georgia com- for themselves, the "shocking amount" of 
munity to do something to curb drug use drug use and drug dealing at Atlanta area 
among their children. And the first place to rock concerts. 
start, these parents decided two years ago, They listened to their kids' favorite rad·io 
was to help change the environment in stations and heard D.J.'s joking about .. tho.!:e 
which their children are growing up. funny round cigarettes" kids were smoklng 

DeKalb Fam111es in Action Inc., which has as they floated down the river in the Chatta
been hailed nationally as a model of the hoochee Raft Race, and a five hour broad
potential effectiveness of organized commu- cast of "Music to get High By." 
nity action, has recorded its experience and Gradually, the DeKalb parents realized the 
numerous accomplishments in a recently enormity of the task ahead. 
published manual: How to Form a Families They learned that society's attitudes to
in Action Group in your Community. In ward marijuana had softened considerably 
fact, the impressive document, which in- over the past decade; that pro-marijuana. 
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lobbies were expanding their concept or 
"recreational" drugs to include all psychoac
tive drugs; that by reinforcing such a con
cept through the manufacture and sale of 
devices to enhance drUJ us~. the urug pa.ra
phernalia industry was exhibiting phenom
enal growth; and that a disturbmgly large 
number of professionals were advising par
ents not to worry about kids using pot. 

Writes Sue Rusche: 
"At the very time when children's normal, 

healthy growth leads them outward from 
parents to peers for support, they are bom
barded with drug-using role models-rock 
stars, movie heroes, newspaper columnists, 
Presidents' kids, profe.l:sional baseball play
er, lawyers, White House advisors, doctors, 
tennis players, dentists, and even some 
teachers and drug counselors. 

"Because society's use of marijuana is so 
widespread, we often ran into people in all 
professions who could not understand our 
concerns. Usually not yet tested with first
hand experience in raising tennagers, these 
people often failed to distinguish between 
drug use by fully grown adults making in
formed choices and children whose emo
tional, psychological, and physical transi
tion is just beginning. 

"The increased vulnerabiUty of children 
and teenagers to the negative effects of 
drugs, especially marijuana, is overlooked by 
far too many professionals who come into 
contact with kids." 

At first, the few concerned parents were 
met with a solid wall of denial by the ma
jority of famUies in the community. Typi
cally, they heard "That will never happen to 
to my kid" or "You're exaggerating . . . if a 
child that young is smoking pot, there's 
something wrong with him and his family." 

But the parents persevered. Armed with 
their newly purchased bongs ("the only 
thing wasted is you") cocaine testing kits, 
"Frisbee" pot pipes ("Toss a toke to a 
friend"), they went back to the parents who 
had insisted they had exaggerated the prob~ 
lem. And what a difference in attitude they 
found. 

The parents enlisted the support of key 
community leaders, the local P .T.A. and 
appointed a steering committee which deter
mined a purpose and goals, chose the group's 
name, elected temporary officers, appointed a 
subcommittee to draft articles of incorpora
tion and bylaws, established membership re
quirements, printed membership applica
tions, and divided the county into four geo
graphical areas from which to solicit mem
bers. In each district, community meetings 
for parents were held. 

The DeKalb FamUies in Action manual in
cludes all the ingredients for successful or
ganization of a community action group
chapters include: How to Start--The First 
Meeting; Check List for Getting Started; 
Purpose and Goals; Organization Chart; and 
the organization of key committees. 

The manual also includes a review of para
phernalia. laws (in Georgia); a suggested 
reading list for parents; an outline of a 
typical community speech; symptoms of 
drug use; guidelines for talking to children 
about drug use: and recent speeches on 
marijuana by Dr. William Pollin (NIDA Di
rector) and Dr. Mitchell Rosenthal (Presi
dent of Phoenix House). 

Exactly what have the DeKalb families ac
complished in the two years of their exist
ence? 

To date, their efforts have led to the pas
sage of three state laws which prohibit the 
sale of drug paraphernalia to minors tn 
Georgia. They have promoted several suits 
by companies whose product containers were 
being converted and sold as drug parapher
nalia in violation of trademark laws. 

(Coca Cola Company has won a suit filed 
against a California manufacturer who was 
buying Coca Cola. cans off the shelf and con
verting them into stash cans which were 
sold in Atlanta head shops tor $11.95. A sec-

ond company, Smith, Kline and French, filed 
suit against a manufacturer who was con
verting the Benzedrex Inhaler into a cocaine 
sniffer.) 

In addition to these feats, the DeKalb 
group provided background material to 
NBC-TV for a recent documentary called 
"Reading, Writing, and Reefer"; appeared on 
the Phil Donahue Show in a program on 
teenage marijuana use; and presented a pro
gram about its work to the NIDA Advisory 
Council. currently, the parents are busy 
establishing a drug information center at 
Emory University to collect and share with 
other parents information about all the 
pressures in our culture that teach children 
that drugs are "acceptable" and "fun." 

The DeKalb program is also an example of 
what can be done with very little funding. 

In two years, the group's sole source of fi
nancial support has come from monies raised 
from membership . . . a. total budget of less 
than $1,500. (Proceeds from the sale of their 
manual will help toward establishment of 
tho drug information center.) 

The DeKalb parents are convinced that 
their efforts can make a difference. 

Says Sue Rusche: 
"Most people despair that society is al

ready so saturated with the acceptance of 
marijuana (and, to some extent, other psy
choactive drugs) that we shall not be able 
to avoid legalization. 

"We reject this argument. We must not 
lose sight of the fact that the widsepread use 
of marijuana is a phenomenon of the past 
10 years. 

"Many people in the United States took 
the same position about racial segregation, 
which was rooted in our culture for four 
hundred years. But the civil rights .move
ment taught us that no barrier-economic, 
legal, or social--can stand in the way of 
change once enough people decide that 
change must take place. 

"As the number of America's children and 
teenagers who use psychoactive drugs in
creases, the question for parents of the 1980's 
is: Are we ready to work for change?" 

[From the Dally News, Mar. 20, 1980] 
PARENTS AND CHILDREN; SIGNS THAT 0FrEN 

TELL IF A CHILD IS ON DRUGS 

(By Saul Kapel, M.D.) 
Drug abuse received widespread attention 

in the media during the '60s and early '70s 
as the problem became increasingly apparent 
to everyone. However, the urgency of the 
matter seems to have been drained off as 
a certain sophistication about drugs has 
arisen. The headlines talk of rock stars or 
other celebrities caught with illegal sub
stances but there are few stories about the 
famous dying from overdoses. The budget 
crunch suffered by almost every level of 
government has taken some of the steam out 
of law enforcement programs. But the abuse 
of drugs remains a major problem with more 
youngsters at earlier ages experimenting or 
using everything from alcohol and mari
juana through the so called hard drugs such 
as heroin and cocaine. 

Regardless of the particular substance 
that a youngster may be using, there are 
some signs that may tip otr parents that 
their chtld is possibly experimenting or 
actually abusing the use of drugs. 

The most obvious clue lies in a signifi
cant change in the youngster's behavior. The 
usually outgoing youngster becomes furtive 
and withdrawn or the quiet, introspective 
child suddenly turns in to a boisterous ex
trovert. Often there is a change, certainly 
for the worst, in academic performance and 
probably in contributions to household 
chores. 

Secretiveness is another characteristic of 
the drug user. He or she must hide the ac
tivity and prolonged spells of keeping him
self behind a locked door or mysterious 

phone calls from strangers may suggest that 
something is amiss. The youngster will have 
money troubles; drug abuse is expensive and 
requests for money may increase and a 
parent may suddenly become aware that 
money is being taken from wallets or pocket
books belonging to other members of the 
family. 

Sudden changes of school performance 
should call for a family consultation with 
the school authorities to see if they can shed 
light on the reasons behind the youngster's 
behavior. Parents, of course should talk with 
the child. Unfortunately, if he or she is abus
ing drugs there 1s the possib111ty that the 
child will lie. 

Drug abuse is destructive of a youngster's 
future and not to be condoned. However, 
dwelling upon its immorality or "sinfulness" 
is not productive. Moral judgments may be 
shrugged off as another sign of how the par
ents really don't understand the yonger gen
eration. 

Nor is it helpful to lecture about the phys
ical threat of drug abuse. The evidence is 
that children do not seem to be impressed 
by scare talk about the health hazards of 
drug abuse. That doesn't mean you can't 
show that you are scared. Be concerned but 
try to maintain a realistic perspective. 

The best hope for preventing drug abuse 
or in helping a child overcome a drug prob
lem lies in the maintenance of channels of 
communication. Try to talk to your child 
about all o! his or her interests (and yours) 
not just about such threats as drug abuse. 
If a youngster feels that you will listen he 
or she may be willing to discuss his or her 
problems, including drug abuse. Most 
youngsters will feel uncomfortable talking 
about experimenting with drugs or how 
many of their peers are using them. If they 
believe that you are willing to try to under
stand they may be more liable to share their 
experiences. 

There are many programs to assist young
sters who have drug problems. Local mental 
health groups , school authorities and profes
sionals in the behavioral sciences can direct 
you towards an appropriate source of aid. 
Don't wallow in gutlt. In today's climate, 
there are many influences upon a child and 
it is just too simplistic to blame everything 
upon the parents. 

How To PROTECT YOUR CHILD AGAINST 
DRUG ABUSE 

(By Richard Earle) 
A practio3l, ster-by-step program for 

parents, based upon what dootors, psy
chologists and drug-abuse educators have 
learned. 

You're a parent and you're afl'181id. Every 
day, it seems you hear new stories about 
drug a-buse among children. And the age 
of youthful abusers seems to get younger 
a.nd younger. 

Will the problem touch your youngster? 
Almost certainly. Just about every child !n 
America is going to have at least one friend 
who is experimenting with drugs. In most 
o:~.ses it will be this friend-and not a pro
fessional "pusher"-who will tempt your 
child. 

If you get hysterical when this happens, 
you will almost certainly do more harm 
than good. But you can do something about 
the problem. And the responsibility rests 
directly on your shoulders. 

Beca'llse, despite the millions of dollars 
being spent on drug-education films, pam
phlets, school seminars, etc., it is increas
ingly clear to experts in the field that the 
only effective drug education takes place in 
the home. 

But how to go about it, you ask? And 
when to start? 

You oan't possi1bly start too early. It 1s a 
bl.Sic psychological truth that the years be
fore youngsters are ready to enter sohool e.re 
the years in wh-ich they most readily acquire 
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from their parents the habits and attitudes 
that determine how they wlll reaot to most 
of life's future challenges. Just as you in
stlll habits of personal cleanliness, safety 
a.nd consideration for others, so you can 
impress healthy attitudes toward the proper 
use of medicines. 

Whenever, for example, your family 
dootor wri•tes a. prescription for you or your 
children, call a.tten tion to the f·a.ct tha.t he 
always gives precise instructions about tak
ing it--how much, how often and when to 
stop. Point out tha.t most medicinal drugs 
require a doctor's prescription because in
discriminate use may cause extremely harm
ful rea.ctions. Also expla.in that some medi
cines, such as aspirin, are permitted to be 
sold w1.th0Ult a. prescription only because they 
oan safely relieve oommon, minor ailments-
and tha.t even these produot.s must always, 
under striot government regulations, be la
beled with clea.r directions for proper ~e 
because they, too, may be harmful 1f taken 
too frequently or in too large a dose. Read 
aloud the instructions, emphasizing the parts 
sta.rting with the words "Warning" or 
"Oaution." Explain such phrases as "Do not 
ex.ceed recommended dosa.ge" or "If the oon
dLtion persists, discontinue use a.nd oonsult 
a physician." 

Be especially careful to set a good example 
whenever you take any medicine. Let your 
toddlers see tha.t you read all the label in
structions before you open the container. Let 
them watch you count out or measure the 
recommended dosa.ge. 

When your children move from your pro
tective cocoon into the competitive school 
world, stresses multiply. Trying to do wen in 
their studies, they may grow panicky when 
tests approach. Children of either sex may 
suffer emotional storms 1f popular! ty eludes 
them. In such circumstances, the hope of 
gaining self-confidence or mental peace 
through proffered drugs becomes hard to re
sist. But you can help them through this 
temptation if, during their pre-school years, 
you help them develop effective habits 'Jf 
coping with the swirling emotions that stress 
sets loose. 

Some children rea.ct to frustration by 
throwing tantrums; others bottle up their 
emotions and literally stew in their own 
juices. To steer your youngsters a.wa.y from 
these self-defeating over-reactions, start by 
taking their fears and a.ngers and resent
ments seriously. Explain that adults experi
ence simllar emotions, but show how one can 
cope by diverting them into less destructive 
channels. 

If a playmate has hurt your child's feel
ings, for example, soften his anger by saying, 
"When people are mean to me, I feel sorry for 
them. They must be feeling pretty bad them
selves to act St;> mean." Jf your child splll.c; his 
milk or his paints, reduce his feelings of in
adequacy by saying, "When I do somethin~ 
wrong, I try to think of all the things I do 
right." 

I! you repeatedly demonstrate to your chil
dren such non-tlestructlve ways of venting 
their feelings, they wlll develop the habit of 
using them-and similar inventions of their 
own-whenever they come up against strong 
emotional stress. And with that habit firmly 
esta.bllshed before they enter school, they wm 
be far less likely to seek escape from real 
problems through the Ulusions that are all 
that drugs can offer. 

Once in school, they may be barraged by 
claims from classmates and older children 
that, far from being harmful, drugs offer a. 
magical way of escaping into a wonderful, 
worry-free world of heightened ab111ties and 
feelings. As young as nine or ten a child may 
!a.ll easy prey to such fantasies unless he is 
a.rmed to resist. Thus, this is the ideal time 
to broaden a.nd strengthen your earlier train
ing. And the best way to accomplish this is by 
inviting your chlldren to join you in explor
ing the real effects of drug a.buse. 

Before you do so, study up on drugs so 

tha.t you will not, for example, describe mari
juana. as if it produces the extreme effects 
of heroin. Such a mistake is almost certain 
to undermine your children's confidenoe in 
everything else you say. Read and encourage 
the reading of some of the many articles and 
books on the drug problem now being pub
lished. Although you should be able to recog
nize the slang names of drugs, use the formal 
"official" na.mes yourself-to help reassure 
your children that your knowledge is ba.sed 
on solid, scientific fact. 

Do not allow these first explora.tions to 
turn into hea.d-of-the-fa.mlly lectures. Let 
the subject of drug a.buse come up na.tura.lly. 
News reports of drug smugglers' arrests, !or 
example, may provide the opportunity to ask 
your children why they think so many young 
people ha.ve been turning to lllicit drugs. 
Hear them out fully before you voice a.n 
opinion of your own; they may reveal why 
they themselves might experiment with 
drugs. As ea.rly a.s possible, try to get onto 
the specific ha.zards of drugs. Your children 
ma.y surprise you by the extent and the a.c
ouracy of their knowledge. But what they say 
will also reveal what they don't know and 
thus enable you to cite haza.rds of which 
they may have been unaware. 

When your children become old enough 
for their school's drug-education cla.sses, in
vite them to tell you a.bout--a.nd even to 
criticize-what they're being ta.ught. You will 
probably find it easy to a.gree on the grea.t 
dangers of LSD and heroin. But in discussing 
marijuana you will face a. much tougher 
problem. The argument wlll be made that, 
although millions of people now smoke it, re
searchers have been unable to find a.ny firm 
evidence that it leads to physiological de
pendence. You would do well to concede this 
point. But in doing so, point out tha.t those 
who repeatedly seek a. sense of well-being 
from smoking marijuana may develop a 
psychological dependenoe almost as difficult 
to brea.k a.wa.y !rom as a. physiologica.l a.d
diction. 

Be carefUil, however, not to stress too many 
unproved dangers or ma.rljuana.. If you do so, 
your children may come to feel tha.t they 
have been lied to, especially 1f they or a 
friend should try it once or twice and find 
the experience !a.irly ta.me. They may then 
draw the conclusion that they have been 
misled about the risks of all drugs, and make 
the dangerous mista.ke of trying to find out 
the !acts a.bout other drugs for themse'lves, 
by experimentation. 

No matter how successful your program 
may seem to have been, there will be times 
when your children's behavior may make you 
wonder 1f they are experimenting with drugs. 
The ordinarily cheerful and outgoing child 
ma.y become moody a.nd secretive, the bright 
child's school grades may plummet or the 
energetic ohild may suddenly become lethar
gic. Before you conclude that these are symp
toms of drug abuse, however, remember that 
a.dolescence and even pre-adolescence are pe
riods of profound hormonal changes which, 
in many children, bring !orth the very mani
!esta.tions tha.t are worrying you. So, watch 
your children, but don't accuc;e them. To do 
so mista.kenly could destroy the trust in you 
that you ha.ve worked so painstakingly to 
build. (Keep in mind, too, that long hair 
and sloppy dress don't necessarily have any
thing to do with drug use.) 

If you should find out that your child has 
experimented with marijuana. once or twice, 
don't panic. Experimentation in e'ren a. 
hea.lthy child is not something to get unduly 
upc;et about. Above all, don't let him assume 
that he's now a. "hardened drug user" and 
must try everything. 

On the other hand, should you verify that 
one of your chtldren is regul1arly using drugs, 
scolding and threats are worse than useless. 
For he'll be scared over what the drugs are 
doing to him-so dec;perately scared, in fact, 
tha.t subconsciously he may want to be round 
out a.nd prevented !rom going further. Re· 

member, he is neither a criminal nor a.n 
ingrate. He is sick a.nd needs trea.tment that 
parents a.lone cannot give him. That help 
can best come from a. physician, preferably 
one _who is experienoed in treating drug users 
and to whom your youngster w111 feel free to 
tell those things he might not dare tell you. 

Beyond a.ll else, don't give up on your drug
entra.pped child. Like thousands of other 
children he can be saved by prompt treat
ment and go on to become an upstanding, 
clea.r-minded and !ully competent adult. 

SOME DRUGS COMMONLY ABUSED 

Drug name, slang name, how used, effects 
a.nd dangers. • 

Marijuana., Pot, Tea, Grass, Ma.ry Jane, 
Weed, Smoke, Boo. Smoked in "joints," 
"sticks," "reefers," pipes, eaten in food. Eu
phoria, increased pulse rate. High doses may 
lead to reduced motivation, impulsive be
ha.vior, anxiety, bring on psychotic rea.ctions. 

Hashish, Hash. Smoked, eaten, Like mari
juana, but about six times as strong. Tend
ency to hallucinate after high doses. 

LSD, Mescaline, Psilocybin, Acid, Sunshine, 
Peyote, Mesc. Swallowed (capsules, liquid, 
sugar cubes), injected. Hallucinations, un
usual hilarity, intense anxiety, impairment 
of normal motivation, some prolonged psy
chotic rea.ctions. Occasional recurrence of 
hallucinations with no new drug .taken. 

Amphetamines, Methamphetamines, Speed, 
Bennies, Dex, Hearts, Greenies, Pep Pills, 
Crystal, Swallowed (tablets), sniffed as crys
tal, injected. Abnormal alertness and aggres
siveness, loss or appetite, paranoid activi
ties, a.cute depression as dose wears off 
("crashing'), rapid tolerance build-up. 

Cocaine, Coke, C., Dust, Snow, Speedballs 
(when mixed with heroin). Sniffed or 1n-
1ected. Hyperactivity, para.noid activities, 
possible convulsions. 

Barbiturates, Reds, Yellows, Blue Heavens, 
Barbs, Downs, Swallowed (tablets or cap
sules), injected. Sluggish, !aulty judgment. 
Physically addictive. Danger of death !rom 
overdose, especially in combination with 
alcohol. 

TranquUizers, Quieters, Downers. Swal
lowed (capsules). Drowsiness, nausea. Pos
sible physical dependence !rom excessive 
doses over long period of time, with with
drawal sym""~toms, including convulsions. 

Heroin. H. Horse, Skag, Junk, Stuff. 
Sniffer:l, in1ected just under the sltin ("skin 
popping") or into vein ("mainlining"). Eu
phoria, then drowsiness. Likelihood o! phys
ical addiction with painful withdrawal or 
death from overdose. 

STATEMENT OF SUE RUSCHE 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the 
Comml·tltee: 

My name is Sue Rusche. I am president of 
DeKalb Fam111ec; in Action, and I want to 
tha.nk you for the opportunirty to appea.r 
here todav. 

I would like to begin my testimony by 
sharing wit-h you a. letter we received a few 
months ago from a mother in Wisconsin. 
She wrlJtes: 

"I reaci the ar.ttcle 'Children and Drugs,' by 
Pegey Mann in the October issue o! the 
La.dles Home Journal. It was amazing to 
learn there are drug-!ree schools. This 1s 
wha.t I want for my children. The article has 
me so worked up, that I also want to be 
behiilid cleaning up our city. Nobody here 
will get involved. I have gone to the law 
enforcement a.nd to ·the schools for the past 
year and a half. They pretend it•s not h&p
pening. I oan't take J.t any longer. My 12 and 
13 year old sons are on this stuff. And they 
(the law and the schooic;) tell me there is 
nothing I can do. And their hands are tied. 

Please help me! I ha.ve already started to 
get the parents aware of what's 'happening. 

• ·The effect of any drug depends, among 
other thing-c; . on its strenat.h. t.•he amount 
taken, the manner and frequency of use. 
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In four days I have had people call me that I 
don't even know to encourage me not to 
stop wha.t I've started here. 

Now I need all the information I can get 
my hands on, cause I've gone too far to quit. 
Please send me the infonnM;ion listed in the 
a.rticle. And please hurry." 

Mr. Chairman, this mother echoes the 
feelings of mothers and fathers all across 
the nation. Pa.rents a.re angry and they have 
good rea.son to be. Statistica.lly we know 
thM 26 percent of the nation's high school 
seniors smoke marijuana weekly and 11 per
cent smoke it daily. This means that 37 per
cent of the nation's parents of high school 
seniors are struggling to cope with chroni
cally stoned k·ids--kids stoned on a drug so
ciety insists is harmless. 

Try telling a parent who sees his pot
smoking A or B student slowly become a D 
or F student that marijuana does not affect 
the .brain. Try telling the parents of a pot
smoking 16 year old, who systema.tioally de
pletes his parents' savings account in $50 
increments using a credit card he stole from 
his mother to operate the "instant banker," 
that marijuana does not affect behavior. Tell 
that to a parent whose first knowledge of his 
child's involvement with pot comes when 
that child is arrested for dealing. Try telling 
a mother whose 15 year old starts with pot 
a.nd later dies of a drug overdose that mari
juana. does not lead to other drugs. 

These &re not "punk" kids we're talk~ng 
about. These a.re the sons and daughters of 
professors, doctors, lawyers, politicians, busi
nessmen, judges, policemen-the kids who 
wlll be-or would have been-the leaders of 
the nelC't generation. Talk to a mothe'l' who 
has kicked her sons out of the house in a 
desperate effort to ra.tse her younger daughter 
d'l'ug-free. Her sons are known as "burnouts." 
They star.ted smoking pot at the &ge of 
eleven and they can barely function. Tell her 
that marijuana is h&nnless. 

Yet that is exactly what parents and kids 
are hearing over and over again-from the 
drug lobbies who would have us legalize pot, 
from the drug smugglers who reap incredible 
fortunes as use of the drug incre3ses, from 
the drug paraphernalia industry which prof
its from the sale of toys and gadgets that 
market pot to kids. 

Worse still is the Intentional distortion of 
any medical evidence that suggests mari
juana might not be so harmless after all. 
Many of the drug education pamphlets that 
are distributed to our children, for example, 
are published by an crganizatlon called the 
Do It Now Foundation. An excerpt from one 
of Do 'It Now's pamphfets 1llu!'ltrates the 
point (Effective Promotion: A Guide to Low 
Cost Use of Media for Community Organi
zations, by Michelle Cauble, 1977). 

The trick is to turn a national story into 
one with local relevance so that the local 
papers and stations relate to it, and to you. 
For instance, when the President o:f the AMA 
says he favors marijuana decriminalization, 
quickly call a local medical supporter and 
arrange for him or her to comment to the 
media on the national story. Result: headline 
page 3, "Prominent Local Expert Joins AMA 
In Endorsing Marijuana Reform." Or in re
verse, if a medical journal publishes another 
one of their classic "Pot Causes Leather 
Lungs, Psychosis, Baboon Syndrome" articles, 
get a LOCAL psychiatrist or authority to 
refute the charges immediately. Result: 
headline page 1, "Noted Brain Surgeon Calls 
Marijuana Brain Damage Theory Pure Bunk," 
etc. (Page 10) 

Last July, Dr. William Pollin, director of 
the National Institute on Drug Abuse 
(NIDA). presented an update of medical in
formation about marijuana to the Select 
Committee on N'il.rcotics Abuse and Control: 

1. Acute marijuana intoxicatton impairs 
learning, memory, and intellectual perform
ance. 

2. Marijuana 1ntox1cat1on impairs driving 
and other sk1lled performance. 

3. Because marijuana smoking increases 
the user's heart rate, those who have heart 
conditions should not use the drug at all. 

4. It appears highly likely that daily use 
of marijuana may lead to lung damage sim
ilar to that resulting from heavy cigarette 
smoking. 

5. A majority of studies done in this area 
indicate that marijuana use adversely affects 
the body's natural defenses against infection 
and disease. 

6. Many clinicians feE:l that regular use may 
seriously interfere with psychological func
tioning and personality development, partic
ularly in childhood and adolescence. 

7. There is evidence that marijuana can 
affect the network of glands and hormones 
which are involved in such functions as 
growth, energy levels, and reproduction. Con
cern has been expressed over possible effects 
on adolescent development and possible in
terference with sexual differentiation of the 
male fetus whose mother smokes marijuana 
during pregnancy. 

8. There are a variety of both animal and 
human studies suggesting that marijuana 
used dally and in substantial amounts sim
ilar to those of a regular, heavy tobacco 
smoker may adversely impair aspects of the 
reproductive function. 

Contrast these remarks of Dr. Pollin's with 
the following: " ... other than irritating 
bronchial tissues, it (marijuana) has no 
proven detrimental effect on the body." This 
is from a Blue Cross/ Blue Shield pamphlet 
entitled Drug Abuse: Drugs in A Chemical 
Dependent Society ( 1977). Or contrast Dr. 
Pollin's remark-s with this: "The most thor
ough study of marijuana to date was made 
by the Indian Hemp Comission 75 years ago. 
We have learned little since." This is from 
promotional materials describing a film called 
"Weed" whir:h is distributed by the Encyclo
pedia Britannica Educational Corporation, 
and is scheduled to be shown to a 7th grade 
class in Watertown, Wisconsin this academic 
year. Or contrast Dr. Pollin's remarks with 
this: "Marijuana to date has not been proven 
physically harmful, even in remote ways. . . . 
As far as the mild psycho~ogical changes that 
occur in many people, these are considered by 
the youth culture to be generally beneficial 
in nature, and have evolved into what is com
monly caled 'a good place for your head to 
be.' ... More liberal parents often say that 
if their kids would like to try marijuana, 
not to leave it around the house and subject 
everybody else to arrest, too. Less liberal 
parents who accidentally find marijuana in 
a dresser drawer, etc. have been known to 
call the pollee on their kids, or resort to 
anger or physical violence. This latter reac
tion is why Sunset Strip, Greenwich Village 
and other places are full of runaways." This 
is from Drug Abuse: A ReaU.stic Primer for 
Parents, published by the Do It Now Founda
tion ( 1978) and written by the foundation's 
former president and director, Vik Pawlak. 
Mr. Pawlak is currently employed as a Media 
Specialist by the Commission on Prevention 
and Education, New York State Office of Alco
holism and Substance Abuse. 

Not only are our tax dollars being spent to 
disseminate mLsinformation to our chlldren, 
our tax dollars indirectly support the pur
poseful distortion of infcrmation by tax 
exempt, pro-pot lobbies and trade associa
tions such as the National Organization for 
the Reform of Marijuana Laws (NORML) 
and the National Paraphernalia Association. 
Last year, NBC-TV produced and aired a 
documentary called "Reading, Writing and 
Reefer," which presented some of the scien
tific findings you have been hearing about 
these past two days. NORML issued a memo 
attacking NBC, accusing the network of fo
cusing on ". . . in specific studies and spec
ulation by government 'experts' on health 
claims . . ., " and comparing the documentary 
to " ... the 'Reefer Madness' propaganda 
efforts of forty years ago." NORML continues, 
"After a decade of research at an expense of 

more than $25 million, marijuana has yet to 
show any signs of definite attributable harm.'' 
High Times Magazine's account of "Reading, 
Writing and Reefer" (May, 1979), is even 
more grossly distorted. (A copy of the NORML 
memo and High Times' article is included 
with this testimony.) I have no doubt t'hat 
NORML, High Times, and others will make 
.simllar efforts to discredit the information 
presented at these hearings. 

Given this, perhaps we can better under
stand the fury of parents. In community af
ter community all across this nation, parents 
are organizing to do the job of drug educa
tion themselves. And their hunger for 
straight, factual information is truly 
astounding. The Reader's Digest, for example, 
published two articles in December on how 
marijuana affects the brain, the reproductive 
organs, and kids in gene-ral. Within twenty
four hours of the publication of the issue, 
the Digest received over 400 calls from par
ents all across the country requesting 50,000 
reprints. That figure had mushroomed to 
700,000 by last week! In fact, the Digest is 
making 35,000 reprints available to the Na
tional Association of Secondary School Prin
cipals which will at its expense send a copy 
to every school principal in the country. 
Moreover, Reader's Digest has given permis
sion to principals to reproduce the articles 
for distribution to students and their par
ents. Although their primary goal is one of 
educating each other, their kids, and the 
community at large, parents are also insisting 
upon better enforcement of existing drug 
laws, passage of tougher smuggling laws, and 
an absolute end to the sale of drug parapher
nalia. As one father put it, "We are bringing 
e:onomic and legal pressure on those- who 
have no moral compunction about how they 
line their pockets and feather their nests." 

This parent's movement began three years 
ago with the Atlanta mother who should be 
testifying here today, Keith Schuchard. 
(She- is in Greece for the- year with her hus
band who is teaching on a Fulbright fellow
ship.) Her determination that parents need 
not capitulate to the drug culture led to the 
development of a unique tool with which to 
combat drug use by youngsters-the parent 
peer group. Her experiences are chronicled in 
her book, Parents, Peers, and Pot, published 
by the National Institute on Drug Abuse. The 
nation owes a debt of gratitude to Keith for 
having the courage to follow her convictions 
and to Dr. Robert DuPont, then director of 
NIDA, for having the courage to reverse his 
position on marijuana, once he saw how it 
was affecting the nation's kids, for recogniz
ing the value of Keith's work, and for com
missioning her to write about it. Keith 
helped found two organizations in Atlanta.; 
with Dr. Thomas Gleaton, P.R.I.D.E. (Pa
rents' Resource Insti-tute on Drug Education) 
at Geor!"la State University, and with myself 
and others, Families in Action in DeKalb 
county where we live. The efforts of both 
P.R.I.D.E. and Families in Action have led to 
the formation of some fifty parent groups 
throughout metropolitan Atlanta. and outly
ing counties in Georgia. In addition, both 
organizations have helped form groups in 
other states such as Naples Informed Parents 
in Florida and the Drug and Alcohol Program 
in Anne Arundel County, Maryland, which 
has organized some thirty parent groups 
within that county. Both organizations are 
represented here today. Other organizations 
throughout the country who are helping 
educate parents and form parent groups are 
Phoenix House and the American Council on 
Marijuana, both in New York; Citizens for 
Informed Choices on Marijuana in Connecti
cut; the National Drug Abuse Foundation in 
Washington, D.C.; and the newly formed Tex
ans' War on Drugs Committee. To assist the 
formation of parent groups, DeKalb Fam1lles 
in Action recently published a manual called, 
How To Form A Fam111es in Action Group 
in Your Community. To date we have re
ceived orde·rs for the manual from nearly 
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every state in the nation including Hawall, 
Alaska, and even Puerto Rico. A complete 
list of the parent groups that we know have 
formed is attached. 

Mr. Chairman, I can tell you that after two 
solid years of work, we are beginning to see 
results. One of the immediate results of 
DeKalb Fam111es in Action's efforts was the 
passage of three state laws which prohibit 
the sale of drug paraphernalia. The laws 
were immediately challenged and are work
ing their way through complex process of 
adjudication. Those laws which were up
held by the U.S. District Court have grad
ually been enforced and as of a month ago, 
the last few head shops in metropolitan 
Atlanta were raided. Nearly all have gone 
out of business; those that remain open are 
selling merchandise that is generally not 
drug paraphernalia. But the more important 
news came in early December when the 
Superintendent of DeKalb County Schools 
announced that in those schools where 
there are Families in Action chapters, the 
number of reported drug cases is on the 
decline. 

Mr. Chairman, parents throughout the 
nation are proving that it is possible to 
reverse the trend of drug abuse among 
youngsters. We need your help. First, we ask 
you to strike out the marijuana decriminal
ization provisions in the U.S. Criminal Code 
which passed out of this committee last 
month. Second, we ask you to allocate 
funds for the formation and support of 
parent groups to work for drug prevention, 
much like Congress funded community 
action groups to work for economic oppor
tunities for black people in the 1960's. I 
know that Congress mandates the percent 
of its budget that NIDA may spend on pre
vention and I feel that the figure-2.4 per
cent-is entirely too low. To inorease that 
percentage, however, without increasing the 
overall allocation, would cut back moneys 
spent for research and treatment, neither of 
which is desirable. I am thinking about the 
blllions of dollars generated by drug smug
gling. And I am wondering if there is some 
way for Congress to mandate "determinate" 
fines in drug smuggling convictions and to 
earmark that money for the funding of par
ent groups through NIDA. I can't think of 
a better purpose for money earned from the 
sale of tllicit drugs. As one mother out it, 
"The drug culture is sending our children 
to cemeteries and institutions. We are sick 
and tired of apathy in this area and we're 
going to do something about it." Thank 
you.e 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION BY 
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
ETmcs 

• Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, it is re
quired by paragraph 4 of rule 35 that I 
place in the RECORD this notice of a Sen
ate employee who proposes to partici
pate in a program, the principal objec
tive of which is educational, sponsored 
by a foreign government or a foreign 
educational or charitable organization, 
involving travel to a foreign country paid 
for by that foreign government or or
ganization. 

The Select Committee on Ethics has 
received a request for a determination 
under rule 35 which would permit Ms. 
Barbara Fischer, a member of the staff 
of Senator S. I. HAYAKAWA, to participate 
in a program sponsored by a foreign ed
ucational organization, Tunghai Univer
sity in Taichung, Taiwan, from May 24 
to June 1, 1981. 

The committee has determ;ned that 
participation by Ms. Fischer in the pro
gram in Taiwan, at the expense of Tung-

hai University, is in the interests of the 
Senate and the United States.• 

ADDRESS BY SECOR D. BROWNE 
BEFORE ASSOCIATION OF RETAIL 
TRAVEL AGENTS 

e Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, one 
of the ablest persons who ever served our 
Government, Mr. Secor D. Browne, con
tinues a deep interest in the problems 
of flying, particularly airlines, and on 
March 28, made a very interesting speech 
before the Association of Retail Travel 
Agents. It is a well-documented paper 
that my colleagues should read because 
it has some bearing on the problems of 
the airlines that are coming up. 

I ask that it be printed in the RECORD. 
The paper follows: 

AmLINE DoMINoEs? 

(By Secor D. Browne) 
Thank you for inviting me to talk with 

you today. The program says that I am to 
talk 45 minutes. As one of my friends of the 
clergy says, "No souls are saved after the 
first fifteen minutes," so I will give up at 
about that point. I hope that then we can 
have discussion, as well as questions from 
the floor. 

I will try to make some points which wm 
not be entirely acceptable and, perhaps, a 
few that will be. There was a recent cartoon 
in many newspapers which showed Moses 
coming down from the mountain, carrying 
the stone tablets with the Ten Command
ments, and people of that era coming up to 
him to complain, "We feel that we are being 
over-regulated." 

The modern day legislative and adminis
trative reform of what was thought to be 
"over-regulation" of commercial air trans
portation in the United States, has brought 
its inevitable political, social and economic 
consequences, and its equally inevitable re
actions. In other words, the pendulum is on 
its return journey. 

There are, for those who look and listen 
carefully, some straws in the political winds 
of Washington, Sena.tor Kassebaum, Chair
man of the Senate Aviation Subcommittee, 
said recenly that, although she favored de
regulation in line with the Reagan overall 
philosophy, she had some reservations with 
respect to transportation which, she stated, 
requires the continuance of regulation to 
maintain essential services. In the House, 
Congressman Elllott Levitas, one of the pro
ponents of domestic deregulation, 1s con
cerned enough about our international pos
ture to be holding hearings this summer on 
our international aviation policy. 

A list of questions on international avia
tion policy sent to the Civil Aeronautics 
Board (CAB) in mid-March by the Senate 
Subcommittee on Transportation Appropri
ations addressed the subcommittee's con
cern over: The financial condition of U.S. in
ternational carriers; the wisdom of adding 
new competition in fa111ng markets; the 
"benefits" of "liberal" bllaterals to U.S. car
riers versus thos-e accruing to foreign car
riers; the sco::;e and depth of CAB economic 
studies to support "liberal" policy objectives; 
unfair competitive practices of foreign car
riers and governments, etc. 

Finally, a recent Aviation Week article 
states that the Reagan Administration is be
ginning to assemble its resources in the De
partment of Transportation to look at the 
"pro-competitive" policies internationally of 
the Carter Administration. I think that Mr. 
Reagan's reexamination of Carter policy will 
inevitably include both international civil 
aviation and domestic. 

Permit me to tal{e this time to look at the 
state of the u.s. airline industry, both here 
and abroad. 

I think you w111 agree that formerly 
friendly skies have turned distinctly un
friendly. Or put another way, the air-ocean, 
as it was called in the 19th century, has now 
become very stormy. The storms are obvious: 
Recession and inflation-reducing the dis
posable income peo,Jle have for travel and 
causing restraints on business .travel-the 
price of fuel domestically and, particularly, 
internationally; and occasionally at the 
smaller end of the domestic scale and some 
parts of the international scale, the problems 
of its ava1la.b111ty-the problems of labor
not only the cost but the strange new com
petitive situation. (Many new entrants have 
non-union work forces and are competing 
with established carriers who have union 
work forces, dragging with them the cost 
burden of years of accumulated wage and 
fringe benefits and complex work rules.) The 
continuing escalation of other airline oper
ating costs; the problems of the capacity of 
aircraft which tend to come in inflexible 
packages. You cannot stretch or shrink the 
airplane, you have to fly it as the size it is. 
Hence, many large aircraft sit on the ground, 
not because they are not adequate for their 
design markets, but there just are not 
enough of those big package markets st1ll 
flourishing. 

Another problem is the capacity of our air 
traffic control system with its obsolescent 
equipment and the urgent need for modern
ization. Secretary Lewis estimates that $10 
billion spent over a ten year period would 
bring the system up to the capacity needed 
to move the number of people we must move, 
and particularly, to move them efficiently, as 
well as safely, and to avoid lengthy de.lays 
and cost repercussions in terms of fuel con
sumption. It seems unUkely that any Ad
ministration and Congress will put together 
a program of continuing appropriations and 
authorizations that will build such an air 
traffic control system. I am afraid, because I 
can see many flaws in the concept, that we 
wlll have to go to a public corporation, which 
will levy en route charges like a taxi meter 
on those using the airspace, somewhat along 
the lines of the present Eurocontrol system. 

Difficult as it might be to implement the 
concept of an Air Traffic Control Public 
Corporation, the current administration pro
posal to recover, through airline ticket/way
bill taxes and fuel taxes paid by general avia
t.ion, amounts oolculatcd to be in excess of 
the Federal Aviation Administration's (FAA) 
fac111ties and equipment budget, is mani
festly less attractive, and certainly less 
equitable. We have a similar storm in the 
area of the capacity of the airports. The 
battle continues over aircraft operations 
(slots) and the way they are to be allocated, 
allotted or auctioned. I am not snre that de
federalization of airports--handing the air
ports over to local administrative and finan
cial control-and thus raising the threat of a 
disorderly pattern of head taxes-would be 
of much help to our air transport system or 
your clients. We certainly have seen, inter
nationally, that kind of chaos, as head taxes 
come and go. We have also seen a great dis
O!'der in the system of fees and char~es, as 
different airports in different countries 
char~e different ranaes and fees. mostly 
higher than ours, for the use of their airport. 
In fact, somehow our ~overnment and other 
governments' philosophy that the user pays 
and all costs are fully recovered, seems to 
totally ignore the hitherto accepted concept 
of the public benefit of an efficient and safe 
air transportation system to the nation as a 
whole. 

For our airlines. we see. under the flexibility 
given them by deregulation, the emergence 
of an air route system of hubs and spokes 
and a sharn decline in the mtmber of long 
haul, nonstop, throngh-plane services to the 
hi-ghly vocal distress of t.axnavers. travf!Jers, 
shippers and their representatives in Con
gress. In addition t.o the hubs and spokes, 
which I think at least for the time being will 



May 11, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9255 
continue to be the wave of the future, there 
will be continuing supplemental short-to
medium haul linear routes. By that, I mean, 
the type of services represented by shuttles, 
New York Air, Midway, and so on. '!his means 
that the airlines must maintain multiple 
scenarios to do what they must do to survive. 
and to do it quickly. The airllnes must 
respond or they wlll perish by merger, 
acquisition or liquidation. It means continu
ous monitoring, reviewing, updating andre
vision, and it means for you continuing dis
order, if not chaos. 

As I have said, domestically, this necessary 
and responsible realignment of the airlines 
is for their survival. Remember, they do not 
work for the public, me, or you, they work for 
their stockholders. Their job is not only to 
survive, but to pay their debts, and pay div
idends. I would point out that the sorting 
process of survival inevitably leads to more 
inadequate and unsatisfactory levels of serv
ice and prices and fewer, rather than more, 
carriers. 

I think that, despite the apparent contra
diction in philosophy, we will be going back 
to Adam Smith-not in the sense of free 
market and open competition-but to Mr. 
Smith's thesis that transportation, of course 
as he knew it-highways and waterways-
had to be regulated in the public interest. 
And, also, I would suggest not to worry about 
politicians reversing stands on regulation. 
Politicians have notoriously short memories. 
I have said before that the CAB may disap
pear, but it will be replaced by something 
that euphemistically might be called the 
CAAB or the Civil Aviation Anti-discrimi
nation Board. That is, a regulatory body will 
assure that the citizen is assured of his 
sacred right to fiy wherever, whenever he 
must go, at a price which he can afford. 

Internationally, I hope that the dream 
world of President Carter will be replaced by 
the real world of President Reagan on all 
fronts, and, hopefully, that process will in
clude aviation. The real world of interna
tional aviation contains very salient realities. 
First, if you go anywhere in an airplane, it is 
highly desirable to be able to land. If you 
want to do that internationally, you must 
have the agreement of another sovereign 
government. You must, therefore, barter ad
vantages with that government, whose 
needed advantages and objectives may not 
be the same as yours. Other governments 
have national airlines--carriers which they 
either own outright, or in which they have a 
substantial financial share as major inves
tors and lenders. These instruments of na
tional policies have objectives that might 
appear alien to our government. Not only air 
transport, as such, but overall commerce of 
that nation, balance of payments, generation 
of other currencies, tourism, access to mar
kets, communications. access to sources of 
raw materials, etc. I do not mean that you 
ship rare alloys by air, but you must have 
the communications to fadlitate, to be able 
to buy and ship those materials. There may 
be the need to maintain links with former 
colonies, and I think, importantly, the desire 
for prestige, the need for an image. partic
ularly of a new nation, the need for their 
own livery on the aprons of airports around 
the world. I need not tell this audience that 
these national instruments are protected, 
and they will continue to be protected. 

To sum up, quoting Business Week of 
January 26 of this year, "Much of the U.S. 
airline industry that files the American fiag 
overseas is in trouble. It is caught between 
Washington aviation philosophy and that of 
virtually every other government. If current 
trends continue, and it looks as though they 
will, the U.S. international airline industry 
faces a dismal future." And may I point out 
that the present financial condition of the 
United States• principal international air 
service operators-Braniff, Northwest Pan 
~· TWA-is the clearest possible evidence 

me, 01! a dlsmal present. ' 

I am efraid of the Un.gering aviation evan
gelism of carter's liberal pollcies. I am par
ticularly concerned over Latin America, 
where some of the few remaining interna
tional markets from which incumbent U.S. 
carriers derive adequate, if dwindling profits 
are threatened by a policy whose avowed 
purpooe is to force multiple additional U.S. 
carriers into those markets with the bag
gage of ephemeral, transitory and unreal 
"low" fares, or if you will, onto those mar
kets. In exchange, foreign carriers will be 
given permanent multiple additional U.S. 
gateways, with the consequent diversion 
from U.S. international and domestic air
lines of substantial traffic. 

Glven the U.S. concern, particularly by the 
Reagan Administration, and the strong reac
tion to Soviet/Cuban, political, economic 
and military expansionism in Latin Amer
ica, it is perhaps time to look at some his
torical realism and remind ourselves that at 
the beginning of World War n. Nazi Ger
many dominated Latin America's civil air 
services through ownership, subsidy. polit
ical manipulation, financing of equipment, 
orovision of equipment, training, and the 
like. The U.S. response had to be massive, 
and it was massive U.S. government subsidy 
through Pan Am, through Pan Am's sub
sidiaries and affiliates, to end that domina
tion. This was an expensive, and at the time, 
frightening lesson which we might well re
call now. If the United States achieves 
liberal "pro-competitive" objectives, bring
ing economic disaster to U.S. incumbents 
and new U.S. entrants alike in these mar
kets, are we not abandoning another arena 
to Soviet insoired domination, and may we 
not have to buy our way back again, if we 
can? 

I have two suggestions for the Reagan 
Administration. 

An immediate. thorough review and defi
nition of overall U.S. interni'l.tional civil avia
tion goals and policies. As I have said, this 
aopears to be perfectly consistent with 
President Reagan's review of other areas of 
government. 

A moratorium on further international 
aviat.ion aqreements. awftrds and concessions 
until that review and those definitions can 
be accomplished .• 

NATIONAL HISTORlCAL PUBLICA
TIONS AND RECORDS COMMIS
SION 
<Bv reouest of Mr. RoBERT c. BYRD, 

the following statement was ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD: ) 
• Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of S. 1050. a bill 
to authorize the Nationr-: Hhtorical Pub
lications and Records Commission for 
fiscal years 1982 and 1983. S. 1050 would 
authorize the activities of the Commis
sion at an annual Jevel of $3 mHlion. 

The National Historical Publications 
and Records Commi~."ion nrovides suo
port f?r a range of historical purposes 
mcludm~ the compilation of naners and · 
works of great American men and women 
and the establishment of systems for 
preserving valuable historical records 
and papers which might otherwise be 
lost. 

In mv State of Tennessee. the NHPRC 
has provided the support needed to beo'in 
the compilation and publication o of 
naners and works of Tennessee's three 
U.S. Presidents. These worthwhile oroi
ects include the napers of Andrew Jack
son, who served as President from 1828 
through 1836: .Tames K. Polk. who served 
one term be!!inning in 1R44: and Andrew 
Johnson. who became President in J 865 
when Abraham Lincoln was assassinated. 

Two of these projects are now almost 
50 pe;;rcent com..,.lettd. The Jackson proj
ect has completed only 1 volume of an 
anticipated 15 volumes. Both the Polk 
and Johnson proJects have published five 
volumes with six more to come. 

All three of these projects in addition 
to the tens of other projects now under
way will provide valuable insight into the 
characters of these great Americans and 
the historical factors which entered into 
their decisionmaking. The importance 
of a single compilation of this historical 
data cannot be underestimated. 

Tennessee sponsors have contributed 
half the cost to these and other impor
tant historical efforts-such as the estab
lishment of the Archives for the Nash
ville Jewish Community in Nashville, 
Tenn. These projects are certainly in the 
national interest and will provide gen
erations to come a better understanding 
of our national heritage. 

I hope that many of our colleagues will 
join us in supporting this important 
endeavor.• 

THE REYE'S SYNDROME ACT OF 
1981 

(By request of Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, 
the following statement was ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD:) 
• Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join 11 of my colleagues in 
cosponsoring S. 290, the Reye's Syn
drome Act of 1981. This bill, introduced 
by the Senator from Montana, Senator 
MELCHER, would provide a total of $5 
million over 3 years for research grants 
in Reye's syndrome. The bill would also 
establish, within the National Institutes 
of Health, a Reye's Syndrome Coordi
nating Committee. 

One of the greatest tragedies of our 
time is the loss of life among our chil
dren from diseases we cannot cure or 
understand. Despite all of the miracles 
of modern medicine, there remain dis
eases which can, without warning, sud
denly take a young life or cause perma
nent damage to a child. 

Reye's syndrome is such a disease. 
This mysterious disease generally at
tacks children under 14 years of age. 
Approximately 20 percent of the cases 
are fatal; many result in permanent 
brain damage. 

Reye's syndrome is no stranger in my 
State of Tennessee. For example, the 
members of Trinity Episcopal Church in 
Winchester, Tenn., wrote: 

Our church is not unfammar with Reye's 
disease. It killed Nora Rolllns in May of 
1980. Nora was a beautiful twel"e year old, 
the daughter of Dean and Paul Rollins. Now 
she is dead-struck down by a disease that 
is still not understood as regards to its 
cause or cure. 

Similar stories are told by parents such 
as Walt and Shirley Coble of Columbia, 
Tennessee. They wrote me: 

On March 15, 1980, our son, Scott, became 
violently ill. He was transported immedi
ately to Vanderbilt Hosoital. We were told 
he had Reye's Syndrome. As we later found, 
we were one of the many oarents and doctors 
who had never heard of the disease. Our son 
wa.s one of the few who survived. 

There is no known cure or cause for this 
children's disease. This was the most fright
ening part of his illness. Manv hundreds of 
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children die each year from this disease. It 
is the lOth ranked killer of children in the 
United States. Many who suf1Vive are the 
victims of brain damage. 

The funds for research are gathered by 
parents like ourselves. It is at times a thank
less and tiring chore. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to be a part 
of the effort to find the cause of Reye's 
syndrome; to help develop adequate 
treatments of the disease; and to event
ually find a cure. 

I urge my other colleagues to join us 
in working toward this end.e 

RETffiEMENT OF ROBERT C. 
JUHNKE 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, on June 30, 
1981, a distinguished public servant in 
Michigan will conclude his career as 
superintendent of the Redford Union 
Schools in Redford, Mich. Mr. Robert C. 
Juhnke served in the Redford district for 
39 years. He has always been associated 
with education, starting his career as a 
teacher, working as a counselor, princi
pal, assistant superintendent, and finally 
as superintendent of the entire district 
from 1974 to the present. He enjoys the 
respect, admiration, and affection of the 
entire area, both from his colleagues and 
from the students. 

He has striven to give the students of 
Redford the best possible education, and 
this has become increasingly difficult in 
these times of fiscal hardship. Yet, the 
Redford school system is strong, and will 
remain so, because of the efforts of Rob
ert Juhnke. 

It is very difficult for the community 
to bid farewell to Robert Juhnke, since 
his work has touched the lives of so many 
residents. The enthusiasm and energy 
that he gave to his career reflects the 
deep commitment that he had for the 
children of the community. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to call the 
attention of the Senate to the work of 
this fine educator and I wish him and his 
wife, Lorene, a happy and fruitful 
retirement.• 

A TRffiUTE TO HAL COTTON 
• Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on May 13, 
1981, Mr. Alonzo H. Cotton of my home
town of Perry, Ga., will receive the 
Presidential Distinguished Civilian 
Award in a ceremony at Robins Air 
Force Base, Ga. I know of no one who is 
more deserving of the highest honor 
that can be awarded to a Federal civilian 
employee than Hal Cotton. 

Hal Cotton retired in January 1980, 
after 39 years of outstanding and dedi
cated service to our country. Few people 
can take individual credit for many no
table successes in one of the most impor
tant and sophisticated operations in the 
entire Department of Defense-that of 
logistics support. Hal Cotton, however, is 
just such a person. 

His contributions to streamlining and 
modernizing the complex techniques of 
logistics management and support are 
without equal. He was a pioneer in the 
area of managing and supporting ai.r
borne electronics and avionics and fore
saw the need for one location where un
paralleled expertise would exist to carry 
out this function. For this reason and 

under his leadership, Robins became the 
avionics center for the Air Force. 

He foresaw the critical role of elec
tronic warfare for the modem military 
and worked diligently to insure that ap
propriate facilities and systems were 
available to support these extremely 

complex systems. 
Logistics is crucial to military capa

bility, and our armed services function 
more effectively and efficiently in this 
area because of Hal Cotton's innovative 
leadership. Robins Air Force Base has 
built and maintained its position as the 
cornerstone of the Air Force Logistics 
Command because of his efforts, and 
everyone who has ever been associated 
with defense logistics knows of his nu
merous accomplishments and awards. 

I have had the privilege of knowing 
Hal Cotton personally for many years 
and consider myself fortunate to rely on 
his friendship and advice. As a member 
of the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
I have come to have even greater appre
ciation for his leadership, expertise, and 
vision of the future. 

The people of Georgia and the entire 
Nation owe Hal Cotton a debt of grati
tude for his unique and vital contribu
tion to our national security, and I am 
delighted that he is receiving this most 
prestigious and well-deserved Presi
dential award.e 

JEWISH HERITAGE WEEK 
e Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 
would like to commend the President and 
the Congress for designating the week 
of May 3 through 10, Jewish Heritage 
Week. The anniversaries we observe at 
this time of year remind us of both the 
tribulations and the triumphs of Jewish 
people in this century. Thirty-eight years 
ago, the Jews of the Warsaw ghetto, de
bilitated by starvation and disease, 
bravely resisted the Nazi seige. Just 5 
years later, the State of Israel came into 
being. Through three turbulent decades, 
it has persisted, an oasis of democracy, 
a rock of stability in the midst of shifting 
sands. 

Here at home, we are all cognizant 
of the magnificent contributions Jewish 
Americans have made to the arts and 
sciences, the political arena and the mar
ketplace. Jewish religion and culture 
have enlightened our laws and enriched 
our lifestyles. This is most certainly true 
of my State and of the city of Newington, 
where the Temple Sinai congregation is 
celebrating its 25th anniversary. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to congratulate and thank the Temple 
Sinai congregation and Jewish Ameri
cans all over the country for calling upon 
their age-old and abundant heritage to 
help us all build a better future.• 

THE 375TH FIELD DEPOT, 
MONTGOMERY, ALA. 

• Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I was 
scheduled this morning to visit an out
standing U.S. Army Reserve Unit from 
Montgomery, Ala., the 375th Depot, 
which is now performing its annual 
training at the Richmond Defense Gen
eral Supply Center at Richmond, Va. Be
cause of the early hour that the Senate 

convened today, plus some important 
amendments which will be considert:!d 
and voted on early this morning, I had 
to cancel my trip to visit that unit and I 
am very disappointed that I did not get 
to take the opportunity to see them at 
work. 

I understand there are approximately 
120 Army Reservists from the southeast 
Alabama area training at the Richmond 
Depot. I do not think there have been so 
many Alabamians in uniform in that 
part of Virginia since Lee surrendered at 
Appomattox. 

I have been told that Army Reserve 
units make up 81 percent of the combat 
support and combat service support 
structure of the total U.S. Army. In my 
judgment, the best way to be a total force 
in wartime, of course, is to train as a 
total force in peacetime. 

That is why it is important for reserve 
units like the 375th Field Depot to per
form the same types of tasks in annual 
training that they would have to perform 
if they were mobilized in an emergency. 
Besides receiving the most effective and 
realistic training possible, they are sig
nificantly reducing the workload there 
at the Defense Supply Center. I under
stand that they are inventorying and 
processing orders and shipments which 
had been backlogged. This means that 
they are saving the taxpayers money and. 
given this Congress emphasis on reduced 
spending, the 375th is, in effect, pitching 
in to help the Defense Department get 
more for its money. As a fellow Ala
bamian, I am proud of the job the men 
and women of the 375th Field Depot are 
doing, and I am even more proud of the 
commitment of these Reservists and fel
low citizens to our national defense. As 
citizens-soldiers they are sacrificing 
many of their personal comforts and 
family securities for their country. For 
many, this is the only time allotted bY 
their employers for vacation. As Winston 
Churchill once said the reservists is 
"twice the citizen" and for this extra 
patriotic commitment, I commend them 
all. 
. I hope I will be able to visit with them 
at the Reserve Center at Montgomery, 
Ala., before the end of the year.• 

WESTMINSTER CHRISTIAN HIGH 
SCHOOL 

• Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise to
day to bring the outstanding accomplish
ments of a determined and talented 
group of Alabama young people to the 
attention of the U.S. Senate. 

The members of the basketball team 
at Westminster Christian High School, 
of Gadsden, Ala., have distinguished 
themselves by again winning the Na
tional Christian School Basketball tour
nament. This makes the fourth time 
that Westminster Christian High School 
has reigned as National Christian School 
champions. 

The Westminster Crusaders finished 
their basketball season this year with a 
perfect 24-0 record, thus retaining their 
phenomenal 63-game winning streak. 

I want to particularly congratulate Dr. 
Levan Parker, who serves as both he~d
master and basketball coach at Westmm-
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ster, for his outstanding academic and 
sports leadership. 

One of Westminster's players, Kirk 
Nayler, scored 20 points, rolled up 12 as
sists and pulled down 10 rebounds in the 
final game of the tournament against the 
Christian Challenge of Wichita, Kans. 

Kirk was chosen as the tournament's 
most valuable player and has committed 
himself t,o a basketball career at the Uni
versity of Tennessee. 

Other Westmmster players who dis
tinguished themselves in the final game 
that capped the perfect season included 
Kim Gibbs, who had 21 points and 12 
rebounds, Jon Richey, who scored 10 
points and Mike Cooper, who also scored 
10 points. 

Mr. President, I am most proud of 
these fine young men who have repre
sented their school and the entire State 
of Alabama so well in athletic competi
tion. 

In addition to winning the basketball 
tournament, Westminster's cheerleading 
squad won the cheerleading competition. 

Mr. President, I ask that an article 
from the Gadsden times be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
WESTMINSTER WINS THmD TITLE; NALER Is 

AGAIN ~OST VALUABLE 
SILOAM SPRINGS, ARK.-Westminster cap

tured its third straight National Christian 
School basketball championship here Satur
day night, defeating Christian Challenge of 
Wichita, Kan., 71-48 i•n the tournament final 
a.t John Brown University. 

The Crusaders, who have won the tourna
ment !our times, closed out their season with 
a 24-0 record and a. 63-game winning streak. 

They led at each quarter break-18-8, 
44-20 and 54-32. 

"Christian Cha.llenge tried to hold the ball 
early," Westminster coach Levan Parker said. 
"When they got behind, they couldn't hold 
it. They weren't able to run their offense 
against our press." 

Kirk Naaer collected 20 points, 12 assists 
and 10 rebounds 1n his high school finale, 
e.nd was chosen the tournament's most 
valuable player. Naler, who has committed 
to Tennessee, captured the top e.ward in 
every tournament in which he competed 
during his sophomore, junior and senior 
years. The Crusaders complled a. 10Q-8 re
cord dur·ing his career. 

Kim Gibbs, who had 21 points and 12 re
bounds, a.nd Jon Richey, who scored 10 
points, were named to the all-tournament 
team. 
~ike Cooper scored 10 points !or West

ml!Il.Ster. 
Terry Campbell led Christian Challenge 

with 13 points. 
Westminster's Beck Cross was na.med to the 

girls' all-tournament team. The Crusaders 
e.lso won the cheerleecting competitlon.e 

CONGRESSIONAL TENURE 
• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, ear
lier this year I introduced Senate Joint 
Resolution 2, amending the Constitu
tion to provide a limit on the number 
of terms for Members of Congress. A 
recent article appearing in the Chicago 
Tribune authored by Bob Wiedrich is 
a hard-hitting and articulate expression 
of the problems that are likely to occur 
when we do not have a reasonable turn
over of legislators. I hope this w111 be 
the subject of serious consideration by 
our colleagues this Congress and that 
our Representatives in Congress will be 

returned to citizen legislators and not 
political drones. 

I ask that the article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
IT'S TIME To PuT A LIMIT ON CONGRESSIONAL 

TENURE 
(By Bob Wiedrich) 

It is only human nature that once some 
people have served in Congress !or a couple 
of decades, their vested interests in the job 
become more important than serving the 
country. 

The salary isn't bad. There is a nice pen
sion. Long-term lawmakers are much in de
mand as well-paid public speakers. And the 
seniority system on Capitol Hlll usually as
sures their succession up the ladder of con
gressional power. 

In time, they become national figures, 
seemingly larger than the Constitution. Peo
ple look up to them and are impressed by 
their oratory rather than the substance of 
their words. 

Eventually, they become inordinately pow
erful by virtue of longevity, which may or 
may not say something about their ab111ty. 

Their !aces are constantly on TV. They be
come the darlings of the talk shows. Ad
mirers relish their wisdom, however invalid 
their advice may be. 

And small cults begin to develop around 
these fellows as they go about the business of 
running the legislative branch of government 
as though they had a lifetime con tract. 

For those who mature into superlative leg
islators, the system works well. Unfortu
nately, some never mature. 

Thus, mediocrity also thrives in the halls 
of Congress, protected by seniority and often 
undetected by voters too mesmerized by the 
apparent grandeur of their representatives to 
recognize they are getting no representation 
a.t all. 

The long-timers get too big for their 
britches. They become world statesmen. 
They forget the people who elected them 
back home. They start believing their own 
baloney. 

Pretty soon, the voters find their voice in 
Congress is that of an absentee landlord, out 
of touch with his home district and too 
wrapped up in what was never intended to 
be a career. 

And pity the freshman congressman who 
goes to Congress with bright ideas, but is 
never heard because of the booming presence 
of the giants who dominate Capitol Hill. 

As a result, some constituencies are de
nied a voice in the aft'airs of government. 
And others suffer a similar !ate because 
their congressman has dismissed the real 
power base that gives him political power. 

It is a sa.d state of aft'airs and one, I sus
pect, the founding fathers never envisioned. 

Nobody ever thought government would 
become such a big business that it would be 
managed by people who do nothing else dur
ing most of their adult life. 

Nobody expected that a. cadre of profes
sional politicians would evolve to spend as 
many years in Congress as civil service-pro
tected bureaucrats do in Washington. 

Yet, that is what has happened. And that 
is why there is a. growing number of Ameri
cans suggesting that congressional terms 
should be limited to 10 or 12 years so that 
elected representatives never become firmly 
entrenched again. 

They reason that if an individual has a 
contribution to make to the country, he or 
she should be able to do so within a. decade. 

We successfully limited the presidency to 
two terms in 1951 after electing Franklin D. 
Roosevelt to !our terms. So why not invoke 
the same logic in order to get some fresh 
ideas and new blood 1nto the legislative 
branch, too. 

The way to de-emphasize government is to 
de-emphasize the people running it. Cut out 
the celebrity status accorded some Ia.wmak-

ers and bring the entire !unction back to 
earth. 

As it is, Congress is almost constantly in 
session, creating one mischief after another. 
Because the legislators are in session, they 
think they have to pass new laws and reg
ulations. 

Rarely do they pass a bill without a.n ap
propriation. And those that don't carry an 
immediate price tag eventually cost the tax
pa.yer money anyway. 

People should realize that government is 
not productive. It is a necessary evil. And the 
sooner it is put in its proper place, the 
better. 

Congress won't butt out of our lives until 
people tell it to. 

The voters have to keep hammering away. 
And promoting a constitutional amendment 
to limit congressional tenure might assure a. 
new cast of characters and !ewer professional 
drones.e 

NURSE ANESTHETISTS WEEK 
• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, beginning 
on May 15, the Michigan Association of 
Nurse Anesthetists <MANA) will hold 
their spring statewide meeting. The more 
than 800 members of the Michigan chap
ter of nurse anesthetists will be celebrat
ing the golden anniversary of the Na· 
tional American Association of Nurse 
Anesthetists (NAANA) during the week 
of June 14-20, which they have desig
nated as "Nurse Anesthetists Week." 

I would like to take this opportunity to 
recognize this special occasion and to 
emphasize the important role which the 
National Association of Nurse Anesthe
tists has played in developing continuing 
education programs, maintaining certi
fication programs for nurse anesthetists, 
and setting standards for the accredita
tion of schools of nurse anesthesia 
throughout the country.e 

TAX FREEDOM DAY 
• Mr. GARN. Mr. President, May 10 is 
Tax: Freedom Day. Each year, the Tax 
Foundation calculates how long the av
erage worker would have to labor to 
finish paying all taxes if every dollar 
earned from January 1 went directly to 
satisfy tax obligations at all levels of 
government. In 1981, Tax Freedom Day 
is 6 days later than it was last year, 
continuing the trend toward our having 
to spend more and more time on the job 
just to satisfy Uncle Sam. 

According to the foundation, the aver
age American spends 2 hours and 49 min
utes out of every 8-hour working day to 
pay Federal, State, and local taxes, more 
than twice the time it takes to earn the 
equivalent of his housing costs and 
household obligations. 

The Tax Foundation goes on to say: 
Recently, someone even calculated the 

year when Tax Freedom Day-given pres
ent trends-would !all on December 25; and 
it wasn't that far in the future. 

On past Tax Freedom Days, there have 
been proposals for a moment of silence on 
the floor of Congress out of respect for the 
beleaguered taxpayer. Last year, there was a. 
parade on the Capitol grounds, complete with 
fife and drum corps in colonial dress. Is Tax 
Freedom Day, then, simply a chance to tweak 
the tax collector's nose, a latter-day non
violent Boston Tea Party? We hope not? 

... We certainly acknowledge the right of 
goyernment to raise through taxation the 
revenues necessary to conduct the aft'airs of 
the nation. However, we also believe, as did 
the framers of the Constitution, that govern-
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ment has limits; that the wealth o! the na
tion belongs to those who create it, be they 
coal miners or capitalists; and that the gov
ernment taxes at the pleasure o!, and with 
the consent o!, the citizenry. 

On the philosophical level, we re!use to 
accept the assertion that those in Wash
ington, state capitals, or city halls know how 
to allocate our resources better than we do. 
And we challenge the notion that everythin.s 
a citizen earns belongs to the government, 
except !or that portion which public offi
cials choose to leave in his hands after col
lecting taxes-the so-called tax expendi
ture concept. 

Those issues are rea.lly what Tax Freedom 
Day-and most o! the other research and 
public education effort generated by the 
Found&ltion-are all about. At times when 
announcing these benchmarks o! the growth 
o! government, we feel a.s timid as the little 
boy who pointed out that the emperor's new 
clothes were non-existent. But that 1s our 
mandate, and we take comfort in trying to 
uve up to it. 

Mr. President, this Congress has been 
given the same mandate by the people 
we represent. The spending cuts we are 
now considering must be joined by the 
tax cuts the President has proposed. 
These two crucial elements of the Presi
dent's program for economic recovery 
should not be separated. If they are sep
arated, the chances for real spending re
ductions will be decreased substantially. 
We must not, however, demand that tax 
cuts await spending cuts. Some fear that 
this policy will stoke the inflationary 
fires, but I .find in this fear a "business 
as usual" approach which we must aban
don. For decades now we have been 
promised tax reductions after spending 
reductions, and of course the spending 
reductions never came. Such tax cuts as 
did come did not even offset the effects 
of inflation. "Business as usual" means 
that the Federal Government will con
tinue to take more and more of the Na
tion's wealth and use it for miscellaneous 
projects, most of which are inefficient, 
some of which are completely unneces
sary and even harmful, and all of which 
shift decisionmaking power from the Na
tion's workers and savers to unelected 
bureaucrats. 

To conclude in the words of the Tax 
Foundation: 

We also take hope. For, after all, the little 
boy stopped the parade. Maybe we can, too.e 

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION PRO-
POSED ARMS SALES 

• Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, section 36 
(b) of the Arms Export Control Act 
requires that Congress receive advance 
notification of proposed arms sales un
der 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 m1llion. Upon receipt of such notlfl
cation, 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 Sen
ate, the notification of proposed sales 
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 official notification. 
The official notification will be printed 

in the REcORD in accordance with pre
vious practice. 

I wish to inform Members of the Sen
ate that five such notifications have been 
received: One on May 4, and four on 
May 5, 1981. 

Interested Senators may inquire as to 
the details of these preliminary notifi
cations at the offices of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, room 4229, Dirksen 
Building. 

The notifications follow: 
DEFENSE SECURITY AsSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C., May 4, 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 ad
vance notification. 

The Department of State is considering an 
offer to a Middle Eastern country tentatively 
estimated to cost in excess of $25 million. 

Sincerely, 
ERNEST GRAVES, 

Director. 

DEFENSE SECURITY 
ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C., May 5, 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
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 Control Act. 
At the instruction of the Department of 
State, I wish to provide the following ad
vance notification. 

The Department o! State is considering an 
offer to a Middle Eastern country tentatively 
estimated to cost in excess of $25 million. 

Sincerely, 
ERNEST GRAVES, 

Director. 

DEFENSE SECURITY 
ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C., May 5, 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, De!ense Se
curity Assistance Agency, indicated that you 
would be advised of possible transmittals to 
Congress o! 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 ad
vance notification. 

The Department of State is considerinq an 
offer to a. Middle Eastern country including
major defense eani~ment estimated to cost 
in excess of $7 million. 

Sincerely, 
ERNEST GR~ VF.S. 

Director. 

DEFENSE SECURITY 
ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, D .C., May 5, 1981. 
Dr. HANS BINNENDIJK, 
Professional Staff Member, Committee on 

Foreign Relations, U .S. Senate, Wash
ington, D.C. 

DEAR DR. BINNENDI.JK : By letter dated 18 
February 1976, the Director, Defense Se-

curity Assistance Agency, indicated that you 
would be advised o! possible transmittals to 
Congress o! information as required by Sec
tion 36(b) o! the Arms Export Control Act. 
At the instruction o! the Department of 
State, I wish to provide the following ad
vance notification. 

The Dep·a.rtment o! State is co~sidering an 
offer to a Middle Eastern country tentatively 
estimated to cost in excess o! $25 million. 

Sincerely, 
ERNEST GRAVES, 

Director. 

DEFENSE SECURITY 
ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C., May 5, 1981. 
Dr. HANS BINNENDIJK, 
Professional Staff Member, Committee on 

'!oreign Relations, U.S. Senate, WaslJ .. 
tngton, D.C. 

DEAR DR. BINNENDIJK: By letter dated 18 
February 1976, the Director, Defense Se
curity Assistance Agency, indicated that you 
would be advised o! nossible transmittals to 
Congress o! information aa 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 ad
vance notification. 

The Department of State is considerin<>' an 
offer to a NATO country tentatively ;sti
mated to cost in excess of $25 million. 

Sincerely, 
ERNEST GRAVES, 

Director.• 

PROPOSED ARMS SALES 

• Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, section 
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act 
reql!ires that Congress receive advance 
notification of propOsed arms sales under 
that act in cxces'; oc $25 mHlion or. in 
the case of major defense equipment as 
d~fi~ed in the act, those in excess of $7 
million. 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 proposed sales shall be sent to 
the chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

In keeping with the committee's in
tention to see that such information is 
immediately available to the full Senate, 
I ask to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point the notification which has been 
received. The classified annex referred to 
in the covering letter is available to Sen
ators in the office of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, room 4229 of the Dirk
sen Building. 

The notification follows: 
DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C., May 4, 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) o! the 
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding 
herewith Transmittal No. 81-47 and under 
separate cover the classified annex thereto. 
This Transmittal concerns the Department 
of the Air Force's proposed Letter of Ofl'er to 
Australia for defense articles and services 
estimated to cost $110 million. Shortly after 
this letter is delivered to your office, we plan 
to notify the news media o! the unclassified 
portion of this Transmittal. 

Sincerely, 
ERNEST GRAVES, 

Dtrector. 
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T R A N S M IT T A L  N O . 

81-47 

(N o tice o f p ro p o sed  issu an ce  o f letter o f o ffer 

p u rs u a n t to  s e c tio n  3 6 (b ) o f th e  A rm s 

E x p o rt C o n tro l A ct) 

(1 ) P ro sp e c tiv e  p u rc h a se r: A u stra lia .

(ii) T o ta l e stim a te d  v a lu e s:

M illion 

M ajo r D efen se E q u ip m en t · 

 $ 1 0 1

O th er  

9

T o tal 

 $ 1 1 0

·

A s in c lu d e d  in  th e  U .S . M u n itio n s L ist, a  

p art o f th e In tern atio n al T raffic in  A rm s R eg - 

u la tio n s (IT A R ). 

O M  D e sc rip tio n  o f a rtic le s  o r se rv ic e s  

o ffe re d : P ro g ra m  e le m e n ts fo r p u rc h a se  o f 

w e a p o n  sy ste m  u p d a te  o f 1 6  F -1 1 1 C  a irc ra ft

an d  sy stem  in teg ratio n  o f P A V E  T A C K  p o d s 

(A N /A V Q -2 6 ) o n  th e se  a irc ra ft in c lu d in g  

g o v e rn m e n t fu rn ish e d  a e ro n a u tic a l e q u ip - 

m e n t, a irc re w  a n d  m a in te n a n c e  tra in in g ,

su p p o rt e q u ip m e n t a n d  sp a re s.

(iv) 

M ilita ry  D e p a rtm e n t: A ir F o rc e  

(W A M ).

(v) 

S ales co m m issio n , fee, etc. p aid , o ffered  

o r a g re e d  to  b e p a id : N o n e.

(vi) 

S e n sitiv ity  o f te c h n o lo g y  c o n ta in e d  in

th e  d e fe n se  a rtic le s o r d e fe n se  se rv ic e s p ro -

p o se d  to  b e  so ld : S e e  a n n e x  u n d e r se p a ra te

co v er.

(vii) 

S e c tio n  2 8  re p o rt: C a se  n o t in c lu d e d  

In  S e c tio n  2 8  re p o rt.

(viii) 

D ate 

re p o rt d e liv e re d  to  C o n g re ss:

M ay 4, 1981.

P O L IC Y  JU S T IF IC A T IO N

A U S T R A L IA -W E A P O N  S Y S T E M  U P D A T E

O F

F -1 1 1 C  A IR C R A F T

T h e G o v ern m en t o f A u stralia h as req u est-

e d  th e  p u rc h a se  o f p ro g ra m  e le m e n ts fo r 

w eap o n  sy stem  u p d ate o f 1 6  F -1 1 1 C  aircraft 

an d  sy stem  

in te g ra tio n  o f p re v io u sly  p u r- 

ch ased  P A V E  T A C K  p o d s (A N /A V Q -2 6 ) o n  

th e se  a irc ra ft in c lu d in g  g o v e rn m e n t fu r- 

n ish ed  aero n au tical eq u ip m en t, aircrew  an d  

m a in te n a n c e  tra in in g , su p p o rt e q u ip m e n t, 

a n d  sp a re s a t a n  e stim a te d  c o st o f $ 1 1 0  

m illio n . 

A s an  ally  u n d er th e A N Z U S  T reaty , A u s- 

tralia p lay s a m ajo r ro le in  assu rin g  th e sta- 

b ility  o f S o u th east A sia an d  th e S o u th  P aci- 

fic an d  is strateg ically  lo cated  w ith  resp ect

to  th e In d ian  O cean . T h erefo re, th e U n ited

S tates h as co o p erated  in  im p ro v in g  A u stra-

lia 's m ilita ry  c a p a b ility  th ro u g h  fo re ig n

m ilitary sales, lo g istics ag reem en ts, an d  co m - 

b in ed ex ercises. 

T h e w eap o n  sy stem  u p d ate an d  sy stem  in - 

teg ratio n  o f th e P A V E  T A C K  p o d s w ill im - 

p ro v e  th e  c o m b a t c a p a b ility  o f th e  R o y a l 

A u stralian  A ir F o rce F -1 1 1 C  aircraft, th ere- 

b y  im p ro v in g  A u stralia's air d efen ses. 

T h e  sa le  o f th is e q u ip m e n t a n d  su p p o rt 

w ill n o t affect th e b asic m ilitary  b alan ce in  

th e reg io n . 

T h e p rim e co n tracto r w ill b e th e G en eral 

D y n am ics C o rp o ratio n  o f F o rt W o rth , T ex as. 

Im p lem en tatio n  o f th is sale  m ay  req u ire  

th e assig n m en t o f ad d itio n al U .S . G o v ern - 

m e n t o r c o n tra c to r p e rso n a l to  A u stra lia . 

E x a c t re q u ire m e n ts h a v e  n o t b e e n  d e te r- 

m in ed .

T h ere w ill b e n o  ad v erse im n act o n  U .S .

d efen se read in ess as a resu lt o f th is sale.

T R A N S M IT T A L  

N o. 81-47

(N o tice o f p ro p o sed  issu an ce o f letter o f o ffer 

p u rsu a n t to  

se c tio n  3 6  (b ) o f th e  A rm s

E x p o rt C o n tro l A ct) 

C L A SSIF IE D  A N N E X

Item  N o. vi.

(vi) (C ) 

S en sitiv ity  o f T ech n o lo g y :

(1 ) (C ) T h e  P A V E  T A C K  sy ste m  is c o n -

sid ered  S ecret o v er all. T h e h ard w are is clas-

sifie d  C o n fid e n tia l. L o ss o f th is h a rd w a re

c o u ld  p e rm it d e v e lo p m e n t o f in fo rm a tio n

c o n c e rn in g  e x p lo ita tio n  o f c o u n te rm e a su re s

b y  a 

tech n o lo g ically  

ad v an ced  en em y  w h o  is

w illin g  to  

e x p e n d  th e  n e c e ssa ry  tim e , e n - 

g in e e rin g  a n d  fin a n c ia l re so u rc e s to  re v e rse

e n g in e e r a n d  te st th e sy ste m . In  th is re g a rd ,

o th e r c la ssifie d  a sp e c ts o f th e  P A V E  T A C K

sy ste m  a re  ta c tic s, in fo rm a tio n  re v e a lin g  its

v u ln e ra b ility  to  c o u n te rm e a su re s, a n d  in fo r-

m a tio n  re la tin g  to  c o u n te r-c o u n te rm e a su re s. 

T h ese categ o ries o f in fo rm atio n  are classified  

S e c re t a n d  h a v e  n o t b e e n , a n d  a re  n o t p la n - 

n e d  fo r re le a se  d ire c tly . H o w e v e r, th e re  a re

in h e re n t c o u n te rm e a s u re s  a n d  c o u n te r-

c o u n te rm e a su re s w h ic h  th e A u stra lia n s w ill 

o b ta in  th ro u g h  u se  a n d  stu d y  o f th e  h a rd - 

w a re . In  a d d itio n , it is  c o n c e iv a b le  th a t 

a  te c h n o lo g ic a lly  so p h istic a te d  a d v e rsa ry  

co u ld , th ro u g h  rev erse  en g in eerin g , ascertain

sp e c ific  c h a ra c te ristic s o f th e  la se r c o d in g

w h ic h  w o u ld  e n a b le h im  to  d e v e lo p  c o u n te r- 

m easu res. S en sitiv e co m p o n en ts o f th e P A V E

T A C K  sy ste m  in c lu d e  in fra re d  (IR ) d e te c to r

a n d  la se r c o d in g  te c h n o lo g ie s. T h e o p e ra tin g

m a n u a ls w h ic h  in c lu d e e m p lo y m e n t p a ra m - 

eters th at o p tim ize th e effectiv en ess o f w eap - 

o n s d eliv ered  u sin g  th is sy stem  are classified

C o n fid e n tia l. T h is in fo rm a tio n  is n e c e ssa ry

fo r e m p lo y m e n t o f th e  P A V E  T A C K  sy ste m

a n d  w o u ld  itse lf b e  sig n ific a n tly  u se fu l fo r 

p u rp o se s o f c o n stru c tin g  c o u n te rm e a su re s. 

T h e  re le a se  o f th e  P A V E  T A C K  sy ste m  is 

w ith in  th e  N a tio n a l D is c lo s u re  P o lic y  

(N D P -1 ) g u id e lin e s fo r re le a se o f c la ssifie d  

in fo rm a tio n  to  A u stralia.*  

R E C E S S  U N T IL  9:15 A .M . T O M O R R O W

M r. B A K E R . M r. P resid en t, if th ere 

is no further business to com e before the 

S en ate, I m o v e, in  acco rd an ce w ith  th e 

o rd er p rev io u sly  en tered , th at th e S en - 

a te  sta n d  in  re c e ss u n til th e  h o u r o f 

9:15  a.m . tom orrow . 

T h e m o tio n  w as ag reed  to ; an d  th e 

S en ate at 8 :0 5  p .m . recessed  u n til T u es- 

day, M ay 12, 1981, at 9:15 a.m . 

N O M IN A T IO N S  

E xecutive nom inations received  by  the 

S enate M ay 11, 1981: 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  JU S T I2E  

H e n ry  D a rg a n  M c M a ste r, o f S o u th  C a ro - 

lin a , to  b e  U .S . a tto rn e y  fo r th e  d istric t o f 

S o u th  C a ro lin a  fo r th e  te rm  o f 4  y e a rs, v ic e  

T h o m as E . L y d o n , Jr., d eceased . 

IN  T H E  A IR  F O R C E

G en . R o b ert E . H u y se r, U .S . A ir F o rc e  

(a g e  5 6 ) , fo r th e  a p p o in tm e n t to  th e  g ra d e

o f g e n e ra l o n  th e  re tire d  list p u rsu a n t to  th e  

p ro v isio n s o f title  1 0 , U n ite d  S ta te s C o d e , 

sectio n  8 9 6 2 . 

L t. G en . H an s H . D riessn ack ,  

F R , U .S . A ir F o rc e , fo r a p p o in tm e n t 

as 

se n io r U .S . A ir F o rc e  m e m b e r o f th e  M ili- 

ta ry  S ta ff C o m m ittee o f th e U n ited  N atio n s, 

u n d er th e p ro v isio n s o f title 1 0 , U n ited  S tates 

C o d e, sectio n  7 1 1 . 

IN  T H E  A R M Y

T h e fo llo w in g -n am ed  o fficer u n d e r th e

p ro v isio n s o f title  1 0 , U n ite d  S ta te s C o d e ,

se c tio n  3 0 6 6 , to  b e  a ssig n e d  to  a  p o sitio n  o f 

im p o rta n c e  a n d  re sp o n sib ility  d e sig n a te d  b y  

th e  P re sid e n t u n d e r su b se c tio n  (a ) o f se c - 

tio n  3 0 6 6 , in  g rad e as fo llo w s :

T o be lieutenant general

M a j. G e n . W illia m  Ja m e s L iv se y , Jr., 

 U .S . A rm y . 

IN  T H E  M A R IN E  C O R P S  

T he 

fo llo w in g -n a m e d  o ffic e r u n d e r th e  

p ro v isio n s o f T itle  1 0 , U n ite d  S ta te s C o d e , 

S e c tio n  5 2 3 2 , to  b e a ssig n e d  to  a  p o sitio n  o f

im p o rta n c e a n d  re sp o n sib ility  d e sig n a te d  b y  

th e P resid en t, in  g rad e as fo llo w s : 

T o be lieutenant general 

M aj. G en . H aro ld  A . H atch , , 

U .S . M arine C orps. 

IN  T H E  N A V Y

T h e  fo llo w in g -n a m e d  c o m m a n d e rs o f th e

U .S . N a v y  a n d  N a v a l R e se rv e  fo r te m p o ra ry

p ro m o tio n  to  th e  g ra d e  o f c a p ta in  in  th e

v a rio u s sta ff c o rp s, a s in d ic a te d , p u rsu a n t to

title  1 0 , U n ite d  S ta te s C o d e , se c tio n s 5 7 7 3

(staff co rp s o fficers) , 5 7 9 3  (M ed ical an d  D en -

tal C o rp s o fficers), an d  5 7 9 1 , su b ject to  q u ali-

fic a tio n s th e re fo r a s p ro v id e d  b y  la w :

M E D IC A L  C O R P S

L ain g , Jo h n  W .

L e e , Jo n a th a n  0 .

L ee, Y u  J.

L o h n er, T h o m as

L u k en s, R o b ert 

W .

L y m an , W illiam  M .

M ak en s, N eal R .

M cD o n o u g h , E d w ard

R .

O g le, S am u el G .

P e tit, P a u l E .

S ald an a, M ig u el J.

S tek , M ich ael, Jr.

S tetso n , D o u g las M .

W eav er, R ich ard  A .

W eiler, H aro ld  H .

W ick h am , C lay to n

W .

W illiam s, E d w ard  D .

W o o d y , Jam es N .

W rig h t, D en n is 

I.

Y  C O R P S

A k ers, Jo h n  R . 

M cK ech n ie
Jo h n 
 J.,

A n d erso n , D av id  K . 

Jr.

B ak er, K en n eth D 
.


M eier, Jo h n  D .

B ish o p , W illiam C 
.
 M o rris,W illiam  R .

B o a rd m a n , A lb e rt E . P a lm a tie r, P h ilip  E .

B rid w ell,
 D o n ald 
L . 

R ech ,
C h arles L .

C a rlso n , Jo h n  0 .


R eed ,
W illiam

H .

C o x , B o b b y  W . 

R eev es, M alco lm  C .,

D ell, Jack  V . II

D ro p p , R o b ert A . R h o d es, W illiam  D .,

E n d t, H en ry  J., Jr. 

Jr.

G ah m , Jaco b  H . S tew art, Jam es R ., Jr.

G re g o ry , R o b e rt T ., S u lliv a n , E d w a rd  F .

Jr. 

V o n rad esk y , C h arles

H aas, W illard  M . 

W . R .

H e k m a n , Jo h n  G . W eb er, Jero m e J.

H erm , W illiam  R . 

W h eeler, L aw ren ce D .

H o u se, S tev en  H . 

K o czu r, E u g en e  

W h ittin g to n , R ic h a rd

G.

W ilco x . H aro ld  E ., Jr.

K reim er, R o b ert M . 

W ild , T h o m as R .

L ara, H arry  L . 

Y eag er, H o w ard  B .

L eb er, T h eo d o re  T ., 

Y eo m an , W illiam  R .

Jr. 

Y im , C alv in K .

L ig o n , S am u el J., Jr. 

L u n n , Jam es W .

C H A P L A IN  C O R P S

B ell, W illiam  H . 

B o h u la, E d w in  V . 

D e ru ite r, P e te r J., Jr 

G o rd o n , R o b ert E . 

H an aw alt, E d w ard  A  

K ieffer, K en n eth  F . 

M cH o rse, G eo rg e R . 

M o ritz, Jerry  D .

C IV IL  E N G IN E E R  C O R P S

B ell, R o b ert B ., Jr. 

M artin elli, S alv ato re

C am p b ell, D o n ald  B . 

A .

C ru m b ley , D o n  C . 

M iller, D av id  

B .

D av is, H arry  P ., Jr. 

O lsen , A llen  N .

E m iso n , Jo sep h  B ., Jr. Q u ig ley , S tep h en  J.

F erm o , L o u is A ., Jr. 

R iffey , A lan  K .

G erd el, D av id  H . 

R in n e rt, H e n ry  J.

G u n th e r, Jo h n  A . 

S an d rin i, L o u is M .

K u n z,
 Jo sep h  D .

S m ith , A lan E .

L e w is, H e rb e rt H ., Jr. S m ith , M y ro n  E ., Jr.

L u zu m , G erald  D . 

W ells, Jam es L .

JU D G E  A D V O C A T E  G E N E R A L 'S C O R P S

A v ern a, V in cen t S . 

R iley , Jam es E .

B y rn e, E d w ard  M . 

G lad is, Jo h n  T . 

R o b erts, P h ilip  F .

T ran seau , A lv in  S .

R eed , R o b ert F .

A lb ert, L atim er T . 

B rew er, R o b ert F . 

B u ck en d o rf, W illiam  

A . 

C ah ill, R ich ard  A . 

C ru citt. M ich ael A . 

D av is, W illiam  R . 

E d w ard s, Jam es J. 

E llw an g er, F red erick  

R . 

F etters, D av id  V . 

G o ld en , R ich ard  A . 

G reen e, K risto p h er 

M . 

G ro s3 , K en n eth  G . 

H ald er, R o b ert B . 

H azlett, D o n ald  A . 

H easter, Jam es M . 

H in z, W illiam  M . 

K allen , L o w ell H . 

K arp , D av id  B . 

L ab o u v ie, E ric W .

SU P P L  

· 

· 

M u ch o w , D o n ald  K .

O reg an , H u g h  H .

R u b in o , S alv ato re

S to tt, A lb ert W .

T o n er, E d w ard  R .

W eek s, R o b ert M .

W h ite, D av id  E .

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-x...

xxx-xx-x...
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DENTAL CORPS 

Alexander, Roger E. Gustafson, Duane 0 . 
Blank, Lawrence w. Hensley, John F. 
Cholaki, George C. MacLeod, George 
Davis, Norman L. Nicklin, Charles R. 
Delong, Richard L. Scudder, Robert A. 
Dunn, Wllliam P., Jr. Wilson, William T. 
Finger, Richard B. 

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS 

Benedict, William H. Ray, Paul T. 
Drozd, Joseph J., Jr. Turner, John R . 
Poquis, Robert M. Zentmyer, Robert K. 

NURSE CORPS 

Beatty, Florence W. Leonard, Dorothy G. 
Becktell, Beatrice D. Mllls, Arlene E. 
Bogdanski, Mary A. Purinton, Ruth E. 
Elam, Hattie R. Schultz, Cynthia A. 
Fleury, Phyllls J. Stammer, M. Ellen 
Jackson, Elizabeth C. Stangelo, Joan E. 
Kozare, Carol A. 

The following-named lieutenants of the 
U.S. Navy for temporary promotion to the 
grade of lieutenant commander in the line, 
pursuant to title 10, United States Code, 
sections 5769 and 5791, subject to qualifica
tions therefor as provided by law:· 

Dickson, John E. Warren, Joe N. 
The following-named lieutenants (junior 

grade) of the U.S. Navy for temporary pro
motion to the grade of lieutenant in the line 
and various staff corps, as indicated, pursu
ant to title 10, United States Code, sections 
5769 (line officers), 5773 (staff corps officers), 
and 5791 , subject to qualifications therefor 
as provided by law: 

LINE 

Fleming, Kevin W. 

SUPPLY CORPS 

Snyder, Thomas A. 

NURSE CORPS 

Deltoro, Miguel A., Jr. 
Hauschild, Susan D. 
Klemstine, Anneliese M. 
The following-named ensigns of the u.s. 

Navy for temporary promotion to the grade 
of lieutenant (junior grade) in the line, pur
suant to title 10, United States Code, sections 
5784 and 5791 , subject to qualifications 
therefor as provided by law: 

Aasland, Richard L. Eason, Timothy c. 
Ahern, Keith J. Edwards, Gary W. 
Austin, David P. Ellsworth, Michael L. 
Becka, James F . Fritz, Scott w. 
Beemer, Bryan D. Gardner, Robert D. 
Bosshard, Bruce H. George, Gordon L .. 
Boyle, Kevin F. Goff, Robert A. 
Bradley, Joseph M. Gordon, Harry A. 
Brinkoetter, Steven Hendrick, Gary A. 

W. Homes, Bradley B. 
Burke, Daniel A. Hunn, Mark G. 
Carr, David M. Jenket, Bruce R. 
Cooke, John J. Johnson, Henry G., 
Cowne, Stephen R . Jr. 
Cummings, Alan W. Jordan, James M., III 
Dlugoszewski, Victor Kelly, William A. 
Doney, Gerald L. Kulason, Robert A. 

Leonard, Stephen P . Spencer, Lennie W. 
Lindblad, Glenn E. Spiegelthal, David 
Linton, Richard D. Stern, David M. 
Mason, Donald J., Jr. Stubbs, Gary M. 
Neff, Michael W. G. Thomas, Richard B. 
Neiman, William C. Thomas, Robert L., 
Occhi, Martin T . Jr. 
Osborne, John M. Veitenheimer, Steven 
Phlllips, James S. , Jr. J. 
Raimondo, Anthony Webb, FrankL. 

B. Wellumson, Timothy 
Requard, Keith D. P . 
Riehm, Stephen P . Werkema, Steven J. 
Shriver, Raymond A. Werp, Peter C. 
Sigg, Daniel F. Williamson, Horace P . 

The following-named captains of the U.S. 
Navy and Naval Reserve for permanent pro
motion to the grade of captain in the line 
and various staff corps, as indicated, pursu
ant to title 10, United States Code, sections 
5780 (line officers) , 5782 (staff corps officers), 
5911 (Reserve line officers), and 5791, subject 
to quallfications therefor as provided by law: 

LINE 

Carter, Walter W., Jr. 
Ellsworth, Warren R ., Jr . 
Moreau, Ronald F . 

SUPPLY CORPS 

Balding, David W. 
Sechler, John L. 

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS 

Mario, David A. 

NURSE CORPS 

Noble, Frances A. 
The following-named commanders of the 

U.S. Navy for permanent promotion to the 
grade of commander in the line, pursuant to 
title 10, United States Code, sections 5780 
and 5791, subject to qualification therefor 
as provided by law: 
Acord, Jiles U. , Jr. Lauer, John N. 
Donnelly, Ambrose T. Linzay, Herman A. 
Fee, James W. Stroebel, Donald W. 
Hohlstein, Julian G. Wade, Richard J ., Jr . 
Johnson, Golden H. 

The following-named lieutenant com
manders of the U.S. Navy for permanent pro
motion to the grade of lieutenant com
mander in the line and staff corps, as indi
cated, pursuant to title 10, United States 
Code, sections 5780 (line officers), 5782 (staff 
corps officers), and 5791, subject to qualifica
tion therefor as provided by law: 

Artis, Herbert 
Cleal, Stephen R . 
Collins, James L. 
Davis, Edward L. 
Gagliardi, Dennis L. 
Hart , Terry C. 
Hendrix, Royal F. 

LINE 

Kraft, Robert A. 
Kane, Jerry A. 
Mace, Frederick E., Jr. 
Martinez, Luis c. 
Nickens, Donnell J. 
Shelby, St ephen L. 
Smith, Kenton L. 

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS 

Suttle, Douglas. 
The following-named officers of the llne of 

the U.S. Navy, for ap ointment in the vari
ous staff corps, as indicated, as permanent 
lieutenant (junior grade) and temporary 

lieutenant, pursuant to title 10, United 
States Code, sections 5582(b) and 5572, sub
ject to qualifications therefor as provided by 
law: 

SUPPLY CORPS 

Belt, Dennis V. Sellers, Patrick M. 
Drake, Christopher B. Tryon, Michael P. 
Petty, Roger E. 

CIVn. ENGINEER CORPS 

Cavalieri, Ralph P. Pennell, Grady J., Jr. 
Corrigan, Sean G. Titus, Ronald A. 
Haumann, John S. Thornton, Michael D. 
Owens, James E. 

The following-named officers of the line of 
the U.S. Navy, for appointment in the Civil 
Engineer Corps, as permanent ensign and 
temporary lieutenant (junior grade), pur
suant to title 10, United States Code, sections 
5582(b) and 5572, subject to qualification 
therefor as provided by law: 

Clarkson, Elizabeth A. McCullum, Wllliam J . 
Hicks, Calvin c. Smith, Alfred W. 

The following-named officer of the Supply 
Corps of the U.S. Navy , for appointment in 
the line, as permanent lieutenant (junior 
grade), pursuant to ti t le 10, Unit ed States 
Code, sections 5582(a) and 5572, subject to 
qualification therefor as provided by law: 

Thomas, Michael J. 
IN THE NAVY 

The following-named Naval Reserve Offi
cers Training Corps candidates to be ap
pointed permanent ensign in the line or staff 
corps of the U.S. N3.!'vy, subject to qualifica
·tion therefor as provided by law: 
Anderson, Kenneth J. Gamble , Karry D. 
Campbell, Richard D. Woodward, Leonard 
Cardona, Hector R . A. III 

Hector M. Rivas, ex-Navy officer, to be 
appointed a permanent captain in the Medi
cal Corps of the Reserve of the U.S. Navy, 
subject to qualification therefor as provided 
by law. 

Norman B. Schell, ex-Reserve officer, to be 
appointed a permanent captain in the Medi
cal Corps of the Reserve of the U.S. Navy, 
subject to qualification t herefor as provided 
by law. 

John B. Henry, civilian college graduate, 
to be appointed a permanent commander in 
the Medical Corps of the Reserve of the U.S. 
Navy, subject to qualification therefor as pro
vided by law. 

Carl R. Spease, civ111an college graduate, 
to be appointed a permanent commander in 
the Medical Corps of the Reserve of the U.S. 
Navy, subject to qualification therefor as 
provided by law. 

Joseph J. Smith, U.S. Navy, to be appointed 
a temporary commander in the Medical Corps 
of the Reserve of the U.S. Navy, subject to 
qualification therefor as provided by law. 

curtis L. Hltt, ex-Navy officer, to be ap
pointed a tem!Jorary commander in the Medi
cal Corps of the Reserve of the U.S. Navy, 
subject to qualification therefor as provided 
by law. 
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SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 

agreed to by the Senate on February 
4, 1977, calls for establishment of a 
system for a computerized schedule of 
all meetings and hearings of Senate 
committees, subcommittees, joint com
mittees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate 
Daily Digest-designated by the Rules 
Committee-of the time, place, and 
purpose of the meetings, when sched
uled, and any cancellations or changes 
in the meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information 
for printing in the Extensions of Re
marks section of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on Monday and Wednesday of 
each week. 

Any changes in committee schedul
ing will be indicated by placement of 
an asterisk to the left of the name of 
the unit conducting such meetings. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, 
May 12, 1981, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today's RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

MAY13 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
•Interior and Related Agencies Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
Commission of Fine Arts, the National 
Gallery of Art, and the Bureau of 
Mines, Department of the Interior. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 

Business meeting, to mark up S. 755, 
authorizing funds for fiscal year 1982 
for Federal alcohol and drug abuse 
programs, S. 1085, authorizing funds 
through fiscal year 1984 for the Head 
Start program, S. 1086, authorizing 
funds through fiscal year 1984 for pro
grams of the Older Americans Act, S. 
1087, authorizing funds for fiscal years 
1982 and 1983 for programs of the Do
mestic Volunteer Service Act, and S. 
1090, authorizing funds through fiscal 
year 1984 for support services and re
search programs relating to adolescent 
pregnancy and parenthood. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
Select on Intelligence 

Closed business meeting on pending 
committee business, to be followed by 
a closed briefing on intelligence mat
ters. 

9:30a.m. 
Appropriations 
•Defense Subcommittee 

S-407, Capitol 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1982 for the 

Defense Establishment, receiving testi
mony on Air Force manpower and re
serve programs. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 

To resume oversight hearings to review 
major banking and consumer protec
tion laws, focusing on money market 
mutual fund and securities regulators. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
Foreign Relations 

Business meeting, to resume markup of 
S. 976, S. 848, S. 993, and S. 785, bills 
authorizing funds for fiscal year 1982 
for foreign assistance programs. 

4221 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga

tions 
To hold oversight hearings on alleged 

fraud and abuse activities within cer
tain home health care services. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
Small Business 
•Innovation and Technology Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on S. 881, proposed 

Small Business Innovation Research 
Act. 

424 Russell Building 
Veterans' Affairs 

Business meeting, to mark up S. 468, es
tablishing an advisory committee on 
former prisoners of war, making such 
veterans eligible for certain health 
care benefits, S. 1008, exempting by 
law the retired-recalled military per
sonnel assigned to the American 
Battle Monuments Commission from 
the end strengths and grade limita- · 
tions that are authorized to the mili
tary departments which furnish them, 
and related measures including title II 
and III of S. 26, S. 380, S. 458, S. 636, 
S. 689, S. 872, S. 914, and S. 921. 

412 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations ' 
Military Construction Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
Navy and Marine Corps construction 
program. 

1114 Dirksen Building 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold hearings on the nominations of 
W. Kenneth Davis, of California, to be 
Deputy Secretary of Energy, Joseph J. 
Tribble, of Georgia, to be Assistant 
Secretary for Conservation and Re
newable Energy, Department of 
Energy, Rosslee Green Douglas, of 
South Carolina, to be Director of the 
Office of Minority Economic Impact, 
Department of Energy, and Edward E. 
Noble, of Oklahoma, to be Chairman 
of the Board of Directors of the U.S. 
Synthetic Fuels Corporation. 

3110 Dirksen Building 
Environment and Public Works 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
•Judiciary 

To hold hearings on pending nomina
tions. 

2228 Dirksen Building 

10:30 a.m. 
•Finance 

To hold hearings on the tax reduction 
proposals in the administration's pro
gram for economic recovery. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
1:30 p.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
Intergovernmental Relations Subcommit

tee 
To hold oversight hearings to review the 

current Federal allocation formula 
process of assistance to State and local 
governments, and on fiscal disparities 
within the Federal budget system. 

235 Russell Building 
2:00p.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for certain international programs of 
the Department of State. 

S-126, Capitol 
Energy and Natural Resources 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

3110 Dirksen Building 
Environment and Public Works 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Foreign Relations 

Business meeting, to continue markup 
of S. 976, S. 848, S. 993, and S. 785, 
bills authorizing funds for fiscal year 
1982 for foreign assistance programs. 

4221 Dirksen Building 
2:30p.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
•Federal Expenditures, Research and 

Rules Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 30, requiring 

each Federal agency to pay interest on 
contract payments more than 30 days 
overdue, S. 1131, proposed Delinquent 
Payments Act and related measures 
intended to improve the Federal Gov
ernment's bill payment performance. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
3:00p.m. 

Appropriations 
•District of Columbia Subcommittee 

To continue hearings .on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the government of the District of 
Columbia, receiving testimony on the 
Office of Business and Economic De
velopment, and other economic devel
opment and regulation services. 

1223 Dirksen Building 

MAY14 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
Business meeting, to consider H.R. 3512, 

appropriating supplemental funds for 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1981, 
and rescinding certain budget authori
ty. 

1114 Dirksen Building 
Appropriations 
Interior and Related Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1982 for the ter-

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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ritorial affairs programs of the De
partment of the Interior. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 
•civil Service, Post Office, and General 

Services Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed costs of 

living adjustments for Federal employ
ees in foreign countries. 

318 Russell Building 
Judiciary 
Regulatory Reform Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 1080, to improve 
and modify the Federal regulatory 
process. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Agricultural Credit and Rural Electrifica

tion Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed reforms in 

programs of the Rural Electrification 
Administration, Department of Agri
culture. 

324 Russell Building 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 

To continue oversight hearings to 
review major banking and consumer 
protection laws, focusing on money 
market mutual funds and financial in
dustry representatives. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Constitution Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings to explore 
the state of the law with respect to 
schoolbusing. 

5110 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Finance 
To continue hearings on the tax reduc

tion proposals in the administration's 
program for economic recovery. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Foreign Relations 
Arms Control, Oceans, · International Op

erations and Environment Subcommit
tee 

To resume hearings on the proposed 
Law of the Sea Treaty <Exec. N, 86th 
Cong., 1st sess. ). 

4221 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 
•Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga

tions 
To continue oversight hearings on al

leged fraud and abuse activities within 
certain home health care services. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
10:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
•District of Columbia Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the government of the District of 
Columbia, receiving testimony on 
human support service programs. 

S-126, Capitol 
2:00p.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1982 for foreign 
operation programs, receiving testimo
ny from congressional and public wit-
nesses. 

S-126, Capitol 
Energy and Natural Resources 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

3110 Dirksen Building 
Environment and Public Works 

To hold hearings on the prospective 
nomination of Charles H. Dean, Jr., of 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Tennessee, to be a Member of the Ten
nesee Valley Authority. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
•Governmental Affairs 

To hold hearings on pending nomina
tions. 

3302 Dirksen Building 

MAY15 
8:30a.m. 

Small Business 
To hold oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Small Business 
Administration's disaster loan pro
grams and other cost-sharing propos
als. 

424 Russell Building 
9:00a.m. 

Select on Indian Affairs 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 262, 

providing for the payment of a speci
fied sum to a named individual in full 
satisfaction of a claim against the 
United States, S. 478, providing for the 
partition or sale of certain restricted 
Indian lands in the State of Kansas, S. 
547, providing for permanent improve
ments to certain lands belonging to 
the Siletz Indian Tribe in the State of 
Oregon, and S. 563, authorizing the 
States and Indian tribes to enter into 
mutual agreements and compacts re
specting jurisdiction and governmen
tal operations in Indian country. 

6226 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Finance 
Savings, Pensions, and Investment Policy 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on the President's 

Commission on Pension Policy's report 
on the national retirement income 
policy. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Agency Administration Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on section 5, modifying 
current law governing judicial review 
of Federal agencies actions of S. 1080, 
proposed Regulatory Reform Act. 

5110 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Business meeting, to consider pending 

calendar business. 
4200 Dirksen Building 

Governmental Affairs 
Federal Expenditures, Research, and 

Rules Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the oper

ation of the Federal procurement 
system. · 

3302 Dirksen Building 

MAY18 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
•Defense Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
defense establishment, receiving testi
mony on Air Force operations and 
maintenance programs. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To resume oversight hearings to review 

major banking and consumer protec
tion laws, focusing on consumer credit 
regulators and consumer group and in
dustry representatives. 

5302 Dirksen Building 

May 11, 1981 
Finance 
Taxation and Debt Management Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on S. 230, permitting 

the withholding of State income tax 
from certain seamen's wages on a vol
untary basis, S. 644, liberalizing cer
tain personal holding company provi
sions as applied to consumer finance 
companies, S. 978, permitting an em
ployer to provide W-2 forms for termi
nated employees at the end of the 
year, S. 979, providing that interest on 
obligations of certain volunteer fire 
departments be exempt, S. 1039, 
making permanent the exclusion from 
gross income of the value of employer 
contributions to or services provided 
by a qualified group legal services 
plan. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Courts Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 21, to estab
lish a U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Federal Circuit, and to establish a U.S. 
Claims Court, S. 839, to alleviate the 
hardships created for farm producers 
when a commodity warehouse in 
which their crops are stored files a pe
tition in bankruptcy, and S. 537, toes
tablish the State Justice Institute to 
strengthen and improve the judicial 
administration in U.S. State courts. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Military Construction Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
Guard and Reserve Forces construc
tion program. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
Environment and Public Works 

Business meeting, to mark up proposed 
reconciliations of those programs 
which fall under the committee's legis
lative jurisdiction, and other pending 
calendar business. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Ernest W. Lefever, of Maryland, to be 
Assistant Secretary of State for 
Human Rights and Humanitarian Af
fairs. 

4221 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Criminal Law Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 186, authorizing 
funds through fiscal year 1988 for the 
Department of Justice to provide as
sistance to State and local govern
ments for the improvement of the 
States' criminal justice system. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
2:00p.m. 

Foreign Relations 
To continue hearings on the nomination 

of Ernest W. Lefever, of Maryland, to 
be Assistant Secretary of State for 
Human Rights and Humanitarian Af
fairs. 

9:30a.m. 

4221 Dirksen Building 

MAY19 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To continue oversight hearings to 

review major banking and consumer 
protection laws, focusing on former 
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thrift · industry regulators . and acade
micians. 

5302 Dirksen Building 
*Labor and Human Resources 

Business meeting, to mark up proposed 
reconciliations in relation to proposals 
which fall within the committee's ju
risdiction. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
Veterans' Affairs 

Business meeting, to mark up numerous 
legislative proposals limiting funds of 
certain services and benefits for veter
ans, including S. 916, S. 918, S. 919, S. 
920,S.636,S. 1058,S. 1059,S. 1060,S. 
1061, s. 1062, s. 1063, s. 1064, s. 1065, 
and S. 1066. 

412 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on proposed standby 

oil controls. 
3110 Dirksen Building 

Environment and Public Works 
Business meeting, to continue markup 

of proposed reconciliations of those 
programs which fall under the com
mittee's legislative jurisdiction, and 
other pending calendar business. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Finance 

To resume hearings on the tax reduc
tion proposals in the administration's 
program for economic recovery. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Foreign Relations 

To continue hearings on the nomination 
of Ernest W. Lefever, of Maryland, to 
be Assistant Secretary of State for 
Human Rights and Humanitarian Af
fairs. 

4221 Dirksen Building 
*Governmental Affairs 

To hold hearings on alleged fraud prac
tices within certain Federal programs. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
2:00p.m. 

Foreign Relations 
To continue hearings on the nomination 

of Ernest W. Lefever, of Maryland, to 
be Assistant Secretary of State for 
Human Rights and Humanitarian Af
fairs. 

4221 Dirksen Building 

MAY20 
9:00a.m. 

*Governmental Affairs 
To resume hearings on S. 10, providing 

for creation of a Commission to design 
a blueprint for improving governmen
tal performance at the Federal level 
and throughout the intergovernmen
tal system. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
Select on Indian Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on the 
recent report and future plans of the 
Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation 
Commission. 

457 Russell Building 
9:30a.m. 

Appropriations 
*HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1982 for the De
partment of Housing and Urban De
velopment. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
Commerce, Science, and Technology 
Science, Technology, and Space Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on certain activities of 

the Department of Commerce, focus-
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ing on strategic materials and minerals 
policies. 

235 Russell Building 
Governmental Affairs 
Oversight of Government Management 

Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings to review the 

special prosecutor provisions of the 
Ethics in Government Act. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Constitution Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine the limits 
of constitutional restraints on the ju
dicial branch of the Federal Govern
ment. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
*Labor and Human Resources 

Business meeting, to continue markup 
of proposed reconciliations in relation 
to proposals which fall within the 
committee's jurisdiction. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Military Construction Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
MX construction program. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
Energy and Natural Resources 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

3110 Dirksen Building 
Environment and Public Works 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the Clean Air Act. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Finance 

To continue hearings on the tax reduc
tion proposals in the administration's 
program for economic recovery. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
2:00p.m. 

Appropriations 
Military Construction Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the MX construction program. 

1318 Dirksen Building 

MAY21 
9:30a.m. 

Appropriations 
*HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To continue hearings on proposed 

budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, and the Neigh
borhood Reinvestment Corporation. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Constitution Subcommittee 

To continue hearings to examine the 
limits of constitutional restraints on 
the judicial branch of the Federal 
Government. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
Small Business 

Business meeting, to consider proposed 
reconciliations in relation to cost-sav
ings proposals which fall within the 
committee's jurisdiction. 

424 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Military Construction Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the MX construction program. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
Environment and Public Works 

Business meeting, to resume markup of 
proposed reconciliations of those pro-
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grams which fall under the commit
tee's legislative jurisdiction, and other 
pending calendar business. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Finance 

To continue hearings on the tax reduc
tion proposals in the administration's 
program for economic recovery. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
10:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
*District of Columbia Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
government of the District of Colum
bia, receiving testimony from public 
witnesses. 

1114 Dirksen Building 
Appropriations 
Interior and Related Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
U.S. Geological Survey, Department of 
the Interior. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
2:00p.m. 

Appropriations 
District of Columbia Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the government of the District of 
Columbia, receiving testimony on cer
tain governmental direction and sup
port programs. 

1114 Dirksen Building 
Appropriations 
Military Construction Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the MX construction program. 

1318 Dirksen Building 

MAY22 
9:30a.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
Oversight of Government Management 

Subcommittee 
To resume oversight hearings to review 

the special prosecutor provisions of 
the Ethics in Government Act. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
11:00 a.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

providing for the collection of debts 
owed to the Federal Government. 

1114 Dirksen Building 

MAY26 
9:30a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
To hold oversight hearings on the activi

ties of the National Cancer Institute, 
relating to contracts and procurement 
policies. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

MAY27 
9:30a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
To continue oversight hearings on the 

activities of the National Cancer Insti
tute, relating to contracts and procure
ment policies. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

JUNE1 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
*Defense Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
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Defense Establishment, receiving testi
mony on overall intelligence matters. 

1223 Dirksen Building 

JUNE2 
9:30a.m. 

Appropriations 
*HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 19S2 for the De
partment of Housing and Urban De
velopment, and certain independent 
agencies. 

1224 Dirksen Building 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To hold hearings on S. S9S, proposed 
Telecommunications Competition and 
Deregulation Act. 

235 Russell Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Employment and Productivity Subcom

mittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Farm Labor Con
tractor Registration Act, and to hold 
hearings on S. 922, clarifying the 
meaning of "migrant worker", and to 
insure the proper administration and 
enforcement of the Farm Labor Con
tractor Registration Act. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

JUNE3 
9:15a.m. 

Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 19S2 for the 
Defense Establishment, receiving testi
mony on programs of the Central In
telligence Agency. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To resume hearings on proposed stand

by oil controls. 
3110 Dirksen Building 

Labor and Human Resources 
Employment and Productivity Subcom

mittee 
To continue oversight hearings on the 

implementation of the Farm Labor 
Contractor Registration Act, and to 
hold hearings on S. 922, clarifying the 
meaning of "migrant worker", and to 
insure the proper administration and 
enforcement of the Farm Labor Con
tractor Registration Act. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on proce
dures for the adjudication of certain 
claims, and to hold hearings on S. 349, 
to provide for limited judicial review 
of the administrative action of the 
Veterans' Administration, and to pro
vide reasonable fees to attorneys rep
resenting legal counsel for veterans. 

412 Russell Building 

JUNE4 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
*Defense Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 19S2 
for the Defense Establishment, receiv
ing testimony on pro&~ams of the Na
tional Security Agency. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To continue oversight hearings on pro

cedures for the adjudication of certain 
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claims, and to hold hearings on S. 349, 
to provide for limited judicial review 
of the administrative action of the 
Veterans' Administration, and to pro
vide reasonable fees to attorneys rep
resenting legal counsel for veterans. 

412 Russell Building 

JUNES 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
*Defense Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 19S2 for the 
Defense Establishment, receiving testi
mony on defense intelligence pro
grams. 

1223 Dirksen Building 

JUNE9 
9:00a.m. 

Office of Technology Assessment 
The Board, to hold a business meeting 

on pending business matters. 
Room to be announced 

9:30a.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
Aging, Family and Human Services Sub

committee 
To hold oversight hearings on the im

plementation of family planning pro
grams. 

5110 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
*Labor Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the Longshoremen 
and Harbor Workers Compensation 
Act. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 10 
9:15a.m. 

Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 19S2 for the 
Defense Establishment receiving testi
mony on special programs of the Air 
Force. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
*Labor Subcommittee 

To continue oversight hearings on the 
implementation of the Longshoremen 
and Harbor Workers Compensation 
Act. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold hearings on the prospective 
nomination of Robert P. Nimmo, of 
California, to be Administrator of the 
Veterans' Administration. 

412 Russell Building 

JUNE 11 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
*Defense Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 19S2 
for the Defense Establishment, receiv
ing testimony on command, control 
and communication programs and in
telligence-related activities of the De
partment of Defense. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To resume hearings on S. 898, proposed 

Telecommunications Competition and 
Deregulation Act. 

235 Russell Building 

May 11, 1981 
JUNE15 

9:30a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To resume hearings on S. S9S, proposed 
Telecommunications Competition and 
Deregulation Act. 

235 Russell Building 

JUNE 16 
9:30a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To continue hearings on S. S98, pro

posed Telecommunications Competi
tion and Deregulation Act. 

235 Russell Building 

10a.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
Education Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 1103, author
izing funds through fiscal year 19S6 
for elementary and secondary educa
tion programs, and providing educa
tional support at the State and local 
level. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 17 
9:30a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings on the substance of S. 

266, implementing procedures and 
guidelines for the interagency sharing 
of health resources between the De
partment of Defense and the Veter
ans' Administration. 

412 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
Education Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on S. 1103, author
izing funds through fiscal year 19S6 
for elementary and secondary educa
tion programs, and providing educa
tional support at the State and local 
level. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 25 
9:30a.m. 

•veterans' Affairs 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 349, to 

provide for limited judicial review of 
the administrative action of the Veter
ans' Administration, and to provide 
reasonable fees to attorneys represent
ing legal counsel for veterans, and the 
substance of S. 266, implementing pro
cedures and guidelines for the inter
agency sharing of health resources be
tween the Department of Defense and 
the Veterans' Administration. 

412 Russell Building 

JULYS 
9:30a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 917, increasing 

the rates of disability compensation 
for disabled veterans, and the rates of 
dependency and indemnity compensa
tion for their survivors, S. 911, author
izing the payment of a special pension 
to the survivor of persons awarded the 
Medal of Honor, and S. 915, S. 779 and 
S. 112, bills providing for memorials to 
honor the memory of certain deceased 
members of the Armed Forces. 

412 Russell Building 

; 



May 11, 1981 
JULY 15 

9:30a.m. 
Veterans' Affairs 

Business meeting, to mark up S. 917, in
creasing the rates of disability com
pensation for disabled veterans, and 
the rates of dependency and indemni
ty compensation for their survivors, S. 
911, authorizing the payment of a spe
cial pension to the survivors of persons 
awarded the Medal of Honor, and S. 
915, S. 779", and S. 112, bills providing 
for memorials to honor the memory of 
certain deceased members of the 
Armed Forces. 

9:30a.m. 

412 Russell Building 

JULY 22 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 5, S. 7, S. 25, S. 

26, S. 48, S. 105, S. 248, S. 417, and S. 
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742, bills providing educational assist
ance to members of the Armed Forces. 

412 Russell Building 

JULY 23 

9:00a.m. 
Veterans' Affairs 

To continue hearings on S. 5, S. 7, S. 25, 
S. 26, S. 48, S. 105, S. 248, S. 417, and 
S. 7 42, bills providing educational as
sistance to members of the Armed 
Forces. 

412 Russell Building 

SEPTEMBER 16 

9:30a.m. 
Veterans' Affairs 

Business meeting, to mark upS. 5, S. 7, 
s. 25, s. 26, s. 48, s. 105, s. 248, s. 417, 
and S. 742, bills providing educational 
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assistance to members of the Armed 
Forces. 

412 Russell Building 

CANCELLATIONS 

MAY14 
2:00p.m. 

Select on Ethics 
Business meeting, to consider further 

the proposed revisions to the Senate 
Code of Official Conduct. 

6226 Dirksen Building 

MAY19 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
District of Columbia Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1982 for the 
government of the District of Colum
bia 

1114 Dirksen Building 
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