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SENATE-Tuesday, August 2, 1983 
August 2, 1983 

<Legislative day of Monday, August 1, 1983) 

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the Honorable JOHN 
HEINZ, a Senator from the State of 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. HEINZ. Our prayer today will 
be offered by the son of our Senate 
Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 
Christian Halverson, Jr., pastor, Ches
terbrook Presbyterian Church, Falls 
Church, Va. 

PRAYER 
The Reverend Richard Christian 

Halverson, Jr., offered the following 
prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Father in Heaven, in spite of the 

temptation we all face to show partial
ity to others depending on their eco
nomic, social, or vocational status, 
help everyone who works in the 
Senate to faithfully perform their role 
no matter how great or small it is. 

Keep each one from coveting the 
gifts or position of another and create 
a spirit of harmony in this body born 
out of mutual submission and service. 

If there are any who are unhappy or 
unfulfilled in what they do or who 
they are, grant them the wisdom to 
comprehend their inestimable value to 
You and to one another. 

We ask this in the name of Jes us 
Christ, who, though He was in the 
form of God, did not count equality 
with God a thing to be grasped but 
emptied Himself, taking the form of a 
servant. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

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

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., August 2, 1983. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I 
hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN HEINZ, 
a Senator from the State of Pennsylvania, 
to perform the duties of the Chair. 

STROM TliuRMOND, 
President pro tempore. 

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

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

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

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is 

my understanding that there is a 
series of special orders. I ask unani
mous consent that the time requested 
for Senators GOLDWATER, BAKER, STE
VENS, and TOWER be controlled by Sen
ator SYMMS. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR ROUTINE MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I fur
ther ask unanimous consent that fol
lowing the time for the special orders 
there be a period for the transaction 
of routine morning business for 15 
minutes during which Senators may 
speak for not to exceed 3 minutes 
each. 

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

UNITARY TAXATION 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, over 

the past few years, President Reagan 
and the Congress have made a good 
start on efforts to ease the burden of 
Federal regulation from the backs of 
State and local governments. Congress 
must be wary of proposals for new 
Federal intrusions into the areas of 
governmental authority reserved to 
the State. 

Examples are Federal legislative pro
posals designed to preempt the States' 
use of the unitary method of taxation. 
One such bill would cost 32 States 
almost $700 million in revenues by 
prohibiting them from using the uni
tary apportionment method for deter
mining in-State profits and from 
taxing certain corporate dividends. In 
its June 29, 1983, decision in the Con
tainer Corp. case, the U.S. Supreme 
Court upheld the constitutionality of 
these State tax methods, calling them 
proper and fair. 

Recently the Wall Street Journal 
ran an editorial which did not approve 
the Supreme Court's reasoning on the 
unitary method of taxation. However, 
the Journal points out that the uni
tary method keeps the States from 

being cheated by fancy accounting, 
but also cautions that there is the pos
sibility of arbitrary applications of it. 

The Journal concludes that the best 
protection against such arbitrary ap
plications will come from the market, 
as States compete with each other for 
business investment. As def enders of 
States' sovereignty, the Journal op
poses efforts to impose a new level of 
Federal regulation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Journal editorial be 
printed in the RECORD immediately fol
lowing my remarks. 

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

CFrom the Wall Street Journal, July 5, 
1983] 

TAXING THE WORLD 
Oh for the good old days of 19th century 

tax law. That's when the courts agreed with 
Adam Smith that levies should be uniform 
and proportional, meaning as simple and, 
often, as low as possible. We venture to sug
gest that this attitude had something to do 
with the country's phenomenal growth. As 
one can see from the U.S. Supreme Court's 
recent decision on the "unitary tax" in Con
tainer Corp. of America's suit against the 
California Franchise Tax Board, things are 
different now. 

This increasingly popular tax, used in one 
form or another by 23 states, violates the 
old-fashioned notion that taxes should be 
predictable or at least not arbitrary. The 
Supreme Court has obviously been wres
tling with the problem. It's taken six cases 
on the subject in five years. Now, in an opin
ion by Justice William Brennan, the court's 
best friend to freewheeling state finance, 
it's thrown up its hands and endorsed "flexi
bility" from Sacramento to Montpelier. 

The states with this tax basically want to 
reach as much of a company's assets as they 
can in figuring its tax bill. Whether the 
firm spans many states or many nations, 
they argue that all its branches and subsidi
aries constitute a single business unit. The 
states then apply a formula to determine 
how much of this business goes on inside 
their boundaries and proceed to make their 
levy on that portion of the whole. So far, 
the problem hasn't been the formula that 
determines each state's share: it generally 
has three parts, for total payroll, property 
and sales within the jurisdiction. The bat
tles come in defining how much of a world
wide company's parts belongs to a single 
business unit. Should Mobil be taxed for 
Aramco in Vermont, to cite another famous 
case? 

Fans of the unitary tax say that it keeps 
the states from being cheated by fancy ac
counting that switches profits from the divi
sion being taxed to another further up the 
line. In the Vermont case, Mobil was claim
ing losses for two years that reduced its 
total tax bill to an annual $25. By figuring 
in dividends from Mobil's overseas subsidiar-

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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ies, Vermont raised its tax take to more 
than $25,000 a year. The Supreme Court 
said OK. 

So far, so good, but the problem that the 
latest case gave up on is how to say consist
ently what is part of a "unitary business" 
and what isn't. After noting the court's ear
lier attempts, Justice Brennan shrugged and 
said that hereafter "this Court will, if rea
sonably possible, defer to the judgment of 
state courts." The states are likely to choose 
the rules that give them the biggest take, 
and the multinational corporations are 
bound to be facing a welter of arbitrary 
standards. 

States can choose, for instance, between 
taxing the dividends a foreign subsidiary 
pays to the parent company, as Vermont 
did, or taxing its income as part of the 
whole, as did California. Some eager taxmen 
will inevitably stretch the unitary idea as 
far as it will go. There's even bound to be 
abuse of the apportionment formula, to ex
aggerate the in-state share of business and 
hence the tax bill. The Supreme Court, 
after all, has already endorsed a fairly wide 
margin of error in an exercise that is arbi
trary to begin with. 

The court and Congress may be called 
back into the morass if double taxation gets 
out of hand and foreign tax treaties get 
stepped on. Britain's Margaret Thatcher is 
already muttering darkly about the case, 
and she tends to be listened to these days. 
But the most powerful discipline will prob
ably come from the market, as disgruntled 
companies start to shop around for more fa
vorable business climates. It's revealing that 
New York's Gov. Cuomo made a deal with 
major oil companies to repeal his state's 
unitary tax just a week before the Contain
er Corp. decision. In return he did get their 
assent to another state tax on petroleum 
products, but he also seems to have 
squelched rumors that some of the majors 
were thinking of pulling their headquarters 
out of the state. 

As defenders of states' sovereignty in the 
past, we should still stand by their right to 
make their taxes as complicated and as eco
nomically damaging as they want. But 
things were a lot simpler in the old days. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MINORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The minority leader is recog
nized. 

IT IS TIME TO GIVE 
NEGOTIATIONS A CHANCE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I hope 
that we are perhaps witnessing early 
signs of a desire on the part of all par
ties to bring a regional peace to Cen
tral America. The administration ap
pears to have taken on a new flexibil
ity, in its rhetoric at least, and it 
ought to be commended for that. 

I believe the administration is re
sponding to a general lack of both 
American and international support 
for its overly militant attitude toward 
the region. But regardless of the moti
vation, the new flexibility, if there is 
such, is a positive sign, particularly as 
it relates to former Senator Richard 
Stone's meeting this past weekend 

with Ruben Zamora, one of the repre
sentatives of insurgents in El Salvador. 

I am also hopeful regarding recent 
positions that have been voiced by 
Cuba and Nicaragua. They are positive 
developments because they are respon
sive to the efforts of the Contadora, a 
group comprised of four democratic 
allies of the United States. The Presi
dent should welcome these proposals 
since they are in accord with what he 
himself outlined in his speech to the 
Congress on April 27. 

As a reciprocal gesture on our part, 
perhaps this might be the time for the 
administration to pull back on its 
planned sea and land maneuvers, or at 
least reduce the scale of those sea and 
land maneuvers scheduled for the 
region. To do so would send a signal 
that our response to potentially fruit
ful proposals offered by Nicaragua and 
Cuba is one of conciliation, and a 
desire to explore the proposals, rather 
than escalation. Recent peace propos
als for Central America offered by 
Cuba and Nicaragua are closely relat
ed to the efforts of the Contadora 
group comprised of Mexico, Venezu
ela, Panama, and Colombia. 

On July 17, the President of the 
Contadora countries released a com
munique after their emergency 
summit meeting. It called for a greater 
reliance on negotiations and less on 
military means for settling disputes, a 
halt to the militarization of the 
region, withdrawal of all foreign mili
tary advisers, and opposition to the 
creation of foreign military bases in 
Central America. 

Nicaragua, which offered its propos
al on July 19, called for an end to all 
arms assistance to the opposing sides 
in El Salvador, an end to all forms of 
military assistance to opposing sides in 
El Salvador, an end to all forms of 
military assistance to opposing forces 
in the region as a whole, and a ban on 
foreign military bases and military ex
ercises in the region. Moreover, Nica
ragua made a concession by announc
ing its willingness to negotiate these 
issues in a multilateral" rather than bi
lateral context, and these meet a 
number of requirements previously 
laid down by our own Government as 
conditions for negotiations. 

The Cuban position was announced 
on July 29 by Fidel Castro. He stated 
Cuba's willingness to support, and 
abide by, regional accords banning 
arms shipments into Central America 
by all outside parties and prohibiting 
foreign military advisers in the region. 

Certainly, Cuban behavior under 
Fidel Castro leads one to be somewhat 
cautious as to the sincerity with which 
this off er was made. And Nicaragua, 
under the Sandinistas, gives one the 
impression that it is moving in the di
redion of becoming a Soviet satellite. 
So there is reason to question the sin
cerity of the leaders of both of these 
countries; but now is the time to test 

the sincerity of both the Cubans and 
the Nicaraguans, particularly since the 
issues of war and peace are at stake. 

In my estimation, the administration 
has not taken full advantage of the 
most valuable tool we have at our dis
posal-the Contadora group. We are 
talking about four Latin American na
tions that are our friends, and desper
ate to assist in bringing an end to the 
violence in the region. 

Mr. President, the Contadora group 
is able to bring to bear only its powers 
of persuasion and consultation. It 
cannot do much if the United States, 
the dominant force in the region, does 
not work closely and effectively with 
it. The value of the Contadora group 
was aptly demonstrated this weekend 
when the meeting was arranged be
tween Senator Stone and Mr. Zamora 
under the auspices of Colombian 
President Belisario Betancur. 

The President should state more 
clearly his intention to vigorously 
pursue the proposals-certainly to ex
plore them-offered by the Contadora 
group, Nicaragua and Cuba. This 
would demonstrate that the United 
States is second to none in its desire to 
find peaceful solutions to Central 
America's conflicts. A positive sign in 
that direction would be a willingness 
on the part of the administration to 
scale down-rather than scaling up, as 
today's news would indicate-the 
planned military exercises, both in size 
and duration. 

Mr. President, I make this sugges
tion today, not in a partisan vein-for, 
above all, our foreign policy should be 
bipartisan. As I have previously stated, 
this issue should not be cast in terms 
of who might lose this or who might 
lose that, but in terms of the national 
security interests of the United States. 

ACID PRECIPITATION 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the July 

26 edition of the Wall Street Journal 
contains an editorial on the subject of 
acid precipitation. The editorial, enti
tled, "What Acid Rain?", makes the 
point that recent reports on that phe
nomenon reach conflicting conclusions 
and cast doubt on proposed control 
strategies. 

The major study released on June 29 
by the National Academy of Sciences 
points up the substantial lack of un
derstanding as to the actual origins, 
causes, and effects of acid precipita
tion among America's best scientists. 

The editorial also addresses the 
question of the costs of some control 
strategies. It sounds a cautionary note 
that very expensive controls should 
not be applied, given the level of scien
tific uncertainty over the effectiveness 
of controlling particular sources cou
pled with the certainty of economic 
damage to industrial America. 
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I ask unanimous consent that the 

editorial from the Wall Street Journal 
of July 26 be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, July 26, 
1983] 

WHAT ACID RAIN? 

We seem to be experiencing a sudden 
shower of "acid-rain" studies. The White 
House has just published two, the National 
Academy of Sciences another and the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency is working on 
one. What's apparent so far isn't how much 
we know about acid rain, it's how little. But 
some members of the Reagan administra
tion have been put in such fear of the envi
ronmental lobby that they want private in
dustry-and its customers, of course-to 
throw billions of dollars at the problem 
while its causes still are clouded with doubt. 

The point man of this effort is presiden
tial science adviser George A. Keyworth II, 
better known as the man who tried to give 
us "dense-pack" basing for the MX missile. 
Mr. Keyworth's acid-rain study isn't due out 
until fall, but he has been in such a hurry to 
get on the record that he has issued a 
sketchy five-page summary. It recommends 
that "additional steps should be taken now" 
to make a "meaningful reduction" in the 
emissions of sulfur compounds into the at
mosphere. Presumably those steps include 
adding more super-costly scrubbers to the 
Midwest power plants the acid-rain lobby
ists claim are ruining lakes in the Northeast 
U.S. and Southeast Canada. 

What's the scientific basis for recommend
ing such huge expenditures? Not much. 
"The overall scientific understanding of the 
various aspects of acidic precipitation is 
quite incomplete at the present time and 
will continue to have major uncertainties 
well into the future," the Keyworth summa
ry admits. It says getting at the truth will 
take "at least 10 or 20 years" of additional 
research. While recommending action now 
based on "imperfect data" runs the risk of 
error, the White House science types insist 
that inaction pending more research entails 
"even greater risk of damage." And after all, 
we might add, it's someone else's money. 

The National Academy of Sciences report 
takes a different tack. Curbing sulfur diox
ide emissions throughout eastern North 
America would reduce acid deposition in the 
region, it argues. But the NAS can't predict 
whether substantially reducing emissions 
from Midwest power plants would help the 
Northeast U.S. and Canada. Moreover, the 
academy's scientists say they really don't 
fully understand the meteorological process
es that may <or may not> be making precipi
tation more acidic. Their modeling suffers 
from a limited data base. "There is, admit
tedly, much to be learned about the rela
tionships between emissions and deposi
tion," the study states. 

Neither the Keyworth nor NAS studies 
pay much heed to that considerable number 
of scientists who believe that what's called 
acid rain probably is more the result of 
changing natural conditions than man-made 
pollution. The Western U.S. has been less 
dry, on the whole, in recent years, which 
means that less alkaline dust is being picked 
up to neutralize the natural acidity of rain 
clouds as they move eastward, one such 
theory holds. 

In addition, changes in local farming and 
forestry practices near the affected lakes 
and streams may be increasing the amount 

of acidic runoff. Rising precipitation levels 
may also be overwhelming the natural buf
fering capacity of sensitive areas in the 
Northeast. Declining fish-stocking in Adi
rondack lakes, coupled with increased fish
ing, may be more responsible for declining 
fish populations than those suspected rain 
clouds from Ohio and West Virginia. 

These and other nagging questions about 
the acid-rain hypothesis were given more 
consideration by the White House Council 
on Environmental Quality, which in its 
annual report noted that the air generally is 
getting cleaner <something that seems self
evident and makes us wonder why, if acid 
rain is a result of pollution, it is said to be 
getting worse>. Emphasizing the need for 
more long-term acid-rain research, it says 
that the work over the past 10 years shows 
that "the causes and effects of acid rain are 
certainly more complicated than once be
lieved." 

As part of a joint U.S.-Canadian acid-rain 
study published earlier this year, the U.S. 
team concluded that "cause-and-effect rela
tionships have often not been clearly estab
lished." It couldn't differentiate between 
manmade and natural causes, for example, 
and cited our lack of knowledge about key 
chemical and biological processes that may 
effect water acidity. 

In the face of all this scientific uncertain
ty, the call for "immediate action" is 
strange indeed. Peabody Holding Co., admit
tedly with some bias as a result of its coal 
interests, estimates tighter emission rules 
would cost Midwestern and Southern resi
dents $7 billion annually in higher electrici
ty bills and would create a loss of $5 billion 
in annual mining wages. Edison Electric In
stitute calculates electricity bills in some 
parts of the U.S. would rise as much as 50 
percent. 

That seems to us like a lot of money to ex
tract from ratepayers on the basis of so 
little understanding. Perhaps Mr. Keyworth 
should be promoted to a political post and 
let someone else take over the job of evalu
ating scientific inquiry. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 

now to my good friend Mr. PROXMIRE. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank my good 

friend the minority leader. 

ALL OF US WANT TO NEGOTI
ATE NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL 
WITH THE SOVIETS FROM 
STRENGTH 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 

there is obviously a very big majority 
in the country that favors the negotia
tion of a mutual, verifiable nuclear 
arms freeze with the Soviet Union. 
State referenda as well as public opin
ion poll after public opinion poll con
sistently show a smashing 3-to-1 
margin in favor of such a nuclear 
freeze. The House of Representatives 
earlier this year voted nearly 2 to 1 in 
favor of such a freeze. I believe the 
Senate will follow suit as soon as we 
have the chance to do so. 

How, then, has the Senate approved 
authorization of the MX 10-warhead 
missile? How has the House of Repre
sentatives also approved the MX? How 
can we explain that, even if we can 
somehow derail the MX in the appro-

priations process or somewhere else 
along the line, we will go ahead with 
the testing, production, and deploy
ment of thousands of cruise missiles, 
with the production of 20 or more ad
ditional Trident submarines to carry 
our missiles in oceans all over the 
world? If we favor a freeze, why did we 
vote to spend billions on the D-5, the 
hard-target-kill new missile expressly 
designed for our subs? Why will we 
probably build 100 or more B-lB 
bombers and certainly many more new 
technology or Stealth bombers? 

The Office of Management and 
Budget has calculated that in the next 
5 years this Congress that favors 
ending the nuclear arms race will ap
propriate at least $50 billion per year 
to increase the size and lethal punch 
of our nuclear arsenal-and get this
even if the present arms control talks 
are promptly and fully successful. 
Why? 

Here is why? While some of us 
oppose the MX and the B-1 bomber, 
virtually no one I know in the 
Senate-and probably very few, if any, 
in the House-oppose the rest of the 
Defense Department's awesome nucle
ar weapons shopping list. These weap
ons will sharply increase our capacity 
to destroy the Soviet Union and un
doubtedly provoke a determination 
from the Soviets to match or surpass 
our nuclear advances. How can this 
willingness to spend billions, vastly ex
panding our nuclear capacity, square 
with our expressed desire to stop the 
arms race? The answer is that those of 
us who favor a nuclear freeze do not
I stress do not-favor unilateral disar
mament. The key words in the freeze 
are that it must be "mutual" and "ver
ifiable." Unfortunately, we do not live 
in a Sunday school world. We cannot 
trust our powerful adversary. But we 
can recognize that the Russians have 
the same basic interest in avoiding the 
sure suicide of a nuclear war that we 
have. 

Those of us who oppose the MX and 
the B-lB do believe that this country 
should negotiate from strength. We 
simply refuse to accept the argument 
that testing, building and deploying an 
MX for $20 billion or spending an
other $20 billion on a hundred B-lB 
bombers will neither strengthen our 
nuclear deterrent, nor enhance our 
bargaining position in negotiations 
with the Soviet Union. This Senator is 
convinced that both the MX and the 
B-lB will weaken, not strengthen, our 
nuclear deterrent. 

I say all this, Mr. President, because 
I have become convinced that there is 
confusion in the country and in this 
body, too. We do not have Senators 
either thirsting for nuclear war or 
ready to disarm unilaterally. The dif
ference between Senators on our nu
clear weapons policy is really limited 
to judgment over what will constitute 
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an effective deterrent and will serve 
our interests in negotiating with the 
Soviet Union for an effective arms 
control. 

·How does this square with my pro
fessed estimate that a majority of the 
Senate will support a nuclear freeze? 
How could a majority of Senators sup
port a nuclear freeze if they favor 
going ahead with the production of 
thousands of cruise missiles, the 
Stealth bomber, the midgetman mis
sile, and a new weapon as devastating 
as the hard-target-kill, submarine
launched missile and 20 new Trident 
submarines to carry it? Should not 
those of us who favor a freeze oppose 
and vote against all these devastating 
nuclear weapons? Absolutely not! Why 
not? Because we do not believe in uni
lateral nuclear disarmament. We fully 
understand that without an agreement 
for both a mutual and a verified 
freeze, we must push ahead. If we 
stand still, our present deterrent could 
vanish as the Russians test and 
produce and deploy ever newer weap
ons. 

Mr. President, this aspect of the 
views of those of us who opposed some 
nuclear weapons we consider either 
mischievously destabilizing-like the 
MX, or hopelessly obsolete like the B
lB-is not understood by many of our 
opponents in this body. It is not un
derstood by some of the press and 
some of the public. 

Consider that the defense authoriza
tion bill that passed the Senate 10 
days ago not only carried the MX; it 
also carried a series of nuclear weap
ons and billions of dollars to fund 
their testing, their production, and 
their deployment. Most of the press 
attention concentrated on the MX. 
The other nuclear weapons that make 
our nuclear arsenal both more deadly 
and more survivable were never in con
troversy. They were either supported 
by virtually all Senators or the few 
who opposed them recognized the 
hopelessness of any attempt to take 
them out of the bill because such a 
heavy majority of the Senate favored 
their retention. 

This does not mean that a majority 
of Senators do not favor moving 
promptly to truly effective arms con
trol negotiations with the Soviets. I 
am convinced they do. It means that 
we recognize that we must negotiate 
with the Soviet Union from a position 
of military strength. A minority of us 
disagreed on the MX because we did 
not consider that the MX added 
strength to our military posture. I 
seen nothing inconsistent in the House 
vote for the MX and its nearly 2-to-1 
vote for the nuclear freeze. There will 
be nothing inconsistent if the Senate, 
having approved the MX, now decides 
to pass a nuclear freeze resolution. 

We should never forget that until 
the freeze is negotiated and accepted 
by both sides, we must continue-as 

the Soviets certainly will-to build our 
nuclear strength. The arms race can 
only stop when we reach a mutual, 
verifiable agreement. 

INTRANSIGENCE ON HUMAN 
RIGHTS 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, fre
quently the intransigence of a single 
nation can stall a vitally needed inter
national agreement. For the past 10 
days, the small nation of Malta has 
filibustered at the European Security 
Conference, preventing the conclusion 
of the East-West conference on de
tente in Europe. 

For almost 3 years, 35 nations have 
been meeting in Madrid to review and 
update the provisions of the Helsinki 
Final Act of 1975. Of great importance 
to the Western nations participating 
at the conference was a review of the 
human rights violations in the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe. Following 
the detailed review there was a gener
al condemnation of the Soviet Union 
and her allies because of their failure 
to comply with their Helsinki commit
ments. 

Max M. Kampleman, the chief U.S. 
delegate to the Madrid Conference, 
commented: 

The Madrid meeting has been, therefore, 
the appropriate forum at which to insert po
litical and moral pressure into the process. 
The implementation review became the 
mechanism. . . . Madrid's implementation 
review afforded the opportunity for a large 
number of the participating states to com
municate to the Soviet Union their deep 
concern about violations of the accords. 

As Mr. Kampleman so clearly states, 
the Helsinki Final Act and the follow
up Madrid Conference have provided 
us with a forum to protest Soviet ac
tions. Agreements to which both the 
United States and Soviet Union are 
signatories create the perfect opportu
nity to bring pressure to bear on the 
Soviets for their human rights viola
tions. 

But Malta is singlehandedly holding 
up the conclusion of the Madrid Con
ference. This intransigence rings fa
miliar to me, because for the past 16 
years I have addressed a similar in
transigence-the Senate's failure to 
ratify the Genocide Convention. Malta 
may have a self-interest in stalling the 
Madrid accords, but no one's self-inter
est is served by our failure to ratify 
the Genocide Convention. 

Too often in the past, our diplomatic 
protests have been easily rebuffed by 
the Soviets. Whenever we protest 
their violations of human rights-in 
Afghanistan, Poland, or the Soviet 
Union itself-their representatives 
have a simple but devastating re
sponse. They ask how we can protest 
violations when our own failure to 
ratify the Genocide Convention indi
cates our disregard of human rights. 

I firmly believe that our human 
rights record is the finest in the world, 

but our failure to ratify the Genocide 
Convention is an ugly blotch upon it. 
We must provide our diplomats with 
free rein to protest human rights vio
lations throughout the world. We 
must put an end to Soviet charges of 
hypocrisy. 

I urge my colleagues to ratify this 
important human rights document. 

POWELL MOORE LEAVES STATE 
DEPARTMENT 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this week 
will be Powell Moore's last as Assistant 
Secretary of State for Congressional 
Relations. Mr. Moore will be leaving 
public service to take a position as vice 
president for legislative affairs for the 
Lockheed Corp. The Government's 
loss will be Lockheed's gain, for I 
cannot think of anyone who has a 
more distinguished record of public 
service than has Powell Moore and 
who is as trusted and has the confi
dence of Members of Congress. 

I first knew him when he served as 
Press Secretary for the late Senator 
Richard B. Russell of Georgia from 
1966 to 1971. He then served as 
Deputy Director of Public Information 
for the Department of Justice from 
1971 to 1972, and as Deputy Special 
Assistant to the President from 1973 
until 1981. 

With the election of Ronald Reagan 
as our 40th President, Powell assumed 
responsibilities as Deputy Assistant to 
the President for Legislative Affairs. 
On February 4, 1982, his nomination 
was confirmed by the Senate for his 
present position as Assistant Secretary 
of State for Congressional Relations. 

It has been my good fortune to have 
known and watched Mr. Moore grow 
during his public career in Washing
ton. He is a person of impeccable in
tegrity and devotion to duty. He has 
been one of the most effective and de
pendable public servants I have ever 
known. In particular, Mr. Moore has 
been sensitive and appreciative of Con
gress as an institution. The President 
and the Secretary of State will be 
losing a particularly valuable asset. 

Powell Moore is a friend. Although I 
regret his leaving Government service, 
I look forward to continuing this 
friendship as he embarks on a new 
career in the private sector, and I wish 
him well as he launches this career. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I com
mend the distinguished Democratic 
leader for his remarks concerning 
Powell Moore, and I am sure we all 
wish him well. I endorse the glowing 
comments made by the Senator from 
West Virginia. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the special 
order for Senator MATTINGLY occur 
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first. It is my understanding that be
cause of the previous unanimous-con
sent request, already granted, the re
mainder of the five special orders will 
be under the control of Senator 
SYMMS. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
MATTINGLY 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. MATTINGLY. Mr. President, I 
send a bill to the desk and ask that it 
be read the first and second times, by 
unanimous consent, and that it be re
f erred to the proper committees for 
consideration. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is 
the request? 

Mr. MATTINGLY. I am sending a 
bill to the desk and asking that it be 
read the first and second times, by 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. BYRD. Does the Senator wish 
to do this under the provisions of rule 
XIV? 

Mr. MATTINGLY. I just wanted it 
referred appropriately. 

Mr. BYRD. So the Senator is not at
tempting to have the bill placed on 
the calendar? 

Mr. MATTINGLY. No. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

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

S. 1723-ALTERNATIVE TRADE 
REORGANIZATION PLAN 

Mr. MATTINGLY. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to have this opportunity 
not only to express my thoughts on 
the current debate over the plans to 
reorganize the trade functions of the 
Federal Government, but also to intro
duce legislation which is a workable al
ternative to the proposal already in
troduced. While I attempt to keep an 
open mind to suggestions intended to 
improve the process of formulating a 
coherent trade policy within the Gov
ernment, I believe the administration's 
current trade reorganization plan is a 
step backward for the trade communi
ty in our country. 

This position may come as a surprise 
to those who remember my cosponsor
ing Senate bill 121, introduced earlier 
this session. At first glance, the provi
sions of S. 121 looked appealing. To 
merge the policymaking and negotiat
ing functions of the Office of the U.S. 
Trade Representative <USTR> with 
the analysis and implementation func
tions of the U.S. Department of Com
merce into a "lean and mean" new De
partment of International Trade and 
Industry <DITD had some degree of 
attractiveness. I signed on as an early 
cosponsor of S. 121 out of an aware-

ness of the need for a stronger, more 
coherent approach on trade. 

However, it is on account of my 
strong belief in the need for more con
sistency in U.S. trade policy that I 
have come to oppose the administra
tion's reorganization plan. They say 
their reorganization plan will improve 
coordination among the various de
partments which have a hand in trade 
policy formation. I say that taking 
USTR out from under the umbrella of 
the White House and making it an 
equal among other departments will 
demote the importance of trade at a 
time when it should and must be a na
tional priority. 

They argue that the creation of a 
new Department of Trade will result 
in a "leaner and meaner" trade policy
making structure. I say that we do not 
need more government, more bureauc
racy, and more cost. 

However, while I oppose the admin
istration's plan for trade reorganiza
tion, I do not support the existing 
trade structure either. The Office of 
the U.S. Trade Representative, the 
key agency for trade policy formula
tion, has itself taken on the bureau
cratic characteristics of other Federal 
departments. I believe it has lost its 
ability to reconcile the disparate but 
valid interests of other departments 
which influence trade to the point 
where USTR, to quote Secretary Bal
drige, is only able to reach the "lowest 
common denominator." Gradual 
changes in the makeup of USTR over 
the years, I believe, have resulted in 
its inability to implement any adminis
tration's authority to administer trade 
laws given them by Congress in the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962, and to 
act as staff coordinator for trade 
policy on behalf of the President. 

Let us face it-the two alternatives 
we face, the administration's reorgani
zation plan and the existing trade 
structure, are inadequate. What the 
trade community needs is a compro
mise and that is just what I propose 
today-a plan that will work for Amer
icans wanting to trade. 

We already have existing laws en
acted in 1962 that provide for the type 
of trade organization I am proposing. 
We do not need more government or 
elaborate new laws. Laying aside the 
legal technicalities, the compromise 
legislation I offer today will, first, re
store the intent of the current, but dis
torted, trade laws by reducing the size 
of the Office of the U.S. Trade Repre
sentative to what was originally envi
sioned; second, keep the office directly 
under the umbrella of or within the 
White House; third, permit the trade 
policymaking process to be managed 
by the President's representative for 
trade, but be closely and immediately 
controlled by the President. That way, 
when the President's representative 
for trade speaks, it is just like hearing 
it from the President himself. Fur-

thermore, fourth, the President will be 
designated Chairman of the Inter
agency Committee on Trade Policy 
provided for originally by the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962 and subsequent 
acts. Finally, fifth, the U.S. Trade 
Representative will be redesignated as 
"the President's representative for 
trade negotiations" to emphasize and 
clarify his direct responsibility to the 
President. 

Mr. President, I believe my proposal 
is a true compromise and creates a 
"leaner and meaner" workable trade 
structure. It shares similar objectives 
intended by the President's plan but 
with less government, with little or no 
cost, with better coordination between 
competing domestic and international 
policies, and with the best interest of 
the trade community in mind. 

The objectives of my compromise in
clude: first, streamlining the trade pol
icymaking process; second, facilitating 
the formulation of a coherent and con
sistent trade policy; third, restoring an 
effective organization which can speak 
with one voice-the President's; 
fourth, synthesizing the interests of 
other agencies with responsibilities for 
trade; and finally, fifth, forming an or
ganization which is able to improve 
our balance of trade and our competi
tiveness at home and abroad. 

Reasons for restoring the authority 
of the President to oversee trade can 
be found in current law. Under the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962, Con
gress delegated to the President the 
authority to enter into trade agree
ments and to administer the trade 
agreements program, an authority 
which was renewed under the Trade 
Acts of 1974 and 1979. Congress dele
gated this power to the President and 
not to any subordinate agP,ncy or de
partment of the executive branch, be
cause trade in goods and services with 
other countries is not the domain of 
any one agency, but rather involves: 
first, the State Department to formu
late the foreign policy of the United 
States; second, the Defense Depart
ment to secure our national security; 
third, the Commerce Department to 
promote the domestic commerce of 
the United States; fourth, the Labor 
Department to insure the welfare of 
the American worker; fifth, the Agri
culture Department to secure the 
prosperity of the American farmer; 
sixth, the Treasury Department to 
insure the financial and monetary sta
bility of the country; and seventh, 
from time to time, the interests of 
other departments involved. 

I firmly believe that only the Presi
dent can coordinate and give appropri
ate weight to all the diverse consider
ations stated above. It is also his re
sponsibility to reestablish fairness and 
equity in our trade relations with for
eign countries. 
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Furthermore, under the Trade Ex

pansion Act of 1962, a special repre
sentative for trade negotiations was 
designated to carry out the President's 
responsibility to administer interna
tional trade laws. This special repre
sentative was also designated Chair
man of the Interagency Committee to 
advise the President with respect to 
trade matters. The need for additional 
staffing at the special trade represent
ative's office was minimized because 
the purpose of the interagency trade 
process was to draw, to the maximum 
extent possible, the resources of the 
agencies represented in the Interagen
cy Trade Committee. 

In spite of the legislative mandate 
for such interagency trade organiza
tion, the Office of the President's Spe
cial Trade Representative-USTR
has, as I said before, lost its markings 
of a small office of the President. In 
the process, this Office has so broadly 
expanded its staff that it fails to im
plement the President's authority 
given him by Congress in 1962, to act 
as staff coordinator for trade policy on 
behalf of the President, and to enable 
Congress to exercise its oversight and 
express its concerns in international 
trade. In other words, the authority of 
the President to conduct and coordi
nate trade policy and make negotia
tions has become blurred and haphaz
ard. Thus, Mr. President, I believe 
that the Office of the Trade Repre
sentative should be brought under the 
close and immediate control of the 
President. 

However, there are more current 
reasons which support my position. 
Recently, the formulation of trade 
policy has increasingly taken on politi
cal overtones. This has been particu
larly true as Presidential elections ap
proach. For instance, many candidates 
today are calling for a reexamination 
of our basic assumptions of trade and 
the premises upon which our trade re
lations are based. Some prescribe the 
adoption of "fashionable" imitations 
of other countries' models for trade. 

While the attention given to trade is 
desirable, the direction of most pro
posals is not. Most proposals suggest 
heavy Government intervention and 
decisionmaking at heavy budget cost. 

Thus, after the election is over, we 
will either be faced with cumbersome 
Government involvement in private 
business or, what is more likely, trade 
policy will return to the back burner 
to simmer and stew until another elec
tion campaign. 

In other words, we cannot treat 
trade policy as if it were attached to a 
political roller coaster. Trade policy 
development must be given consisten
cy. To secure its long-term importance, 
its rightful place and coordination 
with competing domestic and interna
tional interests, it must be embedded 
and united with the development of 
other kinds of policies such as fiscal 

and monetary policies. These policies 
certainly earn the attention of the 
President himself and so must trade 
policy. 

Mr. President, I had the opportunity 
to relay my message and the elements 
of my compromise legislation to the 
President himself, during a return 
flight from Atlanta yesterday. I 
stressed the need for him to direct 
trade policymaking from the White 
House and not from a new depart
ment. 

In conclusion, I believe the adminis
tration's plan would be a step back
ward for our trade interests. I believe 
that trade reorganization will result in 
deflecting attention from political sen
sitive trade issues. It is the responsibil
ity of Congress to require the Presi
dent, and no one but the President, to 
reconcile competing political objec
tives with the priorities of trade policy 
formulation. 

To restore tough, effective, and effi
cient trade policy formulation and 
execution, the Office of the U.S. 
Trade Representative should be 
trimmed to the size originally contem
plated by Congress and should be 
brought more closely into the White 
House staff under the direct control of 
the President. 

The President should share the 
interagency Committee on Trade 
Policy provided for originally by the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 and sub
sequent acts. 

Finally, the U.S. Trade Representa
tive should be redesignated as a Presi
dent's representative for trade negoti
ations to emphasize and clarify his 
direct responsibilities to the President. 

Mr. President, my predecessors in 
Congress displayed a great under
standing of trade matters. I urge my 
colleagues to demonstrate the same 
understanding and insight. I further
more urge those active in the trade 
community in this country to take a 
closer look at the trade reorganization 
plan before accepting an idea which, I 
believe, is not in the best interest of 
our country. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Assistant Secretary of the 
Senate proceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
D'AMATo). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
SYMMS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Idaho <Mr. SYMMs) is 
recognized for 75 minutes. 

Mr. SYMMS. I thank the distin
guished Presiding Officer. 

A SOLUTION TO OUR CENTRAL 
AMERICAN PROBLEM 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I wish 
to address this body this morning on a 
subject that I think is of grave impor
tance to our national security. I think 
it has implications that go far past 
those that are so often viewed in the 
general sense of the words "interna
tional security," "Communist threat," 
and so forth. It has an impact that af
fects our trade policy. Of course, I am 
ref erring to the problem we have with 
our foreign policy in Central America, 
in El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Cuba, 
of course, being those bases which are 
providing a foothold for the Soviets in 
this hemisphere in violation of the 
Monroe Doctrine. 

Mr. President, we are concerned 
about our trade policies. I heard my 
distinguished colleague from Georgia 
addressing the Senate earlier this 
morning about the problems of inter
national trade and what we could do 
to improve it. Certainly we should be 
doing-and I support those efforts of 
my colleagues-things to help bring 
about a reduction in this drastic bal
ance-of-payments situation. 

As long as there is a perception in 
the world that the United States is no 
longer a reliable ally; that the United 
States is only bluffing; that the United 
States ultimately, due to our stale
mate in Korea in the fifties, our loss in 
Southeast Asia in the seventies, al
lowed the Castro cancer to grow and 
stay in this hemisphere in violation of 
agreements that have been signed 
with the United States over a period 
of years; whether we will exert our
selves to our moral obligation to be 
the leader of the free world, and cer
tainly in our own front yard in Central 
America, it causes a drain of capital 
out of countries where people foresee 
things to be less stable and a clamor
ing to get that money into the United 
States. That in fact has a big impact 
on employment in the United States, 
on jobs, and on exports, because, as we 
have a stronger and stronger dollar, 
we find ourselves in a situation where 
a good part of the psychological per
ception that people have is to liqui
date their assets in countries where 
they foresee things less stable and try 
to get the money into the United 
States. It only makes it hard for our 
farmers to export corn, wheat, and 
soybeans, or our industrial manufac
turers to export heavy equipment be
cause of the value of the dollar and 
the differential between the dollar and 
currencies of other countries in the 
world. 

There is a lot at stake. There is no 
question that our vital interests are on 
the line in the struggle for control of 
Central America. The bottom line is, 
will we have the courage to restore the 
Monroe Doctrine in Central America, 
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or will we allow the Brezhnev doctrine 
to be successful? 

It is often overlooked, but there are 
some big stakes with respect to nation
al security. I mentioned the general 
concept I have of what is happening 
with respect to international trade as 
people try to cash in their assets in 
those countries, turn them into hard 
American dollars, deposit them here, 
make the dollar stronger, and making 
it harder and harder for the United 
States to compete in trade. 

But we should look at what happens 
to national security in Central Amer
ica. Mr. President, El Salvador is the 
symptom of the main problem of 
American foreign policy. Soviet power 
in Nicaragua and Cuba is the cause. 
Restoring the Monroe Doctrine by 
prevailing over the Brezhnev doctrine 
is the solution. America's vital inter
ests are on the line in the struggle for 
Central America. 

First, the United States imports 40 
percent of its energy and 93 of 95 stra
tegic minerals. 

Second, in peacetime, 44 percent of 
all foreign tonnage and 45 percent of 
crude oil shipped to the United States 
transits the Caribbean, and 75 percent 
of the energy imports tranship or 
transit the Caribbean. 

The third example of what is at 
stake for the United States in Central 
America is that United States rein
forcements and petroleum for our 
forces in Europe would embark from 
gulf ports and sail through the Florida 
straits. These are some often over
looked factors indicating how great 
the stakes are for American national 
security in Central America. 

It is interesting that Harold Rood in 
his brilliant book "Kingdoms of the 
Blind" wrote: 

Following the Japanese attack on Pearl 
Harbor from January to August 1942, over 
260 Allied merchant ships totaling l Vz mil
lion tons were sunk by German submarines 
in the region between Florida and the en
trance to the Panama Canal. Forty-one mer
chant ships were sunk in the Gulf of Mexico 
in May alone. Almost half the ships lost 
were oil tankers. However, in all of those 
months, there were never more than 12, and 
usually around 8, U-boats operating in 
American waters to the west and south of 
Cuba. Those submarines were operating 
4,000 miles away from their bases on the 
coast of France outside the range of the 
German air force and without support from 
the German surface fleet. There were no 
long-range aircraft to help direct the U
boats to fruitful targets or to defend them 
against attacks by Allied escort vessels and 
patrol planes. When the subs had fired all 
their torpedoes and were running short of 
fuel, they had to return to their bases in the 
Bay of Biscay. 

That was in 1942. That is, when 
Cuba was an ally of the United States. 
If another confrontation of any kind 
came about with the submarine base 
being in Cuba, you can imagine the 
havoc that could be raised. 

Fourth, according to Navy Secretary 
John Lehman, 85 percent of the 
Army's combat logistics come out of 
gulf ports. The Caribbean is 1 of the 
world's 14 major maritime choke 
points and one of only five inland seas. 
The Panama Canal is one of only two 
interoceanic canals in the world. Shift
ing forces and supplies through the 
Panama Canal, between our Atlantic 
and Pacific coasts, saves a 7,400-mile 
journey around Cape Hom. The petro
leum fields of southern Mexico are 
also a ripe target for Marxist con
quest. 

A fifth factor is the fact that the 
U.S. economy is buttressed by imports 
of $30 billion annually from Central 
America in bauxite, petroleum, sugar, 
coffee, and meat. Job-producing ex
ports of $31 billion include transport 
equipment, industrial machinery, 
chemicals, grain, and manufactured 
goods. Americans have privately in
vested more than $13 billion in the 
Caribbean Basin countries. 

Finally, Mr. President, the Kennedy
Khrushchev agreement of 1962, if en
forced, would preclude the introduc
tion of any offensive weaponry to 
Cuba. Both the Monroe Doctrine and 
the missile crisis agreement also re
strict Soviet missile, plane, and naval 
buildups elsewhere in the Western 
Hemisphere. In Nicaragua, Grenada, 
and Surinam as well as Cuba, the 
Brezhnev doctrine is being permitted 
to supersede the Monroe Doctrine. 

The Soviet Union, since the 1962 
Kennedy-Khrushchev agreement, has 
incrementally strengthened its offen
sive war-waging capabilities in Ameri
ca's "front yard," the Caribbean and 
Central America. 

Here are some examples of Soviet 
power in the Americas: 

First, five Caribbean nations are now 
part of the Soviet military axis-Cuba, 
Nicaragua, Grenada, Guyana, and Sur
iname. Each is preparing major air
strips capable of handling the big TU-
95 Soviet Bear bombers. These strate
gic aircraft, with a range of 5,100 
miles, are equipped to carry the 385-
mile range Kangaroo nuclear missile
each one 40 times more devastating 
than the Hiroshima bomb. 

Second, Russian Echo II nuclear 
submarines operating out of Cuba are 
also equipped to carry cruise missiles 
equipped with nuclear warheads. The 
Shaddock missile, even more powerful 
than the Kangaroo, has a 540-mile 
range. 

Third, Cuba's Armed Forces total 
more than 225,000 personnel, includ
ing a 15,000-man Air Force and a 
10,000-man Navy; 140 SAM-3 missiles 
were delivered to Havana in December 
1982. Some SAM's are being trans
shipped to Nicaragua and are being in
stalled there. 

Fourth, this year, Cuba has complet
ed building 190 concrete, bombproof 
shelters for its fleet of 225 Mig Soviet-

built fighter bombers. At least 40 are 
capable of delivering nuclear war
heads. The Mig-23's can carry Kitchen 
missiles with nuclear warheads 
equipped to travel 480 miles at 3,000 
miles per hour. Counting fixed-wing 
combat aircraft and combat helicop
ters, Cuba deploys 555 planes. Commu
nist Cuba has, among its numerous 
military bases, submarine and airbase 
facilities so "hardened" that they 
could only be knocked out by nuclear 
barrage. 

Fifth, the Soviets have supplied 
Cuba with at least 650 tanks-3,000 ac
cording to Eden Pastora-and 90 heli
copters. 

Sixth, with Soviet aid, the Cubans 
have developed an amphibious attack 
capability based on six Foxtrot patrol 
submarines, with 20 torpedoes each, 26 
fast attack craft armed with Styx sur
face-to-surface missiles, 10 large patrol 
craft, 40 Zhuk and Turya hydrofoil 
attack boats, fully armed with guns 
and torpedoes. 

Seventh, more than 13,000 Soviet 
personnel are stationed in Cuba, in
cluding a combat brigade of soldiers 
under arms, reinforced by 1, 700 men 
during June and equipped with tanks, 
armored personnel carriers, long-range 
artillery, and long-range air transport 
capabilities, plus civilian and military 
advisers. Perhaps this is to help offset 
the more than 40,000 Cuban troops as
signed overseas to fight the U.S.S.R.'s 
battles in Angola, Ethiopia, Nicaragua, 
and elsewhere. 

Eighth, with increasing regularity, 
Soviet nuclear submarines are being 
serviced out of Cuba's Cienfuegos 
Naval Base. Soviet Bear bombers, op
erating out of Cuba, regularly skirt 
the edges of U.S. airspace. There are 
reports that as many as 10 of the 
"Bears," possibly designed for antisub
marine warfare, possibly equipped 
with air-launched cruise missiles, have 
recently been stationed in Cuba. The 
Chief of Naval Operations has con
firmed that at least two of these 
Soviet nuclear bombers are fully 
equipped with operable bomb bays. 
Nine Cuban airfields are set up to 
handle Soviet TU-95's and/or Backfire 
bombers. 

Ninth, in 1967, the United States, 
plus all Latin American countries
except Cuba-signed the Treaty for 
the ·Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America. Why not Cuba? Fifty
five important U.S. cities, with 74 mil
lion people, are in range of Soviet mis
siles, aircraft, and subs operating off 
our shores. 

Tenth, the Soviet intelligence collec
tion unit in Lourdes, Cuba, covers 28 
square miles-the largest non-Ameri
can center in the Western Hemi
sphere-to monitor, by electronic 
means, U.S. military and scientific ac
tivity in more than 20 States. It can 



August 2, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 22109 
jam satellite transmissions as well as 
civilian and military communications. 

Eleventh, 63,000 tons of Soviet mili
tary equipment was shipped to Cuba 
in 1981, plus another 68,000 tons in 
1982. This is more than in 1962, the 
year of the missile crisis. 

The Soviet Union is giving 20 times 
more military assistance to Cuba than 
the United States is providing all 
Latin America. There are reports of 
Soviet-Cuban biological and chemical 
warfare production, storage, and train
ing assistance to PLO, SWAPO, and 
Central American Marxist forces in 
Cuba. 

Twelfth, two prime targets for the 
Soviets are Norfolk, Va.-home of our 
Atlantic Fleet-and Charleston, S.C.
east coast base for the nuclear missile 
submarine leg of our strategic defense 
triad-America has no defense against 
a Soviet strategic offensive launched 
from Caribbean-based submarines, air
fields, or missile emplacements. 

Thirteenth, 36 military bases, in
cluding 2 ports and 3 big airstrips, 
have been created in Nicaragua, which 
has recently received 50 Soviet tanks, 
1,000 East German trucks, 100 antiair
craft guns, three brigades of Soviet ar
tillery, plus Soviet-built assault heli
copters and transport aircraft. Nicara
gua's military buildup is unprecedent
ed in Central America-more than 
75,000 troops already under arms-39 
percent of all males over 18 in Nicara
gua are in uniform-2,000 Cuban mili
tary advisers-plus 6,000 civilians-and 
it has been rumored that those num
bers have been going up rapidly-36 
new military bases and Soviet bloc 
weaponry-including 45 to 50 tanks, 
three brigades of artillery, 100 antiair
craft guns, armored personnel carriers, 
mobile rocket-launchers, transport air
craft, and assault helicopters-as well 
as an undetermined number of Mig 
fighter planes. 

Fourteenth, as many as 50 Libyan 
and PLO advisers have been active in 
Nicaragua. PLO leader Yasser Arafat 
agreed to provide military equipment 
to Nicaragua, including arms and air
craft, when he was in Managua on 
July 22, 1980. Arafat affirmed to a 
group of Palestinian journalists in 
Beirut on January 11, 1982, that 
"there are Palestinian revolutionaries 
with the revolutionaries in El Salvador 
• • •" PLO personnel are, for example, 
providing pilot training and aircraft 
maintenance in Nicaragua. 

Fifteenth, the Soviets have prepared 
a huge drydock in Spain which has 
been to the Nicaraguan Pacific port of 
San Juan del Sur, in connection with 
the Moscow-Managua agreement for a 
new trans-Isthmian canal. This could 
be used to justify long years of future 
Soviet presence required to turn over 
drydock functions and dig the new 
canal. Indeed, the Soviet brigade 
might be sent over from Cuba to the 
Central American mainland to guard 

canal construction. San Juan del Sur 
is a secure beachhead commanding the 
Pacific approaches to the Panama 
Canal. Soviet engineers, plus their 
families, are due to arrive soon. I ask 
unanimous consent that an article 
from Foreign Broadcast Information 
Service be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

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

SOVIET UNION To DONATE FLOATING 
DRYDOCK 

SAN JUAN DEL SUR CERAGU) [not further 
identifiedl.-A floating drydock donated by 
the Soviet Union to Nicaragua under a 
policy of service and technic cooperation 
with our nation is scheduled to arrive at this 
port in June. 

The drydock, currently undergoing repairs 
in Spain, will be brought by a large delega
tion of Soviet technicians who will train ap
proximately 100 people to handle it after it 
is installed. 

The port administration reported through 
Demetrio Munoz that due to the size of 
dock, small and oceangoing ships can be re
paired in it simultaneously. 

Munoz said that the drydock will be 3 
miles off this port and is expected to service 
ships of fairly large draft. 

The Soviets will provide free technical 
service for the dock for a period of 7 to 10 
years, that is, long enough for Nicaraguans 
to learn to handle it. 

The Soviet delegation, including 10 fami
lies, that will come here to cooperate with 
the revolution will stay at the Hotel Barlo
vento during its stay in Nicaragua. 

For this purpose, the National Ports En
terprise will revamp the abandoned hotel at 
a cost of 5 million cordovas under an agree
ment with the Nicaraguan Tourism Insti
tute, which administers these installations. 

Mr. SYMMS, Mr. President, 16th, 
Nicaraguan pilots are currently being 
trained in Bulgaria. There are over 
5,000 Cuban, Russian, East German, 
Bulgarian, PLO, and other East bloc 
advisers in Nicaragua. 

These Communist advisers are now 
100 times more numerous than all 
American military advisers in all of 
Central America. 

Seventeenth, there are 10 airstrips 
in Guyana, 3 in Grenada. The new 
Russian airbase in Grenada expands 
the radius of operation of all Soviet 
and Cuban aircraft in the region al
lowing them to fly 1,000 miles into the 
heartland of South America. Cuban 
aircraft can refuel in Grenada on 
flights to and from Africa. 

Eighteenth, Grenada provides sever
al strategic aspects for the Russians: 
56 percent of all the oil consumed on 
the eastern U.S. seaboard-over 6 mil
lion barrels per day-comes from the 
refineries and oilfields within 500 
miles of Grenada-that is, the giant 
Amerada Hess refinery and oil storage 
complexes in St. Croix, U.S. Virgin Is
lands, and St. Lucia-could be knocked 
out by Mig-23/27 tactical aircraft in 
less than 20 minutes. 

Nineteenth, the 75-kilowatt trans
mitter, given by Cuba to Radio Free 

Grenada, is about to start broadcast
ing "revolutionary" messages across 
the Caribbean and into Latin America. 
Meanwhile, Congress is holding up 
funds for Radio Marti-when this is 
going on under our :nose. 

Twentieth, Soviet airbases in Nicara
gua and Grenada will soon enable the 
Russians to dominate the airspace 
over Mexico, all of Central America, 
northern South America, and the 
entire eastern Caribbean. 

Twenty-first, with the Communist 
takeover of Surinam, the Soviet Migs 
will be able to reach into Central 
Brazil from the U.S.-built airfield in 
Surinam. With Surinam and Grenada 
as Soviet/Cuban bases in the region, it 
is feared that any or all of the tiny is
lands in the region could be easily cap
tured overnight by 20 or 30 armed 
Cuban revolutionaries in a boat-just 
as Grenada was taken by the Commu
nists in 1979. 

Twenty-second, Soviet and Cuban 
trained and financed terrorists and 
guerrillas operate throughout the 
Western Hemisphere-not just in El 
Salvador and Guatemala, but in Co
lombia, Honduras, Peru, Haiti, Argen
tina, Chile, and Venezuela as well. 
Indeed, there is hardly a country 
among the island and continental na
tions of Latin America which lacks a 
disciplined Communist subversive 
entity loyal to Moscow and its objec
tives of global conquest. 

Twenty-third, the Soviet/Cuban 
command have long since plotted Car
ibbean seabottom trench routes link
ing the four Sovietized countries-Gre
nada, Nigaragua, Guyana, Surinam
there. Along those trenches, Cuban or 
Russian submarines can shuttle nucle
ar-missile cargos undetected. So at any 
of the four surrogate base countries, 
TU-95's could be armed with sub-deliv
ered Kangaroos at any time. Thus, 
with nuclear weapons probably al
ready inside the U.S. early-warning 
arc, the Kremlin can engage in eff ec
tive nuclear blackmail. The Kangaroo 
nuclear warheads are 40 times more 
devastating than the Hiroshima bomb. 
Loaded on TU-95 Soviet bombers with 
a range of 5,100 miles, these 385-mile 
range Kangaroo missiles can hit any 
target in the United States within 5 
minutes of launchtime. 

The Soviet Union has imposed the 
Brezhnev doctrine upon Fidel Castro's 
Communist regime in Cuba, and it 
probably has already been imposed on 
Communist Nicaragua. Under the 
Brezhnev doctrine, once any Commu
nist regime seizes power, it will be 
maintained and supported in power by 
Soviet armed force as in Czechoslova
kia in 1968. 

Yet Soviet imperialist intrusion as a 
permanent source of conflict in the 
Western Hemisphere is contrary to a 
fundamental principle of American 
foreign policy-the Monroe Doctrine. 
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It is contrary to this. Yet it goes on as 
we stand here in Washington and 
watch the events of the day take 
place. 

In April and May 1982, President 
Reagan and three other top officials 
of the Reagan administration explicit
ly stated that the Soviets had violated 
the 1962 Kennedy-Khrushchev Agree
ment which ended the Cuban missile 
crisis. Under this agreement, the Sovi
ets were required to halt the further 
introduction of offensive weapons 
such as nuclear missiles, light bomb
ers, and troops into Cuba. 

In addition to the threat of nuclear 
blackmail, it does not take much 
imagination to project what would 
happen if Central America is dominat
ed by Marxist regimes with the sup
port of the Cubans and the Soviets. It 
would be only a matter of time before 
Mexico would become a Marxist state 
on our own southern border. Already 
the Communists are building subver
sive infrastructures along the Mexican 
border towns from San Diego in the 
west to Brownsville, Tex., in the east. 
If you think we have problems with il
legal aliens now, think of the problems 
we would come to have if a Commu
nist Mexico were intent on mounting 
the kind of terrorist war in southern 
California, Arizona, New Mexico, and 
Texas that we have seen in Central 
America. 

That is why, Mr. President, I say we 
cannot afford a no-win war in El Sal
vador in which we tinker with the 
symptoms while ignoring the cause. 
Land reform, in the sense that it 
means expropriation of private proper
ty, is no more desirable when imposed 
by the U.S. Government than when 
enforced by Joseph Stalin. 

It should not be the Reagan admin
istration's objective to institute demo
cratic socialism in the nations of Latin 
America, but rather to def end the vital 
interests of the United States. 

When many people want to make 
the comparison of what is going on in 
Central America with what went on in 
Vietnam, I think there are some 
things we should look back at. If we 
cannot learn something from our ex
perience there, then we will, of course, 
deserve all the problems that we will 
get in the future. 

I mention, Mr. President, the fact 
that we have large numbers of undoc
umented illegal aliens in this country 
today. Many people are very con
cerned about it. But I might just men
tion, also, that most of the undocu
mented illegal aliens who are in the 
United States today are at a working 
age, they are working, they are pro
ducing, they are paying taxes, they are 
contributing to the U.S. social security 
trust fund which certainly needs the 
contributions, among other things, 
and are providing the service industry 
in this country with large numbers of 
the people for restaurants, hotels, 

some agricultural work, and other 
places, doing jobs in factories and in
dustry. There are somewhere between 
8 million to 15 million, and it is a little 
bit hard to tell how many there are, 
most of whom come from Mexico or 
from Central America or South Amer
ica. 

If we should see a Communist-type 
revolution start in Mexico, I think we 
could be sure that we would have at 
least 10 percent of the population 
from the Panama Canal come north to 
the United States, and those would 
not just be workers at that point. 
They will be families, old people, 
young people, and everyone coming 
with it. It will not just be people 
coming up to the United States to 
work, earn some money, and take it 
back in a direct form of foreign aid 
where they have earned their foreign 
aid and take it back to provide for 
their families, where there is no bu
reaucracy involved. In many ways it is 
probably our most effective foreign 
aid program, the guest worker pro
gram, that goes on illegally in the 
United States, where people come into 
this country, work for a period of time 
and take the money back to help their 
families. 

If this happens, we will end up with 
millions of refugees in this country, 
and then we will have to pay for refu
gee camps, for how to assimilate these 
people into our society, English-speak
ing courses, and so forth, in order to 
help them become part of our society. 

I said, Mr. President, that we can no 
longer afford a no-win war in Central 
America. I think we should look at 
what happened in Southeast Asia to 
see why it was we lost. Of course, I 
have said many times that the battle 
was lost here in Washington, it was 
lost by the opinion makers, it was lost 
by those people who make the news. It 
was lost by the political leaders of the 
time. It was not lost by the brave men 
and women of the U.S. Armed Forces 
on the battlefield. The war was lost 
here. 

In Vietnam, four major factors con
tributed to America's def eat: 

First, a policy of gradualism that 
started here in Washington which pre
vented decisive application of superior 
U.S. force and capability; 

Second, a policy of permitting the 
enemy to retain privileged sanctuaries, 
where we said "We cannot shoot past 
this certain line." They can come in 
but when they go back across the line 
we gave them sanctuary. That was a 
decision that was made here in Wash
ington; 

Third, failure to enunciate a clear 
policy rationale, based on the defense 
of America's vital interest; and 

Fourth, failure to rally the Ameri
can people behind a policy of victory 
based on the defense of our vital inter
ests. 

I would say, Mr. President, that if 
we fall into the same trap that politi
cal leaders of the sixties fell into, we 
could end up with the same disastrous 
outcome. I think first we must define 
what our objectives are and why it is 
in our best interest, and that is what I 
am trying to do here today. 

But we cannot achieve a victory in 
Central America covertly or with less 
than a total effort any more than we 
were able to in Vietnam. 

I, therefore urge, that President 
Reagan adopt, articulate, and seek 
public support for the following poli
cies, which, in my opinion, are essen
tial to preventing Soviet conquest of 
the Western Hemisphere: 

On that point it is probably worthy 
to look into the future as to why it 
would be that the Soviets would want 
to get involved in Central America 
when it is so far from the Soviet 
Union. Most likely, sometime down 
the road the Soviets would like to use 
their base and their foothold in Cen
tral America as a bargaining chip for 
their adventuristic attitudes toward 
warm water ports in the Persian Gulf, 
and it would be a way for them to deal 
with future American leaders and 
future American administrations, 
saying, "We will not do this in Central 
America if you will not do such and 
such in the Persian Gulf." 

In order to bring this about, the first 
thing I will ask the President to do is 
to share with the American people the 
full and precise terms of the 1962 Ken
nedy-Khrushchev agreement, the dip
lomatic record on that agreement 
since 1962, and the full extent of the 
Soviet disregard of the same agree
ment. 

Mr. President, it has always baffled 
me how the United States of America 
could have a confrontation with the 
same Communist enemy in Cuba in 
1962 and fail to respond to it and yet 
turn right around and go 9,000 miles 
from home in the name of resisting 
communism and fight a war where we 
lost 55,000 of our finest young men, 
and then we found out that it was all 
for naught because we did not have 
the political will in Washington to 
allow the people who were sent to 
fight the war to carry it off to a victo
ry. 

Evidently, the decision was not made 
when we started into it of what our 
objectives were, and what I appeal to 
this administration to do is define 
what our objectives are. I think one 
way to start in this would be to ex
plain to the American people what it 
was that was agreed to in the Kenne
dy-Khrushchev agreement which said 
in effect that they cannot put in of
fensive weapons in this hemisphere, 
but we would not allow Cuban nation
als who had emigrated to the United 
States to form anti-Castro provisional 
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revolutionary forces to go back and 
liberate Cuba from the Communists. 

So we have held up our end of the 
bargain but the Soviets and Cubans 
have not held up theirs, in the Kenne
dy-Khrushchev agreement of 1962. 

Second, we should recognize and de
clare the present Government of Nica
ragua and the present Government of 
Cuba, for that matter, are at war with 
the United States, and they are 
waging a battle against us to do every
thing they can. 

Third, I think the President then 
should consider very carefully the idea 
of establishing diplomatic relations 
with an anti-Soviet alternative to the 
Government in Nicaragua and declare 
it is our policy to help install Nicara
gua's recognized Government and 
allow them to have a free election, 
which the present Sandinista-Marxist 
government will not allow. 

We have never heard that they had 
a free election of the Government we 
are supporting in El Salvador, but 
there has been no election except at 
the barrel of a gun in Nicaragua. 

I also might mention that it is a 
great deal of concern to me-to find it 
being reported in the news media that 
Fidel Castro would now like to talk 
about the fate of Central America 
with the United States. I think we 
should remind ourselves and Fidel 
Castro that it is not the decision of 
the United States or Cuba to sit down 
and determine what the fate of Cen
tral America should be. 

Our responsibility, I think, should be 
to allow those people in that country, 
in those countries, to have the oppor
tunity to determine their own future 
and their own fate, and they never 
have been given that opportunity 
since the Sandinista revolution in 
Nicaragua. We have given the indige
nous people that opportunity in El 
Salvador, and they support the gov
ernment in power in El Salvador, and I 
think our moral obligation should be 
to help those people. 

Fourth, I think we should consider 
also ending the restrictions on Cuban 
exiles and the harassment of their 
anti-Castro radio stations. 

Fifth, we should seek popular sup
port and congressional approval to 
assist those people who are trying to 
help freedom-loving Nicaraguans 
regain control of their territory which 
they have longed for for so many gen
erations. 

I think we should consider, Mr. 
President, the possibility of what will 
happen if the situation is not affected 
by what our fleet, which is now en 
route to Central America, is doing. I 
think it is fine for the United States to 
send the fleet down for exercises, but I 
think there is a problem that we 
should not do anything with respect to 
our military posture without looking 
through to the full extent of where we 
are going. 

It is my opinion that our effort now 
should be to seek a victory of those 
people in Nicaragua who are striving 
to give the Nicaraguan people an op
portunity for social justice, for eco
nomic justice, and for political free
dom and political ideas and thought 
processes. 

I would venture to say that the San
dinistas or the Communists now in 
Nicaragua would have a hard time at 
the polls winning a free election. They 
would not do well, and that is why 
they do not want to have any election 
at all in El Salvador, because they 
know they will not win. The only way 
they can win an election is through 
the political power that comes out of 
the barrel of a gun, and they know 
that, and that is the reason they are 
operating that way. 

As Al Capone once said, "One can 
get along with a smile, but he can get 
along better with a smile and a gun." 
That is what is happening in Central 
America. We have terrorists and hood
lums blowing up bridges and power
lines, disrupting civil activities of 
people, disrupting their ability to 
farm, to raise food for their families, 
and this is happening in El Salvador 
and it is being financed and supported 
right out of Nicaragua. But I think 
now that the fleet has been moved 
down to Central America, we have to 
be very, very careful as to what we do 
and whether we carefully, judiciously 
exercise our power with that so that it 
is not perceived as just a bluff. 

Sixth, we should provide for the de
fense of Florida and the Gulf States 
from attack by Soviet missiles and air
craft based in the Caribbean. We 
should provide AW AC aircraft for our 
southern air defense. 

Seventh we should declare the inten
tion to fully reassert the premise of 
the Monroe Doctrine, that the United 
States will not permit European impe
rialism to continue anywhere in the 
Western Hemisphere. 

In closing, let me say at this time 
that we are confronted with the chal
lenge that grows more serious each 
day, and our failure to act has already 
resulted in an unprecedented military 
threat to the United States, to Ameri
ca's independence and security. The 
question in the 1980's is the same as it 
was in the 1820's: the sovereign surviv
al of our free society, of our hemi
sphere, or are we going to be subjected 
to submission to the installment plan. 
So our choice is very clear, between 
the Brezhnev doctrine or the Monroe 
Doctrine. I would ask that we enforce 
the Monroe Doctrine. 

On Thursday, July 28, 1983, a very 
distinguished journalist in this city 
wrote a lead editorial in the Washing
ton Times newspaper. That, of course, 
is Patrick Buchanan. Mr. Buchanan 
points out that President Reagan has 
historic opportunity if he is willing to 
pay the price. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the Buchanan 
editorial be printed in the RECORD. 

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

(By Patrick Buchanan) 

REAGAN HAS A HISTORIC OPPORTUNITY-IF 
HE's WILLING To PAY THE PRICE 

With the dispatch of the U.S. battle fleets 
to the Pacific and Caribbean coasts of Cen
tral America, the president has issued a 
statement to the world: A Soviet satellite 
state and military base in Central America 
is unacceptable to the United States. 

That the Sandinistas and their American 
sympathizers have gotten the message is un
mistakable. Suddenly, the Ortega Brothers 
are anxious to negotiate treaties of nonin
terference in the affairs of their neighbors. 
The American left-politicians and press 
auxiliaries-is alternately berating Reagan's 
"gunboat diplomacy," and imploring him to 
talk to the Sandinistas, to listen to the Con
tadora Group, to wait upon the Kissinger 
Commisssion. Something approaching a 
general panic has broken out in this city 
now that Ronald Reagan means to rid the 
hemisphere of the Sandinistas. 

By dispatching the fleet, however, the 
president has himself publicly climbed up 
the high dive. If six months hence, USS 
Ranger and New Jersey come steaming 
home, and the Sandinista regime is firmly 
and permanently entrenched, the president 
will be perceived as having run an American 
bluff. The Soviet military base in central 
America will be accepted by the world as a 
permanent feature of the Cold War with 
which the United States has, once again, 
come to terms. Castro and Andropov's tre
mendous gamble will have paid off. 

All the talk about poverty and human 
rights, democracy and land reform aside, 
Central America is the latest battlefield in 
the war between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. 

The Soviets, the Cubans, the Sandinistas 
have shoved their stack of chips in. They 
have accepted the risks inherent in estab
lishing a communist beachhead deep inside 
the hemispheric defense perimeter of the 
United States. They have in four years built 
an indigenous army of 75,000 troops and mi
litia, poured in advisers, technicians and ma
terial, and sought to expand the beachhead 
to El Salvador. 

The Ortega Brothers are not going to be 
negotiated out of power by Richard Stone 
or Henry Kissinger. They are not going to 
be frightened out of power by the battleship 
New Jersey with its impressive array of 
cruise missiles. They are not going to 
commit suicide by inviting back anti-com
munist Nicaraguans and committing their 
fate to free elections. Nor will they be aban
doned by Yuri Andropov simply because 
Sen. Moynihan warns that if he doesn't we 
will cut off his wheat supply and foreclose 
on his Polish subsidiary. 

The presence of the battle fleet can per
suade Managua, temporarily, to cool its rev
olutionary ardor, to play the peace-loving 
socialist state, the heinispheric good neigh
bor. 

But, as soon as the gun-boats go home, 
the Sandinistas will return to the business 
of waging war against Western interests in 
Central America, just as Hanoi went back to 
its war of conquest of South Vietnam, the 
day the B-52 departed. 
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Having seized and consolidated power at 

the barrel of a gun, the Sandinistas will not 
be removed-except at the barrel of a gun. 
Given the military build-up in Nicaragua, 
unprecedented in Central American history, 
it is unlikely that any coalition of 10,000 
"Contras" can drive them from power, with
out the military assistance of the United 
States. Which means American wounded 
and American dead. 

If the United States is unprepared to pay 
that price, then we should reconcile our
selves to a Central America of 20 million 
people allied with and attached to the 
Soviet Empire. It is as simple as that. 

Conversely, Central America offers a his
toric opportunity to the United States. 

In Nicaragua, the Cubans and Soviets are 
taking an immense gamble. They are over
extended, overexposed. If the president is 
willing to put up with hysteria in the United 
States, to pay the price to o7erthrow the 
Sandinista regime, he would be the first 
American president to have inflicted a deci
sive military defeat upon the Soviet Empire. 

If, through American action, the Sandi
nista regime is thrown upon the trash heap 
of history, the communist war in El Salva
dor-isolated, demoralized guerrillas with no 
base of supply-will gutter out. An Ameri
can-based push to dump the Sandinistas, 
coupled with U.S. recapture of the island of 
Grenada and Surinam from the grisly Cas
troite gangs who seized them, could, in six 
months, put the Western Hemisphere-ex
cepting only Cuba-off-limits to the Soviet 
Empire. 

This would expose as bogus the myth that 
communist revolutions are irreversible, and 
would send a message to the world that, 
under Mr. Reagan, the post-Vietnam paraly
sis of the United States is over. The political 
and psychological shock to Castro, of seeing 
the Soviet's Western Hemisphere bases 
rolled up with impunity, would be jolting; 
and the effect upon free men and anti-com
munists from Eastern Europe to southern 
Angola would be electric. 

By sending the fleet, Mr. Reagan has 
come close to putting his place in history on 
the line. If the Sandinistas survive, and lead 
the communist takeover of Central America, 
no amount of plea-bargaining on the part of 
the president's cohorts-Le. he had no "con
sensus"; he lacked public support-is likely . 
to persuade. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to have print
ed in the RECORD at this time a Wash
ington Times article by Mrs. Jeane 
Kirkpatrick, our distinguished Ambas
sador to the United Nations, dated 
Friday, July 15, entitled "Guerrilla 
Facade of Democracy Has Been 
Dropped." 

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

[From the Washington Times, July 15, 
1983] 

GUERRILLA FACADE OF DEMOCRACY HAS BEEN 
DROPPED 

<By Jeane Kirkpatrick) 
The guerrilla movements in Central Amer

ica today can be distinguished from those 
elsewhere, those in Vietnam, for example, in 
significant measure precisely because they 
dropped any reformist, nationalist, non
aligned, democratic, broad-based facade, 
which has until now been conceived as pre
requisite of a successful strategy for so
called liberation wars. 

As recently as 1979, when the Sandinistas 
undertook the last six months of the strug
gle against the Somoza regine and tri
umphed in that struggle, it was reasonable 
to anticipate that the result of a successful 
Sandinista struggle could be a broad-based 
nationalist, reformist, neutralist, democratic 
regime. 

The liberation front which achieved its 
victory over Somoza comprised multiple 
groups. There were important representa
tives from the private sector. like Arturo 
Cruz and Alfonso Robelo and Jorge Salazar. 

There were religious leaders like the 
Archbishop Obando y Bravo, who com
manded the broadest support in the nation 
and had become veritable symbols of opposi
tion to Somoza. 

There were various armed factions within 
the FSLN, and the FSLN was itself a plausi
ble, broad front, so that it could possibly 
bring to the OAS in July 1979 its request for 
formal official support from the Organiza
tion of American States. 

At the time, in July 1979, in response to 
that request from the FSLN, the Organiza
tion of American States took an unprece
dented step. It passed a resolution calling 
for a head of state, Somoza, to step down as 
a president, and his replacement by repre
sentatives of this new, broad, reformist, 
democratic front. 

Certainly the political basis of the act 
made clear the expectations of the other 
governments of the Americas and of the 
United States. 

Formal written commitments were made 
by the FSLN in their letter to the OAS. 
That letter is not often enough thought 
about today. 

Since we are indeed approaching the 
fourth anniversary of the victory of the 
FSLN in Nicaragua, I would like to read just 
a few passages from the letter which led to 
the OAS' formal support and which played 
no insignificant role in the final arrival of 
the FSLN in power. 

"Mr. Secretary General of the Organiza
tion of American States: We are pleased to 
make available to you and to the ministers 
of foreign affairs of the member states of 
the organization a document containing our 
plan to secure peace in our heroic, long-suf
fering country at the moment when the 
people of Nicaragua are consolidating its po
litical and military victory over the dictator
ship. 

"First, we have developed this plan on the 
basis of the resolution of the 17th meeting 
of consultation on June 23, 1979, a resolu
tion that was historic in every sense of the 
word. It demands the immediate replace
ment of the genocidal Somoza dictatorship, 
which is now nearing its end, and backs the 
installations of a broadly representative 
democratic government in our country, such 
as the one we have formed. 

"While saying that the solution to this 
problem is exclusively within the jurisdic
tion of the people of Nicaragua, it appeals 
to a hemispheric solidarity to preserve our 
people's right to self-determination. We are 
presenting to the community of the hemi
sphere in connection with our plans to 
secure peace, the goals that here inspired 
our government ever since it was formed. 
They have been set forth in our documents 
and political declarations, and we wish to 
ratify them here today, that is, before the 
OAS. 

"One, it is our firm intention to establish 
full observance of human rights in our 
country in accordance with the United Na
tions Universal Declaration of the Rights of 

Man and the Charter of Hwnan Rights of 
the OAS. Our observance of human rights 
has already been made plain by the way the 
Sandinista National Liberation Front has 
treated hundreds of prisoners of war. Our 
government thus invites the Inter-American 
Commission on Human Rights to visit our 
country as soon as we are installed in our 
national territory. 

"Two, our wish that our installation in 
Nicaragua come about through peaceful and 
orderly transition. The Government of Na
tional Reconstruction would take it as a ges
ture of solidarity if the foreign ministers of 
the hemisphere were to visit our country, 
and we do hereby extend to them a frater
nal invitation to do so. 

"Three, our intention to embrace civil jus
tice in our country, and to try those incrimi
nated of crimes according to the regular 
law. The people have won themselves the 
right to let justice prevail for the first time 
in half a century, and will do so within the 
framework of the law without a spirit of 
vengeance or indiscriminate reprisals. 

"Four, those who wish to do so may leave 
the country. 

"Five, the plan to call the first free elec
tions our country has known in this centu
ry, so that Nicaraguans can elect their rep
resentatives to the city councils, to the Con
stituent Assembly, and later elect the coun
try's highest authorities. 

"Mr. Secretary General, it is now up to 
the governments of the hemisphere to 
speak so that the soldarity with the struggle 
of our people is carried forward to make de
mocracy and justice possible, and Nicaragua 
can become fully effective. We ask that you 
transmit the text of this letter to the for
eign ministers of the Organization of Ameri
can States. 

"Yours most respectfully, Junta of the 
Government of National Reconstruction, 
Violeto Chamoco, Sergio Ramirez Mercado, 
Alfonso Robelo, Anehas Daniel, Ortega Saa
vedra.'' 

Those were the promises offered. Those 
were the statements of intentions, sincerely, 
presumably, entered. On the basis of the 
letter's promises and the expectation that 
those promises would be fulfilled, the OAS 
passed its resolution. The United States 
rushed some $24.6 million in emergency 
food, medical and reconstruction assistance 
to the FSLN, and provided some $118 mil
lion in direct financial assistance in the sub
sequent 18 months. 

In addition, the United States firmly 
backed the application of the new govern
ment of Nicaragua in the multilateral lend
ing institutions and assisted them in secur
ing some $262 million in aid from those mul
tilateral institutions, an amount doubled 
that the Somoza government had received 
in the preceding 20 years. 

The United States was also helpful, as 
were other members of the Organization of 
American States, in securing support from 
other western and democratic countries. 
This was so successful that by the fall of 
1982, the total amount of economic aid 
which the government of Nicaragua had re
ceived from western governments was esti
mated authoritatively to be $1.4 billion as 
compared to about $.6 billion from the East
ern bloc. 

The government which resulted rather 
quickly shed some of its broad-based charac
teristics. It became more and more narrow 
in composition, and repressive in its behav
ior. Of the five members of the junta who 
made the application to the OAS, who 
signed the letter, two resigned within the 



August 2, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENA TE 22113 
first year: Violeto Chamoco after it became 
clear that rigorous press censorship was the 
norm rather than the free press which had 
been anticipated; Alfonso Robelo after it 
became clear that the policies were not 
those of the pluralist democracy which he 
had expected. 

Both of them were, of course, also very 
negatively impressed by the decision an
nounced during the first year to postpone, 
and then to postpone again, elections until 
finally it was announced Just in advance of 
the first anniversary of the revolution in 
July 1980 that there would be no elections 
before 1985, not even the municipal elec
tions, which it was thought would take 
place during the first year, that it would, 
furthermore, be illegal for parties to orga
nize, or to discuss candidacies of national 
elections before 1984. 

It was further, of course, suggested, 
rather brutally, that those elections when 
they finally took place would not be the 
kind of elections that we bourgeois demo
crats talk about, but the kind of elections 
that would serve the purposes of the revolu
tion. 

The progressive private sector, COSEP, 
resigned in protest against the progressively 
severe restrictions on the political process 
and on economic freedom. Not too long 
thereafter, their leader, Jorge Salazar, was 
murdered in cold blood as he traveled from 
one city to another, gunned down. His 
widow serves today on the six-person direc
torate of the anti-Sandinista FDN. The de
tails of this murder, by the way, are avail
able today in Washington from that most 
interesting recent arrival from Managua, 
Miguel Bolanos who has a good deal of in
formation as well as about the murder in 
cold blood of hundreds of former national 
guardsmen who were on one pretext or an
other simply shot and then buried in mass 
graves. 

The opposition group that Alfonso Robelo 
had organized in his opposition party, the 
MDN, was set upon repeatedly. His house 
was attacked by the so-called divine mobs 
with which the Nicaraguan revolution at
tempts to protect itself, and demonstrate 
the seriousness and character of its purpose. 

Very soon it became clear that this broad 
revolutionary front was a very narrow front 
indeed. That process of attrition continued 
as person after person who had been associ
ated with the Sandinista front abandoned 
hope, gave up, went first into passivity and 
then frequently into exile. 

Eden Pastora's departure was one land
mark. The departure of two successive am
bassadors to Washington were other land
marks. Virtually the entire group that nego
tiated the original economic assistance from 
the United States are now in exile. 

It had become progressively clear that the 
broad front was very closely linked to the 
Soviet bloc. The landmark, the first land
mark in this linkage, was a trip in May 1980 
of Moises Hassan, Henry Ruiz and Carlos 
Colonel, among others, to Moscow to sign 
an agreement between the FSLN and the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union. 

At that meeting, among other things, the 
Sandinista front, the FSLN, committed 
itself to support for the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan, as well as to the peace-loving 
Vietnamese people's invasion and occupa
tion of Kampuchea. 

The government in Managua meanwhile 
devoted itself to the process of progressive 
consolidation of power. The church, which 
in Managua has been notoriously independ
ent, has been progressively brought under 

control, and when it could not be brought 
under direct control it has, of course, been 
challenged by way of the development of a 
parallel so-called "popular church." 

A kind of apex in this effort was achieved 
with the really incredible behavior of the 
Nicaraguan government during the visit of 
the Pope, during which the persons who 
wanted to meet the Pope were prevented 
from attending his appearances and his 
mass, and those who desired to insult him 
were instead allowed to claim the only seats. 

The ushers who were assigned to maintain 
order were, of course, also cheerleaders who 
led the interruptions, systematic, repeated 
interruptions of the Pope's homily. 

The independent unions of Nicaragua 
have been brought under control. Private 
enterprise has been brought under control. 
And of course, though it is hard to single 
out particular groups who have been mal
treated among all those who have been mal
treated, but the Miskito, the Suma, the 
Rama-their mistreatment has been singu
lar for its brutality. 

It either drove them into exile or into 
forced habitation in camps from which they 
are not permitted to depart-burning the 
vhlages, burning their churches, burning 
their fields, really brutalizing these people, 
who have asked only that they be left alone. 

That is, of course, the ultimate sin from 
the point of view of the totalitarian-that 
people ask to be left alone to pursue their 
own goals and honor their own values and 
worship their own gods. The Miskitos were 
profoundly offensive to the Sandinistas, and 
they have suffered bitterly. 

Meanwhile, the militarization in Nicara
gua has gone on apace. Today Nicaragua 
has the largest military force of any country 
in Central America, any country in Central 
America ever dreamed of. 

They have some 25,000 active duty forces 
and double that number in militia and the 
active forces. There are more foreigns in 
Nicaragua than we care to think about. 
Cubans are the largest group. There are sev
eral thousands of those. Sometimes we esti
mate 9,000. Is that our current estimate?-
8,000, 9,000, give a thousand, take a thou
sand. By the time we look again, there may 
be more. 

There are Soviet advisors, there are East 
Germans, there are 40 to 50 PLO "volun
teers." There are arms, ammunitions from 
all the countries, virtually, in the Soviet 
bloc. 

The Libyan connection was rather dra
matically exposed in Brazil, rather uninten
tionally but very usefully, providentially, 
one might almost say, during a crucial con
gressional discussion. 

Nicaragua's strength makes their neigh
bors very uncomfortable. That marvelous 
embodiment of democratic leadership, the 
president of Costa Rica, Carlos Alberto 
Montt, commented: 

"At this point it is possible that the condi
tions for a consensus action within the OAS 
are present. But yes, there is sufficient 
reason so that all the countries should be 
alert. A country dominated by the policies 
and interests of the Soviet Union in our 
Caribbean area is a danger for other na
tions. Cuba has been, Nicaragua will be 
when they definitely decide openly to take 
the road to international Marxism." 

The president of Panama, Ricardo de la 
Espriella, commented: 

"When a country arms itself more than it 
needs to maintain internal order, its neigh
bors worry and can do the same. Nicaragua 
is arming itself and it is arming itself more 

than what is necessary to maintain order. 
This pushes other nations to do the same. 
This is not the solution. We see with con
cern the excess of the Nicaraguan govern
ment's armaments." 

The decision to openly identify them
selves with the Soviet Union in fact had 
almost been taken by the time that Presi
dent Montt spoke, and that was something 
over a year ago. 

It was at the first anniversary, of course, 
that Fidel Castro had come himself to say, 
now we are three, meaning, of course, Cuba, 
Granada, and Nicaragua, predicting that 
soon there would be more. 

There is today, for anybody who is inter
ested in stamp collecting, a marvelous new 
Karl Marx stamp issued in Managua, which 
not only has a picture of the founder, but it 
also quotes from the Communist Manifesto. 

It is no longer possible, for anybody who 
is willing to know, to doubt the political
military character of the government of 
Nicaragua, or of its international alliances, 
or of their intentions. 

As the character of the Nicaraguan 
regime became clearer, so did the character 
of the Salvadoran struggle. The Salvadoran 
struggle, too, began with a group, the 
FMLN, which appeared to be broad-based 
reformist, neutralist, pluralist. It, too, con
tained diverse elements, or appeared to. 

They are no more ambiguous in their 
character than the government of Nicara
gua. Their intentions are no more ambigu
ous, their plans for the hemisphere and for 
the rest of Central America are no more am
biguous. 

The interesting doctrine of truth which 
they have introduced into our hemisphere is 
as important as the military forces. They 
have introduced into our hemisphere, I 
truly believe, a notion that truth is defined 
by power, that power can define what is 
good, what is true, what is fair, what is 
peace. 

They are trying to teach us that what is 
true is what the so-called "progressive na
tions" say is true, that what is fair is what 
serves their interests, that what is legiti
mate is what expands their power. They are 
trying to teach us that it is legitimate for 
communist governments to train and arm 
guerrillas and make war on their non-com
munist neighbors, and that it is illegitimate 
for non-communists to defend themselves or 
for others to help them do so. 

According to this logic, movements which 
expand communist power are by definition 
national liberation movements. Everything 
is permitted to achieve their ends; nothing 
is permitted to their targets, not even the 
right of self-defense. 

The strategic importance of this conflict, 
morally, military, economically to the 
people of Central America, to the people of 
South America, and to the people of North 
America, can hardly be overestimated. 

We should not ignore the fact that during 
the past year an active guerrilla movement, 
the Sindero Luminoso, has disrupted the 
life of the democratic republic of Peru; that 
another guerrilla movement, the M-19, has 
disrupted the life of another democratic re
public, Colombia, in spite of a very generous 
offer of amnesty by the new president of 
Colombia; that guerrilla movements contin
ue to disrupt the life of Guatemala, that 
they threaten Honduras, that they threaten 
and bully and menace Costa Rica. 

The United States supports today the 
same principles which have inspired us for 
centuries. We support the notion of Ameri
cans free of interference from foreign extra-
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hemispheric powers. We support the princi
ples of national independence, of self-deter
mination, the principles of freedom, equali
ty, constitutionalism, rule of law, democra
cy. 

The president of the United States has re
iterated these in many occasions. He did so 
in his dramatic speech to Congress, when he 
said: 

"The United States will support any 
agreement among the Central American 
countries for the withdrawal under fully 
verifiable and reciprocal conditions of all 
foreign military and security advisers and 
troops. We will support any verifiable, recip
rocal agreement among Central American 
countries and the renunciation of support 
for insurgencies in neighbors' territories. 
We desire to help Central America to end its 
costly arms race and will support any verifi
able, reciprocal agreement on the nonimpor
tation of offensive weapons." 

Every country in the world, specifically in
cluding the United States, has a stake in 
this struggle for the defense of the most 
basic principles of the Americas, of the 
United Nations Charter, of the United 
States Constitution, and indeed of the civil
ized world. 

<The Hon. Jeane Kirkpatrick is the 
United States representative to the United 
Nations.) 

Mr. SYMMS. I want to just com
ment briefly, Mr. President, on what 
Mr. Buchanan's point is. He makes the 
point here by saying: 

With the dispatch of the U.S. battle fleets 
to the Pacific and Caribbean coasts of Cen
tral America, the president has issued a 
statement to the world: A Soviet satellite 
state and military base in Central America 
is unacceptable to the United States. 

That the Sandinistas and their American 
sympathizers have gotten the message is un
mistakable. Suddenly, the Ortega Brothers 
are anxious to negotiate treaties of nonin
terference in the affairs of their neighbors. 
The American left-politicians and press 
auxiliaries-is alternately berating Reagan's 
"gunboat diplomacy," and imploring him to 
talk to the Sandinistas, to listen to the Con
tadora Group, to wait upon the Kissinger 
Commission. Something approaching a gen
eral panic has broken out in this city now 
that Ronald Reagan means to rid the hemi
sphere of the Sandinistas. 

That is Buchanan's opening state
ment. Then he goes on to say: 

By dispatching the fleet, however, the 
president has himself publicly .climbed up 
the high dive. If six months hence, USS 
Ranger and New Jersey come steaming 
home, and the Sandinista regime is firmly 
and permanently entrenched, the president 
will be perceived as having run an American 
bluff. The Soviet military base in Central 
America will be accepted by the world as a 
permanent feature of the Cold War with 
which the United States has, once again, 
come to terms. Castro and Andropov's tre
mendous gamble will have paid off. 

All the talk about poverty and human 
rights, democracy and land reform aside, 
Central America is the latest battlefield in 
the war between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. 

He points out in the article-and I 
urge my colleagues to read the article 
as it will appear in the RECORD-

In Nicaragua, the Cubans and Soviets are 
taking an immense gamble. They are over
extended, overexposed. If the president is 

willing to put up with hysteria in the United 
States, to pay the price to overthrow the 
Sandinista regime, he would be the first 
American president to have inflicted a deci
sive military defeat upon the Soviet Empire. 

It would appear to me, Mr. Presi
dent, now that the fleet has been com
mitted, that the President had better 
think long and hard, as the leader of 
our foreign policy. I think my big con
cern when a Central America policy 
commission was announced was that 
we do not need government by com
mission in the United States. We have 
a very, very ample system of checks 
and balances, of congressional coop
eration with the administration. We 
really are certainly capable, I think, in 
our system of having cooperation be
tween the leader, the President, the 
Commander in Chief, and the Con
gress which ultimately has to approve 
these appropriations that are neces
sary for any of the actions of the exec
utive branch, whether it be military or 
otherwise. 

At this point I hope the administra
tion will not waste this opportunity. 
We have seen these opportunities for 
action wasted in 1962 when it was ap
propriate. I think if we are victorious 
in Central America, that most certain
ly we could put Castro on the defense 
instead of the offense. Fidel Castro 
would be in a position where instead 
of having 40,000 troops scattered 
around terrorizing other places in the 
world, such as Africa and Nicaragua, 
he would have to have them back 
home to defend the homeland, and we 
could make the world a much safer 
place if we exploit a unique opportuni
ty in history that has been handed to 
us at this point in time. 

If we fail to meet the challenge and 
help those freedom-loving people who 
are trying to democratize Nicaragua, if 
we fail in that task, then we are going 
to pay a much higher price in blood 
and treasure later on down the road. 

It would be my wish that the Presi
dent would heed, I think, the very 
clear insight Mr. Buchanan has set 
forth in his editorial of Thursday, 
July 28, and apply a great deal of 
American pressure and actually bring 
this about so that we are successful, so 
that we will not have to face the refu
gee problem that I assure my col
leagues we will have to face in the 
very near future. Just a little bit of 
effort now and a little bit of exertion 
of American's strength here in our 
own front yard will pay us large divi
dends down the road. 

Now, I would just like to close, Mr. 
President, by saying that when I start
ed out my remarks I mentioned the 
problems we faced with international 
trade and the $70 billion trade deficit. 
American success in Central America 
would probably have a tremendous 
fringe benefit to our international 
trade problems. It would make people 
perceive that it is not necessary for a 

flight of capital all over the world into 
what they view as the last bastion of 
safety and freedom-America-that is 
going to last for a while longer while 
they keep spinning over little coun
tries, throwing them to the alligators. 
Everyone with capital hopes of course, 
that the United States, will be eaten 
last by the alligators. If once we can 
reverse the tide to prove that it is not 
inevitable that the Communist ad
vancement is going to continue, to 
have one place in the world where 
there was a repudiation, a reversal, if 
you will, of the Soviet expansionism 
and the application of the Brezhnev 
doctrine that has been applied so dili
gently by the Soviet empire since they 
have come into being, and that they 
have instituted in 1968, of course, in 
Czechoslovakia and forced, in their 
typical way, their definition of free
dom-if you send in somebody with 
more AK-47's and bigger and better 
guns than they have, then you give 
them freedom at the point of a gun 
barrel and you have it freedom the 
Russian way. That is what they call 
peace. 

I sometimes wonder why we have 
been so naive for so many years about 
what the Communists were up to. 

Mr. President, I wish to thank the 
distinguished majority leader and mi
nority leader for providing this time 
for me this morning. I know that we 
are very busy at this time and they are 
moving to get the legislative agenda 
on. I hope that my short 45 minutes 
will not be disruptive to the efforts of 
the distinguished majority leader and 
the distinguished minority leader have 
to accomplish today. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be a 
15-minute period for the transaction 
of routine morning business, during 
which Senators may speak for 3 min
utes each. 

POVERTY IS WINNING 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I would 

like to submit for the RECORD an arti
cle recently published by Colin Welch 
in the summer issue of Chief Execu
tive magazine. 

Mr. Welch hit the nail right on the 
head in his article. We are losing the 
war on poverty because our lawmakers 
have lost faith in the compassion of 
capitalism. In order to reduce poverty 
we have to believe in the power of cap
italism to deliver more freedom, more 
opportunity, more social mobility, and 
more abundance than any other 
system devised by man. Capitalism re
wards the risktaker, and it is a system 
that believes in profit as an incentive 
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and in the widest distribution of jus
tice, as well as wealth. 

Franklin Roosevelt used to say that 
the inherent vice of capitalism was the 
unequal sharing of blessings-while 
the inherent virtue of socialism was 
the equal sharing of misery. Too many 
Americans believe that capitalism is 
not very noble, that somehow our eco
nomic system is something to apolo
gize for. In the land of John Kenneth 
Galbraith and John Maynard Keynes, 
profit has not always been regarded as 
a positive thing, and capitalism has 
often been regarded as the handmaid
en of greed. 

But the .American brand of capital
ism has always demanded more than 
creature comfort. It demands a fair 
distribution of the profit-and a wide
spread assumption of responsibility. 
For there can be no real prosperity in 
a land where millions are denied a 
chance at success. Responsible capital
ism fuels social progress and has an 
underlying morality which prevents 
the system from degenerating into 
mere acquisition on a grand scale. 

As the last half century has been a 
constant narrowing of the old gulf be
tween business and the humanities, so 
Government has come to assume an 
ever-greater role in economic affairs. 
For 50 years, we have turned to Wash
ington to feed the hungry, house the 
homeless, provide work for the unem
ployed. And so Government swelled to 
meet those demands; and in the proc
ess it came to confuse responsibility 
with dictation. It promised to realize 
our dreams-but spent much of its 
time sleepwalking. It vowed to raise 
the floor beneath the poor-but low
ered the ceiling on everyone else. It 
sought to divide existing wealth more 
evenly-rather than foster the cre
ation of new wealth for millions of 
Americans. 

Real compassion and capitalism of 
the American brand have always been 
comfortable partners. Our brand of 
capitalism has been successful because 
we have always combined it with a 
sense of moral obligation. It reaches 
its zenith in an atmosphere of democ
racy, equity, fairness and real compas
sion. It is based on the genius of indi
vidual men and women, and thrives 
wherever those individuals are protect
ed and wherever their diversity is 
maintained. 

Our economic system has not failed 
us; nor has it outlived its usefulness or 
too simple for today's complex world. 
Our economic system-capitalism-is 
not working very well because some of 
our leaders on Capitol Hill do not be
lieve in the merits of the system and 
constantly try to undermine it. 

One need only look around the globe 
for proof that increasing Government 
control, further punishing our produc
ers and robbing everyone of incen
tive-in short socializing our econo
my-will not work. 

Our system of democratic capitalism, 
based on the freedom and genius of 
the individual, with individual rights 
and responsibilities under representa
tive Government is the system that 
does work. It will work better and for 
the benefit of everyone, if we all be
lieved in the system. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article by Colin Welch be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

POVERTY IS WINNING 

<By Colin Welch) 
President Johnson, a great and maligned 

man in many ways, waged two great wars at 
once. One was in Vietnam, and ended in 
defeat. The other was against poverty. You 
remember the sick joke of the time-"I've 
joined the war against poverty. This morn
ing I shot a beggar." And how has this 
second war ended-in defeat or victory? 

In one sense it has not ended, and never 
will till the poor are no longer with us. But 
certainly the results of the war so far, in 
terms of objectives achieved and costs in
curred, are perverse and disappointing in 
the extreme. 

Most people probably think, or till recent
ly thought, that the prosperity of the 
Truman/Eisenhower-Kennedy epoch some
how left out the poor. The rich got richer, 
the middle classes prospered; but under
neath there remained a great reservior of 
poverty and misery which was unalleviated 
and undiminished. Precious little trickled 
down into those dark depths. 

I could never believe this myself. I was in
oculated against this particular error by the 
Italian economist Pareto, who taught
roughly-that a rise in national income 
must normally lead to greater equality as 
well as prosperity, and that no class could 
be excluded from its benefits unless by arbi
trary non-economic barriers, like apartheid 
in South Africa. 

Yet even there, so great are the wealth
producing forces generated by South Afri
ca's bounding economy, that nothing can 
prevent the blacks from prospering, less 
than the whites maybe, but more than they 
did before in South Africa or do anywhere 
else in Africa. For instance, South African 
blacks own more automobiles than Russians 
do in the whole Soviet Union! 

I would therefore expect poverty to have 
diminished in Eisenhower's prosperous 
America. And so indeed we find that it did 
drop steadily between 1948 and 1968. By 
1952 it had fallen from 33 to 28 percent of 
the population; under Eisenhower it fell to 
22 percent; by 1964 it was only 18 percent, 
and under Johnson it fell again to 13 per
cent in 1968. 

A 5 percent drop, then, under Johnson? 
No better than under his predecessors, to be 
sure, but no worse either. But wait: as a bril
liant article by Charles A. Murray <in last 
fall's Public Interest) made clear, things 
were beginning to go badly wrong by 1968. 

The war on poverty was declared in 1964. 
But the first great offensives were not 
launched till the budgets of 1967 and 1968. 
And since 1968 the steady fall in poverty 
first slowed and then went into reverse. 
More people are poor in America now than 
at any time since 1968. 

This refers indeed only to cash incomes. 
Add in benefits in kind, like food stamps, 
subsidized housing and medical care, and 

you get a rosier picture. While 13 percent 
now live in cash poverty, only 6.1 percent 
live in absolute poverty-though of course 
in-kind benefits are not the same as, or as 
good or dignified as, cash in the pocket, 
which the poor would surely prefer. 

For a less rosy picture, there is what Mr. 
Murray calls "latent poverty"; that is to say, 
the number of people "who would be poor if 
it were not for government help." 

This figure dropped steadily and healthily 
through the properous '50s and '60s, from 
about 30 percent to 18 percent. Since then it 
has climbed to 22 percent, and is rising still. 
Yet the war on poverty was designed not to 
increase but to reduce the numbers depend
ent on government help. President Johnson 
offered not handouts but a hand, "opportu
nity and not doles." The days of the dole he 
thought numbered; yet more people are de
pendent on it now than ever. 

What are the consequences? George 
Gilder has set them out, as also Blanche 
Bernstein in "The Politics of Welfare," her 
account of her heroic efforts to bring New 
York's welfare jungle under some sort of 
control. To name a few: the demoralization 
of America's poor; the destruction of work 
incentives by the fact that welfare pays 
better for idleness; the general impoverish
ment caused by the consequent withdrawal 
of labor; a growing welfare bureaucracy of 
"community" determined to extend its 
empire and to increase the numbers depend
ent on it; a consequent explosion of false 
claims and ineligible recipients; a vast pro
liferation of one-parent dependent families; 
the growth of a hereditary "underclass," in 
which children are reared to regard welfare 
<and crime) as the normal way of life; over
heavy taxation, destroying the jobs even of 
those prepared to work and thus aggravat
ing the problem; a sorry and worsening 
mess. 

Capitalism has often been accused of per
petuating poverty, or even of creating it. 
The latter charge is manifestly absurb. Cap
italism did not make us poor. It found us 
poor. 

Poverty was our original and natural 
state. We do not have laboriously to explain 
it, or wonder why it still persists. What is 
really a matter for wonder is why it is not 
still as universal as it was. 

The life of primitive man was filed with 
strife and labor: strife to protect his hunt
ing grounds and cultivated patches, labor to 
extract from these last a miserable subsist
ence. Capitalism when it eventually arrived 
did not find him fat and idle. It did not set 
him to work. It found him already working. 
What it did was, by organizing his toil and 
dividing his labor, to make him infinitely 
more productive. 

Thus was "surplus value" created. Marx 
regarded this as something stolen by the 
capitalist from the worker. It was rather in 
fact something created by the capitalist, 
and thus arguably his own property. 

He was not so much "exploiting" the 
workers as rearranging his work for the 
common good. The result was an enormous 
increase of wealth, from which we have all, 
capitalists and workers alike, enormously 
benefited. Still, in Marxist and progressive 
thought, the capitalist is regarded as the 
father of the dragon poverty rather than 
the St. George who killed it. 

Governments by contrast are credited 
with alleviating poverty. They normally de
serve such credit only insofar as they create 
and maintain the order and stability with
out which capitalism cannot operate fruit-
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fully. Beyond this point their efforts are 
often counter-productive. 

Without conscious intent, free market 
capitalism waged war on poverty with nota
ble success. With conscious intend, govern
ments have waged war on poverty with little 
success, none or worse. There is a paradox 
here, and a moral. 

The great Gladstone boasted that, as 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, he had left 
the rich richer and poor less poor than he 
found them. The sooner we remember that 
these two developments are not incompati
ble but harmonious, the better for the poor. 

Meanwhile, in the war against poverty, 
poverty is winning. 

ACCREDITATION OF THE VOICE 
OF AMERICA TO SENATE 
PRESS GALLERY 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, if I 

might have 1 more minute, I would 
like to ref er to an article written by 
Lester Kinsolving, which appeared in 
the Washington Guide. This is a very 
interesting article. I urge my col
leagues to read it. It is certainly some
thing of historical significance, I 
think, to those of us who are new 
here. It concerns the rules and nu
ances of how this august body works, 
how the rules are set for the press gal
lery in the United States Senate. 

I found the article very interesting 
and very fascinating, about the way 
that Capitol Hill for years has kept 
the congressional press gallery under 
the control of the press. 

I want to compliment those in the 
Senate who were responsible for bring
ing about the fact that the "Voice of 
America" will now have accreditation 
in our press gallery and they will have 
the same privileges as others with ac
creditation. 

It is my understanding that they do 
not have them today but they will 
have them in the very near future. 
They will have the same privileges 
that the Tass News Agency has and 
the same privileges that Pravda has in 
the press gallery. That is an improve
ment. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle by Lester Kinsolving, the nation
al editor of Washington Guide, be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

VOICE OF AMERICA 

<By Lester Kinsolving) 
Most Americans are not aware that a com

mittee of reporters on Capitol Hill has, for 
years, kept the Voice of America out of the 
Congressional press galleries, while at the 
same time admitting the Tass News Agency. 

This denial of accreditation to the Voice 
of America <VOA) is done by the Standing 
Committee of Correspondents, a reporters 
committee <actually three reporters commit
tees, for print, for radio-TV, and for periodi
cials) to whom Congress has given the au
thority to issue, deny or even confiscate the 
Congresssional press credentials of other re
porters. In the course of taking such action 
against reporters who are either competi-

tors, or not properly respectful, this report
ers committee cannot be taken to the civil 
courts, since they are given Congressional 
immunity. The only recourse to which a re
porter can turn in such a case is either the 
Senate Committee on Rules and Adminis
tration or the Speaker of the House, either 
of whom can overrule the reporters commit
tees. <Such overruling, by the Senate Rules 
Committee, has taken place only twice in 
this century.) 

When the VOA appealed this exclusion to 
the Senate Rules Committee, the chairman, 
Charles Mathias, R-Md., conducted a hear
ing on May 10th. The hearing room was 
crowded, and there were no less than 48 
U.S. Senators who wrote Mathias asking 
that this ban on the VOA be set aside. De
spite this, and an extensive story on this 
hearing by UPI, all three daily newspapers 
published in Washington <The Post, the 
Washington Times, and USA Today) killed 
this UPI story. 

IMMUNITY FROM OUTSIDE PRESSURES 

During the hearing, the "chairperson" of 
the Standing Committee of Correspondents, 
Cheryl Arvidson of Cox Newspapers, told 
the Rules Committee: 

"The VOA is a government agency, run 
with government money and overseen by 
political appointees" and "is also charged 
with articulating the foreign policy of the 
United States." Therefore: "We are not con
vinced that VOA is totally immune from 
outside pressures from higher sources who 
wish to influence its news and reporters." 

Just how many newspapers are immune 
from all such "outside pressures" is an in
teresting question indeed, raised as it was by 
Miss Arvidson who is employed by the Cox 
Newspapers. Chairman of the Board of this 
corporation is Anne Cox Chambers of At
lanta, where the Cox Newspapers own both 
dailies, the Journal and the Constitution. 
Mrs. Chambers was so strong a supporter of 
Jimmy Carter's campaign for the Presiden
cy that after the election, she became the 
U.S. Ambassador to Belgium. As for "out
side pressures," the Atlanta Constitution 
fired its education editor, George Bowler, 
because he circulated a memo to fellow jour
nalists asking whether it was ethical for a 
newspaper to avoid reporting anything neg
ative about Atlanta's most prominent de
partment store-and the leading advertiser 
in the Constitution. 

<Bowler recalled, during an interview, that 
he was fired by Reg Murphy, who is now 
the publisher of the Baltimore Sun.) 

RUSSIAN RETALIATION? 

Since Tass News Agency is unquestionably 
a government agency, Miss Arvidson testi
fied: 

"The Standing Committee <of Corre
spondents> wrestled with this problem in 
1950 and finally admitted Tass, under pres
sure from the State Department." 

While the very idea of the elected repre
sentatives of the press corps on Capitol Hill 
being successfully "pressured" by the folks 
from Foggy Bottom is prima facie ludicrous, 
Miss Arvidson went on to reveal: 

"A confidential State Department memo 
in our files recommends the accreditation 
<of Tass> in the interest of helping Ameri
can correspondents obtain and retain visas 
from the Soviet Government. These days, 
newspapers are filled with reports of foreign 
governments seizing any opportunity to 
expel American correspondents from their 
countries, and there is no doubt in our 
minds that U.S. reporters would be retaliat
ed against, to the detriment of the Ameri-

can public, if the Standing Committee 
sought to oust representatives of govern
ment-controlled news services from our gal
lery." 

Any reporter who has ever covered the 
Department of State is familiar with the 
policy whereby the U.S. Government, when
ever an American diplomat or newsman is 
expelled without due cause, expels a Soviet 
diplomat or newsman. 

U.S. EDITORS OBJECTION 

What Miss Arvidson failed to mention in 
her testimony is the fact that the Standing 
Committee's files also contain a very strong
ly-worded protest of the accreditation of 
any Tass representatives, given the large 
number of KGB agents who have been dis
covered to be Tass correspondents. 

This protest came from a source of far 
greater "pressure" than the State Depart
ment: the ASNE <American Society of News
paper Editors). 

This reporters committee having accredit
ed Tass and excluded VOA must surely pro
vide some high comedy to the Kremlin-as 
well as a propaganda tool. For the Soviets 
can point out that the VOA is, by Congress 
itself, not regarded as being as legitimate as 
Tass, or the other government-controlled 
communist news agencies, who are accredit
ed. 

NATIONAL PUBLIC RADIO OBJECTS 

By way of still further irony, one of those 
on the Radio-TV Gallery Standing Commit
tee who testified against admission of VOA 
was Linda Wertheimer, of National Public 
Radio. NPR is heavily financed by the U.S. 
Government. Mrs. Wertheimer is accredited 
to cover Congress, where her husband, Fred, 
is head of one of the most controversial of 
all the lobbies, Common Cause. And speak
ing of lobbyists, Chairperson Arvidson told 
the Senate Rules Committee: 

"The Standing Committee was created in 
1877 to deal with just this sort of problem: 
Congress was under siege from lobbyists, 
claims agents and executive branch employ
ees, who were using press privileges to gain 
access to the press galleries and other facili
ties." 

TIME MAGAZINE OBJECTS 

Also testifying in opposition to the accred
itation of VOA was the Standing Committee 
of Correspondents of the Periodical Gallery. 
This committee includes Neil MacNeil, cor
respondent of Time magazine. Mr. MacNeil 
led the opposition to the accrediting of Con
sumer Reports, whose application for admis
sion was turned down, among other reasons 
because its publisher, Consumers Union, is a 
non-profit, advocacy group which accepts no 
ads and which lobbys on behalf of consum
ers. Time, Incorporated, also has a lobbyist 
in Washington. But apparently this has 
been regarded as not so corrupting as the 
advocacy of Consumer's Union. Moreover, 
the many points of view which are advocat
ed by Time magazine are perhaps more ex
pressed, in what has been called the editori
al content: no editorials per se; because 
Time is one great big never-ending editorial. 

QUITE A PROUD HISTORY 

Chairperson Arvidson also told the Senate 
Rules Committee: 

"The Standing Committee has been in 
place since 1877, so we have quite a proud 
history." She did not explain how she had 
managed to reach such a conclusion on the 
basis of what is in the Standing Committee 
files. For apparently Miss Arvidson over
looked a good bit of the history of this com
mittee; of which history very few people of 
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any ethical discernment would be proud
such as the Lautier case. 

BECAUSE I AM COLORED 

Louis Lautier was a reporter for the At
lanta Daily World, and 35 other newspapers, 
of the Negro Newspaper Publishers Associa
tion. 

From his former associates at the Daily 
World in Atlanta, as well as the Afro-Ameri
can in Baltimore, I learned that Louis Lau
tier died, not many years after this Stand
ing Committee of Correspondents voted re
peatedly to keep him out of the Senate 
Press Gallery. After this 14 month's exclu
sion, however, the Senate Rules Committee 
voted unanimously to overrule the Standing 
Committee of Correspondents, and to order 
that Louis be admitted. 

The Standing Committee on Correspond
ents' minutes for March 19, 1947, contain 
some very notable reactions indeed to this 
action by the Senate Rules Committee. For 
these reporters termed this ruling by the 
Rules Committee an "arbitrary action of 
the Senators in ignoring the Standing Com
mittee's recommendation for a one month 
study," and they added that there was: "ob
vious political motivation behind the Sena
torial order," which constituted "a Rules 
Committee challenge of the correspondents' 
own authority in controlling the press gal
leries." 

The effect of this <alleged) authority to 
"control the press galleries,"-control by re
porters rather than Senators, that is-was 
apparent in Mr. Lautier's testimony. He 
noted that the Atlanta Daily World pub
lished 6 times a week, with a circulation of 
28,190, according to Editor and Publisher 
Yearbook. <The Standing Committee of 
Correspondents issued a press release that 
reported: "The Committee understands that 
the circulation is between 2,000 and 3,000.") 

Mr. Lautier also noted that since he was 
accredited to the White House and attended 
President Truman's press conferences; and 
considering the number of newspapers he 
represented, with a circulation of "around 
one and a half million," ... "I can only con
clude that the sole reason for the failure or 
refusal of the Standing Committee of Corre
spondents to approve my application to the 
Congressional Press Galleries is that I am 
colored." 

Mr. Lautier was apparently not given to 
any exaggeration. He noted that Negro re
porters were relegated to the visitors galler
ies-when there was room. But on such 
newsworthy occasions as the challenge to 
the credentials of Mississippi's Senator 
Theodore Bilbo, "Negro correspondents had 
to get the news the best way they 
could. . . . It was suggested that I could 
follow Congressional proceedings through 
the Congressional Record." 

DOMINATION BY BIG RICH MEDIA 

The record of who has served on this 
Standing Committee of Correspondents 
shows that this committee of reporters con
tinues, year after year, to be dominated by 
reporters from the large and wealthy media. 
This is one of the privileges, if a publisher 
can afford to maintain large staffs on Cap
itol Hill; for they can also dominate the 
annual election of members of this Standing 
Committee of Correspondents. 

Every one of the candidates in the 1983 
election to this Standing Committee sup
ported this system of domination by the Big 
Media, because, they claimed, they believe 
in the concept of "one man, one vote." 

When asked if they also believe that this 
concept should be applied to the floor of the 

Senate, as well as the Senate press gallery, 
their answers were somewhat uncertain. For 
such a system would no longer provide the 
balance under which such comparatively 
small states as Rhode Island and Maryland 
sought 18th century protection against 
being dominated by such giants as Virginia, 
New York and Massachusetts. 

No such protection is provided in the 
Senate Press Gallery. There is no such pro
tection for reporters who represent media in 
many of those states with smaller popula
tions; states that are represented in the 
Senate by members of the Senate Rules 
Committee. 

If any of the reporters from such com
paratively small media dare to be insuffi
ciently respectful to the clusters of Big 
Media reporters who have always dominat
ed the membership of the Standing Com
mittee of Correspondents, such irreverent 
reporters, can, under the present system, 
have their press credentials taken away 
from them, or denied. This has been done 
... and it can still be done today; without 
due cause; without any semblance of due 
process. It can be done under the cloak of 
Congressional immunity. It can be done by 
the perpetrators without fear of any lawsuit 
for the damage they can do to people like 
Lautier, because of this extension of Con
gressional immunity, which surely ought to 
be taken away from them by the Senate 
Rules Committee. 

NOWHERE ELSE DO REPORTERS ACCREDIT 

At the State Department, a reporters' un
official group called the State Department 
Correspondents Association is no longer al
lowed to accredit, or to take away creden
tials, of other reporters. Nowhere else in our 
nation's capital, are reporters allowed to 
control the accreditation of fellow report
ers-who may be their close competitors, Cir 
for whom they may harbor personal ani
mosity. 

Such exceptional power is granted, howev
er, to this handful of reporters on Capitol 
Hill. And White House press passes are 
today granted only after the applicant has 
first obtained a Congressional press pass. 

FLOUTING THE FIRST AMENDMENT 

How have these reporters' committees ex
ercised this rather awesome power over the 
credentials of other reporters? Judge Ger
hard Gesell of the U.S. District Court sum
marized the record quite accurately in the 
case of Consumers Union vs. Periodical Cor
respondents Gallery: 

"Under a broad, generalized Congressional 
delegation, authority has been given to cer
tain newsmen to prevent other newsmen 
from having access to news of vital conse
quence to the public. As a result, a group of 
established periodical correspondents has 
undertaken to implement arbitrary and un
necessary regulations, with a view to exclud
ing from news sources representatives of 
those publications whose ownership or ideas 
they consider objectionable. The situation 
disclosed by this undisputed record flouts 
the First Amendment. It matters not that 
elements of the press, as well as Congress 
itself, appear to have been the instruments 
for denial of Constitutional rights in this in
stance; for those rights limit the actions of 
legislative agents and instrumentalities as 
surely as those of Congress itself." 

WRIST SLAPPING THE POWERFUL 

In addition to Judge Gesell's notation of 
this flouting of the First Amendment, there 
is also the 14th Amendment's guarantee of 
equal protection. Yet a comparison of the 
Standing Committee of Correspondents' 

treatment of Louis Lautier with this com
mittee's treatment of offenders from large 
and wealthy newspapers in the committee's 
own files surely demonstrates an absence of 
equal protection. For example: 

A reporter for the Washington Star was 
reprimanded for having accepted money 
from an agent of the Government of Nicara
gua for writing a story. But he did not expe
rience loss of his press credentials as Lautier 
did. 

A reporter for the Detroit News commit
ted a felony by impersonating a Congress
man, and obtaining a good seat for the 
Begin-Sadat treaty-signing at the White 
House. Another <non-journalist) impersona
tor, of Senator Magnuson in Washington 
State, was convicted and sent to NcNeil 
Island Penitentiary. But this reporter was 
not even reprimanded by the Standing Com
mittee of Correspondents. Instead, his by
lined account of this felonious lying was 
published on page one by his newspaper. 
And he didn't experience loss of his creden
tials like Lautier did. <His proud report of 
having lied has now been, in effect, second
ed by reporters of the Baltimore Sun and 
the Los Angeles Times, who have publicly 
declared their willingness to steal, or lie, in 
order to get a story. In the case of the Balti
more Sun reporter, he told me that this 
willingness to steal for publication would 
have extended even to such U.S. military se
crets as the Manhattan Project, or the top 
secret timetable for our Normandy Inva
sion.) 

A reporter for the Los Angeles Times en
listed an accomplice to impersonate a Con
gressman's staffer, in order to gain access to 
that Congressman's office after dark. Here, 
this reporter stole a news release from the 
desk of the Congressman and broke the em
bargo by three days. The reporter was 
caught and summoned to the office of the 
U.S. Attorney. But he was subsequently 
warned, released, and only reprimanded-by 
the Standing Committee of Correspondents. 
This burglar did not experience loss of his 
credentials like Lautier did. 

A widely syndicated columnist for the 
Washington Post was discovered, in 1963, to 
be the officer of an airline, who presented a 
bill for $16,000 to Bobby Baker. This colum
nist was reprimanded by the Standing Com
mittee. Thirteen years later, this same col
umnist was exposed by the Miami Herald as 
having become an officer of the Diplomat 
National Bank, as well as director of a chain 
of restaurants, and official of a chain of 
karate franchises. But not one member of 
the allegedly concerned Standing Commit
tee of Correspondents was apparently will
ing to file a complaint against Jack Ander
son. They took no action against this re
peated violation of their rules. And he never 
experienced loss of his credential like Lau
tier did. 

A reporter for the Louisville Times, not 
many years after the creation of the Stand
ing Committee of Correspondents, entered 
the House of Representatives building and 
confronted retired Congressman William 
Taulbee of the 10th District of Kentucky. 
Taulbee, a Methodist clergyman, was not 
armed. But this reporter, Charles Kincaid, 
in front of eye witnesses including House 
Doorkeeper Sam Donaldson, drew a pistol 
and shot Congressman Taulbee in the head. 

In having researched this case for some 
twelve hours, in the back issues of the 
Washington Post and the Washington Star, 
and having consulted with the House Press 
Gallery Superintendent, I learned from his 
41 years experience that there is no known 
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evidence that the Standing Committee of 
Correspondents ever suspended the creden
tials of reporter Kincaid-even for killing a 
Congressman. 

Instead, the Washington Star strongly 
supported this reporter who it noted, came 
from a good family in the Blue Grass-while 
Congressman Taulbee came from the hills. 
Kincaid was aquitted a year later, since it 
was reported that Taulbee had earlier in the 
day grasped Kincaid by the ear and ex
pressed strong displeasure with some of the 
reporter's writings' in the Lousiville Times. 
For having murdered a Congressman, re
porter Kincaid did not suffer loss of his cre
dentials like Lautier did. 

INTERNATIONALLY LUDICROUS 

In addition to the Lautier case, the deci
sion of this Standing Committee of Corre
spondents led the venerable columnist Rich
ard Strout to resign from the press galleries, 
rather than adhere to their ridiculous 
ruling that he would no longer be able to 
accept $50 fees for doing broadcasts for the 
Voice of America. 

· This Standing Committee of Correspond
ents has also made itself internationally lu
dicrous by charging that both Drew Pearson 
and Marguerite Higgins had violated the 
rules because these renowned journalists 
had endorsed Crest toothpaste, the alleged
ly low nicotine content of a cigarette, Lister
ine, Adam Hats, Bromo Seltzer and a line of 
men's clothing at a local department store. 
Higgins laughed and dropped her member
ship. Pearson appeared before this Standing 
Committee and confessed that he had en
dorsed yet another product, an empty con
tainer of which he left in the permanent 
files. It is a good Maryland product: "Drew 
Pearson's No-Bull Cow Manure." 

POSSIBLE REFORMS 

If the Senate Rules Committee sees fit to 
continue the existence of the Standing 
Committee of Correspondents, the process 
of election ought to be restructured so that 
small media may be guaranteed representa
tion, and thus protection, in the manner of 
sparsely populated states being represented 
in the United States Senate. 

This could be done by a Senate Rules 
Committee rule that no one wire service, 
newspaper, network magazine, etc., will be 
given more than one vote in the election of 
members of the Standing Committee of Cor
responsdents. This would mean that the 
wealthy and powerful media, who can 
afford to maintain large staffs on Capitol 
Hill, will no longer be able to have such 
power over the smaller media. 

There is also a serious need that the rules 
of the press and other media galleries be re
written by competent legal counsel, in order 
that they be clearly understood, rather than 
vague, and subject to a wide variety of inter
pretations. 

The most serious need, however, is for the 
Senate Rules Committee to issue an insist
ence that all actions of this Standing Com
mittee of Correspondents be done with 
proper regard for due process of law. And 
when violations of this standard are alleged 
to take place, there be immediate access to 
the Senate Rules Committee, or a subcom
mittee thereof. This is essential in order 
that never again will any person have to 
wait so long for remedial action as did Louis 
Lautier as a result of the indefensible ac
tions of this Standing Committee of corre
spondents. For this Committee has so often 
violated what should have been a solemn 
obligation to uphold the First and Four
teenth Amendment rights to press freedom 

and equal protection, in the course of main
taining the good name of the United States 
Senate. 

THE CRANSTON ENERGY PLAN 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President I am 

today, announcing a comprehensive 
long-range plan to meet the Nation's 
chronic energy problem. 

My plan will eliminate our danger
ous and costly dependence on foreign 
oil and get us into the 21st century 
with no energy crisis. 

My national energy plan calls for: 
Phasing out all nuclear fission pow

erplants and replacing them with re
newable energy sources: 

Increasing the use of renewable 
energy-such as solar, wind, geother
mal, biomass and hydroelectric-to 
supply as much as 25 percent of the 
Nation's energy needs by the year 
2000. 

Doubling the current rate of energy 
conservation. 

With consistent and intelligent plan
ning, we can ultimately achieve an all
renewable, inexhaustible domestic 
energy supply. 

We can meet our energy needs with
out threatening our environment. 

This plan will make possible a reduc
tion in total U.S. energy use and stim
ulate economic growth. 

U.S. consumers and business will use 
29.5 fewer quads of energy in the form 
of imported oil, domestic coal, and nu
clear power than the Energy Informa
tion Administration has projected for 
the year 2000. 

Ir.stead, Americans will use 10.6 
more quads of energy from environ
mentally-clean renewable sources. 

And they will consume 18.9 quads 
less energy-at an estimated savings of 
$190 billion a year. 

A quad is short for a quadrillion-a 
million billion-BTU's <British ther
mal units). It is the energy equivalent 
of 44 million tons of bituminous coal, 
63 million tons of wood, 1 trillion cubic 
feet of natural gas, or 170 million bar
rels of crude oil. 

Saving 18.9 quads of energy is equiv
alent to saving 151.2 billion gallons of 
gasoline-enough to keep 190 million 
cars running for a year. 

What we are talking about essential
ly is making use of available energy. 

We do not need to sacrifice our 
standard of living. 

In fact, intelligent energy planning 
will enable us to raise our standard of 
living and the quality of American life. 

I estimate that this plan will create 5 
million new jobs by the year 2000 and 
deter new cycles of inflation. 

Inefficient use of energy, like the in
efficient use of any resource, adds to 
the cost of production and ultimately 
hurts business. 

Renewable energy production is far 
more labor intensive than the expen
sive and potentially hazardous nuclear 
plants we now have. 

For every position in a nuclear pow
erplant that is lost, four new jobs will 
be created in producing, selling, and 
installing renewable energy equip
ment-jobs for carpenters, cement 
masons, crane operators, electricians, 
plumbers, and salespersons. 

Renewable energy production is also 
less capital intensive. 

Instead of wasting capital on huge, 
evermore costly and overcentralized 
powerplants, we should invest that 
money to modernize and revitalize 
American industry. 

Until 1980, Congress had thrashed 
out a number of bipartisan approaches 
to ease our energy problems by reduc
ing importation of foreign oil, promot
ing alternate energy sources and en
couraging conservation. 

However, these efforts lacked the co
herent goal and a well-coordinated 
plan essential to avoiding recurring 
energy crises. 

The time called for strong, imagina
tive Presidential leadership on the 
energy front, but instead we elected 
Ronald Reagan-who turned the clock 
backward by undermining support for 
vital energy programs Republicans as 
well as Democrats had helped to 
create. 

My national energy plan will depend 
for its success on strong Presidential 
leadership, an energy-sensitive Con
gress and farsighted consumer and 
corporate decisions. 

The plan, by the year 2000, would: 
First. Double energy conservation by 

reinstituting mandatory appliance ef
ficiency standards for each of 13 
major household appliances-which 
alone would save 5 to 15 quads of 
energy-implementing conservation 
measures in Federal buildings, and en
couraging technically feasible, cost-ef
f ective energy efficiency improve
ments in buildings through well-de
signed, local, State, and Federal con
servation programs. 

Second. Limit oil use to the trans
portation sector of the economy, 
where liquid fuels continue to be 
needed for the foreseeable future
current law already bans the burning 
of oil in powerplants after 1990. 

Third. Reduce foreign oil imports by 
more than a third, to 1 billion barrels 
a year-about 8 percent of our total 
energy use. That is how much we now 
buy from non-OPEC nations. 

Fourth. Encourage the continued 
use of natural gas, the cleanest of the 
fossil fuels which is in ample domestic 
supply until it can be replaced by re
newable fuels such as methane gener
ated from waste. 

Fifth. Stop licensing construction of 
new nuclear fission powerplants and 
decommission existing nuclear plants 
as alternative energy sources come on 
line. 

Sixth. Slow the increase in coal use 
below the rate projected. The Energy 
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Information Administration sees coal 
satisfying nearly 32 percent of the Na
tion's energy needs by the year 2000; 
for environmental reasons, I would 
limit our coal use to just under 25 per
cent of our national energy use. 

Seventh. More than double the role 
of renewable sources in meeting the 
Nation's energy needs through ex
panded use of: geothermal, solar, 
hydro, wind, and biomass. 

Completion of the federally-support
ed Heber project in southern Califor
nia by 1985 will have the effect of dou
bling available geothermal resources. 

I propose extension until 1990 of re
newable energy tax credits to promote 
residential and commercial use of solar 
energy, solarization of Federal build
ings and encouraging use of photovol
taic cells in the developing world. 

We can increase our hydroelectric 
capacity by negotiating with Canada 
to take advantage of expanding hydro
electric power across the border 
through gridlinking plus adding hy
droelectric capacity to existing U.S. 
dams. 

The Federal Government should en
courage wind farming and the use of 
small and large wind turbines to gen
erate electricity, and support feasibili
ty demonstrations of urban solid waste 
conversion to energy. 

This will not only provide fuel but 
decrease the need for new land fills 
and reduce air and water pollution. 

My natural energy plan follows: 
THE CRANSTON ENERGY PLAN 
INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

The industrialized world, and particularly 
the United States, must plan its energy 
future or face ultimate disaster. The United 
States has faced recurring energy crises 
over the past decade. During the winter of 
1972-73, shortages of fuel oil developed in 
some areas followed by gasoline shortages in 
the spring. From October 1973 to March 
1974, crude oil supplies from Arab OPEC 
states were abruptly cut off and prices rose 
from $1.77 a barrel to $7.00. The price of 
Saudi crude increased every year from 1974 
until 1982 and nearly doubled during the 
1979-80 tight market caused by the abrupt 
shut-down of Iranian production. In 1982 
the price was $34 a barrel. As a result, from 
1975 through 1981 the United States paid 
$278 billion for imported oil compared to 
$27 billion in the preceding several years. 
The 1973-74 crisis and the recurrence in 
1979 brought home the danger of our 
energy situation, perhaps the most severe 
threat to our security in our lifetimes. 

Current softness in the world oil market 
results from worldwide recession, coupled 
with some conservation resulting from 
world reaction to the severe price increase 
of 1979-80. However, economic development 
within underdeveloped nations will soon 
raise world oil demand and almost surely 
produce a new world oil shortage and new 
and precipitous price increases. So long as 
our economy remains dependent on import
ed oil, we could again face huge increases in 
the outflow of capital each year to OPEC 
nations, with the situation steadily getting 
worse. Compared with this alternative, a 
very large scale investment in conservation 
and in clean and renewable domestic energy 

alternatives and other domestic energy 
sources, spread over 18 years and largely 
spent inside the United States, would be 
cheap. 

The goal of the Cranston energy plan is to 
achieve an all-renewable domestic energy 
supply, if possible, during the 21st century. 
However, because projections into the next 
century are not particularly useful, the plan 
sets year 2000 targets. In the accompanying 
table proposed energy goals are listed. Our 
energy needs are to be supplied by roughly 
equal contributions of domestic oil, natural 
gas, coal, renewables, and conservation. Im
ported oil will be reduced to only 8.3 percent 
of our total energy use; it is hoped that nu
clear power will be phased out by 2000. The 
total energy supplied, including increased 
conservation, matches Energy Information 
Agency CEIAl projections for the United 
States r1eeds in the year 2000. 

A careful analysis of renewable energy 
sources shows that a 25 percent contribu
tion from these sources can reasonably be 
achieved by 2000. 

The Cranston plan proposes roughly dou
bling the rate of conservation assumed in 
the EIA plan, reducing energy use by an ad
ditional 17 .5 percent. 

This plan assumes that no nuclear power 
plants not presently licensed for construc
tion will be built, and that existing nuclear 
power plants can be phased out as they age 
and lose whatever viability they presently 
have and as less expensive, more desirable 
alternatives come on line. If renewables <or 
other projected fuel sources> come on less 
quickly than anticipated, or total demand 
exceeds assumptions, the phasing out of nu
clear plants can occur more slowly, provided 
public health and safety are protected. 

The Cranston plan assumes that relatively 
clean-burning natural gas is the most desira
ble of the fossil fuels. The amount assumed 
by EIA is also included here. It will supply 
19.1 percent of the nation's energy in this 
plan. 

In this plan all of the domestic and im
ported oil, as well as a small contribution 
from alcohol fuels, will be used for transpor
tation. Oil accounts for 31.3 percent of the 
total energy budget. 

The balance of our energy supply (24.6 
percent> will come from domestic coal, used 
primarily to generate electric power with 
additional U.S. coal exported to other indus
trial nations. 

The plan, including annual milestones, 
and the details of how they are to be accom
plished, would be submitted to Congress for 
approval or modification after consultation 
with states, industry, utilities, and others. 
Every fourth year projections would be 
made extending final-year targets four 
years into the future, until. the ultimate ob
jective is achieved. 

Under the Cranston plan, more than 5 
million jobs for carpenters, cement masons, 
electricians, plumbers, air conditioners, 
heating and refrigerator technicians, gla
ziers, crane operators, solar engineers, archi
tects, solar law specialists, real estate ap
praisers, salespersons, city planners, land
scapers, and others would be created by the 
year 2000. When renewable energy is cou
pled with a strong conservation effort and 
the displacement of capital-intensive energy 
investment, the economy will grow at 
healthy, prosperous rates without creating 
inflation or new energy crises. 

CHART 1.-YEAR 2000 CRANSTON ENERGY PLAN 
[Total Demand = 89.l Quads) 

Supply Quads Percent 

Oil.............................................................. ............... 27.9 31.3 
Domestic .......................................................... 20.5 23.0 
Imported ....... .. ................................ ................. 7.4 8.3 

Natural Gas ...... .... .................................................... 17.0 19.l 
C'.oal ..... ................................................ .. ................... 21.9 24.6 
Nuclear ..................................................................... 0 0 
Renewables ............................................................... 22.3 25.0 

Direct heat geothermal.................................... 0.1 0.1 
Geothermal electric .......................................... 2.2 2.5 
Active and passive solar.................................. 4.7 5.3 
Photovoltaics.................................................... 1.8 2.0 
Hydroelectric .................................................... 4 .5 5.0 
Wind electric. .................................................. 3.0 3.4 
Biomass ............................................. .............. 6.0 6. 7 

Wood and wood waste ........................... 4.4 4.9 
Solid waste ............................................. 0.6 0.7 
Alcohol fuels ........................................... 1.0 1.1 

Total demand ..................................... 89.l 100.0 
Conservation.............. ......... 18.9 

------
Energy Information Administration 
projection, 1980 ............................ .. 108.0 .................... .. 

CHART 2.-CRANSTON PLAN COMPARED WITH EIA 
PROJECTIONS FOR THE YEAR 2000 1 

Quads Percent 

Cranston plan: 
Oil ................................................................ .. 27.9 31.3 

Domestic .............................................. . 20.5 
7.4 

17.0 19.l 
21.9 24.6 

Imported .............................................. . 
Natural gas .................................................. .. 
C'.oal .............................................................. . 
Nuclear ......................................................... . 0 0 
Renewables ................................................... . 22.3 25.0 

New total demand .................................... . 89.l 100.0 
Additional conservation ............................ .. 18.9 (17.5) 

--- ----
Old total demand ..................................... . 108.0 

EIA projections: 
011 ................... ......................................... . 33.6 31.1 

Domestic .............................................. . 20.5 
13.l .. ............ 15:7" 

17 .0 
34.4 31.9 

Imported .............................................. . 
Natural gas .................................................. .. 
C'.oal .............................................................. . 
Nuclear ................................. .. 11.3 10.5 
Renew ables ......................... .. 11.7 10.8 

Total demand .......................................... .. 108.0 100.0 

1 Based on Energy Information Administration projections for 1980, the most 
recent pre-recession year. 

DETAILS OF THE CRANSTON ENERGY PLAN 

The various elements of the Cranston 
energy plan for the year 2000 will be de
scribed in somewhat more detail to indicate 
both the opportunities and problems that 
we face. In addition several important pe
ripheral considerations will be discussed. 

A. Domestic oil 
U.S. petroleum production peaked at 3.5 

million barrels per day in 1970 and has been 
declining. Recent high prices and removal 
of controls has brought about 150 million 
extra barrels to market each year but that 
does not solve the problem of declining sup
plies. At 1981 production rates, the U.S. has 
about nine years of proved conventional oil 
reserves left. More will be found, but most 
of the very large continental U.S. fields 
have probably been discovered with the 2% 
million oil and gas wells that have been 
drilled. The last big find was the Alaska 
North Slope field at Prudhoe Bay. It is not 
clear whether there are similar fields within 
the Naval Petroleum Reserve in Alaska 
<NPRA>. The Reagan Administration at
tempted, as part of its controversial plans, 
to lease 2 million acres of the NPRA in 1982. 
The size of the offering, along with other 
massive oil lease sale offerings, will certain
ly reduce the U.S. returns on this promising, 
but unproven, resource. 
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Another major, largely untapped domestic 

crude oil source is "heavy oil", more than 
half of which is in California but which ap
pears also in Kansas, Texas, Louisiana, 
Oklahoma, Mississippi, Wyoming, and Utah. 
The total reserve could be more than 20 bil
lion barrels. Because of its high sulfur and 
metal content and its high viscosity, heavy 
oil is difficult and costly to produce, often 
requiring steam injection or other heating 
processes to extract the oil. As much as one
third of the produced crude may be used to 
make steam. 

While there are problems in producing 
and refining this oil, there are also solu
tions, and 240,000 barrels a day are being 
produced in California. The rate at which 
heavy oil will be developed depends on the 
economics behind the huge investments nec
essary to take advantage of this large do
mestic source. 

Oil shale in the Green River basin of Col
orado, Utah, and Wyoming is another large 
deposit of oil. However, the economic risks 
of oil shale production are very great and 
the profitability of this technology is in seri
ous doubt with world oil prices at about $30 
per barrel. Many of the production tech
niques embody serious environmental risks. 

All potential new sources of oil supplies 
will be increasingly difficult to produce or 
refine, and increasingly costly. The Strate
gic Petroleum Reserve is a national reserve 
to provide supplies during an emergency. 
When fully established, it could deter a po
litical-embargo and during a supply inter
ruption could help keep prices from explod
ing. A 90-day supply-about 750 million bar
rels-is planned for the U.S.; this goal is to 
be reached in 1989. A standby use plan, in
cluding withdrawal criteria, methods for 
pricing and allocating the oil during severe 
supply interruptions needs to be promptly 
developed. 

B. Natural gas 
U.S. natural gas production reached its 

peak in 1973 and has maintained a slightly 
lower level of output since then in spite of 
the significant changes in price structure re
sulting from the Natural Gas Production 
Act of 1978. Some gas is imported from 
Mexico and Canada and small amounts are 
brought in by special ships and port facili
ties as liquified natural gas. Our proved re
serves of gas would disappear in 11 years, 
but recent discoveries and the potential for 
major new finds of domestic gas are far 
higher than that for oil. 

With adoption of the NGPA, a surge in 
exploration for gas took place. There is no 
convincing evidence that total decontrol is 
needed to increase exploration further
since current prices now stimulate conven
tional exploration, and total decontrol 
would eliminate the advantage currently en
joyed by deep drillers-who have found 
most of the new gas. Decontrol of old gas 
would raise consumer prices and might curb 
some exploration for and production of new 
gas. 

The environmental attractiveness of gas
because of low sulfur and nitrogen con
tent-and the ease of converting natural 
gas-burning facilities to renewable fuels, 
suggest that it should displace less attrac
tive fuels even as we work to reduce the 
overall U.S. energy consumption. Such an 
approach is reflected in the Cranston 
energy plan. 

C. Coal 
The U.S. has enormous amounts of coal, 

more than any other nation. It is found in 
26 states. Since 1974 coal use has risen 

steadily, but coal's share of the expanding 
electric generation market has declined. 
The advisability of converting power plants 
from natural gas to coal, as the Fuel Use 
Act once required, has been reconsidered be
cause coal brings with it a litany of prob
lems. 

One problem is human. In 1979, coal mine 
accidents killed 100 miners and injured 
thousands. Moveover, black lung disease 
kills at least 4,000 miners each year. Cur
rently, 200,000 former mine workers are 
drawing compensation for disabilities 
caused by black lung disease. 

Production of coal by underground mining 
is an increasingly capital intensive operation 
while uncertain markets, depending on vac
illations in price and environmental policy, 
have reduced capital availability. Even strip
mining, which is less costly, still involves 
major costs for necessary land reclamation. 

Most coal is transported by rail and ex
pansion of coal use would inevitably lead to 
the need for expansion of some railroads, 
requiring major capital investment. But, in 
other areas, under some conditions, slurry 
pipelines would be less costly, and increase 
competition, benefitting consumers. Howev
er, slurry lines require right-of-way ease
ments across lands owned by railroads 
which they are unwilling to give. Federal 
legislation to straighten out this problem 
was first proposed by President Kennedy in 
1962. No administration had opposed this 
legislation until the Reagan Administra
tion-which argues that it would compro
mise state's rights. Problems with water use 
can be avoided by using other fluids in the 
pipe. 

A major problem with coal is its larger 
concentration of sulfur than most gas and 
oil and the problems with environmental 
pollution and acid rain that result. The use 
of scrubbers to remove most sulfur at the 
plant and new burning techniques such as 
fluoridized bed combustion and magnetohy
drodynamic <MHD) generation may be help
ful and necessary in containing this major 
problem. 

Finally, all fossil fuels contribute to in
creasing the concentration of carbon diox
ide <C02) in the atmosphere. Coal, because 
it is essentially all carbon, is much the worst 
of all. Scientists fear a "greenhouse effect" 
from a C02 build up that may cause mas
sive long-term climatic changes including 
the melting of the polar ice caps and shift 
of prime agricultural zones. 

Solving coal's environmental problems so 
that its tremendous energy potential may 
eventually be realized, if possible, is an area 
which could usefully be addressed by an on
going multi-partite commission, consisting 
of industry, labor, academia, environmental
ists, and appropriate government officials, 
working cooperatively to formulate consen
sus policies. So long as the environmental 
problems and miners' safety are unsolved, 
slow growth of the use of coal is appropri
ate. In the Cranston plan coal would supply 
24.6 percent of our estimated needs in 2000. 

D. Nuclear energy 
In 1981 nuclear plants accounted for only 

11.9 percent of the nation's electricity pro
duction. The E.I.A. projects that 33 percent 
of America's electricity will be fission-gener
ated in 2000. This is neither likely nor desir
able. 

Fission reactors have become increasingly 
costly to build and operate. Between 1975 
and 1979 twenty orders for new reactors 
were cancelled and 40 deferred. The present 
costs of nuclear energy are less than the 
true costs because the Price-Anderson Act 

limits the liability of nuclear plant opera
tors for risks to the public health and 
safety. Furthermore, the costs of major ac
cidents, such as that at Three Mile Island, 
and the costs of dismantling old plants and 
of disposing of nuclear waste-a task still 
not adequately handled-are seldom count
ed in the overall reactor costs. 

Uranium is a finite resource, unless breed
er reactor technology is used enabling the 
reactor to produce more fuel than it uses. 
But breeders convert uranium to plutonium, 
only a few pounds of which can create a 
devastating bomb. The risk that nuclear 
weaponry will proliferate to even more na
tions or to terrorist groups, destabilizing the 
world balance of terror, is great enough 
with conventional fission reactors, without 
increasing it via breeders. 

When these problems are compounded by 
the risk of human error and mechanical 
failure, such as occurred at Three Mile 
Island, fission becomes an undesirable alter
native, to be used only when necessary. By 
2000 we could hope to eliminate this necessi
ty completely with a sensibly steady energy 
policy. Continued research on fusion is de
sirable. Fusion poses 1/10 the radiation 
hazard, no proliferation problem and is a re
newable energy source which uses hydrogen 
atoms as fuel. Technological feasibility may 
be established during this century, but the 
energy is not likely to be economic until 
well into the 21st century. 

E. Renewables 
Switching our imported oil dependence to 

any other limited and depletable resource, 
particularly a fossil fuel, merely delays the 
day when we or our children again will face 
energy crises. Our long-range energy policy 
goal should be to convert our economy to 
domestically available, environmentally 
safe, renewable energy supplies. But given 
the long lead times for total energy conver
sions, the institutional resistance to change, 
and the lack of present availability of any 
single totally satisfactory alternative, the 
total conversion will take many, many years. 
To reach 25 percent solar and renewable 
energy by 2000 will require adoption of a 
consistent and comprehensive energy policy 
and steady pursuit of its goals. 

1. Geothermal Energy 
The heat within the earth is one of the 

most plentiful of available renewable energy 
resources, yet one whose potential is often 
ignored in both short and long-term energy 
planning. Magma <molten rock) from the 
earth's core reaches temperatures of 
1,2oo·c. Very recent experiments in Hawaii 
have, for the first time, penetrated magma, 
recovered a complete core, and maintained 
an open hole in the magma for future ex
periments. Scientists believe this establishes 
the feasibility of direct extraction of energy 
from magma located within 10 kilometers of 
the surface of the earth. U.S.G.S. estimates 
that in the continental U.S. alone, near-sur
face magma deposits contain 800 to 8000 
times as much energy as the U.S. uses each 
year. 

The geysers, a rare dry steam resource in 
northern California, currently produce 910 
megawatts of electricity and this will more 
than double by 1990. The Cranston plan an
ticipates that 2.6% of the nation's energy 
will be supplied by geothermal sources in 
2000, as the federally supported demonstra
tion of the binary process makes use of 
moderate temperature resources commer
cially feasible. 



August 2, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 22121 
2. Solar Energy 

By heating the earth and its atmosphere, 
the sun generates wind, waves and tides, 
rainfall for rivers, ocean temperature differ
ences, and growth in trees and plants. Thus, 
not only active and passive solar and photo
voltaics, but wind generation, tide conver
sion, hydroelectric power, ocean thermal 
energy conversion, wood burning, biomass 
conversion and alcohol fuels are solar 
energy uses. These sources are, like geother
mal energy, for practical purposes, inex
haustible or "renewable". Within reasona
ble constraints set by economics, technology 
and other considerations a national energy 
policy should prefer alternatives consistent 
with achieving national goals. The use of 
solar options is preferable because they are 
diffuse, abundant, environmentally attrac
tive, renewable, more labor intensive and 
often less capital-intensive than other op
tions. 

The nation is already embracing renew
ables in many areas. Passive solar systems 
are producing more than half a building's 
heat needs in well designed and well insulat
ed new homes. Federal tax imducements, 
with applicable state tax credits, make new 
installations of solar water heating and 
space heating economic in many parts of 
the country at existing oil prices. In Califor
nia alone there are expected to be 1.5 mil
lion solar installations by 1985. 

The current replacement cost of fossile 
fuel plants is over $825 per kilowatt and 
future fuel supplies are uncertain. The cur
rent replacement cost of nuclear plants is 
$1-2,000 per kilowatt. Photovoltaic units 
currently cost $4-6,000 per kilowatt and are 
expected to fall below $2-3,000 per kilowatt 
by 1985 and steadily downward thereafter 
while nuclear and fossil fuel plant costs are 
rising rapidly. With appropriate government 
support, by 1990 photovoltaic cells should 
generate electricity at $450-1,000 per kilo
watt or less, well below the cost of all tradi
tional alternatives. Merely redirecting 
amounts the Reagan Administration pro
poses to use to subsidize the nuclear indus
try-including Three Mile Island clean-up 
costs and development of the Clinch River 
Breeder Reactor-would more than pay the 
short-run federal investment cost in a solar 
preference, program. Before long the pro
gram would pay for itself and return budget 
savings to the federal government. Even a 
low level of photovoltaic conversion could 
produce 3.3 million jobs by 2000. 

The other way to make electricity from 
sunlight is to use the sun to heat a fluid 
which drives a heat engine. Commercial fea
sibility demonstrations by the mid-1990s 
could bring on commercial solar thermal 
electric power generation before the end of 
the century. However, no significant solar 
thermal generation is included in the Cran
ston year 2000 plan. Ocean thermal energy 
conversion and similar techniques applied to 
solar ponds also seem unlikely to make sig
nificant contributions by the year 2000. 

Hydroelectric power now supplies 12 per
cent of the nation's electric energy. Expan
sion in Canada with grid linking across the 
border, adding power generating equipment 
to existing dams, and increasing the electric 
capacity of hydroelectric dams would lead 
to a substantial increase in energy supply 
from this source. 

After much experimentation and develop
ment, wind power is about ready to develop 
commercially. Beginning in 1981 a wind 
farm development was begun in California. 
The first phase is to be completed in 1983 
and will consist of fifty 2.5 megawatt wind 

turbines. By 1984 there will be 145 turbines 
generating 350 megawatts of power. Some 
experts believe that as many as 60,000-
90,000 large wind machines as well as many 
smaller ones could be in place by 2000. The 
Cranston plan sets a goal which is less than 
half that amount but still contributes 3.4 
percent of the nation's energy needs in the 
year 2000. 

After the 1973-74 crisis, the use of wood 
for cooking, heating, some industrial proc
esses, and for generating electricity soared. 
In New England, 20 percent of all homes use 
wood as a primary heat source. The use of 
wood could be increased by a factor of 4 or 5 
and renewed indefinitely, provided that a 
careful, sustained yield forestry manage
ment policy is pursued which avoids clear
cutting and concentrates on selective cut
ting, thinning, species variation and replant
ing. In order to permit other uses of wood, 
to guard against air pollution, and to main
tain maximum retention of unspoiled wil
derness and green space, this plan limits 
wood-energy use to half its potential. 

Urban solid waste can be converted to 
energy, decreasing the need for new land
fills and cutting air and water pollution. 
The technology is well developed in Europe 
where nearly 200 cities convert waste to 
energy. However, efforts to demonstrate 
feasibility of waste energy conversion in sev
eral municipalities have been abandoned by 
the Reagan Administration. The Cranston 
plan anticipates that . 7 percent of our 
energy needs will come from this source. 

Many plants grown in sunlight can be con
verted to ethanol (grain alcohol) or metha
nol <wood alcohol) by fermenting carbohy
drate rich crops, then distilling the alcohol. 
It is mixed with gasoline to produce gasohol 
which can now be produced for about $1.10 
per gallon, a marginally competitive price. 
It is reasonable to maintain the current fed
eral tax incentive to permit this expanding 
renewable energy source to develop at its 
present pace. By 2000, that should produce 
1.1% of our energy needs. 

F. Conservation 
From the traditional view that energy 

conservation meant sacrifice, deprivation 
and a declining standard of living. Except 
within the Reagan Administration, a recog
nition has emerged that conservation-in
creased energy efficiency-is the least 
costly, safest, cleanest and fastest way to 
meet our transitional energy needs. The op
portunities for major improvements in con
servation appear throughout our society. 

Our industrial strength has decreased se
verely in recent years and we are faced with 
strong challenges from Europe and Japan. 
Aging plants and out-of-date procedures 
must be revitalized as part of a major rein
dustrialization of America that is needed to 
meet these challenges. Part of such an 
effort is to reduce costs and make our indus
try energy efficient by eliminating the prof
ligate energy practices of our cheap energy 
days. Waste heat from plants can be used to 
heat offices or water or to pre-heat ele
ments to be used in the plant process. Major 
heat users should investigate reducing costs 
by cogeneration, that is making electricity 
to be sold to the utility and using the re
maining "waste" heat for their industrial 
needs. 

Modem insulation, high efficiency burn
ers, long lasting high efficiency lighting, 
fuel efficient trucks and transportation, and 
computer controlled energy processes are all 
paths to an efficient and competitive U.S. 
industry once again on the upswing. The 
energy savings that have been made by in-

dustries with strong management commit
ments to conservation and with technical 
staffs devoted to analyzing operations and 
implementing conservation methods have 
been remarkable. To regain our worldwide 
industrial leadership requires improvements 
in many areas: one of them is to place our 
industry at the cutting edge of modem tech
nology and energy efficient practices. 

Significant savings can come from extend
ing federal auto efficiency standards to set 
goals through 1995. With an end-year corpo
rate average auto efficiency requirement of 
40 miles per gallon in 1995, we save a billion 
barrels of oil in 2000. Forty miles per gallon 
is already technologically feasible, but 
would require large front end capital invest
ment by an ailing domestic auto industry. 
Tax incentives and some continued federal 
partnership on alternative fuel engine re
search and development is needed. 

Thirty-one percent of the energy we use is 
for generation of electricity-almost always 
through centralized and increasingly expen
sive power plants run by utilities-regulated 
by state Public Utilities Commissions. Under 
the best of circumstances only 35% to 40% 
of the energy used in generators appears as 
electricity; the remainder is heat that is 
usually dispersed to rivers or the environ
ment rather than being used to heat neigh
borhood buildings ("district heating") or to 
sell to nearby industries that need heat. 
The city of St. Paul, its residents, and a 
local electric utility are cooperating in the 
process of installing district heating from an 
electric generator as a major experiment in 
waste heat utilization. If successful, this ap
proach should be adopted widely. It requires 
active leadership from cities and the accept
ance by utilities of a role as suppliers of 
energy-both heat and electricity-rather 
than electricity alone. 

Our buildings, both residential and com
mercial, are not well designed for energy 
conservation. As new buildings replace old 
ones it is essential that the most flagrant 
sources of energy waste be eliminated. This 
can be done by incorporating where practi
cal high standards of insulation, passive 
solar heating in winter and solar shading in 
summer, high efficiency air conditioning, 
high efficiency gas and oil burners, efficient 
lighting, lighting controls to prevent over il
lumination, efficient appliances, and mini
computer energy management systems. To 
achieve these goals requires governmental 
leadership, standard state-wide building 
codes that are both flexible and easily un
derstood by builders, and cooperation by 
builders and suppliers. A state building code 
with many of these features has been devel
oped in California and is being implemented 
there. If successful, its use could be encour
aged as a base for the upgrading of other 
states codes. 

The opportunities for conservation are 
enormous. A reduction of energy use by 
17 .5% beyond that projected by the E.I.A. 
projections is proposed by the Cranston 
plan. To achieve such results requires 
steady leadership and support from the na
tional government and from state and local 
governments and a readiness to fight waste 
by utilities, builders, manufacturers, offices, 
stores, homeowners, and apartment dwell
ers. 

In conservation the Reagan Administra
tion has been tragically wrong. It is at
tempting to dismantle all conservation pro
grams lock, stock, and barrel. It would 
remove federal support that enables states 
and localities to operate effective programs. 
It fails to perceive the relationship between 
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energy modernization of urban buildings 
and the viability of our future housing 
stock, the long-term stability of regions, and 
U.S. economic productivity. Congress man
dated national appliance efficiency stand
ards for each of 13 major house appliances 
in the National Conservation Policy Act in 
1978. 

Instead, the Reagan Administration pro
posed standards so weak as to constitute no 
standard at all, while requiring states to pe
tition to avoid preemption of state stand
ards existing in California, New York, Flori
da, Kansas and other states. It refuses to 
implement mandated conservation measures 
in federal buildings. It has reduced or elimi
nated research and development programs. 
Its consistent policy in the field of energy is 
to reduce or destroy any programs that sup
port conservation. The Reagan Administra
tion believes that support for conservation 
is bad and that support for nuclear power is 
good. In both respects, it is wrong. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS 

In the panic following the energy crises of 
1973-74 and 1978-79, proposals to lessen 
U.S. oil vulnerability often viewed environ
mental concerns as mere obstacles in the 
path of national energy development. These 
niceties might be taken into account in less 
troubled times, the argument runs, but not 
in times of energy crisis when U.S security 
and economic interests are vulnerable to 
foreign pressure. 

President Carter's proposals for an 
Energy Mobilization Board-which could 
override state and federal environmental 
laws seen as obstacles to approved energy 
projects-and for an $88 billion national 
commitment to synfuels development, were 
not fully approved by Congress. It was too 
large a commitment, too soon, and without 
adequate understanding of the economic 
and environmental variables. Another exam
ple is Reagan Administration Interior Secre
tary James Watt's 5-year Outer Continental 
Shelf oil and gas leasing plan. In a search 
for every possible barrel of oil and gas, it 
would disturb or threaten with oil spills vir
tually every unspoiled portion of the na
tion's coastline, regardless of the views of 
states or localities or any competing values 
or commercial interests which might exist. 
Onshore, Watt made similar unacceptable 
proposals for wilderness areas and other 
protected preserves. 

Such proposals threaten more than 
"pretty" areas. They lack understanding of 
the fragile balance between energy, matter 
and the ecosystem supporting life on earth. 
The inevitable consequence of ignoring envi
ronmental concerns is, at best, temporary 
relief of a short-term crisis in exchange for 
a worse crisis later, when inevitable damage 
to the food chain, the public health or 
safety, the atmosphere which supports life, 
or other vital human interests forces recon
sideration. Energy policy must weigh soci
etal needs for security, health and safety, 
employment, and aesthetic values, not just 
the private profits of entrepreneurs. 

Several environmental specifics have been 
previously set out in discussions of particu
lar fuels and technologies. Two deserve re
emphasis as the two most serious environ
mental problems associated with combus
tion of fossil fuels. 

We are just beginning to understand the 
effects of acid rain. Under the current Clean 
Air Act, airborne concentrations within a 
region of pollutants like sulfur dioxide and 
nitrogen oxide, i.e., "SOX" and "NOX", are 
reduced by controlling sources within that 
region. But some "SOX" and "NOX" don't 

form gaseous air concentrations. Rather, 
they rise into the upper atmosphere, where 
they combine with water vapor to form sul
furic or nitric acids, which then fall to earth 
in another region, poisoning water systems, 
crops and forests. Since these toxics do not 
respect man-made boundaries, acid rain is 
almost always an international or interstate 
problem with which the 1970 Clean Air Act 
amendments are inadequate to deal. 

The Canadian government has repeatedly 
expressed concern about damage to its 
lakes, forests, and ecosystems from U.S. and 
Canadian-generated acid rain. Clearly, the 
problem will need to be addressed interna
tionally. Through joint efforts of science, 
industry and government, Canada has re
duced some of its own emissions. 

In the U.S. the main source of acid rain in 
31 states of the East and Midwest apparent
ly is the "tall stacks" of fossil fuel burning 
powerplants, built, ironically enough to dis
perse air emissions. The stacks may be in 
Ohio, but because of prevailing winds, the 
fall-out may occur in Canada or the New 
England states. 

By 1978, acid rain cost an estimated $5 bil
lion in the eastern U.S. including $1 billion 
in reduced agricultural revenues. In the 
next 20 years, unless abated, acid rain could 
cost $8.3 billion in crop damage in the Ohio 
Valley alone. 

In addition, acid rain does damage to for
ests and destroys $13 billion worth of mate
rials in the eastern U.S. annually, and does 
immeasurable damage to lakes, fresh water 
rivers and streams and to their marine pop
ulations. 

The increased acidity of the water supply 
leaches metal like lead, copper, aluminum, 
mercury and cadmium from watershed soils, 
sediments and water pipes and, at very dan
gerous levels, introduces them to people in 
their drinking water. 

While the problem in the East results 
from the prevalence of midwestern power
plants with tall stack burning high sulfur 
coal, the West, too, has its own acid rain 
problem, probably caused primarily by NOX 
from auto emissions. 

Reduction of the SOX problem in the 
East is technologically feasible, by using 
"scrubbers" in the stacks, but that's expen
sive and debate rages over who should pay. 

The answers concerning western acid rain 
are less clear, but may involve requiring 
automobile inspection and maintenance of 
auto emission equipment, and more sophis
ticated technology. 

Certainly, international cooperation and 
prompt resolution is a must. 

Scientists believe that the amount of 
carbon dioxide in the atmosphere could 
double within the next 50 years, if present 
trends continue, threatening a "greenhouse 
effect" that would melt polar icecaps, flood 
coastal areas, and wipe out food supplies. 

The cause is combustion of fossil fuels in 
all forms. Only by ultimate total conversion 
to non-fossil fuels-particularly clean re
newables-can this effect be avoided, since 
the build-up is cumulative. And, as more 
and more nations develop industrially, they 
too must convert to clean fuels to avoid the 
greenhouse effect. 

ECONOMIC CONCERNS 

The Reagan Administration argues that
except for nuclear fission for which the Ad
ministration has proposed major new subsi
dies-leaving the nation's future energy 
supply to the judgment of private compa
nies responding to economic pressures of 
the marketplace is sufficient. The Adminis-

tration is moving in exactly the wrong direc
tion. 

The marketplace is not free. It has been 
structured by previous and continuing gov
ernment subsidies, by monetary and fiscal 
policies, by regulations Oocal, state and fed
eral), by oligopoly and uneven competition 
between integrated major corporations and 
non-integrated independents. Now it is fur
ther unbalanced by uneven access to capital 
and to some energy resources, by cartel pric
ing, and by foreign government policies that 
adjust supply and demand for non-economic 
reasons. 

Even were the market really "free", feder
al responsibility for national defense and 
general welfare requires the government to 
restrict some activity and to encourage 
benign activity, where economic stability, 
the national economy and security, public 
health or safety, or other vital public inter
ests are at stake. 

Market choice of some very capital-inten
sive alternatives-nuclear power, coal and 
synfuels development-could, to the extent 
that they use up available investment cap
ital, prevent near-term investment in con
servation and renewable energy technology, 
with regrettable long-term economic and en
vironmental consequences. 

Government policy on coal should aim at 
improving its social usefulness by support
ing MHD and fluidized bed combustion re
search. A short-term increase in abundant 
U.S. coal is needed to provide energy during 
the transition to renewable energy and to 
increase exports to offset capital outflow 
from imported oil. But weakening environ
mental laws that govern use of coal is both 
unnecessary and unwise. And the govern
ment must encourage investment in the less 
capital-intensive and more socially desirable 
renewables which ultimately can provide all 
the energy we need. It may, therefore, be 
necessary to increase subsidies for renew
able energy development. 

Developing an energy plan for the future 
is vital, but it provides only part of the revi
talization our economy needs. And economic 
recovery which merely restores energy-in
tensive industries to short run economic 
health will eventually result in new infla
tion, energy crises, and deeper future reces
sions. 

Permanent economic health-insofar as 
energy policy is concerned-depends on de
creasing our fossil fuel dependence before 
the next world-wide shortage of oil occurs. 
It requires creation of the numbers and 
kinds of jobs that our work force can fill, 
many from new energy industries. For the 
same investment dollars, conservation and 
the renewable technologies are far more 
labor-intensive than nuclear or fossil fuels. 
And nuclear power is ever more costly, while 
renewable technology is ever less expensive 
and the fuel is usually free. 

The federal government must work with 
state and local government, with the utili
ties industry, with energy technology and 
fuel suppliers and with labor, to promote 
transition to a strong, energy-efficient econ
omy which provides employment for our 
workers at energy costs that do not deprive 
low income people of the energy they need. 

Perhaps $50 billion of private and public 
investment on average will be needed each 
year for energy until the year 2000, count
ing home-owner and business investment, 
public loans and loan guarantees, purchases, 
tax credits and other subsidies, even if 
heavy investment in capital intensive alter
natives is avoided. By far, most of this in-
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vestment will come from consumer and cor
porate decisions in the private sector. 

But there is no choice. If we do not 
commit to and carry out a sensible energy 
policy over the next 17 years, we will spend 
even more on oil, and eventually face much 
more costly decisions. 

REMARKS BY CONGRESSMAN 
WAXMAN ON HUMAN RIGHTS 
IN THE SOVIET UNION 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, ear

lier this month a delegation of 18 
Members of the House of Representa
tives, led by my counterpart in that 
body, Mr. FOLEY of Washington, the 
Democratic whip, met in Moscow with 
Soviet leaders to discuss a wide range 
of issues. 

A major focus of these meetings was 
the issue of human rights. The discus
sion of this issue was led by my es
teemed and respected colleague from 
California, Representative HENRY A. 
WAXMAN of Los Angeles, who chaired 
the task force on human rights of the 
House delegation. 

Mr. WAXMAN's remarks to the open
ing plenary session of the meetings in 
the Kremlin received a good deal of at
tention by both his congressional col
leagues and Soviet officials because he 
spoke with knowledge and passion 
from the perspective which all Ameri
cans bring to the fundamental issues 
of freedom of association, expression, 
and religious observance. 

As one who has been so deeply in
volved in the struggle for human 
rights and has led past exchanges of a 
smiliar nature with Soviet officials, I 
appreciate the candor, lucidity, and 
eloquence of Mr. WAXMAN's remarks 
and the impossibility of Soviet offi
cials misinterpreting his words. I also 
know that the concerns he so forceful
ly expressed accurately reflect the 
most deeply held beliefs of the Ameri
can people. 

Mr. WAXMAN called attention to the 
severe restrictions within which Chris
tians, Muslims, and Jews live in the 
Soviet Union. He eschewed diplomatic · 
euphemisms and evasion. The Los An
geles Congressman chose, rather, to 
summarize precisely the abuses in the 
field of human rights which have gen
erated greatest concern in the West 
and referred to a number of individual 
cases and a wide range of religious and 
ethnic groups. The unifying principles 
were our agreement with the Soviets 
at Helsinki and our own moral herit
age. 

Since few of my colleagues in this 
body have had the opportunity to read 
Mr. WAXMAN's, remarks, I ask unani
mous consent that they be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the re
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

REMARKS BY CONGRESSMAN HENRY A. 
WAXMAN ON HUMAN RIGHTS IN THE SOVIET 
UNION TO MEMBERS OF THE SUPREME SOVIET 
OF THE U.S.S.R. IN THE KREMLIN ON JULY 
5, 1983 
We meet here today to discuss various 

issues of concern to the people of our coun
tries and, indeed, of the world. Arms control 
is a central concern to all of us here. Yet all 
of my colleagues share another concern: 
that governments live up to solemn interna
tional commitments, freely undertaken, to 
respect the human rights of their citizens. 

We meet here today to discuss issues of 
mutual concern. Yet, we cannot gloss over 
those issues about which we disagree. Amer
icans are convinced that the issue of how a 
government treats its citizens is a legiti
mate-indeed integral-part of the interna
tional agenda. 

Modern technology has brought us the 
atomic bomb-and the danger of nuclear ca
tastrophe. Modern technology has also 
brought us instant communication with the 
result that people everywhere are informed 
about people around the world. Indeed, this 
awareness is a central fact of modern life: 
we all inhabit a global village threatened 
with total destruction. No political leader 
can ignore either aspect of these fundamen
tal facts. 

Instant communication also makes people 
everywhere aware of contradictions between 
words and deeds. No society is perfect. No 
government or party can claim that all its 
citizens agree on every point of public 
policy. It is difficult for an informed public 
to have faith in negotiations with a country 
which flouts solemn agreements in one area, 
such as human rights, while professing the 
urgent need for new agreements in another 
area, such as arms control. In fact, I believe 
that governments which violate the interna
tionally guaranteed rights of their citizens 
risk loss of international credibility. 

This loss of international credibility has 
many ramifications: not only the loss of 
public confidence, but also difficulties, com
plications and delays in the diplomatic 
arena. In fact, such a loss of credibility ex
tends to all areas of bilateral relations and 
begins to poison the very foundation of the 
relationship between our countries. 

I want to turn to an examination of an 
international agreement which spans many 
vital issues. Indeed, it can be seen as a code 
of conduct for relations between states and 
between governments and governed: the 
1975 Final Act of the Conference on Securi
ty and Cooperation in Europe. This interna
tional agreement does not have the status 
of a treaty; rather, it is a solemn statement 
of political intent. It is precisely in relation 
to this document that the question of credi
bility is so crucial, particularly since the 
Helsinki Final Act refers to the positive role 
to be played by private individuals as well as 
governmental institutions. 

What events occurred which heightened 
public concern about human rights viola
tions of the Helsinki Accords in your coun
try? Since the start of the Madrid CSCE 
Meeting in September 1980, your govern
ment has arrested over 500 people in the 
USSR who peacefully advocated Helsinki
guaranteed rights. These arrests have bur
dened the work of the long-protracted 
Madrid Meeting and have exacerbated ef
forts to negotiate a balanced and substan
tive document. 

All too often when representatives of my 
country speak of public concern for human 
rights issues in your country, we are told 
that we are merely concerned with the fates 

of a few misfits. To this I say if a govern
ment can easily take reprisals against its 
own citizens who speak critically, then no 
citizen is safe. 

Furthermore, it is precisely vis a vis indi
viduals that governments must and do prove 
themselves. Therefore, I will refer to some 
individuals in your country whose problems 
we consider to be representative of similar 
problems faced by thousands of other 
people. 

ANDREI SAKHAROV 

First, however, I would like to refer to a 
man who has been called the conscience of 
mankind: Andrei Sakharov. Although he 
was never formally accused of any offense, 
on January 22, 1980, Sakharov was summar
ily banished to the closed city of Gorky 
where he lives under virtual house arrest. 
Today, partly as a result of a hunger strike 
undertaken by him and his wife, Elena 
Bonner, to gain emigration rights for a rela
tive, Sakharov and Bonner urgently need to 
be hospitalized in the Academy of Sciences 
hospital in Moscow. How can a government 
which ostracizes and ignores the basic 
human needs of a famous man such as Sak
harov expect to gain international credi
bility for its treatment of ordinary men and 
women? 

HELSINKI MONITORS 

Another issue of particular concern to 
Americans who are committed to the noble 
humanitarian aims of the Helsinki Final Act 
is the systematic campaign of repression un
dertaken by your government against Soviet 
citizens who merely sought to call public at
tention to certain shortcomings in Soviet 
observance of the human rights provisions 
of the Helsinki Final Act. Today, 53 mem
bers of these citizens' groups are imprisoned 
in Soviet prisons, labor camps and psychi
atric hospitals. None of these people ever 
advocated violence. Instead, they compiled 
reasonable documents about human rights 
problems in their own country. If your gov
ernment found fault with these documents, 
why not dispute their facts? By locking up 
such people-and by abusing them further 
while imprisoned-your government showed 
the world it cannot tolerate individuals who 
publicly advocate the humanitarian aims of 
the Helsinki Final Act. 

My country continues to be concerned 
with the fates of 53 imprisoned Helsinki 
Monitors, including Russian physicist Yuri 
Orlov and Jewish mathematician Anatoly 
Shcharansky of the Moscow Helsinki 
Group; poet Mykola Rudenko of the 
Ukrainian Helsinki Group: Viktoras Petkus 
of the Lithuanian Helsinki Group; physicist 
Robert Nazaryan of the Armenian Helsinki 
Group; and Merab Kostava of the Georgian 
Helsinki Group. Americans cannot under
stand why young Ukrainian Monitor, Olha 
Heyko, now faces a possible 12-year impris
onment term, nor why pregnant Irina Griv
nina of the Psychiatric Working Group is 
under official pressure to perform manual 
labor in exile, or why aged Ukrainian Moni
tor Oksana Meshko is exiled to the rigors of 
remote Siberia. 

EMIGRATION 

Despite international legal commitments, 
your government does not permit free emi
gration from the Soviet Union. In fact, the 
only recognized legal basis for leaving the 
USSR is for the purposes of family reunifi
cation. The emigration process is lengthy, 
cumbersome, and fraught with uncertainty 
and potential penalties. In a distortion of 
the Helsinki spirit, since 1979 the Soviet 
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government now defines family for emigra
tion purposes as only father, mother, son or 
daughter. 

Tragically, in some cases, even reunifica
tion of nuclear families is not deemed suffi
cient cause to permit emigration from the 
USSR. I have in mind here, among all too 
many other examples, the issue of US
Soviet binational marriages. One U.S. hus
band, Professor Woodford McClellan, has 
not seen his Russian wife, Irina, since 1974. 
Last year, one group of Soviet citizens was 
driven to a series of life-threatening hunger 
strikes to protest prolonged Soviet-imposed 
separation from their husbands and wives in 
the West. While we are gratified that two of 
these Soviet spouses were allowed to join 
their families in the United States, two 
other Soviet husbands, Sergei Petrov and 
Yuri Balovlenko, are still being denied emi
gration permission. Unfortunately, this list 
of divided nuclear families could be ex
tended. Another case comes to mind: a 
mother, Francesca Yanson, who is ill with 
cancer, has been trying in vain for three 
years to see her son in the United States. 
Recently, several members of this Delega
tion met a young man by the name of Igar 
Tufeld who has appealed to us to intervene 
with you for his parents, Mr. and Mrs. Val
dimir Tufeld, who are both quite ill. How 
can the Soviet government ignore these 
basic human needs of its citizens and still 
hope to be trusted in the world? 

Not only does your government restrict 
potential emigrants to divided nuclear fami
lies, but, in practice, only the members of 
three ethnic minorities in the Soviet 
Union-Jews, Germans and Armenians
have been permitted to leave the Soviet 
Union in significant numbers. Even here, 
however, recent statistics point to a sharp 
cutback in the numbers of Soviet Jews, Ger
mans and Armenians being permitted to 
emigrate from the USSR. While 51,000 Jews 
left the Soviet Union in 1979, last year only 
3,000 were allowed to leave. If the present 
trend continues, this year only 1,200 will 
emigrate. Even more ominous for the future 
emigration prospects of Soviet Jewry, your 
government recently formed an official 
Anti-Zionist Committee which announced 
on June 6, 1983 that the process of family 
reunification for Soviet Jews was "essential
ly completed." 

American organizations estimate that 
300,000 Soviet Jews would like to emigrate 
from the Soviet Union: one such man is 
Gregory Gimpelson of Leningrad who has 
applied for emigration since 1977. Denied 
permission to work as a scientist, neverthe
less he is denied emigration for alleged 
access to secrets in a scientific job he left in 
1973. Another family, the Michelson family 
of Florida and Moscow, have not seen each 
other in 28 years! Despite many appeals on 
behalf of this family, Galina Golsman Mi
chelson of Moscow, and her daughter's 
family, continue to be denied emigration 
permission. The Essas family of Moscow has 
been trying to emigrate to Israel since 1973 
to join their aged parents. And I raise with 
you on a personal level the case of a cousin 
of mine, David Gregoriovitch Vaksman in 
Kishinev, the city from which my grandpar
ents fled Tzarist persecution and where this 
young man lives under Soviet oppression. 
Such needless human suffering flies in the 
face of your government's humanitarian 
pronouncements. We have a list of names of 
people that put a lie to your statement that 
there are few Jews who want to leave. We 
know of them because their relations in 
Israel and in the United States have ap-

pealed to us for help. Some of us will try to 
call or visit these refuseniks while we are 
here. Those that I have personally talked to 
tell me that they are desperate. And I tell 
them they are not forgotten by those who 
will stand with them in conscience. 

In addition to these tragic stories, other 
Soviet families are adversely affected by 
Soviet emigration practices: the Jurgutis 
family of Lithuania has been separated 
from their father in Chicago since 1974; the 
Russian Evsyukov family, who live near 
Moscow, suffer numerous persecutions, in
cluding a term in labor camp, for their 
desire to emigrate. 

RELIGIOUS BELIEVERS 

Of course, Americans were heartened by 
the news that, after a 23-year effort, the 
Pentecostal Vashchenko family were al
lowed to leave the USSR on June 27-the 
fifth anniversary of their taking refuge in 
the U.S. Embassy in Moscow. I hope that 
their fellow Siberian Pentecostals, the 
Chmykhailov family, will soon follow. 

But what impelled these two Pentecostal 
families-and an estimated 30,000 other 
Soviet Christians-to struggle so hard and 
so long to leave the Soviet Union? After all, 
the Soviet Constitution asserts the separa
tion of church and state. Nevertheless, the 
Soviet government attempts to maintain 
total control over organized religion in the 
Soviet Union. All religious communities
Christian, Jewish or Moselm-must agree to 
onerous state control over all aspects of 
their activities. Any religious community 
which does not agree to such legal restric
tions is relegated to outlaw status. Indeed, 
there are thousands of Soviet Christians, in
cluding, for example, 175 reform Baptists, 
who are imprisoned in the Soviet Union for 
refusing to obey such laws. 

Yet here again contradictions in the 
policy of your government emerge: some re
ligious communities, even if they agree to 
abide by Soviet laws, are refused legal status 
because their religious belief itself is 
deemed by your government to be illegal. 
Here I have in mind the tragic fate of the 
Ukrainian Catholic Church and of the Jeho
vah's Witnesses in the Soviet Union. Adher
ents to these religions are subjected to par
ticular persecution. Ukrainian Catholic ac
tivist, Iosyp Terelya, founder of the Initia
tive Group for the Rights of Believers and 
the Church-who has already spent over a 
decade in prison-was rearrested in Decem
ber 1982. 

Other religious activists in the USSR have 
also suffered similar fates at the hands of 
your government: Russian Orthodox priest, 
Father Gleb Yakunin of the Christian Com
mittee has been denied contact with his 
family after he was sentenced in August 
1980 to a ten-year term; Lithuanian Catho
lic priest, father Alfonsas Svarinskas of the 
Catholic Committee, was also sentenced to a 
ten-year term. 

ETHNIC AND CULTURAL RIGHTS 

Americans, like Soviets, live in a country 
with a rich and varied cultural history. We 
understand that it is not always easy to ac
commodate the diverse aspirations of ethnic 
minorities. Although problems remain, in 
recent years my country has made great 
strides in improving the status of such 
American ethnic groups as Blacks and 
Native Americans. 

In your country, however, there are dis
turbing signs of regression from Helsinki ob
ligations in your treatment of legitimate 
rights of ethnic minorities: these are anti
semitic articles in your official press; there 

is an escalation in pressures to Russify the 
languages and Sovietize the cultures of the 
non-Russian half of your population; and 
there is evidence of discrimination against 
religious believers and Jews in higher educa
tion. There are even cases of imprisoning of 
Soviet citizens who seek to improve the 
status of their ethnic groups: a Soviet Jew, 
Feliks Kochubievsky, who wanted to form a 
Soviet-Israeli Friendship Soviety, was given 
a prison term for "anti-Soviet slander." 
Mustafa Dzhemilev, a leader of the Muslim 
Crimean Tatar struggle from Central Asian 
exile to return to their historic homeland in 
Crimea, has spent most of his adult life in 
camps and exile. Russian writers, such as 
Georgy Vladimov, are forced into exile from 
refusing to submit to official pressures to in
crease Communist orthodoxy in Russian lit
erature. Soviet scientists are denied permis
sion to attend international scientific con
ferences-as happened last week with Pro
fessor Khatchaturyan and his wife who 
were supposed to address an international 
physics conference in Greece. Other Soviet 
scientists, such as Jewish mathematician 
Vik tor Brailovsky, who organized an unoffi
cial Moscow seminar for other scientist re
fused emigration permission, are impris
oned. 

UNOFFICIAL PEACE GROUPS 

Although your government encourages 
citizens' disarmament initiatives in the 
West, Soviet officials have imprisoned eight 
members of two unofficial peace groups: 
four signatories of an October 1981 appeal 
that the Baltic states of Lithuania, Estonia 
and Latvia be included in an official Soviet 
proposal to create a Baltic nuclear-free 
zone, and four members of the Group to Es
tablish Trust between the United States and 
the U.S.S.R. 

CONCLUSION 

I hope that your government will take my 
comments in the spirit in which they are in
tended: if trust between our countries is to 
be established, we must be more attentive to 
all of the matters of concern to each other. 
As far as human rights are concerned, they 
are not only important to us, but are inex
tricably linked with the other items on the 
agenda between our two countries. 

PATRICK WARREN'S TREK 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I rise 

today to commend and to congratulate 
a courageous Pennsylvanian, Patrick 
Warren, who today entered Washing
ton after walking across the United 
States from California. 

Mr. Warren's 3,000-mile trek will 
conclude in Philadelphia, where he 
lives. His grueling odyssey across our 
Nation was undertaken to show that 
epileptics are capable of everything 
that their nonafflicted brethren can 
do. 

Mr. Warren, a roofer by trade, suf
fered two tragic, almost fatal accidents 
before learning that he suffered with 
epilepsy. In 1974 and again in 1979 
during epileptic seizures, Mr. Warren 
walked off rooftops while working. In 
the second fall, he fractured his skull. 

After a number of failures at reach
ing a correct diagnosis of Warren·s 
problem by various medical authori
ties, the Graquate Hospital's Compre-
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hensive Epilepsy Center correctly di
agnosed his ailment as epilepsy and 
placed him on a treatment program 
which has effectively controlled his 
seizures. 

Determined to thank the CEC and 
bring attention to epilepsy and how it 
can be conquered, Mr. Warren set 
forth on his prodigious undertaking on 
May 2. With grit and courage, he has 
persevered. 

Today, he is being received at the 
White House and congratulated by 
President Reagan. 

And now as he enters the last lap of 
his journey on behalf of all epileptics, 
I believe he deserves the thanks and 
commendation of all of us for this 
noble effort on behalf of his fell ow 
man. 

WEINBERGER'S 10 
COMMANDMENTS 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, last 
week, Secretary of Defense Weinberg
er issued 10 initiatives to get excessive 
cost increases of spare parts under 
control. 

I am here today to commend Secre
tary Weinberger for his directive, but 
to also warn both the Secretary and 
the American public that the 10 initia
tives will have little impact in-and-of 
themselves. I have some suggestions 
for Secretary Weinberger. 

Secretary Weinberger has declared 
verbal war on the largest bureaucracy 
in the Western world. Yet he is fight
ing a war against a well-armed adver
sary, and with little more than high
minded and noble-sounding rhetoric. 

As a result, the Secretary will con
tinue to experience entrenched resist
ance to his new initiatives. And we will 
continue to have excessive cost in
creases of spare parts, unless concrete 
and specific steps are taken to change 
the system. 

The Secretary's 10 commandments 
closely resemble other rhetoric we 
have heard from the Defense Depart
ment for years. The most recent exam
ple is the Carlucci initiatives. 

The Carlucci initiatives were to be 
the be-all and end-all of positive 
change in the Pentagon. But they had 
little impact because they had no 
teeth. 

There was no timetable, no account
ability, and no clear indication that 
the initiatives were a serious undertak
ing. 

Now, Mr. Weinberger has given us 
"Son of Carlucci," 10 new initiatives 
which are even more vague then the 
first 32. Yet he claims: "It is a pro
gram with teeth," and it will end cost 
abuses "once and for all." 

Here is an indication of the teeth in 
these 10 commandments: 

"Should offer incentives. • • *" 
"Awards • • • should be continued. . . ... 
"I expect you. • • *" 

"To alert defense contractors. • • *" 
"To accelerate reform. • • *" 
"To take steps.• • *" 
"To convey a strong belief.••*" 
The Secretary is giving us nothing 

concrete. No goals, no timetable, no 
accountability. 

The real 10 commandments are 
straightforward: Thou shall not kill. 
Period. And there is no question as to 
who is accountable. 

I would like to illustrate my point 
with the particular case of a man who 
has tried to follow these 10 command
ments for over a year, now, and has 
been condemned because of it. 

His name is George Spanton. He is 
the resident auditor for the Defense 
Contract Audit Agency in West Palm 
Beach, Fla. He had attempted a thor
ough audit of Pratt & Whitney be
cause of improprieties. He has been 
harassed to the point of frustration. 
He nearly lost his job for attempting 
to save the taxpayer money. That was 
his reward for doing what is right. He 
was threatened with dismissal by his 
own superiors. 

Even from the top he got little en
couragement. In response to a request 
from me to keep Spanton on the case 
at West Palm Beach, Secretary Wein
berger, on April 16, was quoted by a 
spokesman as saying it was "immateri
al" to him whether Spanton stayed on 
the job. 

I have put together a chronology of 
newspaper clippings which detail the 
Spanton case. It was not until his 
story erupted in the public domain 
that anything was done to correct the 
perversion. 

One wonders, in light of all this, how 
big the Secretary's commitment is to 
these 10 initiatives. So far, we have 
just words. Now we need followup. 
Words are necessary, but even more 
desirable are actions, which are proof 
of intent. 

There are many people like George 
Spanton in the defense community 
who have tried and have wanted to 
carry out the 10 commandments for a 
long time. Yet the system has stifled 
them. That is because the incentives 
encourage such stifling. And indiffer
ence at the top has enabled the system 
to prevail. 

If the Secretary and others in the 
Defense Department were serious 
about managing the Pentagon eff ec
tively, they would listen to people like 
Spanton whose job it is to expose 
waste and inefficiency. 

Earlier this afternoon, I had a letter 
hand-delivered to Secretary Weinberg
er, asking him to promote George 
Spanton for his diligence and perse
verence, and urging him to exercise 
commandment No. 2 against those 
who tried to stifle Mr. Spanton. 

The second commandment reads as 
follows: 

I expect you to take stem disciplinary 
action-including reprimand, demotion and 

dismissal-of those employees who are neg
ligent in implementing our procedures. 

I also sent the Secretary a copy of 
this memo from George Spanton to 
the Atlanta regional director for the 
DCAA. It is Mr. Spanton's response to 
the recent DOD Inspector General's 
report on spare parts price increases. 

In this memo, Mr. Spanton recom
mends that the Inspectionor General 
review be expanded to include a review 
of Pratt & Whitney's markup and 
profit determinations. It also critiques 
the current DCAA audit policy, and 
comments on the incentives for cost 
growth in spare parts. 

I have recommended to the Secre
tary of Defense that he review Mr. 
Spanton's memo and that he heed its 
recommendations. 

If the Defense Department is serious 
about bringing cost increases under 
control, it will listen to people like 
George Spanton, and then change the 
system so that the George Spantons 
are more easily heard. 

The Secretary of Defense should 
heed such specific and concrete recom
mendations as those outlined in this 
memo by Spanton. That is what Span
ton and others are there for. 

The Secretary should construct a 
timetable with startup dates, goals, 
and progress checks. And he should 
make public the names of those who 
are accountable-those who are moni
toring progress, evaluating results and 
establishing new goals. 

This is the only way even the Secre
tary himself will ever know that his 
initiatives are working. And it is the 
only way the problem of excessive cost 
increases will ever be corrected. I en
courage the Secretary to take these 
appropriate steps. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

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

The acting assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, what 
is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time 
for morning business has expired. 
Morning business is closed. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1984 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill <H.R. 3363) making appropriations 

for the Department of the Interior and re-
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lated agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1984, and for other purposes. 

SECOND EXCEPTED COMMITTEE AMENDMENT
RELATING TO SECTION 31 7 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the second 
committee amendment. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I am 
happy to yield to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania for a series of questions 
which I hope I will be able to answer. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend, the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources, for yielding. 

We are considering here a matter 
that touches not only on our commit
tee but also on a number of concerns 
and maybe even reservations I have in 
a number of ways. 

I do note and take cognizance of the 
fact that the Senator from Washing
ton and the Senator from Idaho are 
making what I believe is a sincere and 
best effort to insure that there is an 
adequate flow of financing or nonin
terruption of employment, specifically 
involving, as I understand the purpose 
of this amendment, the WPPSS nucle
ar powerplant No. 3. 

I note that I, too, come from an area 
which has had problems. Incidentially, 
I am not referring to Three-Mile 
Island. We still have that as a prob
lem. But we have our economic prob
lems, and we have our steel mills that 
have been hit by unemployment. We 
have had problems with a variety of 
economic hard times, and they contin
ue. 

A number of questions come to my 
mind, and I should like to make sure 
that I have all my facts straight first. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? That 
is a very unusual thought process 
here-to get your facts straight before 
saying something. I appreciate that. 

Mr. HEINZ. I take that as the high 
compliment I think it is. 

It is my understanding that the 
effect of the amendment is to create a 
separate entity through the Bonne
ville Power System which would allow 
that entity, using the full faith and 
credit of the Bonneville Power 
System, to underwrite the activities 
of-

Mr. McCLURE. May I rephrase that 
slightly? It does not use the faith and 
credit of Bonneville. It is to the extent 
that Bonneville has contractual au
thority and contractual liability under 
the net billing agreements. 

Mr. HEINZ. I stand technically cor
rected. 

Let me say to my friend that I am 
not trying to spell out the legalities 
here. 

My understanding is, however, that 
the result is a very substantial obliga
tion of the Bonneville Power System 
by virtue of the net revenue agree
ment and, for the purposes of that 
agreement, the commitments made by 

the Bonneville System are binding 
upon it to the extent of those agree
ments, which are considerable. There
fore, to the extent of those agree
ments Bonneville has pledged its full 
faith and credit to fulfill those agree
ments. Is that not correct? 

Mr. McCLURE. To the extent of the 
liabilities incurred in the net billing 
contracts which were entered into in 
1971 and approved by Congress in 
their budget submissions in 1971, that 
is correct. They are liable for the pay
ments required under those contracts. 

Mr. HEINZ. Yes. 
It is my further understanding that 

the idea is that this new authority will 
be able to issue bonds and incur 
bonded indebtedness for the purpose 
of completing WPPSS No. 3; is that 
correct? 

Mr. McCLURE. It is not necessarily 
contemplated that the entity would 
issue bonds. They would go to the fi
nancial markets to raise money by 
debt instruments. 

Mr. HEINZ. I stand corrected. But 
they will seek financing from the 
public by debt instruments--

Mr. McCLURE. That is correct. 
Mr. HEINZ [continuing]. Which will 

include bonded indebtedness. 
Mr. McCLURE. It could. 
Mr. HEINZ. Would those be solely 

for the purpose of No. 3 or would the 
uncompleted financing needed for No. 
2, which I understand is in the neigh
borhood of $100 million, also be fi
nanced? 

Mr. McCLURE. It could be. 
Mr. HEINZ. It could be. 
There is an existing number of credi

tors to WPPSS 1, 2, and 3 at the 
present time. What does the amend
ment provide for or alternatively what 
is contemplated in the way of subordi
nation of existing creditors to any new 
financing that might be offered 
through this authority? 

Mr. McCLURE. I think the subordi
nation is a question that is not rele
vant because Bonneville is obligated to 
pay all of the commitments that are 
outstanding at the present time just as 
they would be with respect to the bal
ance, and I do not think there is any 
contemplation on the part of anyone 
that Bonneville is going to default 
with respect to its obligations under 
the net billing contracts on 1, 2, and 3 
which are already covered by those 
contracts. They will be fully paid by 
Bonneville. 

Mr. HEINZ. I do not know that 
either the Senator from Idaho or I in 
the Chamber can dispose of the issue 
authoritatively because I do not claim 
to be an expert and I do not think he 
does either on the effect of a subse
quent decision to subordinate existing 
debt to a pref erred debt to be issued in 
the future. But it is my understanding 
that the debt originally issued was 
triple A rated by the bond services. 
Obviously, it is no longer receiving 

that high rating. But it would be this 
Senator's concern, if not judgment, 
that the act of subordinating existing 
debt will have some kind of an effect 
on that debt. But I do not know that 
he and I are the kind of municipal fi
nance authorities that this Senator 
would like to hear from. Indeed, it 
seems to me that it is a question on a 
subject upon which reasonable people 
can disagree and suggest to me that if 
I may say so, Mr. President, that is 
properly a subject for hearings before 
our committee. 

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

Mr. HEINZ. I yield. 
Mr. McCLURE. First of all, I do not 

believe there is any question in the 
mind of anyone of whom I am aware 
that the obligations that are incurred 
under the net billing contracts on 1, 2, 
and 3 are not to be fully paid. They 
will be fully paid from revenues that 
flow from the marketing of existing 
power in the projects that exist in the 
Northwest. 

Second, I wish to make sure that the 
RECORD reflected accurately that the 
bonds that were issued on 1, 2, and 3 
were triple A rated, were bonds issued 
by the Washington Public Power 
Supply System and, although they 
were guaranteed in effect by the net 
billing contracts, they were not direct
ly issued nor were they direct obliga
tions of Bonneville. 

Mr. HEINZ. Yes. That is understood. 
On the first point, however, the Sen

ator raises an interesting question 
which is that the net billing contract, 
of course, with Bonneville is only as 
good as the ability under the Bonne
ville power system to find a buyer for 
the power at the rate that they want 
to charge. Is that not correct? 

Mr. McCLURE. Of course, that is 
correct. But the Bonneville system has 
a tremendous number of customers 
who consume an awful lot of electrici
ty while there is a surplus at the 
present time and it would be the sur
plus of power to which the Senator 
would be addressing his question. The 
rest of it throughout the Pacific 
Northwest is being sold today, and 
those revenues must be sufficient to 
pay the indebtedness. 

There is a rate case and incidentally 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com
mission has some responsibility for the 
supervision of rates, and that rate case 
before FERC must generate sufficient 
revenues to pay the obligations that 
Bonneville does have, and those reve
nues are sufficient. 

Mr. HEINZ. Neither of us can stand 
here in the well of the Senate today 
and say particularly in the light of the 
existing surplus of power and in light 
of the recent experience that the utili
ties in this Northwest have had, 
where-upon increasing off a very low 
base the price for electric power in the 
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Northwest there have been cutbacks, 
conservation in electric power such 
that at least in one significant in
stance, when a substantial rate in
crease was put into effect, there was 
no net increase in revenues. 

Mr. McCLURE. If as a matter of fact 
the revenues had not been sufficient 
and were not sufficient to pay the in
debtedness to Bonneville, the rates 
would have to be increased again. 

Mr. HEINZ. That is correct. What 
we do not know in this Chamber I sug
gest, though, is the extent to which 
further rate increases will lead to fur
ther reductions in demand. The Sena
tor may say he knows and I may say I 
know, but that does not make either 
of us right. 

Mr. McCLURE. The Senator is rais
ing an issue that no one familiar with 
the Bonneville system has raised at 
all, and I submit it should not be 
raised now to cast further doubt in the 
minds of people who hold the bonds 
that were issued by WPPSS on 1, 2, 
and 3 as to whether or not they will be 
paid. They will be paid. Bonneville has 
the resources from which they can pay 
them. They will be paid upon their 
schedule. There is absolutely no doubt 
in the mind of anyone with respect to 
that. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will permit me, I wish some 
reassurance on that for the reasons 
just hinted at plus some others. 

Let me state so that there is no mis
understanding, the Senator from 
Idaho concedes that there is a surplus 
of power right now in the Northwest, 
and that is without the completion 
and without WPPSS 2 and WPPSS 3. 

Mr. McCLURE. If I may interrupt 
the Senator at that point to make 
what I think is an essential point, I 
understand what he is saying, but the 
revenues for Bonneville are complete
ly and perfectly adequate, but let us 
stop for just a moment. Apparently 
your concern is whether or not Bonne
ville will be able to pay the obligations 
that it has under the net billing con
tracts. 

Mr. HEINZ. That is one of my con
cerns. 

Mr. McCLURE. Senator, does it not 
stand to reason that to complete the 
plants and have some additional power 
to sell is going to enhance its ability to 
pay rather than decrease its ability to 
pay? 

Mr. HEINZ. No; that is not immedi
ately clear, because in order to gener
ate revenue it is not enough to have a 
product to sell. One must have willing 
buyers. 

Mr. McCLURE. Of course. 
Mr. HEINZ. Not only to consume 

what is produced but to pay the price 
that must be charged. 

We all know, at least as I understand 
this, there are going to be some fur
ther rate increases here. We all know 
at least within the last few years there 

have been some rate increases that 
have actually caused demand to go 
down. 

Mr. McCLURE. If the Senator is in a 
horse race you want to have a horse 
that will run, otherwise you are going 
to have to pay for the horses that 
came out of the starting gate and are 
dead, lying there on the track dead. 
Do you want to have to pay for a dead 
horse or would you rather have one 
that runs? 

Mr. HEINZ. How much will it cost to 
feed the horse if he lives? 

Mr. McCLURE. If that horse lives 
and runs he has the opportunity to 
win something. If he is lying dead on 
the track he has no opportunity at all. 

Mr. GORTON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. HEINZ. I do not want to beat a 
dead horse. 

Mr. GORTON. Will the Senator 
from Idaho yield? 

Mr. McCLURE. The Senator from 
Pennsylvania has the floor but the 
Senator from Washington wants to 
make a comment. 

Mr. HEINZ. I have the feeling I am 
outnumbered but please proceed. 

Mr. GORTON. I think my friend 
from Pennsylvania raised good ques
tions. I do not believe however that 
the questions are relevant to the 
amendment to the committee amend
ment which is before us at the present 
time, and I do not believe they are rel
evant for the following reasons: the 
amendment which is before us at the 
present time authorizes the Bonneville 
Power Administration to enter into 
certain agreements through a new 
third party to complete Washington 
Public Power System Project No. 3. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania is 
also correct that this could be utilized 
for No. 2 as well, but No. 2 is now 
being completed by money coming di
rectly from the Bonneville Power Ad
ministration and it will be complete
out of net revenues-and it will be 
complete in a matter of months. So 
that this legislation in all probability 
is not necessary for the completion of 
No. 2. 

The various parties who are interest
ed in the completion of No. 3 have 
found a source of revenue, source of 
construction money. They have found 
money which they can borrow if this 
authority is granted. That assumes 
that various financial institutions will
ing to lend almost $1 billion are con
vinced of the security of that invest
ment. The security of that investment 
is based on the authority of the Bon
neville Power Administration to 
charge those who purchase power 
from it enough money in order to 
repay that investment, along with the 
bonds which are already outstanding 
on WPPSS 1, WPPSS 2, and WPPSS 3. 

Now the point is that while I sup
pose in theory it is possible that there 
could be power existing from No. 3 

which can be completed in 6 or 7 years 
in any event which could not be mar
keted with anyone at all, it could be 
conceived that has already been dis
counted by the persons who are will
ing to lend money by the fact there 
will be a market for it or in the alter
native the Bonneville Power Authority 
from its other revenues can pay off 
both the bonds which have been al
ready issued and the $960 million 
which is necessary to complete No. 3. 

Mr. HEINZ. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. GORTON. Certainly. 
Mr. HEINZ. I think the Senator's ar

gument raises a very interesting ques
tion. Let us assume that everything 
the Senator has said is correct. Let us 
assume there are willing buyers out 
there for this financing, and let us 
assume that everything that I am con
cerned about is correct, that is to say 
there is not much proof that there is a 
market for this power, that there is 
not much proof that the market can 
bear the price that is contemplated. 
The question then is why would will
ing buyers be willing to buy this fi
nancing? 

I think that that should lead us to 
the next area of inquiry, which is 
what is the relationship of the Bonne
ville Public Power system and the sub
sidiary whose net billing contract it 
stands ready to guarantee to other 
sources of funds, namely that of the 
Federal Government. 

I understand the Senator from 
Idaho. Senator McCLURE, has an 
amendment, I do not know whether it 
is pending or adopted, that says the 
full faith and credit of the Federal 
Government does not stand behind 
the Bonneville Power system. 

Mr. McCLURE. I think it is abun
dantly clear in existing law the Feder
al Government's full faith and credit 
is not pledged and is not behind Bon
neville Power on these issues and that 
is already a matter of law. In order to 
make it absolutely clear I suggest
ed-

Mr. HEINZ. It was apparently not 
clear to the bond underwriters as re
cently as 1974 and 1976 but according 
to my information the reason there 
was a triple-A rating here is there was 
an assumption--

Mr. McCLURE. I do not think that 
is true at all. 

Mr. HEINZ. I think you and I are 
not arguing the point. 

Mr. McCLURE. Let me try to 
answer. 

Mr. HEINZ. I am not contending 
that the full faith and credit of the 
Federal Government is involved here. 
All I was saying is you intended to 
make that doubly clear in your amend
ment. 

Mr. McCLURE. That is right. I in
tended, and the purpose of the amend
ment was, to restate what the law al
ready is. 
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Mr. HEINZ. The Senator from Penn

sylvania understands that fully and 
did not think his comments were in 
any way at variance with what the 
Senator has just said. What I did want 
to say is that, I really did want to ask, 
is its not true that although the full 
faith and credit of the Federal Gov
ernment is not contemplated to be and 
as you read existing law according to 
most people's, most authorities' inter
pretations, although some would 
argue it, was never backed by the full 
faith and credit of the Federal Gov
ernment, what in fact is the nature of 
the relationship between Bonneville 
Public Power and the Federal Govern
ment. 

It is this Senator's understanding 
that they have the ability to have the 
use of money from the Federal Gov
ernment. 

Mr. McCLURE. We have granted 
them borrowing authority which is 
limited by appropriations acts as to 
what that borrowing authority is from 
the U.S. Treasury. We have from time 
to time appropriated money to the 
Bonneville Power Administration for 
the purpose of constructing transmis
sion lines. Those direct appropriations 
for a specific purpose. But there never 
has been an argument made with re
spect to the net billing contracts that 
the full faith and credit of the United 
States is pledged to the net billing con
tracts and that is not the case under 
the current law and has not been a 
representation made to the market 
and the issuance of the bonds by 
WPPSS. I think WPPSS in issuing the 
bonds stated they were backed by the 
Bonneville Power Administration 
through the net billing contracts, 
which is a fact. 

Mr. HEINZ. That distinction is 
noted, and I accept it. 

Where I am less willing to accept the 
argument is that that is a distinction 
that is a meaningful difference to 
those people who buy bonds. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Sena
tor yield? 

Mr. HEINZ. Because having come to 
the Congress as they have in the past 
for between $7 billion and $8 billion in 
financing for transmission equip
ment--

Mr. McCLURE. That is not quite 
correct. 

Mr. HEINZ. You do not know what I 
have said yet. 

Mr. McCLURE. But I know what 
you have said so far, and it is incor
rect. 

Mr. HEINZ. What is incorrect? 
Mr. McCLURE. They did not come 

to Congress for $7 billion or $8 billion 
to finance transmission lines. That in
cludes the power facilities that are in 
Federal dams for which repayment is 
required under the authorization for 
those dams. The major part of that $7 
billion to $8 billion comes from the re
payment for the power facilities, the 

major-a minor part of it with re
spect--

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Sena
tor yield? 

Mr. McCLURE. The minor part 
is--

Mr. METZENBAUM. I am trying to 
find out when the Senator from Idaho 
wants me to raise my point of order, at 
what point. It is almost 12 o'clock. Do 
you want me to make it after we 
return at 2 o'clock? 

Mr. McCLURE. I appreciate the 
Senator asking that question. I will 
consult with him. It is my understand
ing that under the previous order we 
were expected to recess at the hour of 
12 until the hour of 2 o'clock and be 
back on the bill at 2. 

Mr. HEINZ. Have the Senator from 
Idaho and the Senator from Ohio 
completed their business? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I completed it. 
I did not get an answer. 

Mr. HEINZ. Let me put this in the 
form of a question. Is it the under
standing of the Senator from Idaho 
that the $7.5 billion, roughly, is, as we 
were discussing a moment ago, an obli
gation of the Bonneville Power system 
to the Federal Government? 

Mr. McCLURE. It is an obligation, 
yes. 

Mr. HEINZ. Could the Senator from 
Idaho tell me what the history of the 
repayment of that obligation has 
been? 

Mr. McCLURE. I have not personal
ly checked that recently because it 
really is not directly relevant to the 
pending matter. 

Mr. HEINZ. May I suggest to the 
Senator why it may be very relevant, 
indeed? 

Mr. McCLURE. Surely. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

hour of 12 noon has arrived. 
RECESS UNTIL 2 P .M. TODAY 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I now 
move that the Senate recess until the 
hour of 2 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
now stand in recess until 2 p.m. this 
afternoon. 

Thereupon, at 12 noon, the Senate 
recessed until 2 p.m., whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer <Mr. 
LUGAR). 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1984 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it is now 
2 p.m. It may be that there is a mes
sage from the House on the railroad 
retirement bill. I may ask the Senate 
to turn to that, temporarily. I will not 
do that at this time. As I indicated ear
lier to the minority leader and, I 
think, to other Senators, if that mes-

sage does arrive, there seems to be a 
general consensus that we ought to try 
to address it, if we can. 

Could I inquire of the Chair, is the 
message here? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
message has arrived. 

Mr. BAKER. I will not ask the Chair 
to present it, but while I have a 
chance to confer with the principals, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

I withhold that request. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

may I ask the majority leader if I 
might ask for the yeas and nays in 
connection with the pending amend
ment? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator so he may do that. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays with re
spect to the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second, There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

The majority leader is recognized. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, as I in
dicated earlier, on the floor and pri
vately to the minority leader and to 
other Senators directly involved from 
the jurisdictional standpoint, as and 
when we received H.R. 1646, the rail
road retirement bill, from the House 
of Representatives, it would be my 
hope that we could take it up on a rel
atively short time limitation and pro
ceed to dispose of the bill this after
noon. I am about to propose such a 
unanimous-consent agreement. If that 
is granted, it will also be my intention 
to ask that the provisions of the 
Budget Act be waived so we can pro
ceed with the consideration of that 
matter. 

First, Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the pending meas
ure be temporarily laid aside and that 
the Senate turn to the consideration 
of H.R. 1646, the railroad retirement 
bill; that no Senate amendments be in 
order; and that debate be limited to 30 
minutes, to be equally divided between 
the majority leader and the minority 
leader or their designees. 

Mr. LONG. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. President, that has not 
been cleared on this side of the aisle. I 
cannot agree to that limitation. I 
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could agree to the bill being brought 
up for consideration. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, do I un
derstand from the majority leader 
that there would be no amendments in 
order? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes, Mr. President, the 
language of the request was that no 
Senate amendments be in order. 

Mr. BYRD. So there could not possi
bly be any nongermane amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. That is correct. 
Mr. President, I wish to amend the 

request. I am advised now that per
haps the time limitation had not been 
fully cleared on both sides. I amend 
the unanimous-consent request by re
moving the time. I shall restate the re
quest so it is clear. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate temporarily lay aside the pend
ing measure and turn to the consider
ation of H.R. 1646, the railroad retire
ment bill, and that no Senate amend
ments be in order. 

Mr. BYRD. Reserving the right to 
object, would the majority leader add 
the provision that no call for the regu
lar order would bring this measure 
down? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes, Mr. President, I 
add that to the request. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. President, and I do 
not intend to object, I assume that 
when the majority leader says tempo
rarily laying aside a measure that is on 
the calendar at the moment, he means 
that, immediately upon conclusion of 
the railroad retirement measure, we 
shall return to consideration of the In
terior appropriations measure? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes, Mr. President, 
that would happen automatically 
unless we take some other action to 
take up some other meausure. There 
are other measures, such as the De
partment of Transportation report, 
that may require action. 

The answer to the question is that, 
on the disposition of the railroad re
tirement measure, the Interior bill 
would recur as the pending business 
and the second committee amendment 
would recur as the pending amend
ment. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I have no ob
jection. 

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

BUDGET ACT WAIVER-RAIL
ROAD RETIREMENT SOLVENCY 
ACT 
Mr. BAKER. I as unanimous consent 

that section 402 of the Budget Act be 
waived with respect to the consider
ation of H.R. 1646. 

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

RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
SOLVENCY ACT OF 1983 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the bill. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <H.R. 1646) to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1974 and the Railroad 
Retirement Tax Act to assure sufficient re
sources to pay current and future benefits 
under the Railroad Retirement Act of 1974, 
to make technical changes, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I might 
say that it appears likely that there 
will be a request for a record vote on 
this measure. At the request of an
other Senator, I now ask for the yeas 
and nays on that question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I now 

yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I know 

there are Senators who would like to 
be recognized before I make a state
ment to explain the bill. I wish first to 
yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Virginia <Mr. WARNER) who has 
been active in working out this pro
gram. I appreciate his assistance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
legislation before us today, H.R. 1646, 
amends the Railroad Retirement Act 
of 197 4 and the Railroad Retirement 
Tax Act of 1974 to assure sufficient 
funds to pay current and future bene
fits. 

If the Congress does not act on these 
amendments, present railroad retirees 
will be forced to take a 40-percent re
duction in their tier II benefits. This 
cut would reduce all retirement checks 
by approximately 15 percent. We 
cannot allow this to happen. 

This $4 billion, 5-year package is de
signed to save the railroad retirement 
system from insolvency. 

Under this legislation, employers 
and employees will increase their con
tributions to the retirement system by 
$500 million over the next 5 years. 
During that same period, the Federal 
Government will contribute about $2 
billion to the system. These provisions 
will become effective October 1. 

The railroad retirement system pays 
about $5. 7 billion annually in benefits 
to about 1 million persons. Recent 
high unemployment in the railroad in
dustry has threatened to make the 
system insolvent. 

Without these changes, the railroad 
retirement system will face a deficit of 
$13 billion by 1992. 

The legislation represents a compro
mise plan recommended by a railroad 
labor-management committee. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this compromise legislation. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield to 
the distinguished senator from Iowa, 
who has the same committee obliga
tion. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the Railroad Retirement 
Solvency Act. I cannot emphasize 
enough the extreme importance of 
this legislation. Thousands of retired 
railroad employees are anxiously 
awaiting the adoption of this bill. 
Without exaggeration, many of these 
retirees would not be able to make 
ends meet if this bill is not passed. 

For many months now, Mr. Presi
dent, I have been assuring my con
stituents that Congress would act re
sponsibly and complete action on this 
solvency bill prior to the September 
deadline. I am glad that I am able to 
report that we are, in fact, meeting 
that deadline. 

I want to especially congratulate the 
representatives of railway labor and 
management who have worked so hard 
to come up with a compromise pack
age. As anyone who has ever been in
volved in labor-management negotia
tions knows, this is a very time con
suming and difficult task. The individ
uals involved deserve great praise for 
their hard work and dedication to a 
fair and equitable solution. 

There are those, Mr. President, who 
have criticized this plan but those 
voices are definitely in the minority. 
There is no denying the fact that 
there is a special relationship between 
the railroad retirement fund and the 
Federal Government. If we were able 
to turn the clock back 50 years, we 
might not be in the position we are in 
today. But, turning the clock back is 
not possible. We must deal with the 
situation as it is presented to us. The 
facts are that if we do not act, signifi
cant reductions will have to be made 
in the benefits of thousands of retired 
railroad workers. I cannot accept that 
solution. 

Railroad retirees worked hard for 
their pensions and they deserve to 
have a pension that is fair. It is not 
their fault that the fund is in trouble 
so we cannot expect to bear the 
burden of restoring the fund the fi
nancial solvency. But assessing blame 
will not resolve the problem. That is 
why it was so important for labor and 
management to work together to find 
a solution. 

Just as the social security reform 
commission developed a bipartisan so
lution to the financing problems of 
social security, management, and labor 
have worked together with Govern
ment to find a solution to the railroad 
retirement fund problem. 

I am proud to be able to support this 
package and I strongly urge my col
leagues to join me in adopting this bill. 
We cannot turn our backs on those 
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people who are depending on us to 
come up with a solution. To vote 
against this package would be disas
trous for so many people. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to vote in favor of this bill. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me 
state at the outset that there is an
other committee under the jurisdic
tion of labor union resources. I under
stand that Senator HATCH and the 
ranking member on that committee 
may want to share in this presenta
tion. As soon as they arrive, I shall be 
happy to yield to the members of that 
committee. 

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

Mr. DOLE. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I speak as a member of that commit
tee which developed this compromise, 
worked out over a long period of time. 

I rise in support of this legislation to 
put the railroad retirement fund back 
on its feet. This legislation is urgently 
needed to prevent major benefit cuts
cuts that would reduce tier 2 benefits 
for retirees by 40 percent-from going 
into effect on October 1. I commend 
the chairman of the Finance Commit
tee Senator DoLE and the chairman of 
the Labor Committee Senator HATCH 
for moving this legislation through so 
expeditiously, especi.llly in light of the 
fact that it was only passed by the 
House late Monday. 

I support this legislation as a true 
compromise plan, but I have many res
ervations about specific parts of the 
plan. This package of tax increases 
and benefit reductions has been en
dorsed by the administration, has been 
adopted by the full House on a vote of 
398 to 5, and has been endorsed by 
most of the major rail unions. 

Although this bill goes far to put the 
overall railroad retirement fund into 
solvency, I am especially concerned 
about the so-called 60-30 provisions in 
this package. Currently railroad em
ployees can retire at age 60 with 30 
years service and obtain full benefits. 
As I understand this compromise, per
sons wishing to retire at full benefits 
would have to wait until age 62. Under 
this bill a person can retire with full 
benefits at age 60 until July l, 1984. 
After that a person between the ages 
of 60 and 62 will face a reduction of 10 
percent in tier 1 <social security level) 
benefits. After January 1, 1986, per
sons retiring before age 62 would face 
a reduction in tier 1 benefits of 20 per
cent. 

I am deeply distressd by this particu
lar provision. This latest phase-in pro
vision may help some individuals who 
were expecting to retire next year 
with full benefits. But it will still leave 
many retirees with the choice of work
ing severa.l years longer than planned 
or accepting reduced benefits. I believe 
other provisions could have been 

adopted that would have generated 
the same cost savings to the railroad 
retirement system, but I am reluctant
ly endorsing the whole package in 
order to insure the system's solvency. 
However, I shall follow implementa
tion of this plan carefully, and if it is 
financially possible, I may off er an 
amendment in the future to restore 
the full 60-30 provision. 

Mr. President, I must emphasize 
that the insolvency problem faced by 
the railroad retirement fund-as with 
the social security system-is not due 
to overspending by the fund to retir
ees. Those men and women have 
worked for years for those benefits. 
They earned them, and they deserve 
to be paid those benefits. The real 
problem lies in the economic policies 
that the Reagan administration has 
passed, which has caused tremendous 
unemployment throughout the econo
my, but especially in the rail industry. 
In 1956 there were 1.2 million workers 
paying into the railroad fund; nobody 
ever predicted a shortfall back then. 
But today, there are only 400,000 
workers. That is a precipitous drop 
from 1980, when we had over 700,000 
workers. That tremendous decline in 
unemployment during the Reagan re
cession has sent the fund into insol
vency and has forced this package to 
be developed. 

I am encouraged that this plan will 
be adopted in time to prevent the even 
more drastic cuts in tier II benefits 
scheduled to take place on October 1. 
But I believe the best way overall to 
put the railroad retirement fund back 
on its feet is to revive the economy, so 
railroad workers have their jobs and 
railroad retirees can keep their full 
benefits. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield to 
the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, 
during today's Finance Committee 
hearing, the Senator from Kansas in
dicated his support for a study to ex
amine the railroad retirement and the 
railroad unemployment insurance sys
tems and their effect on the commuter 
railroad lines established under the 
Northeast Rail Service Act of 1981. 
During today's hearing, David Stock
man indicated that the administration 
will conduct such a study and report 
back to Congress by early 1984. 

Several Senators have expressed 
concerns about this issue, including 
the Senators from Connecticutt, New 
Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania. 

Mr. President, I recommend that the 
study be undertaken by the Depart
ment of Treasury, in conjunction with 
the affected commuter railroad agen
cies and labor, to review all aspects of 
the commuter agencies' participation 
in the railroad retirement system and 
the railroad unemployment system in
cluding: 

First, the history of commuter agen
cies as providers of commuter rail serv
ice; 

Second, a comparison of past and 
future employment trends in the rail 
freight and commuter service areas; 

Third, an analysis of the extent to 
which the commuter rails are respon
sible for the railroad unemployment 
insurance system's debt and an assess
ment as to whether it is fair to impose 
the solvency tax on the commuter 
lines; 

Fourth, an examination of whether 
the freight railroads and commuter 
agencies should be under the same tax 
rate structure of the retirement 
system and the unemployment system; 

Fifth, recommendations for an equi
table tax rate structure for the com
muter lines under the railroad retire
ment and railroad unemployment in
surance. 

Mr. President, I want to ask the dis
tinguished chairman of the Finance 
Committee if he agrees that this kind 
of study is a responsible course of 
action to take and whether we will 
expect that by early 1984 the study 
would be completed? 

Mr. DOLE. Let me state to the dis
tinguished Senator from New Jersey 
that I appreciate his willingness to do 
it in this fashion rather than to amend 
the legislation. I think this is a respon
sible way to address the very valid 
questions raised by the Senators from 
New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, 
and also other Senators who have that 
same concern. We will direct the 
Treasury to make this study and have 
the report back by April l, 1984. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I thank the Senator 
very much for his outstanding work on 
this issue. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator 
from New Jersey for his support of 
this legislation. 

Mr. President, we are trying to move 
as quickly as we can on this legisla
tion. We had hearings this morning in 
the Senate Finance Committee. The 
other committee of jurisdiction, Labor 
and Human Resources, as I have indi
cated, has had hearings. There has 
been a lot of discussion in the past sev
eral months with representatives of 
the American railroads. William 
Dempsey, president of the Association 
of American Railroads; Charles Hop
kins, Chairman of the National Rail
way Labor Conference, and also Mr. 
Ole Berge, president of the Brother
hood of Maintenance of Way employ
ees and chairman of the Railway 
Labor Executives Association Commit
tee on Railroad Retirement, and Mr. 
Fred Hardin, were before our commit
tee this morning. And also Jim 
Snyder, chairman of the Railroad 
Labor Executive Association's Com
mittee on Legislation in Washington, 
D.C., and Lloyd Duxbury, president of 
the Railroad Retirement Association. 
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Mr. David Stock.man, Director of the 

Office of Mangement and Budget, was 
on the same panel. He arrived a bit 
late, and we made him a member of 
that distinguished. panel. We had com
plete accord; without exception every 
member of the panel, including Mr. 
Stock.man, representing the President 
and the administration, urged that we 
move on this legislation as quickly as 
possible. 

We adjourned that hearing about 11 
a.m., and we are on the floor now with 
the legislation. I think that would sat
isfy the concerns of those distin
guished members of the panel. 

Mr. President, this legislation does 
have that broad support. I believe the 
House has done an outstanding job. 
No doubt there will be some questions, 
and I assume, as Mr. Stock.man indi
cated, there are probably a number of 
areas where we might provide techni
cal amendments, but in the interest of 
preventing what I perceive as being a 
real problem by the end of this 
month-sending out a million notices 
to railroad retirees that their benefits 
were going to be reduced by 40 percent 
is not something that I think should 
happen-we must pass this legislation. 
I thank my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle for their willingness to con
sider this bill today. 

Today the Senate has the opportuni
ty to approve, on an urgent basis, leg
islation to deal with the financial 
problem of the railroad retirement 
system and the railroad unemploy
ment compensation system. The legis
lation proposed for dealing with those 
problems, H.R. 1646, is a matter of 
some urgency, because, unless Con
gress acts, the Railroad Retirement 
Board will implement a 40-percent re
duction in so-called tier II benefits
the industry pension equivalent-on 
October 1, in order to insure that 
income to the system will not fall 
short of outgo in the next fiscal year. 
We owe it to the retirees, and to the 
railroad industry, to make sure that 
does not happen. 

The Senate is not lacking experience 
with the problems of underfunded re
tirement benefit programs. Our major 
legislative achievements this year
some might say our only achieve
ment-has been to secure passage of 
the social security rescue package 
based on the recommendations of the 
National Commission. That package 
was a balanced, bipartisan effort, re
quiring significant contributions from 
beneficiaries and workers paying into 
the system. It was a bill that no one 
was completely happy with-probably 
the sign of a perfect compromise. 

There seems to be widespread agree
ment that the same approach is 
needed with railroad retirement. The 
system is in dire trouble, due to the 
steady decline in railroad employment 
while the number of retirees drawing 
benefits has remained high. To save 
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the system requires firm action-to 
preserve basic benefits, and keep our 
promise to workers who have relied on 
the sytem, requires some adjustment 
of benefits as well as extra revenues to 
shore up the program. We need to do 
our best to approve a solvency package 
that will guarantee security for benefi
ciaries for many years ahead, not just 
provide a quick patch up that will 
bring us back to the issue 6 months, 1 
year, 2 years from now. We made ad
justments in the program in 1981 that 
proved no more than a stopgap before 
facing the real problem. 

PROGRESS 
Fortunately, all parties to this prob

lem have shown a willingness to work 
together, negotiate in good faith, and 
resolve differences in order to put to
gether a workable package. Their ef
forts resulted yesterday afternoon in 
House passage of the compromise 
package, based on the negotiated 
labor-management agreement and 
modified by the Ways and Means 
Committee, that should put railroad 
retirement on a much sounder finan
cial footing and guarantee basic bene
fits. The legislation also addressed the 
severe problems of the railroad unem
ployment compensation system, which 
has also threatened to drain the re
tirement fund under its borrowing au
thority. While the bill passed by the 
House does not finally resolve the 
problems of railroad unemployment, it 
does deal with the problem of the po
tential drain on the retirement fund 
and set the stage for a more compre
hensive solution for railroad unem
ployment compensation. This is real, 
substantial progress. 

SENATE CONTRIBUTION 
The Senate, like the House, is acutely sen

sitive to the needs to those who depend on 
Government entitlements, and of the diffi
culty of finding the proper financing ar
rangements to put Government retirement 
programs on a secure and sound basis. In 
the Finance Committee in particular, we are 
also keenly aware of the impact higher 
taxes can have on an industry that has long
term difficulties of its own. In the Senate 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources is primarily responsible for the ben
efit structure of railroad retirement and for 
all unemployment compensation. The Fi
nance Committee is entrusted with securing 
financing for the system, and for governing 
the relationship of railroad retirement with 
social security and of railroad unemploy
ment benefits with regular unemployment 
compensation. Each of those responsibilities 
of ours is involved in the House-passed legis
lation, which has the strong support of rail 
labor and management. That fact has just 
been made clear in testimony before the Fi
nance Committee, and in letters from labor 
and management which I ask unanimous 
consent to have included in the RECORD. 

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

AUGUST 1, 1983. 
Hon. ROBERT DOLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR DOLE: We are writing to ex
press the view of the Association of Ameri
can Railroads and the National Railway 
Labor Conference respecting H.R. 3619, the 
railroad retirement legislation that is to be 
considered by the House today and that is 
the subject of hearings in the Senate Fi
nance Committee tomorrow. 

The Association represents, in terms of 
mileage and revenues, almost all of the na
tion's railroads in a wide variety of matters, 
including legislative matters, that concern 
the railroad industry. The Conference rep
resents, in terms of mileage and revenues, 
almost all of the nation's railroads in na
tional collective bargaining with the unions 
representing their employees and in regard 
to other matters concerning labor-manage
ment relations in the railroad industry, in
cluding negotiations with the unions in 
regard to recommendations to the Congress 
upon proposed changes in the railroad re
tirement system. 

Our respective Boards of Directors met 
last Thursday and Friday and considered 
this legislation. The financial burden that it 
will, if enacted, impose on the industry is 
very large indeed. That burden goes well 
beyond what we believe is necessary. Never
theless, we recognize that, in view of the im
minence of benefit reductions mandated by 
statute, it is imperative that Congress act 
promptly. Accordingly, we support the en
actment of H.R. 3619, provided that enact
ment is swift and with no further changes 
that would further minimize the effects of 
the benefit modifications or further in
crease the costs of the rail industry. 

Very truly yours, 
----, 

Chairman, National Railway Labor 
Conference. 

----, 
President, Association of American Rail

roads. 

RAILWAY LABOR EXECUTIVES' 
ASSOCIATION, 

Washington, D.C., August 1, 1983. 
Hon. ROBERT J. DOLE, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Finance, 

Senate Hart Office Building, Washing
ton, D.C. 

Hon. ORRIN G. HATCH, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, Senate Russell Office 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CHAIRMEN: As you know, the railroad 
retirement system is facing a serious finan
cial crisis that will result in drastic cuts in 
the benefits of over one million benefici
aries on October 1, 1983, under Section 22 of 
the current law, unless action is taken by 
the Congress to enact remedial legislation 
promptly. 

You are also aware that representatives of 
railroad labor and railroad management 
have been working diligently for the past 
several months on proposed changes in the 
current law to improve the financial condi
tion of the system so that such reductions 
would not occur. Additionally, the labor
management proposal would place the rail
road retirement trust fund in a solvent con
dition for at least the next decade. 

As a result of numerous meetings with 
Senators, Congressmen, and their staff, the 
proposed labor-management legislation 
<H.R. 1646) has been amended by the par
ties as well as jurisdictional Committees of 
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the House. As a result, additional increased 
costs have been imposed on both employers 
and employees to further insure the finan
cial solvency of the railroad retirement 
system for the next several years. 

While H.R. 1646 as amended differs sig
nificantly from the original H.R. 1646, pri
marily because of the increased tax provi
sions, and while there is a difference of 
opinion among the parties of interest over 
the revenue provisions, the fact remains 
that the legislative package does represent a 
substantial compromise by all parties of in
terest, i.e., labor-management, federal gov
ernment, and railroad retirement benefici
aries. 

In our judgment, the legislation certainly 
reflects a bi-partisan effort similar to that 
displayed by the bi-partisan group responsi
ble for the enactment of the recent Social 
Security legislation. While there may be 
certain objectionable features for each of 
the partisan groups, nevertheless the legis
lation <H.R. 1646> expected to be passed by 
the House of Representatives, adequately 
corrects the financial condition of the rail
road retirement trust fund and removes the 
possibility of drastic annuity reductions on 
October 1, 1983, under Section 22 of the cur
rent law. 

Accordingly, we urgently request that 
H.R. 1646 be passed intact immediately by 
the Senate to allay the fears of over one 
million beneficiaries of the railroad retire
ment system and our 400,000 active railroad 
employees who are deeply concerned about 
the future solvency of the railroad retire
ment trust fund. 

Speaking in behalf of a large majority of 
the railroad labor unions, we respectfully 
request your support and prompt action. 

Sincerely yours, 
O.M.BERGE, 

Chairman, 
Railroad Retirement Committee, Rail

way Labor Executives' Association. 
FRED A. HARDIN, 

Chairman, 
Railway Labor Executives' Association. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, everyone 
agrees as I do, that our colleagues in 
the House have done a good job in this 
bill. In the normal course of things the 
Finance and Labor Committees would 
take the time to give the proposal a 
fresh look, since there is almost always 
room for improvement, and our Mem
bers generally have particular con
cerns that warrant being addressed. In 
this case, however, the overwhelming 
desire on all sides appears to be to ex
pedite passage of. the House bill. It is a 
sound package; it is firmly supported 
by labor and management and it is en
dorsed by the administration, as David 
Stockman testified to the Finance 
Committee this morning. While there 
may be room for improvement here-

and I know the administration sought, 
for a long time, to reduce the general 
taxpayer's contribution to this ptick
age even more-the looming date of 
October 1 seems, in this Senator's 
view, to justify our agreeing to facili
tate swift Senate approval of the 
House bill without independent com
mittee consideration. To do otherwise 
puts at risk not only the well-being of 
beneficiaries, but their confidence in 
the system and the ability of Congress 
to manage it properly. More crisis 
management is the last thing we need 
here. To that end, I hope Members of 
the Senate will agree to expedite the 
House railroad retirement bill. If they 
have special concerns, there will be 
other opportunities to address them in 
separate legislation if they can make 
their case. To proceed in this fashion 
does require, of course, that our Mem
bers understand the features of the 
package, the nature of the problems, 
and the ways in which the burden of 
solving those problems is shared under 
the House bill. That is why we are 
here today, and I hope all Members 
state whatever concerns they have for 
the record so they may be examined 
for future legislation, rather than ad
dressed in H.R. 1646. The case is com
pelling for acting now to safeguard 
railroad retirement. The cost is not 
small, but to do less would be a breach 
of faith with the industry, its workers, 
and those who worked for so many 
years to earn a decent retirement. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the background and an ex
planation of the legislation itself be in
cluded as a part of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
H.R. 1646-RAILROAD RETIREMENT SOLVENCY 

ACT-BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION 
BACKGROUND 

retirees the equivalent of social security 
benefits. The "Tier II" benefit is the equiva
lent of industry pension benefits for rail
road workers. In addition, a modest supple
mental annuity benefit is available to career 
railroad employees who retire with at least 
25 years service; and a so-called "windfall" 
or dual benefit is available to workers who 
earned both railroad retirement benefits 
under railroad employment and social secu
rity benefits under non-railroad employ
ment. 

Solvency problem. In the 1981 budget rec
onciliation and the Economic Recovery Tax 
Act Congress enacted benefit and tax ad
justments in railroad retirement designed to 
ensure the solvency of the system. Under 
section 22Cc> of the Railroad Retirement 
Act as amended at that time, the Railroad 
Retirement Board is required to report by 
April 1 if it projects there are insufficient 
funds, including borrowing, to fully finance 
benefits for the next fiscal year. The Board 
must set forth regulations providing a pro 
rata reduction in pensions, preserving full 
social security equivalent (Tier I) benefits 
and paying a constant benefit each month. 
Pursuant to this provision, on February 18, 
1983, the Board indicated that it would be 
required to reduce Tier II benefits by 40% 
beginning October 1, 1983, due to the pro
jected shortfall in funds for the retirement 
system. 

The shortfall is, in essence, due to the de
cline in rail employment relative to the 
number of retired railroad employees. Cur
rently there are about 3 railroad retirees for 
each railroad employee, employment in the 
industry having declining from 1.2 million 
in 1956 to 400,000. The "best guess" employ
ment projection made by the chief actuary 
for the Railroad Retirement Board shows 
employment declining to about 340,000 by 
1989 and stabilizing at that level <Table at
tached). 

The following tables were prepared by the 
Office of the Actuary of the Railroad Re
tirement Board. These tables are self-ex
planatory and give some indication of the 
ability of the Railroad Retirement System 
to pay full benefits in a timely manner 
under two different employment assump
tion. Employment under the two assump
tion are shown below: 

The railroad retirement system is estab
lished under Federal law to provide retire
ment benefits to employees of the railroad 
industry. The system is funded by special 
taxes on rail employees and employers. 
Similarly, unemployment benefits are pro
vided to rail employees through a specially r-_, 
funded system administered by the Railroad 
Retirement Board. Rail employment is not 
covered by or taxed under either social secu Calendar year: 

Employment 
assumption 
(thousands) 

Best 
guess 

Pessimis
tic 

rity or the regular State systems of unem
ployment insurance. 

There are two basic railroad retirement 
benefits and two additional types of benefits 
for which some retirees are eligible. The 
basic "Tier I" benefit is designed to provide 

1983 ...................... .................... ............................. . 
1984 ........................ .............................................. .. 
1985 ...................................................................... .. 
1986 ....................................................................... . 
1987 .................................................... .................. .. 
1988 ...................................................................... .. 
1989-92 .. ............................................................. .. 

385 
370 
360 
355 
350 
345 
340 

365 
350 
335 
320 
305 
290 
290 

AMOUNT AVAILABLE FOR BENEFIT PAYMENTS UNDER H.R. 1646 AS MARKED UP BY THE HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE (CONTAINS 30/60 PROVISION AS REVISED BY MAY 25, 
1983, LABOR/MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT) 

[Dollar amounts in millions J 

Change in Amount Previous amount available for column as Projected Projected available for benefit percentage of income outgo benefit 
~l'/:~s3~s next year's 

~~3f benefits 

Calendar year 

"Best-guess" employment levels: 
1983 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 5,046 5,397 -533 1,386 26 
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AMOUNT AVAILABLE FOR BENEFIT PAYMENTS UNDER H.R. 1646 AS MARKED UP BY THE HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE (CONTAINS 30/60 PROVISION AS REVISED BY MAY 25, 

1983, LABOR/MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT)-Continued 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 

calendar year 

1984 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
1985 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
1986 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
1987 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
1988 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
1989 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
1990 ...................................................................................... .. ...................................................................................................................................................... .. 
1991.. ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 
1992 ................................................................................................................................................ .. ............................................................................................ .. 

"Pessimistic" employment levels: 
1983 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
1984 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 
1985 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 
1986 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 
1987 .............................................................................................................................................................. ................................................................................ .. 
1988 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
1989 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 
1990 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 
1991.. ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 

LABOR/MANAGE:MENT AGREEMENT 

Early this year rail labor and management 
reached agreement on a suggested financing 
package to ensure the solvency of the rail
road retirement system and shore up the 
railroad unemployment , compensation 
system. This proposal, involving both bene
fit adjustments, tax increases, and Federal 
contributions, was introduced in the House 
as H.R. 1646 and the Senate as S. 1074. The 
package was modified by agreement be
tween rail labor and management on May 
25, subsequent to the action by the House 
Committee on Energy and Commerce re
porting H.R. 1646. H.R. 1646 was significant
ly modified by the Ways and Means Com
mittee and reported on July 1, and further 
modified on the House floor August 1. 

H.R. 1646 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE 

The basic provisions of the House-passed 
bill are: 

60-30. Currently railroad employees can 
retire at age 60 with 30 years service and 
obtain full benefits. This rule would be 
changed so that those retiring between ages 
60 and 62 between July 1, 1984 and Decem
ber 31, 1985, with 30 years service, would re
ceive a permanent 10 percent reduction in 
benefits. Beginning January 1, 1986, the 
benefit reduction for this group would be 20 
percent. 

Disability waiting period. The disability 
waiting period for railroad retirement would 
be conformed to the five-month waiting 
period for social security disability benefits. 

Annuity beginning date. Railroad retire
ment would be conformed to the limits on 
retroactivity for beginning annuity pay
ments that exist under social security (in 
most cases 6 months before the filing of an 
application>. 

COLA deferral. The Tier I and Tier II 
Cola's for this year would be delayed until 
January 1, 1984, to parallel changes made in 
social security. 

COLA offset. Tier I COLA's would be 
offset in Tier II benefits on a one-time basis 
up to a total 5 percent COLA. 

Tier I benefit taxation. Tier I benefits 
would be taxed under the same rules as 
social security benefits, with the revenues 
returned to the RR fund. 

Tier II benefit taxation. Tier II would be 
taxed as normal retirement benefits <that 
part which exceeds the employee's contribu
tion>. Revenues from income taxation of 
Tier II benefits and windfall benefits would 

go to the RR fund only until FY 1989 or 
when revenues from taxing Tier II reach 
$877 million, whichever is sooner. After that 
they would go to the general fund, and in 
1989 revenue from taxing windfall benefits 
would go to the windfall benefit account. 

To conform to changes in social security, 
remaining benefits to post-secondary stu
dents would be phased out. 

Tax increases. The Tier II taxes would be 
increased one percent for employers and .75 
percent for employees for each of three 
years: on January 1, 1984, January 1, 1985, 
and January 1, 1986. 

The financial interchange with social se
curity, which transfers to the RR account 
the amount of social security equivalent 
benefits provided under railroad retirement, 
would be put on a current basis by allowing 
the railroad retirement fund to borrow 
against the financial interchange. 

Windfall. Funds to cover full windfall ben
efits for the period 1974 to 1981 would be 
loaned from the Treasury to the RR fund 
over three years <$1. 7 billion plus interest>. 
The loans would be repaid only if Congress 
appropriates funds to the RR account for 
that purpose. 

Annualized wage base. The wage base for 
Tier I and Tier II would be changed from a 
monthly determined amount to an annual 
amount, effective January 1, 1985, and 
would increase thereafter in line with aver
age wage growth. 

RR unemployment borrowing. The RR 
unemployment system would not be allowed 
to borrow from the general treasury, but 
RR unemployment borrowing from the rail
road retirement fund could continue 
through September 30, 1985. 

RR unemployment tax. On January 1, 
1984, the RR unemployment tax would be 
increased by raising the monthly wages sub
ject to the tax from $400 to $600. 

RRUC Repayment Tax. To reimburse the 
railroad retirement fund for borrowing, a 
"repayment" tax would be imposed on rail
road companies for the period July l, 1986, 
through September 30, 1990. Tax would be 2 
percent of the first $7,000 in annual wages 
for each employee and would increase by 0.3 
percent each January 1. 

Sick Benefits. Sick pay under railroad re
tirement would be subject to income tax the 
same as all other sick pay is taxed, for bene
fits received after December 31, 1983. 

Change in Amount Previous amount available fOf column as Projected Projected available for benefit percentage of income outgo benefit 
~n:~w next year's 

~lri:~3~s benefits 

7,818 5,444 80 1,466 26 
8,497 7,792 593 2,059 35 
9,1 20 8,027 1,016 3,075 51 
8,716 8,330 386 3,461 55 
9,102 8,674 444 3,905 60 
9,263 8,947 347 4,252 63 
9,663 9,268 406 4,658 66 

10,018 9,550 419 5,077 70 
10,404 9,852 509 5,586 NA 

4,906 5,397 -720 1,199 22 
7,794 5,444 -56 1,143 20 
8,453 7,813 432 1,575 27 
9,004 8,142 768 2,343 39 
8,567 8,497 44 2,387 38 
8,896 8,904 -13 2,374 36 
9,1 51 9,257 -87 2,287 34 
9,510 9,589 -69 2,218 32 
9,830 9,893 -97 2,1 21 29 

Unemployment Committee. A committee 
of two representatives of rail labor and two 
of rail management, plus one public 
member, would be established to review rail
road unemployment and report to Congress 
by April 1, 1984 with recommendations that 
can ensure repayment of all loans from the 
railroad retirement fund no later than the 
year 2000. 

Section 22 of the railroad retirement 
would be amended to include additional re
porting requirements. Each year the Rail
road Retirement Board would calculate the 
projected finances of the system over the 
next 5 years, and would be required to 
report to Congress if they see a threat of in
solvency at any time during that 5-year 
period. 

Deposit of taxes. As of January 1, 1984, 
the deposit of railroad retirement taxes 
would be conformed to the schedule for de
positing social security and income taxes for 
nonrailroad employment <$500 or more un
deposited at end of month must deposit in 
15 days after end of month; $3,000 or more 
undeposited at end of eight-month period 
must deposit within three banking days). 

Benefits in divorce. In community proper
ty states, benefits payable to divorced par
ties would be made divisible in audit settle
ments. 

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

Senator from Pennsylvania is recog
nized. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, we are 
obviously faced with an emergency. 
The consideration of this legislation 
occurs on the threshold of what could 
be a catastrophe for nearly 1 million 
retirees nationwide, some 82,000 of 
them in my State of Pennsylvania. We 
have the largest number of retirees in 
the Nation. We are acting in the nick 
of time. This is the 11th hour. If we 
were not to pass this legislation, there 
would be extremely deep cuts in the 
tier 2 portion of the pensions for rail
road retirees. They would go down by 
an estimated 40 percent on October 1. 
If we do not act between now and Sep
tember 1, a notice will go out with all 
the checks explaining to people that 
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their next checks may be substantially 
reduced. 

The parties to this legislation have 
worked long and hard. I want to asso
ciate myself with the remarks of the 
distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Finance <Mr. DOLE). Labor 
and management people have, after 6 
months of extremely intensive effort, 
emerged with a solution, a solution 
that is badly needed. I do not think it 
is a perfect solution. Indeed, I have 
some concerns that I went into, in 
part, at our Finance Committee hear
ing today. But I do intend to support 
this legislation. I am not going to at
tempt to amend it. I am going to at
tempt to improve upon it, as I will ex
plain in a I:loment. 

H.R. 1646 is now before the Senate; 
and the Senate is scheduled to adjourn 
at the end of this week for a 6-week 
recess. We in the Senate either have 
to pass a bill literally within a matter 
of hours-or we must decide to let the 
issue wait for the Senate to return. In 
my judgment, the Senate should not 
adjourn and let beneficiaries begin the 
countdown toward the October 1 dead
line. It is imperative that the Senate 
pass this bill immediately so that the 
October cuts will not take place. 

I regret that the Senate has been 
given so little time to consider the 
House-passed bill, which is an ex
tremely complex piece of legislation 
that will have a heavy impact on bene
ficiaries, on rail workers, and on the 
railroad industry. 

I know that the parties have been 
hard at work on this problem. I com
mend rail labor and management for 
spending more than 6 months of in
tensive effort, with numerous negotia
tions and renegotiations, to come up 
with a package that will avert the dra
conian benefit cuts that have been 
widely advertised. They have done 
their work well. 

The good results of these efforts are 
embodied in some numbers: the typi
cal retired worker on the rolls would 
end up losing $60 a month in October 
if no legislation were passed. Under 
this pending legislation, the monthly 
annunity will not be reduced at all. It 
will be frozen from now through De
cember 1984, and on January l, 1985, 
the monthly annuity for a typical em
ployee will be about $7 a month more, 
instead of being sharply reduced. 

The effect for people in various cir
cumstances is summarized in the fol
lowing table, which I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD. 

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

ANNUITY AMOUNTS UNDER SECTION 22 (PRESENT LAW) 
REDUCTION AND UNDER H.R. 1646 

Oct. 1983 Oct. 1984 Jan. 1985 
Type of annuity H.R. H.R. H.R. and amount in Sec. 22 Sec. 22 Sec. 22 

Sept. 1983 (Present 1646 (Present 1646 (Present 1646 
law) (Pro- law) (Pro- law) (Pro-

posed) posed) posed) 

Typical emp~ 
on rolls- 650 .... $590 $650 $530 $650 $530 $657 

Typical spouse on 
rolls-$350 ......... $310 $350 

Typical widow on 
$270 $350 $270 $353 

rolls-$550 ......... $510 $550 

3~!~r:J~~t. 
$470 $550 $470 $556 

1983-$1,250 ..... 

30~!~r:Jl~~t. 
$1,030 $1,250 $810 $1,250 $810 $1,261 

1984 ................................................... $762 $1 ,267 $762 $1,276 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I must 
also remind the parties that, regard
less of one's position on this issue, the 
railroad retirement system is a Federal 
program, for which the Congress is ac
countable. And I, for one, have some 
concerns about the legislation that the 
House has sent over. 

Because benefits are, in effect, 
frozen through 1984 and partially 
frozen in 1985, the real benefits of rail
road retirees, adjusted for inflation, 
will of course decline. And when we 
consider that retire taxable, the real, 
aftertax income of the beneficiaries 
will be reduced. That may be the nec
essary, inevitable price to pay for re
storing solvency to the system. 

But, then again, the full benefit re
ductions may not be inevitable. Rail 
employment, after dipping to a low 
point of 388,000 in March 1983, has 
had a healthy rebound to 405,000 as of 
June 1983, which is well above the em
ployment assumptions used by the 
Railroad Retirement Board under its 
so-called best guess estimate. Indeed, 
the low point for rail employment so 
far this year is above the average 
yearly employment level assumed 
under the best guess assumptions. 

The assumptions also predict rail 
employment will decline again in 1984 
and beyond. The legislation we are 
considering has a healthy margin of 
safety and should provide adequate 
funding for the next 10 years, even 
using the pessimistic assumptions de
veloped by the Railroad Retirement 
Bos rd. And I am relieved that the 
package has taken into account such a 
contingency as the pessimistic employ
ment assumptions. 

But what happens if we have erred 
in our assumptions-for once-by 
using too pessimistic an estimate? 
That could mean that some part of 
the benefit reductions imposed on 
beneficiaries may not, in fact, be nec
essary, and that some portion of the 
tax increases, the stiff tax increases, 
on rail labor and management, might 
prove not to be necessary. The bill 
before the Senate, H.R. 1646, does, in 
fact, contemplate such a possibility as 
far as taxes go. Section 502 of the bill 
calls for annual reports to Congress by 

the Railroad Retirement Board, on 
the actuarial status of the fund, in
cluding whether there are sufficient 
reserves in the account and whether 
the rates of such taxes should be re
duced. So presumably, if the Congress 
legislates more tax increases than are 
necessary, there is a way for Congress 
to know about that and correct it. 

But what about the 1 million rail
road retirees? What happens to them 
if the economic recovery proves to be 
robust, and rail employment stabilizes 
or even increases in contrast to the de
clining forecasts of employment used 
in developing the bill? There is no pro
vision in this package that protects 
beneficiaries from any potentially un
necessary benefit reductions. 

I am concerned, in particular, with 
the provision in the bill that will save 
nearly $1 billion over 5 years by reduc
ing retirees' tier 2 benefits, dollar for 
dollar, for any tier 1 social security 
equivalent cost-of-living increases, up 
to a cumulative 5-percent. On January 
1, 1984, the social security cost-of
living increase of 3.5 percent will be 
deducted from the tier 2 benefit. But 
since the bill calls for a cumulative 5 
percent adjustment, the remaining 1.5 
percent will be taken from the social 
security cost-of-living increase paid on 
January 1, 1985. 

Now, what happens if rail employ
ment picks up? What happens if the 
reserves are above even the best guess 
estimate? Well, under the present bill, 
the second phase of the COLA offset 
will take place anyway. There is no 
provision for a contingency. 

Now, the philosophical and the 
policy implications of this provision 
also trouble me deeply. We keep tell
ing railroad retirees that their month
ly check is really two pensions com
bined, a social security pension and a 
private industry pension. Well, this 
COLA offset uses the social security 
benefit increase to reduce the indus
try's obligation for the private pen
sion. In my judgment, it is not good 
policy to allow social security benefit 
increases to be used to reduce a pri
vate pension obligation. 

I am also troubled by the erratic dis
tributional effects of this provision. 

As Chairman of the Special Commit
tee on Aging, I asked the GAO to give 
me some data on the distribution of 
this tier 2 cut. They advised me that 
45 percent of beneficiaries would lose 
less than 10 percent of their tier 2 ben
efits; 37 percent will lose between 10 
and 20 percent of their tier 2; an addi
tional 11 percent will lose between 20 
and 30 percent of their tier 2 benefits. 
And 7 percent would lose more than 30 
percent of their tier 2 benefits. 

Now, I realize that no one's monthly 
check will go down because of this 
offset. But since we have divided this 
pension into two parts, there seems to 
me to be serious equity problems 
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about using the social security benefit 
increase to cover up really wide-rang
ing, disparate reductions in the indus
try pension. 

So while I certainly do support the 
legislation as a whole, it seems to me 
that this one provision warrants some 
closer scrutiny by the Senate. For ex
ample, the second phase of the COLA 
offset could be made contingent on re
serve levels so that if rail employment 
does not fall to the levels predicted, 
then the COLA increase would not be 
offset in 1985. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I sup
port rapid enactment of this bill to 
insure that the benefits are not cut in 
October. I commend rail labor and rail 
management for their efforts. But it 
may be necessary to take a look at 
some of these provisions again next 
year, if the economy and the condition 
of the railroad retirement fund im
prove. 

Senator DOLE and I agreed at the Fi
nance Committee hearing on railroad 
retirement to obtain a study of the ef
fects of this COLA offset provision, 
and of the potential for rescinding the 
second phase of the offset. That study 
will be helpful. 

In the meantime, I intend to intro
duce a bill, shortly, that will drop the 
second phase of the COLA offset, 
scheduled for January 1, 1985, if the 
reserves available to the railroad re
tirement system are sufficient to pay 
full benefits. 

There are other things in this bill 
that I would have liked the Senate to 
consider more carefully, such as the 
way in which the dual or so-called 
windfall benefits are taxed as a private 
pension, rather than as a social securi
ty benefit. And I also question wheth
er the tax on tier 2 benefits should not 
flow into the railroad retirement trust 
fund for a longer period of time than 
is provided in this bill. 

But we are faced with an emergency. 
Benefits will go down, substantially, if 
the Senate does not pass this bill 
today. And railroad retirees should not 
be held hostage because of congres
sional inaction. I therefore support im
mediate passage of the bill. 

Mr. President, I should like to beg 
the indulgence of Senator DOLE for 
the purpose of a discussion. 

As the distinguished Chairman of 
the Finance Committee recalls at the 
hearing on railroad retirement financ
ing earlier today, I expressed some 
concerns about the provision in the 
bill that calls for the next 5 percent of 
tier 1-social security-cost-of-living 
increases to be used to reduce the tier 
2 benefit, dollar for dollar. I am con
cerned that the measure, as Mr. Dux
bury stated at the hearing in behalf of 
railroad retirees, might unfairly-and 
unnecessarily-penalize those retirees 
who are least able to afford it. And it 
may be that the full 5-percent COLA 
offset will not be required, if the econ-

omy recovers strongly and rail employ
ment increases, or even stabilizes at its 
current level of 405,000, instead of de
clining as predicted by the assump
tions used to work out the financial ef
fects of this package. As we agreed at 
the hearing, I would like to see a study 
that will evaluate the effects of the 
COLA offset provision on beneficiaries 
and the desirability of modifying the 
provision if the economy and rail em
ployment permit. 

Mr. DOLE. I share the concern of 
the Senator from Pennsylvania, and I 
am pleased that he raised this ques
tion in the hearing. It is a matter of 
record. There was an agreement at 
that time that we would figure out the 
best way to posture the study. I am 
not sure whether it is to be made by 
GAO or Treasury. I am sure we can ar
range for a study of this issue without 
amending the bill before us, H.R. 3619. 
How would the Senator from Pennsyl
vania like this study to be conducted? 

Mr. HEINZ. I should like to make a 
suggestion in that regard at this time. 

Following up on our discussion at 
the hearings, I made a few inquires, 
and it is my best judgment that we 
should ask the Railroad Retirement 
Board to make a report to Congress by 
October 1, 1984, to address the follow
ing questions: 

First, what is the dollar impact of 
the COLA offset provision in H.R. 
1646 on beneficiaries in general, and 
on those, in particular, with annuities 
at or below the poverty level, or within 
125 percent of the poverty level? The 
effects of inflation and the taxation of 
benefits should be taken into account. 

Second, what would the effects on 
the railroad retirement trust fund be 
if the second phase of the COLA 
offset, that which is scheduled for 
January 1, 1985, were to be dropped? 

Third, how could the offset cost-of
living increases eventually be restored 
to beneficiaries-if and when the con
dition of the fund returns to a suffi
cient level of reserves? 

Does the Senator from Kansas see a 
problem with that kind of study? 

Mr. DOLE. I see no problem with 
such a study, and I think the results 
will probably be useful and informa
tive to the Congress. And I think it is 
preferable to have the Railroad Re
tirement Board conduct this study at 
our direction, rather than to amend 
the bill. 

I think that would be a good way to 
handle it. We could make the request 
to the board in writing, and I am cer
tain that they would be willing to ac
commodate that request. 

Mr. HEINZ. I see no reason to 
amend the bill. Often we do that, but I 
think with the strong support of the 
Senator from Kansas, the chairman of 
the Finance Committee, we would get 
the study in good time. So long as the 
study is done by October 1, 1984, to 
give Congress time to reconsider the 

second phase of the COLA offset, it is 
fine with me. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. We will do that 
immediately. The date he suggests is 
October 1, 1984? 

Mr. HEINZ. October 1, 1984. 
I thank the Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. President, I want to make one 

other remark to my colleagues. 
It is my hope, if we can get the enor

mous procedures on both sides of the 
aisle worked out in time, to send to the 
desk a bill, for its immediate consider
ation by the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
bill printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion l(g)(2) of the Railroad Retirement Act 
of 197 4 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 
"For purposes of section 3(i)C2> of this Act, 
the period June 15, 1948, through December 
15, 1950, shall be deemed to be a war service 
period with respect to any individual who 
without intervening employment not cov
ered under this Act rendered service as an 
employee to an employer under this act in 
the year he was released from active mili
tary service or in the year immediately fol
lowing such year.". 

SEc. 2. The amendment made by this Act 
shall apply with respect to annuities accru
ing in months beginning after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, let me 
take this opportunity to explain to 
those listening that the purpose of 
this measure is to correct a serious in
equity that results from an oversight 
in the bill before us. That oversight af
fects a small number of veterans of 
the Korean conflict who lose credit for 
all their military service under rail
road retirement because they volun
teered just prior to the official decla
ration of a war service period. 

Frankly, I had intended to off er this 
bill-which I introduced on May 5, 
using identical language, as S. 1214-as 
an amendment to this bill. But inas
much as we want to get this bill 
through as quickly as possible, and 
since I did not want to delay this im
portant piece of legislation by requir
ing a conference with the House, I am 
asking my colleagues to cooperate by 
giving their unanimous consent for 
the consideration of this measure. 
They do not necessarily have to vote 
for it if they do not like it, but I would 
hope they would cooperate in allowing 
it to be considered immediately upon 
the disposition of this measure. 

It is my understanding that the rep
resentatives of rail labor and manage
ment equally support this change in 
the Railroad Retirement Act. Indeed, 
they believed it was to be included in 
this bill, but it has not been included, 
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through the oversight I mentioned a 
moment ago; and we will have to pass 
a separate bill if the provision is to be 
adopted without delaying the railroad 
retirement bill. 

I thank my colleagues for their at
tention. I hope my colleagues can help 
in allowing this measure to be consid
ered immediately after the disposition 
of the bill. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object-

Mr. HEINZ. The Senator from Penn
sylvania has not made a unanimous
consent request. I am simply saying 
that it would be my intention, upon 
the disposition of this measure, to 
make such a unanimous-consent re
quest; and I am trying to put Senators 
on notice now that they might be able 
to take the matter under their best, 
carefully considered judgment. I do 
not mean to interrupt the Senator, but 
I did not want him to think I had put 
the unanimous-consent request at this 
time. 

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator. If 
he had made a unanimous-consent re
quest, I would feel compelled to 
object, in order to reserve the rights of 
Senators long enough for those inter
ested in the matter to be alerted and 
to act accordingly. 

Mr. HEINZ. The Senator is correct. 
That was the whole purpose of my 
brief remarks. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the rail
road retirement program has reached 
the point where benefit costs will soon 
exceed the funds available to pay 
those benefits. To deal with this situa
tion, the House passed a bill on 
Monday <H.R. 1646) which makes sev
eral changes in the railroad retirement 
program and its financing. 

The House bill, which is now before 
the Senate, is a major piece of legisla
tion. It increases the railroad payroll 
tax rates on both railroads and rail 
workers. It repeals the previously tax
free status of the industry portion of 
railroad pensions. The portion that is 
equivalent to a social security benefit 
was already made taxable under the 
social security amendments. It pro
vides for a reduction in benefits for 
those retiring before the full retire
ment age. The bill also modifies the 
cost-of-living provisions which apply 
to those now on the benefit rolls in a 
manner which will reduce their bene
fits compared with what they could 
expect under current provisions. In ad
dition, a substantial part of meeting 
the railroad retirement problem over 
the next few years is achieved by 
transferring some $4 to $5 billion from 
the General Treasury to the retire
ment program. 

In the ordinary course of events, a 
bill of this magnitude would be care
fully studied by the Senate commit
tees of jurisdiction-the Committee on 
Finance and the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. However, the bill 

is being handled on an expedited basis. 
At a hearing this morning before the 
Finance Committee, both rail labor 
and management and Director Stock
man of OMB urged that the House bill 
be accepted promptly and without 
amendment. According to their testi
mony, action this week is necessary to 
prevent the necessity of notifying 
some 1 million retirees that their ben
efit checks will be reduced starting in 
October. 

I am concerned about some aspects 
of this legislation. With the massive 
budget deficits this country faces, I am 
hesitant to see us simply endorse with
out examination a House-passed bill 
which to a considerable extent solves 
the railroad retirement problem by fi
nancing it out of general Federal reve
nues, which is to say financing it out 
of the deficit. At the same time, how
ever, I recognize the urgency of the 
situation as outlined by this morning's 
witnesses before the Finance Commit
tee. 

In view of the fact that we have no 
alternative available to us at this 
point, I will reluctantly vote for the 
bill. I would much pref er to be voting 
for a measure that would be increasing 
revenues and trimming future in
creases to the extent that so-called 
general revenues would not be neces
sary. I hope that we have an opportu
nity at a future occasion to find a 
better solution. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kansas yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

rise in support of this compromise. 
I am very glad that railroad labor 

and management, the administration, 
and congressional leaders have 
reached a compromise which will avert 
the need to notify railroad retirement 
recipients of a catastrophic cut in 
their benefits. I know the 2,000 Iowans 
who have written me on this issue will 
also be glad to know that they will not 
be on the receiving end of those no
tices. 

Though this solution is not perfect
a compromise reached with the gales 
of crisis blowing down our doors rarely 
is-it does meet the three minimum re
quirements for remedial legislation in 
this area. First, the necessary sacrific
es come in large measure from the 
parties involved: Railroad employees, 
retirees, and management. Second, the 
actual benefits of current recipients 
will not be reduced, although cost-of
living adjustments will be altered and 
some benefits will be taxed. Finally, 
all parties involved assure us that the 
Federal deficit will not be increased. 

For these reasons, I find this benefit 
package acceptable and urge my col
leagues to support the compromise so 
that action may be completed before 
we adjourn. 

I want to close with a note of cau
tion, similar to the one I sounded 

when we completed work on the social 
security package. And that is that like 
social security, railroad retirement 
seems to have a nasty habit of not re
maining solvent despite our guaran
tees. 

It will be incumbent upon Congress 
to keep a close eye on the system as 
railroad employment continues to fall 
and the pressures to mount, so that we 
may insure that the interests of retir
ees and the taxpayers are protected. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I do not 

know of any other requests for time 
on this side. I understand the distin
guished junior Senator from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. SPECTER) will want to make 
a statement. I am not sure whether he 
wants to make it or just have it made 
a part of the RECORD, but we can check 
on that. 

I also indicate that I share the con
cern expressed by the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana <Mr. LoNG) 
with reference to transfer of general 
revenues. That is a matter of concern. 
It is certainly a matter of concern at 
all times, particularly in the time of 
unwieldy deficits, and it is a matter I 
assume we will continue to address, 
but I do believe that the urgency of 
the need for the legislation has been 
clearly demonstrated and as indicated 
by Mr. Stockman this morning it is 
not the kind of a package that he may 
have put together, not the kind that 
labor might have put together, nor the 
kind that management might have put 
together, but all parties working to
gether came up with what I believe 
and I think most of us believe is a fair 
compromise under the circumstances. 

Are there further requests for time? 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The acting assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, today 
we are taking the necessary steps to 
avert the impending bankruptcy of 
the railroad retirement system. More 
than 80,000 residents of my State of 
Pennsylvania rely on the continued 
solvency of this system. The unfortu
nate and rapid decline in rail employ
ment lies at the root of the system's 
instability. Four years ago, rail em
ployment hovered at about 550,000; as 
recent as January 1983, the rail indus
try counted only 388,000 among its 
work force. Pennsylvania has not been 
spared of high rail unemployment. 
Yesterday, joined by Senators SASSER 
and DIXON, I introduced legislation to 
reinstate a program of supplemental 
benefits for these jobless workers. 
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On February 18, the Railroad Re

tirement Board informed the Congress 
that if it did not act promptly, railroad 
retirement benefits would be cut 40 
percent on October l, 1983, and an ad
ditional 40 percent a year later. The 
Committees on Labor and Human Re
sources and Finance should be com
mended for acting under pressure to 
inject a certain amount of financial 
stability and solvency to both the re
tirement system and the railroad un
employment insurance program. How
ever, while the decisions made were 
difficult ones and sufficient for the 
short term, they were not necessarily 
the most equitable and correct for the 
long-term future of railroad workers. 

My colleague, Senator HEINZ, has 
proposed an alternative measure to 
reform the railroad retirement system. 
Rather than threaten the administra
tion of this retirement system or its 
beneficiaries by attempting to amend 
the pending bill and perhaps, delay its 
passage, he has chosen to support this 
bill and request immediate Senate 
scrutiny of his proposal. I support 
Senator HEINZ in this effort. 

During the 97th Congress, I opposed 
changes in the structure of the rail
road retirement system. I rejected the 
idea of merging railroad retirement 
tier I with social security, or convert
ing the tier II component to a private 
pension plan. I also supported full 
funding of the dual benefit for rail
road retirees. Although the bill we 
consider today retains this basic struc
ture, I am concerned about how sever
al of the changes proposed will impact 
the level of benefits that retirees
many of whom spent more than three 
decades working on the railroads
have come to expect and deserve. 

Consequently, I look forward to 
rapid consideration of the Heinz pro
posal. Meanwhile, it is my view that 
we are acting in an appropriate and 
necessary manner to preserve the in
tegrity of the railroad retirement 
system. I thank the Chair and yield 
the floor. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I fully 
support H.R. 1646 which amends the 
Railroad Retirement Act of 1974 and 
the Railroad Retirement Tax Act to 
assure sufficient resources to fund cur
rent and future benefits of the rail
road retirement system. H.R. 1646 is 
an equitable solution to the system's 
insolvency and will preserve the 
system without further benefit cuts or 
tax increases through this century and 
perhaps the next. It is a fair compro
mise by the administration, railroad 
labor, and rail management. We are all 
called upon to share the burden which 
includes an increase in taxes on em
ployers and employees, and selective 
adjustments in benefits to produce the 
greatest savings to the trust fund 
while having the least effect upon 
beneficiaries. Nearly 1 million bene
ficiaries would receive reduced pension 

checks in October if the Congress fails 
to act on this measure. 

The railroad retirement system was 
enacted by Congress in 1935-before 
the establishment of the social securi
ty system-to shore up the failing pen
sion plans of railroad companies. It is 
the only pension system for private 
sector workers that is financed by the 
Federal Government. The system is fi
nanced through a combination of em
ployee, employer, and Federal pay
ments to a trust fund administered by 
the Railroad Retirement Board. 

The Railroad Retirement Board an
nounced earlier this year that unless 
action was taken to bolster the retire
ment system, certain benefits would 
have to be cut some 40 percent Octo
ber 1 of this year and an additional 40 
percent the next year. The first cut 
would amount to an estimated $53-a
month loss in the average monthly 
pension of $630. The principal reason 
for the financial strain on the trust 
fund is the unanticipated, sharp in
crease in railroad unemployment. 
Since August 1981, when the Congress 
last addressed the financing of the 
system, employment in the rail indus
try has dropped 24 percent, from 
510,000 to 388,000 workers. 

Mr. President, passage of the bill is 
particularly significant for Illinois. 
There are 66,200 railroad retirement 
beneficiaries in Illinois-the third 
greatest amount of any State. Illinois 
has more railroad workers-34,000-
than any other State in the Na ti on. 
The Railroad Retirement Board is 
headquartered in Chicago where it 
employs 1,100. Excluding agencies of 
purely regional significance, the Board 
is the only Federal agency not located 
in the Washington metopolitan area. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this measure. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of H.R. 1646, the Rail
road Retirement Solvency Act of 1983. 
This legislation is critical for insuring 
that railroad retirement benefits are 
paid on time and in full on October 1 
of this year. 

There is a funding gap of $2. 7 billion 
in the railroad retirement system over 
the next 3 years. This gap threatens 
the benefits of a million railroad retir
ees across the Nation. Over 7,000 of 
them are in my own State of New 
Mexico. 

Unless Congress acts promptly, rail
road retirement benefits for the aver
age retiree must be reduced by an av
erage of $636 in fiscal year 1984. That 
reduction begins October 1. 

Railroad retirees and their depend
ents are alarmed about the fate of 
their next benefit check. Rail workers 
are wondering whether the system will 
be around to pay benefits when they 
retire. We cannot risk allowing the 
railroad retirement system to default 
on its obligations to so many Ameri
cans. 

This bill is the result of a series of 
compromises involving labor and man
agement, Members of both parties in 
Congress, and the administration. As 
such it contains many elements which 
many of us, myself included, would 
not support if they were not part of 
the whole compromise. 

Just this morning, Mr. Stockman, 
representing the administration, en
dorsed this bill at a Finance Commit
tee hearing on the subject. Represent
atives of labor and management sup
ported this package also. And the vote 
yesterday in the House showed broad 
bipartisan support when it was passed 
by a vote of 398 to 5. I think all of the 
parties who helped negotiate this 
package should be commended for 
their spirit of compromise. 

The package before us resembles the 
bipartisan social security compromise 
in many ways. It produces solvency in 
the system and avoids drastic, across 
the board benefit reductions through 
a combination of revenue increases, 
slower benefit growth, and general 
fund transfers. This allows the burden 
of restoring solvency to the system to 
be spead fairly and equitably. 

The major provisions of the legisla
tion would: 

Increase taxes for employers, em
ployees, and retirees; 

Delay scheduled COLA increases 
and several other benefit changes con
sistent with social security; and 

Reimburse the railroad retirement 
trust fund for windfall payments that 
were not fully appropriated. 

Despite my reservations about spe
cific parts of the package, I have de
cided on balance it must be supported. 
It must be supported to insure that 
benefits are not reduced in October, 
and to insure solvency of the railroad 
retirement system over the longer 
term. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, as chair
man of the Labor and Human Re
sources Committee, I join with my dis
tinguished colleague Mr. DoLE in seek
ing prompt consideration of the rail
road retirement bill H.R. 1646. This 
measure passed the other body just 
yesterday, and the administration is 
asking the Senate to pass the bill ex
peditiously, without amendment, thus 
clearing the measure for the President 
to sign. 

The bill is the product of long, hard 
negotiations among representatives of 
the rail industry, the rail unions, and 
the administration. The relevant con
gressional committees have also 
played an active role in developing 
this compromise bill. My own commit
tee held hearings on the matter back 
in April, and this morning the Finance 
Committee received testimony from 
the administration, the rail carriers, 
and the rail unions. All the witnesses 
supported the bill as passed by the 
other body, and they strongly pressed 
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for prompt Senate action, before the 
start of the August recess. 

I ask unanimous consent at this 
point to insert in the RECORD letters 
which have been sent to both Mr. 
DoLE and me from the Railway Labor 
Executives' Association, representing 
rail labor, and the National Railway 
Labor Conference, and the Association 
of American Railroads, representing 
the railroads. In these letters, the par
ties set forth their support for the bill 
and urged speedy action. 

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

AUGUST 1, 1983. 
Hon. ORRIN G. HATCH, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, U.S. Senate, Wash
ington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HATCH: We are writing to 
express the view of the Association of Amer
ican Railroads and the National Railway 
Labor Conference respecting H.R. 1646, the 
railroad retirement legislation that is to be 
considered by the House today and that is 
the subject of hearings in the Senate Fi
nance Committee tomorrow. 

The Association represents, in terms of 
mileage and revenues, almost all of the na
tion's railroads in a wide variety of matters, 
including legislative matters, that concern 
the railroad industry. The Conference rep
resents, in terms of mileage and revenues, 
almost all of the nation's railroads in na
tional collective bargaining with the unions 
representing their employees and in regard 
to other matters concerning labor-manage
ment relations in the railroad industry, in
cluding negotiations with the unions in 
regard to recommendations to the Congress 
upon proposed changes in the railroad re
tirement system. 

Our respective Boards of Directors met 
last Thursday and Friday and considered 
this legislation. The financial burden that it 
will, if enacted, impose on the industry is 
very large indeed. That burden goes well 
beyond what we believe is necessary. Never
theless, we recognize that, in view of the im
minence of benefit reductions mandated by 
statute, it is imperative that Congress act 
promptly. Accordingly, we support the en
actment of H.R. 1646, provided that enact
ment is swift and with no further changes 
that would further minimize the effects of 
the benefit modifications or further in
crease the costs of the rail industry. 

Very truly yours, 
----, 

Chairman, National Railway 
Labor Conference. 
----, 

President, Association of 
American Railroads. 

RAILWAY LABOR 
EXECUTIVES' ASSOCIATION, 

Washington, D.C., August 1, 1983. 
Hon. ROBERT J. DOLE, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Finance, 

Washington, D.C. 
Hon. ORRIN G. HATCH, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN: As you know, the railroad 

retirement system is facing a serious finan
cial crisis that will result in drastic cuts in 
the benefits of over one million benefici
aries on October 1, 1983, under Section 22 of 
the current law, unless action is taken by 

the Congress to enact remedial legislation 
promptly. 

You are also aware that representatives of 
railroad labor and railroad management 
have been working diligently for the past 
several months on proposed changes in the 
current law to improve the financial condi
tion of the system so that such reductions 
would not occur. Additionally, the labor
management proposal would place the rail
road retirement trust fund in a solvent con
dition for a least the next decade. 

As a result of numerous meetings with 
Senators, Congressmen, and their staff, the 
proposed labor-management legislation 
CH.R. 1646) has been amended by the par
ties as well as jurisdictional Committees of 
the House. As a result, additional increased 
costs have been imposed on both employers 
and employees to further insure the finan
cial solvency of the railroad retirement sys
tems for the next several years. 

While H.R. 1646 as amended differs sig
nificantly from the original H.R. 1646, pri
marily because of the increased tax provi
sions, and while there is a difference of 
opinion among the parties of interest over 
the revenue provisions, the fact remains 
that the legislative package does represent a 
substantial compromise by all parties of in
terest, i.e., labor-management, federal gov
ernment, and railroad retirement benefici
aries. 

In our judgment, the legislation certainly 
reflects a bi-partisan effort similar to that 
displayed by the bi-partisan group responsi
ble for the enactment of the recent Social 
Security legislation. While there may be 
certain objectionable features for each of 
the partisan groups, nevertheless the legis
lation CH.R. 1646) expected to be passed by 
the House of Representatives, adequately 
corrects the financial condition of the rail
road retirement trust fund and removes the 
possibility of drastic annuity reductions on 
October 1, 1983, under Section 22 of the cur
rent law. 

Accordingly, we urgently request that 
H.R. 1646 be passed intact immediately by 
the Senate to allay the fears of over one 
million beneficiaries of the railroad retire
ment system and our 400,000 active railroad 
employees who are deeply concerned about 
the future solvency of the railroad retire
ment trust fund. 

Speaking in behalf of a majority of the 
railroad labor unions, we respectfully re
quest your support and prompt action. 

Sincerely yours, 
0. M. BERGE, Chairman, 

Railroad Retirement Committee, Rail
way Labor Executives' Association, 

FRED A. HARDIN, Chairman, 
Railway Labor Executives' Association. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of H.R. 1646, legislation 
to resolve the financial crisis in the 
railroad retirement system. 

Congress last acted on the railroad 
retirement system in 1981 when it en
acted a compromise funding plan that 
called for benefit cuts in exchange for 
$1.7 billion in new rail employee and 
employer taxes during fiscal years 
1982, 1983, and 1984. The changes 
were expected to keep the system sol
vent for 10 years. 

However, the recession which oc
cured since that time has casued a 25-
percent reduction in rail employment. 
In the 18-month period from July 
1981, to January 1983, the railroad in-

dustry suffered a net loss of 123,000 
jobs. The increased unemployment in 
turn resulted in lost payroll taxes to 
the railroad retirement account and 
additional drains on that account for 
unemployment compensation claims. 

The overall problem created by this 
sequence of events is of substantial di
mension. On February 18, the Rail
road Retirement Board advised Con
gress that there would be insufficient 
funds to pay full benefits to railroad 
retirees this fall. The crisis is so severe 
that tier II benefits will be cut by 40 
percent on October l, 1983, and by 80 
percent on October 1, 1984, unless 
Congress takes action now. Feeling the 
brunt of this steep reduction would be 
1 million retirees, retired spouses and 
survivors nationwide. In the State of 
Maine, there are nearly 5,000 rail an
nuitants-2,200 retirees, 1,100 retired 
spouses, and 1,600 survivors. For these 
individuals, a 40-percent reduction in 
benefits would have serious repercus
sions, reducing their income substan
tially and rendering them more vul
nerable to today's high cost of living, 
particularly as winter approaches in 
the Northeast and heating costs 
mount. 

In facing the task of helping the 
railroad retirement system avert bank
ruptcy, we in Congress are mindful of 
the efforts of rail labor and manage
ment in drafting a resolution to the 
problem. Earlier this year, they devel
oped a memorandum of agreement, 
supporting legislation which would 
assist the system through a variety of 
methods, asking railroad retirees, em
ployees, and management as well as 
the Federal Government to participate 
in a compromise solution. The result is 
a $9 billion package that should stabi
lize the system over a period of years. 

Under that package, retirees are 
asked to forego a small portion of the 
benefits they can now receive under 
the early retirement provision of the 
Railroad Retirement Act. They would 
be subject to reductions in cost of 
living adjustments <COLA's) and 
would have pension benefits subjected 
to taxation. 

Rail employees and management 
would have their payroll taxes in
creased substantially over the next 3 
years to add to the revenues of the 
badly depleted railroad retirement ac
count. 

Under the original rail labor /man
agement· agreement, retirees, employ
ees and management together would 
contribute 41 percent to the overall 
legislative solution and the Federal 
Government 59 percent. 

However, the agreement has under
gone modification during the course of 
deliberations in the committees and on 
the floor of the House. H.R. 1646, as 
passed by the House, reduced the Gov
ernment's share by 15 percent and ap
portioned those savings among the 
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other parties affected by the legisla
tion, but principally to rail manage
ment. As a result, the bill provides for 
a Government contribution of 44 per
cent with the balance to be made up 
by rail retirees, employees, and man
agement. 

The legislation before us also ad
dresses in partial fashion the insolven
cy of the railroad unemployment com
pensation system. That system, which 
is administered by the Railroad Re
tirement Board, has for some time had 
insufficient income to pay benefits to 
those railroad workers who lose their 
jobs. Funds have therefore been bor
rowed from the railroad retirement ac
count in order to insure the full and 
prompt payment of unemployment 
compensation benefits. While rail 
labor and management would have al
lowed the railroad unemployment 
compensation system to borrow from 
the Federal Treasury for funding 
shortfalls, the bill allows continued 
borrowing from the pension account 
until September 30, 1985, and permits 
rail labor and management to work on 
a long-term solution in the interim 
period. I will look forward to reviewing 
recommendations on that problem as 
information becomes available next 
year. 

Mr. President, H.R. 1646 as passed 
by the House is not a perfect solution 
to the prospective insolvency of the 
railroad retirement system. Indeed, 
concern has been expressed about the 
burden it would impose in private in
dustry, on employees and on retirees. 

Representatives of the railroad com
panies have testified before Congress 
about the relative cost of the package, 
requiring a significant contribution on 
their part in new taxes on an annual 
basis for each employee. While all rail
road systems must respond to the im
position of new revenue requirements, 
the burden will be more keenly felt by 
smaller, short line companies. Fortu
nately, the administration has agreed 
to report to Congress by next April 1 
on the impact which the new taxes 
will have on commuter lines. 

Fears have also been expressed 
about the costs to be imposed on retir
ees, who will no longer have as gener
ous an option on early retirement and 
who must forego some of their bene
fits in order to contribute to the over
all solution that has been worked out. 
In particular, it is felt that the offset 
which must be made by the tier I 
COLA on tier II benefits may be oner
ous to certain individuals and surviv
ing spouses. Congress must take a 
closer look at this provision next year 
after experience has been gained with 
its implementation in order to avoid 
unduly steep reductions in railroad an
nuities. 

Mr. President, the solution to the 
railroad retirement crisis is not ideal. 
However, it is a reasonable compro
mise that demands sacrifice from all 

parties affected. In that sense, it at
tempts to apportion fairly the $9 bil
lion needed to rescue the system from 
bankruptcy. Representatives of the ad
ministration, rail labor and manage
ment have expressed their support for 
the package in its current form, and 
have urged its speedy passage in order 
to avert the 40 percent reduction in 
benefits which will otherwise occur on 
October 1. 

I believe Congress has the right and 
the responsibility to shore up the 
ailing railroad retirement system. 
Many Americans depend upon it for 
their support and will suffer substan
tial hardship if we fail to respond in a 
prompt and positive manner. 

Accordingly, I express my support 
for the legislation and urge that H.R. 
1646, as passed by the House by a vote 
of 398 to 5, be adopted without change 
by my colleagues in the Senate. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I 
support this bill as essential to alle
viating the anxiety of over 1 million 
railroad retirement beneficiaries. They 
have been told that unless we act now, 
their pensions will be cut by 40 per
cent on October 1. This is a totally un
acceptable penalty on these senior citi
zens who have earned the right to a 
reasonable standard of living in their 
retirement years. 

The retirees are not to blame for 
economic policies that have brought 
about the rapid demise of our rail
roads. They held up their end of the 
bargain through years of hard and 
dangerous labor. We can do no less. 

Labor and management have agreed 
on the contents of this bill. They have 
agreed to share the burden of in
creased contributions to the retire
ment fund. 

The Federal Government has a 
clear, moral responsibility to restore 
the funds owed the Railroad Retire
ment Board as this bill provides. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
bill today, despite some less than per
fect features, so that this group of 
senior citizens can be assured that 
their pensions are safe. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, 
today we are considering the rescue 
plan for the railroad retirement 
system. This legislation is necessary 
because railroad retirees and rail 
workers face yet another financial 
crisis in their retirement system. 

Like social security, their system is 
about to pay out more in benefits than 
it is taking in in taxes. And because of 
this, retirees face a potential 40 per
cent cut in certain benefits on October 
1, this year. 

Today's funding crisis stems from 
four basic problems. 

First, there are 25 percent fewer rail 
workers paying into the system than 
in 1981. 

Second, many of these former work
ers are collecting unemployment
forcing the railroad unemployment 

fund to borrow from the railroad re
tirement account, RRA. This totals up 
to $500 million since 1981. 

Third, the payment of windfall bene
fits for 20 years puts a continuous 
strain on the RRA. 

And fourth, and perhaps the most 
important and startling reason, is the 
worker to retiree ratio. If you recall, 
Mr. President, during the social securi
ty debate, people were worried because 
there were only three workers for 
every retiree where there used to be a 
14-to-1 ratio. This meant a smaller tax 
base and forced those of us developing 
a rescue plan to take a hard look at 
payroll tax rates. But the railroad re
tirement system has each worker sup
porting almost three retirees. How can 
reserves be built up under these cir
cumstances? And how can a fair tax 
rate be set for employers or employ
ees? 

As a result of these four problems, 
the entire railroad retirement system 
is again teetering on the edge of col
lapse. Income in fiscal year 1982 was 
$5.6 billion, but expenditures were 
almost $6.3 billion. Thus, the RRB has 
projected the retirement fund will be 
$548 million short in fiscal year 1984 
and $13 billion short by 1992. To fur
ther compound this problem, an addi
tional $1.8 billion in borrowing is ex
pected by the rail unemployment fund 
by 1988. 

This is why today's legislation is so 
important. While I am concerned 
about some of the provisions-like my 
colleague from Pennsylvania, I am 
concerned about the tier II offset-I 
feel it is imperative that the package 
pass. If we fail to act this week, 1 mil
lion retirees will needlessly be fright
ened by official notices of impending 
40-percent benefit cuts. 

By passing this bill today, we can 
avoid creating that unnecessary fear. 

In my travels around Minnesota, I 
have had many chances to talk with 
railroad retirees who are terribly con
fused and worried about potential cuts 
in their benefits. Many others-my 
staff and my colleagues-have heard 
the same fears. 

That is why I am so firmly commit
ted to preventing current retirees from 
losing 40 percent of their tier II bene
fits. My contact with the retirees has 
impressed on me the severity of the 
situation and has increased my dedica
tion to resolving the funding shortfall. 
I urge my colleagues to join me in sup
port of this rescue plan. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer my support for the rail
road retirement legislation pending 
before the Senate, H.R. 1646. 

Mr. President, history records that it 
was the railroad industry which led 
the development of private company 
pensions in this country. By 1927, 
some 8 years before the passage of 
social security, almost 95 percent of 
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the employees of major rail lines, and 
five out of six employees in the rail
road industry had some opportunity to 
receive a retirement pension. 

In 1937, the railroad retirement 
system was established in response to 
a growing need for placing the wide 
variety of railroad retirement pension 
plans on a sound financial basis. In 
order to protect the pension credits 
earned prior to the establishment of 
the railroad retirement system, rail
road employment was excluded from 
social security. 

In 1974, the system was reorganized, 
with the agreement of both rail labor 
and management, to reflect three 
levels of benefits: Tier 1 benefits are 
paid to employees with at least 10 
years of railroad experience and are 
based upon combined railroad indus
try and social security covered earn
ings. Tier 2 benefits approximate the 
structure of a private industry pension 
plan with benefits related to service in 
the railroad industry and financed by 
taxes on industry employees. Finally, 
a dual benefits program protects those 
individuals eligible for both railroad 
related benefits and social security 
benefits. 

The legislation before us today rep
resents a genuine compromise. It em
bodies the collective efforts of both 
rail labor and management to main
tain a strong and enduring railroad re
tirement system. 

This legislation represents an agree
ment on the part of very diverse par
ticipants, the administration included, 
on the absolute need for concrete 
action to avert crippling reductions in 
basic railroad retirement benefit 
levels. 

Time, in this instance, is no ally. 
Absent a quick resolution to the finan
cial problems confronting the railroad 
retirement system, it is estimated that 
average railroad retirement benefits 
will be slashed by some 40 percent 
come October 1 this year. And next 
year, benefit reductions of up to 80 
percent could be in the offing. 

Few among us would be able to 
adjcist to an 80-percent reduction in 
fixed income, or even a 40-percent re
duction. Well, that is exactly what will 
happen unless we pass this legislation 
now before us. 

Without this legislation, the average 
railroad retiree will have his benefits 
reduced by $60 per month starting this 
October. The average retiree's spouse 
will consequently suffer a $40 reduc
tion per month. The average retiree 
who has retired at 60 years of age with 
30 years of railroad experience will be 
facing $220 reduction in monthly ben
efits. 

Next year the problem will worsen. 
The average retiree will be facing a 
$120 monthly reduction, while the av
erage retiree who has retired at 60 
years of age with 30 years of service 
will be facing a $440 monthly reduc-

tion. Such benefit reductions are un
conscionable, and cannot be rolerated. 

But how, you may ask, has such a 
situation developed? There are basical
ly four major factors which have con
tributed to the current financial diffi
culties of the railroad retirement 
system: 

First, the recession has caused rail
road employment to decline by nearly 
25 percent over the past 2 years. Al
though rail employment has been in
creasing over the past few months, 
there are still more than 100,000 less 
rail employees than there were some 2 
years ago. 

Second, massive borrowing from the 
railroad retirement trust fund in order 
to fund the dual benefits program, 
which the Congress has underfunded 
since 1974, has left a shortfall of $1.8 
billion in the railroad retirement fund. 

Third, borrowing from the railroad 
retirement trust fund to meet the un
employment insurance payments 
made necessary by the huge layoffs in 
the rail industry over the past 2 years. 

Fourth, the excessive delay in the 
transfer of funds owed by social secu
rity to the railroad retirement fund 
and the delays and limits imposed 
upon borrowing against those funds to 
keep the retirement trust fund from 
expiration. 

In January of this year, Senator 
HEINZ and I offered a sense-of-the
Congress resolution which called on 
rail labor and management to discuss 
various alternatives for remedying 
these financial difficulties and reach 
an agreement prior to October l, 1983. 
They have done so and it is now Con
gress turn to act. 

This legislation has the support of 
the administration, and that in itself is 
a significant accomplishment. It is the 
result of intense negotiations involving 
management, labor, Congress, and the 
administration. H.R. 1646 has passed 
the House by an overwhelming vote of 
398 to 5. This bill offers the best avail
able solution for the solvency of the 
railroad retirement system. 

It is a fair and equitable agreement 
in that it singles out no one group to 
absorb the burden of the remedies. 
Employees, employers, retirees, and 
the Federal Government all contrib
ute and thus share responsibility for 
the retirement system. It should be 
noted here that the Federal Gover
ment's only contribution is that 
amount which Congress committed 
itself to pay under the dual benefits 
provision of the 1974 Railroad Retire
ment Act. 

Mr. President, without passage of 
H.R. 1646, thousands of railroad retir
ees would suffer a severe financial 
burden. Instead of maintaining their 
current railroad retirement annuities, 
they would witness severe reductions 
in their basic benefits. Annual benefit 
reductions of nearly $1,000 per retiree 
would be common in 1984; benefit re-

ductions of some $1,500 would occur in 
1985. 

With passage of this legislation, 
basic benefits are protected, and the 
integrity and solvency on the railroad 
retirement system is maintained. 

I am a supporter of the strongest 
possible railroad retirement system. 
Twenty thousand retirees and their 
families and dependents in Tennessee 
depend on a sound railroad retirement 
system. 

H.R. 1646 maintains a solvent rail
road retirement program. I urge pas
sage of this legislation. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
want to express my strong support for 
the Railroad Retirement Solvency Act 
of 1983 which we are considering 
today. As other Members of this body 
have pointed out, this is by no means a 
perfect measure but we have an emer
gency on our hands and this bill will 
avoid the benefit cuts that otherwise 
would occur on October 1. 

Mr. President, the 16,000 railroad re
tirees and dependents in Arkansas are 
deeply concerned about the financial 
integrity of the railroad retirement 
system. They feel like they are on a 
benefit rollercoaster. A federally ad
ministered railroad retirement pro
gram was set up in 1937 and has been 
amended several times. The current 
structure of the system originated 
from the Railroad Retirement Act of 
1974, and I am sure that most Mem
bers of Congress who voted for that 
legislation thought that they were as
suring the financial integrity of the 
system for years to come. But as every 
Member of this body is aware, it was 
necessary in 1981 again to amend this 
legislation because of the continuing 
decline in railroad industry employ
ment which reduced revenue from 
payroll taxes. We did so in the hope 
that 1 million railroad retirees, their 
survivors, and dependents, would be 
assured of full benefits for at least 10 
years and perhaps longer. 

But our predictions were way off the 
mark, I think primarily because the 
President's program for economic re
covery, which we also adopted in 1981, 
has been such an unmitigated econom
ic disaster for the country. When we 
passed the Railroad Retirement 
Amendments, of 1981 we assumed that 
railroad employment would level off at 
about 500,000 workers, but instead the 
numbers declined from 510,000 in 
August 1981, to 388,000 in January of 
this year. The retirement system had 
an income of $5.6 billion in fiscal year 
1982, but expended about $700 million 
more than that. Since the taxes of 
each worker support almost three re
tirees, the fund's reserves were 
meager. It became clear that the 
system would not have enough money 
to meet benefit payments in October 
of this year. 
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As a result, the Railroad Retirement 

Board on February 18 warned of mas
sive benefit cuts, and the railroad re
tirees have been scared ever since. 
Happily, rail labor and management, 
with congressional help, worked out 
this emergency plan. Again, we hope 
that the projections that this measure 
will shore up the system for a decade 
are accurate, but all of us are aware 
that these projections are simply edu
cated guesses and depend primarily 
upon the performance of the national 
economy, which no one has had any 
success in predicting accurately over 
the last few years. 

The important thing for now is that 
we are adopting a plan that will avoid 
benefit cuts in October and we hope 
for a long time thereafter. It is a rea
sonable plan that has the support of 
both rail labor and management, and 
it is imperative that we send this 
measure to the President as quickly as 
possible. Our Nation's railroad retirees 
and their dependents have been dan
gling long enough. They want the as
surance that they can make the house 
payment and buy food and clothing 
and the other necessities of life come 
October 1. I commend the members of 
the Finance Committee and Labor and 
Human Resources Committee for their 
work on this measure. I hope that this 
important bill will be adopted unani
mously. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my Senate colleagues 
in saluting the cooperative effort that 
went into the bill now before us, H.R. 
1646. From personal experience, I 
know what thorny issues pay and ben
efits are, and I congratulate all those 
whose hard work made today's consid
eration of a railroad retirement pack
age possible. 

I am confident this bill is sufficient 
to meet the financial needs of railroad 
retirees without sacrificing the finan
cial stability of the railroad retirement 
system as a whole. The compromises 
agreed to by all parties affected by the 
provisions of this bill sets an example 
that hopefully will be emulated in 
future negotiations on difficult legisla
tion. But most importantly, with this 
bill we can now guarantee that receipt 
of much deserved retirement benefits 
for those who have contributed to this 
important piece of our Nation's histo
ry-the railroad. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, as a co
sponsor of S. 1074 I am pleased the 
Senate is today considering legislation 
which assures the availability of re
sources to pay current and future ben
efits under the Railroad Retirement 
Act of 1974. 

I am especially pleased that we are 
meeting only hours after the House of 
Representatives has overwhelmingly 
approved H.R. 1646, a bill which was 
hammered out by rail management 
and labor. This is truly a crucial time 
for Senate action because this issue 

needs to be resolved before the August 
recess. 

We have broad support for this legis
lation. The issue needs immediate at
tention. I hope we can get these 
changes enacted into law as soon as 
possible in order to head off the Octo
ber 1 reductions. 

This retirement system, which is 
now paying benefits to approximately 
1 million annuitants, will undergo a 
40-percent reduction in its tier II bene
fit payments unless Congress acts to 
improve the system's financial posi
tion. 

The basic problem confronting the 
railroad retirement system is the same 
one which plagues the social security 
system: too few workers paying into 
the system in proportion to those 
drawing benefits. This problem has 
been exacerbated by the decreasing 
level of rail employment. 

The financial stability of the rail
road retirement system has caused 
great concern among railroad retirees 
who have contributed for many years 
toward their retirement only to be 
faced now with possible reductions. 

It is my hope that H.R. 1646 will 
provide a long-term, comprehensive so
lution to the problems of adequately 
funding the railroad retirement 
system and I urge my colleagues to 
support its passage. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to support this urgently 
needed legislation to improve the fi
nancial condition of the railroad re
tirement system. This legislation is 
necessary to protect the benefits of 
54,000 railroad retirees in the State of 
Ohio and over 1 million retirees na
tionwide. This refinancing package, 
which was worked out by railroad 
labor, management, and Congress, will 
prevent a drastic 40-percent cut in re
tirement benefits on October 1. I urge 
my colleagues to support this legisla
tion. 

The deep national recession has had 
a heavy impact on the railroad indus
try. In 1981, we negotiated a refinanc
ing package for the railroad retire
ment system that was designed to put 
it on firm financial footing for many 
years. However, during the last 2 years 
railroad employment has dropped 
from 514,000 to 400,000 workers. 
Nearly 25 percent of railroad workers 
have lost their jobs. This high unem
ployment in the railroad industry has 
reduced contributions to the retire
ment fund. In addition, the railroad 
unemployment compensation program 
has borrowed money from the retire
ment fund, further reducing assets of 
the retirement program. 

The bill we are considering today in
cludes increased taxes for railroad em
ployers and workers, adjustments in 
benefits and early retirement, trans
fers from the General Treasury to the 
railroad retirement fund for past Un
derfunded obligations, and changes in 

the relationship between the unem
ployment compensation program and 
the retirement system. The bill has 
some tough medicine that will require 
sacrifices from workers, employers, 
and retirees. We must strike a balance 
that is fair to retirees who have paid 
large retirement contributions and are 
entitled to their benefits, and we must 
also be mindful of the needs of work
ers and employers who are struggling 
to survive during this very difficult 
economic period. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation to restore financial stability 
and public confidence to the railroad 
retirement system. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, as I 
examined this bill in comparison with 
the original labor-management re
quest in February of this year, as em
bodied in H.R. 1646 and S. 1074 as 
originally introduced, I believe that 
there have been improvements. I com
mend the Office of Management and 
Budget, the House Ways and Means 
Committee, rail labor, and rail man
agement for their sincere, hard-work
ing efforts to reach a compromise on 
this difficult matter. 

As much as I appreciate their ef
forts, I am not able to support their 
final product. This bill contemplates 
raising $9.26 billion during fiscal years 
1984-88. The source of that funding is 
divided as follows: 

In millions Percent of 
total 

Federal Government .................................................. $4,070 44 
Current and future retirees....................................... 2,200 24 
Rail management...................................................... 2,000 21 
Rail labor ......................................................... ......... 990 11 

Total............................................................ 9,260 100 

My main reservations about the bill 
are as follows: Of the $4 billion Feder
al contribution, I believe $2.07 billion 
is an outright gift, the reimbursement 
for underfunded past windfalls bene
fits. I also have some doubts about the 
$2 billion worth of changes in the bor
rowing against the financial inter
change. 

Also there is a bad precedent in this 
bill of which I want my colleagues to 
be fully aware. Tier II benefits will be 
taxed for the first time, which is en
tirely fair since other private pensions 
are subject to income tax. However, 
unlike all other private pensions, the 
income taxes collected on tier II are 
deposited in the railroad retirement 
account, not the General Treasury, 
until fiscal year 1989 or until $877 mil
lion is collected, whichever is earlier. 

Lastly, Mr. President, this bill does 
not resolve the problem of rail-UI in
solvency. The railroad unemployment 
insurance program has operated in the 
red 18 years out of the past 23 years 
according to CRS. Currently, the UI 
fund is approximately $500 million in 
debt to the railroad retirement ac-
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count. Although the increased employ
er UI taxes in this bill are a step in the 
right direction, not enough will be 
raised to preclude future borrowing or 
to repay the debt. In fact this bill now 
allows Rail-UI to borrow from the 
General Treasury instead of as in the 
past from the railroad retirement ac
count. I would like the Senate Labor 
Committee to join Senate Finance 
next year in examining this rail-UI 
problem. 

Mr. President, estimates upon which 
the parties, committees, and OMB 
relied indicate this package will keep 
the system solvent until 1990-that is 
only 6112 years. I place little faith in 
those estimate given the track record 
of such estimates in the past. I hope 
for the sake of railroad retirees that 
this package puts the account on 
sound footing. 

I am genuinely concerned for the re
tirees and the taxpayers. If I honestly 
felt this package was to the benefit of 
both of them, I would have endorsed 
this wholeheartedly. I feel it unfortu
nate that once again this deliberate 
body has acted in haste without know
ing the elements of this legislation. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to rise in support of H.R. 1646, 
the Railroad Retirement Solvency Act 
of 1983. This legislation is vital to in
suring the solvency of the railroad re
tirement system and to preventing 
unfair benefit cuts to over 1 million 
railroad retirees that would otherwise 
occur on October 1, 1983. 

The railroad retirement system cur
rently faces its most severe financial 
crisis. This crisis is primarily due to 
the severe recession that we have 
faced over the last 2 years. As a result 
of this recession, railroad employment 
has decreased from 510,000 in August 
1981-when the railroad retirement 
amendments were enacted as part of 
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1981, to 388,000 in January 
1983. The railroad retirement system 
suffered a loss in its revenue base 
during this 18-month period of over 25 
percent. The pension equivalent of the 
railroad retirees benefits is now facing 
a 40-percent cut in October of this 
year, rising to an 80-percent cut in Oc
tober 1984. 

This legislation will prevent this ca
tastrophe from occurring. It will pro
vide for selective adjustments in a va
riety of benefits which should result in 
the greatest savings to the trust fund 
with the least adverse affects on rail
road retirees. It will provide for addi
tional funding through the imposition 
of taxes upon both employees and car
riers. Finally, it will provide for the re
covery of certain depletions in the 
trust fund account caused by past un
derfunding. 

Mr. President, this legislation calls 
for sacrifices from all parties involved. 
I understand that rail labor, rail man
agement, as well as the administration 

are in agreement on the need for the 
immediate enactment of this legisla
tion. While many of us have reserva
tions about particular aspects of this 
proposal, it is clear that we have a 
package of mutually dependent com
promises. Their prompt and swift en
actment is essential to the avoidance 
of the economic catastrophe that 
would otherwise fall upon all railroad 
retirees and their beneficiaries. 

I commend the leadership of both 
parties for their diligence in bringing 
this legislation before us, and urge its 
immediate adoption. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, the 
Railroad Retirement Solvency Act of 
1983 is the product of tireless efforts 
of both management and labor to 
reach an agreement that returns the 
system to solvency. They should be 
commended on their efforts. 

I have always been a strong support
er of the railroad retirement system, 
which now provides benefits to almost 
1 million railroad beneficiaries, 60,000 
of whom reside in New York State. By 
passing this legislation this afternoon, 
we will allay the fears of those benefi
ciaries who are facing a 40-percent re
duction in their tier II benefits on Oc
tober 1. 

This bill requires sacrifices on the 
part of beneficiaries, current railroad 
workers, and the railroad industry. 
Under the circumstances, I think it is 
the best possible solution considering 
the time constraints under which we 
are working. However, as do some of 
my colleagues, I have some concerns 
with aspects of the bill. 

I am bothered by the COLA deferral 
and offset provision. I was pleased to 
learn that a study will be undertaken 
with a report due on October 1, 1983 
addressing the impact of this provision 
on railroad beneficiaries. 

I am also concerned that the in
creased taxes on the railroad industry 
will place an additional burden on the 
already overburdened commuter rail
road agencies. I was pleased to learn 
that Senator DOLE and David Stock
man agreed to undertake a study to 
review all aspects of the commuter 
agencies' participation in the railroad 
retirement system and the railroad un
employment system and to report 
back to Congress by early 1984. I look 
forward to the study findings and an
ticipate that it will lead to further leg
islative action on our part. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to pass the Railroad Retirement Sol
vency Act of 1983. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I do not 
have any request for time. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I do not 
have any request for time and I sug
gest we go ahead and vote on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a 
third time, and was read the third 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass? The 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The acting assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona <Mr. GOLD
WATER) and the Senator from Con
necticut <Mr. WEICKER) are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Mississippi <Mr. 
STENNIS) is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
KASTEN). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 95, 
nays 2, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 240 Leg.] 

YEAS-95 
Abdnor Garn Metzenbaum 
Andrews Glenn Mitchell 
Armstrong Gorton Moynihan 
Baker Grassley Murkowski 
Baucus Hart Nunn 
Bentsen Hatch Packwood 
Biden Hatfield Pell 
Bingaman Hawkins Percy 
Boren Hecht Pressler 
Boschwitz Heflin Proxmire 
Bradley Heinz Pryor 
Bumpers Hollings Quayle 
Burdick Huddleston Randolph 
Byrd Humphrey Riegle 
Chafee Inouye Roth 
Chiles Jackson Rudman 
Cochran Jepsen Sar banes 
Cohen Johnston Sasser 
Cranston Kassebaum Simpson 
D 'Amato Kasten Specter 
Danforth Kennedy Stafford 
DeConcini Lau ten berg Stevens 
Denton Laxalt Symms 
Dixon Leahy Thurmond 
Dodd Levin Tower 
Dole Long Trible 
Domenici Lugar Tsongas 
Durenberger Mathias Wallop 
Eagleton Matsunaga Warner 
East Mattingly Wilson 
Exon McClure Zorinsky 
Ford Melcher 

NAYS-2 
Helms Nickles 

NOT VOTING-3 
Goldwater Stennis Weicker 

So the bill <H.R. 1646) was passed. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 

been canvassing the list of available 
things to do. I must report to the 
Senate that I have a dreary report on 
all fronts. 
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It does not look as if we are going to 

get very far with the Department of 
the Interior app:ropriations bill-at 
least not today. I continue to hope 
that we can pass that bill, but it is 
clear to me that we are not going to 
get it done today. 

I had hoped, as I announced earlier, 
to have the Department of Transpor
tation conference report, but at last 
reading, the House had not yet passed 
it. The estimate was that it would 
probably be 4:30 p.m. before they act, 
which means it would be 5 to 5:30 p.m. 
before we could act. 

There is one education bill that 
might be taken up this afternoon, but 
if there is any opposition to that, I am 
afraid that would be impossible. 

Mr. ST AFFORD. If the leader will 
yield, I believe that could be ready by 
not later than 4 p.m. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, what I 
propose to do is put us in morning 
business and give Members an oppor
tunity-I notice, for instance, that the 
Senator from Vermont <Mr. STAFFORD) 
wishes to speak on a matter concern
ing the former chairman of the Public 
Works Committee. Other Senators 
may have things to do. · 

Then when we get a chance to clear 
the education bill to do or anything 
else, we clearly will do that. We al
ready have an order for 9:30 in the 
morning. When we come back in the 
morning, we would be, once again, on 
the Interior appropriations bill. 

I know the Senator from Ohio is 
greatly interested in that, and none of 
this is calculated to deprive him of any 
opportunity he would have to make 
whatever move he wishes, but for a va
riety of reasons I would sort of like to 
put that to bed right now and pick it 
up again in the morning after routine 
morning business is out of the way, 
about 10 a.m. or maybe 10:30 a.m. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
will the majority leader yield for a 
moment? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. It occurs to me 

that the Interior appropriations bill is 
a matter that a number of people put 
a lot of work into. I only have a special 
interest in the content of it as 1 of 100 
Senators. We have been delayed in 
some respects with respect to one com
mittee amendment. Yesterday I was 
prepared and did raise a point of order 
with respect to that committee amend
ment. I was asked to withhold that 
temporarily. I am prepared to raise 
that point of order immediately. I am 
prepared to, if the Senator from Idaho 
wishes to appeal the decision of the 
Chair in the event the Chair rules in 
my favor, move that along expedi
tiously. 

The point of my being on my feet is 
to say to the majority leader that I for 
one do not want to be a party to any 
delay and am prepared to move for
ward. 

As a matter of fact, it is my under
standing we were indeed going to move 
immediately to the consideration of 
the Interior appropriations bill pursu
ant to the order that was entered prior 
to taking up the railroad retirement 
bill. I thought that was a clear under
standing that we had. I would really 
like io go forward and raise my point 
of order. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator, I understand how he 
feels. That is why I said what I said. 
The problem I have outlined would 
not jeopardize his rights. What it 
would do is postpone the confronta
tion on the point cf order until this 
measure occurred as the pending busi
ness tomorrow morning. 

Now, I hope the Senator will let us 
do that. It is true and I freely ac
knowledge that when he asked me I 
stated, and I stated accurately, I be
lieve, that when railroad retirement 
was disposed of, the pending business 
would be once more the Interior ap
propriation bill, as indeed it is. It is 
before the Senate at this moment. But 
I hope the Senator would not insist on 
that. 

For a variety of reasons, including 
some personal considerations-and I 
know every Senator in this Chamber 
at one time or the other, sometimes 
large numbers of Senators have had 
personal matters they had to attend 
to-I hope the Senator would consider 
giving me that much flexibility so that 
we could deal with this in the morning 
instead of today. I promise him that I 
am not trying to def eat his efforts to 
make the point of order, but I do urge 
the Senator to consider that it is a 
leadership judgment on this side at 
least that we would be better served to 
pick up this fray in the morning than 
we would be to continue it this after
noon. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. When the ma
jority leader puts it on that basis, I am 
hard put to say no, since, when I have 
gone to him on previous occasions on a 
personal matter, he has always been 
very accommodating. I would not 
insist upon the matter, but I do hope I 
will have my opportunity early in the 
morning so that every Member may 
have an opportunity to vote if the 
Senator from Idaho appeals the ruling 
of the Chair. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

RADIO MARTI 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, one 

other matter. As I indicated to the mi
nority leader a moment ago, I planned 
to file a second cloture motion on the 
Radio Marti matter. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
in order to submit a cloture motion on 
that matter at this time. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, give time 
for objections, if I may say most re
spectfully to the Chair. 

I will not object, but I do want to 
state for the record that the reason I 
am not objecting is that the majority 
leader can find various ways in which 
to get Radio Marti up if he wanted. So 
with all those weapons at his com
mand, I see no need for his having to 
go through those motions, so I do not 
object. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the minority leader. He is absolutely 
correct. There is certainly more than 
one way to bring that matter back 
before the Senate for this purpose, but 
this is the quickest and cleanest way. I 
thank the minority leader for his 
statement. 

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

CLOTURE MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord
ance with the provisions of rule :XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the motion to 
proceed to the consideration of S. 602, an 
act to provide for the broadcasting of accu
rate information to the people of Cuba, and 
for other purposes. 

Senators, Paula Hawkins, Steven D. 
Symms, Mack Mattingly, Slade 
Gorton, Lawton Chiles, James A. 
McClure, Jesse Helms, Gordon Hum
phrey, Jeremiah Denton, Paul Trible, 
Orrin G. Hatch, John P. East, Don 
Nickles, Paul Laxalt, Strom Thur
mond, and Barry Goldwater. 

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

majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, under 

rule :XXII, this vote would occur after 
a quorum call had established the 
presence of a quorum of Senators, 
with that quorum call to begin at 10:30 
on Thursday morning. If cloture is not 
invoked on Wednesday, tomorrow, on 
the previous motion, it would be my 
intention to confer with the minority 
leader and see if we could find a more 
convenient time for that vote, but I 
will not do so at this moment. 

FEDERAL SUPPLEMENTAL 
COMPENSATION ACT OF 1982 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
majority leader yield to me for the 
purpose, which I have discussed with 
him already, of initiating the process 
under rule XIV of getting a bill on the 
calendar. 

Mr. BAKER. Yes, I yield. Mr. Presi
dent, the minority leader did speak to 
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me about this. He is master of the 
rules, and he certainly has the full op
portunity to do this, which I acknowl
edge and appreciate. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority 
leader. 

Mr. President, there is a message at 
the desk, a House message, H.R. 3409, 
on Federal supplemental compensa
tion. I have been asked by a Senator to 
ask for the first reading of that meas
ure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill CH.R. 3409> to amend the Federal 

Supplemental Compensation Act of 1982 
with respect to the number of weeks of ben
efits paid in any State. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask for 
the second reading of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I object 
to further proceeding on the bill at 
this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard to the second reading of 
the bill on this day. The bill will 
remain at the desk pending second 
reading on the next legislative day. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I under

stand that the distinguished Senator 
from Vermont wishes to be recognized. 

Mr. President, did I provide for a 
time in which Senators might speak in 
morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is right now no order. 

Mr. BAKER. Did I provide for a 
time for the transaction of routine 
morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is currently no order for the transac
tion of routine morning business. 

Mr. BAKER. I beg the Chair's 
pardon. I had a colloquy with the Sen
ator from Ohio, who indicated he 
would not object. I then made the re
quest that there be a period for the 
transaction of routine morning busi
ness. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, in any 

event, I now ask unanimous consent 
that there be a period for the transac
tion of routine morning business to go 
no longer than 4:30 p.m. in which Sen
ators may speak for not more than 10 
minutes each. 

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

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR 
RANDOLPH 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Vermont understands 
that we are now in morning business. I 

hope that my dear friend and col
league of many years, Senator RAN
DOLPH, is listening and while I am talk
ing may be able to get to the floor, be
cause I had hoped he would be here. I 
thought he was present. He was a few 
minutes ago. 

Mr. President, my very good friend 
and colleague, the most able Senator 
from West Virginia, Senator JENNINGS 
RANDOLPH, has justly won the respect 
and admiration of his colleagues in 
this body and in the other body, back 
at home and throughout the Nation 
during his entire public life. He has 
consistently put the needs of the 
Nation above partisan politics in work
ing with and serving eight Presidents. 
It has been my extreme pleasure to 
have worked closely with Senator RAN
DOLPH. We currently serve together on 
three committees: Environment and 
Public Works, of which I am currently 
honored to be the chairman, and 
which he served as chairman for 
many, many years. It was under his 
leadership that I learned the routine 
of running a committee. 

We have also served together on the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources, and there we have been since 
1971, when I came to the Senate-he 
as chairman and I as ranking minority 
member of the Subcommittee on the 
Handicapped. 

We have served together on the Vet
erans' Affairs Committee since its cre
ation. 

Throughout his career, Senator 
RANDOLPH has helped to champion the 
cause of the blind, the disabled, the 
aged, the poor, and others who need a 
strong voice in Washington. 

His list of accomplishments is long 
and impressive. Among them, he has 
authored the 26th constitutional 
amendment, giving 18- to 20-year-olds 
the right to vote. 

I know how zealously and jealously 
he has guarded the blind vendor pro
gram, which was created by the Ran
dolph-Sheppard Act. 

He has authored the Appalachian 
Development Act and the Economic 
Development Act to provide increased 
employment opportunities and serv
ices for depressed areas. 

It was under his leadership in the 
Subcommittee on the Handicapped 
that he and I developed what became 
Public Law 94-142, providing for equal 
education opportunity for all handi
capped children. 

Senator RANDOLPH is the only 
Member of the 98th Congress to have 
voted for the landmark social security 
law. Over the years, he has worked to 
strengthen this program, which touch
es the lives of almost every American 
family. 

Senator RANDOLPH, to our personal 
sorrow, recently announced that he 
will not seek reelection in 1984. He cer
tainly will be acutely missed in the 
Senate. Everyone wishes him well, be-

cause he has been a friend and a gen
tleman in his relations with all his 
Senate colleagues, whether they be 
Republicans, Democrats, liberals, or 
conservatives. 

Mr. President, the May edition of 
the American Association of Retired 
Persons news bulletin contained a 
most deserved special feature on Sena
tor RANDOLPH which describes his long 
and illustrious career in Congress. I 
ask unanimous consent that this arti
cle be printed in the RECORD as a small 
token of the affection and esteem in 
which the people of this Nation, as 
well as his colleagues in this body, 
hold him. 

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

SENATOR RANDOLPH RECALLS ROOSEVELT'S 
NEWDEAL 

<By Bill Crawford> 
Depression, Recession. Coal mines. Hard 

work. Long hours on West Virginia's roller
coaster roads. Climbing. Stumping in the 
back country. Setbacks. Politics. Winning 
and losing elections. FDR's New Deal. 

Jennings Randolph knows all about the 
vicissitudes of life. 

The United States Senator from the 
Mountain State has "served four U.S. Presi
dents and worked with nine Presidents," he 
said, since 1933 when he came to Washing
ton as a freshman in the House of Repre
sentatives. 

At 81, Randolph is the only current 
member of Congress who was serving when 
the original Social Security legislation 
passed in 1935. He was elected to the House 
with the 1932 Roosevelt landslide. Ran
dolph lost an election in 1947 and later 
joined Capital Airlines, where he became as
sistant to the president and director of 
public relations. He was elected to the 
Senate in 1958 and has served continuously 
since. Now he is looking toward retirement. 

Roosevelt was Randolph's favorite Presi
dent, and he likes to reminisce about the 
days of the New Deal and FDR. "Roosevelt 
couldn't walk, but he placed America on its 
feet," the Senator said of FDR, who was 
confined to a wheelchair. 

Randolph vividly recalls one of FDR's 
trips to West Virginia. "It was at the Moun
tain State Forest Festival, and I told the 
President that our Governor <Guy Kump> 
and Sen. Mansfield Neely were bitter en
emies. 'Just wait 'til I get both of them 
togther,' the President responded. Roosevelt 
told them that any split in the Democratic 
party would not be condoned, and he had 
them shake hands," the Senator recalled. 

He also remembers the day he sold his car 
in 1933 so he would have enough money to 
live with his wife Mary, whom he had mar
ried only a week earlier. It was his first year 
in Congress and "times were hard," he said. 
A few years later, he recounted, he went to 
a Washington bank and told an executive 
that he needed to borrow $1,000-"but I 
don't have any collateral," he said. "Yes, 
you do," the banker retorted, "you've been 
elected to two terms in Congress." 

In his early years as a Congressman, he 
saw even more of the First Lady, Eleanor 
Roosevelt, than he did of FDR. She was in
terested in helping with homestead projects 
for miners and became popular with West 
Virginians, who later named a new town El-
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eanor. Calling her a "remarkable woman," 
Sen. Randolph recalled "going down into 
coal mines with her and square-dancing 
with her later that night." 

"I'll never forget the night when I was 
driving Mrs. Roosevelt and Doris Duke back 
to Washington from West Virginia and we 
decided to stop for supper. I reached into 
my pocket and had only pennies. Here I am, 
I thought, with the First Lady of the United 
States and the richest girl in America and I 
have only pennies." 

He solved the dilemma by slipping away 
during the meal and explaining the problem 
to the owner, who was an old friend. He 
mailed a check for the dinner the next day. 

Before coming to Washington, Sen. Ran
dolph was a newspaper editor in Clarksburg 
and a professor at Davis and Elkins College 
in Elkins, W. Va., where he later served as 
athletic director. "We beat West Virginia U. 
<7-0), and Navy <2-0) in football in the late 
'20s,'' he said with a smile. 

Some of the Senator's "best accomplish
ments,'' he said, include: 

Author of the 26th Amendment to the 
Constitution, which guaranteed 18-to-20-
year-olds the right to vote. 

Author of the Randolph-Sheppard Act in 
1936, which created the Blind Vendor Pro
gram and paved the way for major legisla
tion for the handicapped. 

Author of the Appalachian Regional De
velopment Act and Economic Development 
Act, which were passed in 1965. 

He also served as chairman of the Senate 
Environment and Public Works Committee 
in 1966-71, and has a general record of 
achievements far too long to list here. 

He recently announced that he is retiring 
after his current term, which ends in 1985. 
"There is a season and time for every pur
pose," Sen. Randolph told friends gathered 
for an 81st birthday party. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
even as the senior Senator from Ver
mont is the chairman of our commit
tee and, in that sense, the greatest of 
our number, I am one of the least; but 
I think we might claim to be equals in 
our affection and regard for the man 
to whom the chairman, with his char
acteristic graciousness, refers in our 
proceedings as the chairman emeritus. 

Senator RANDOLPH is everything Sen
ator STAFFORD has said. He is not just a 
person whose long career reminds us 
that someone exceptional is in our 
presence, but also someone whose per
sonal manner and sense of his Nation 
and of this body remind us of some 
things which may have diminished in 
the interval and what we may have 
lost and what we still continue, at 
least in a measure, to possess by his 
continued and invaluable presence. 

I thank my chairman for his charac
teristic graciousness in what he has 
just said. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I thank the distin
guished Senator. 

Mr. President, I am delighted that 
our chairman emeritus has been able 
to come to the floor. I yield the floor. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I 
was on a long-distance telephone call, 
responding to a constituent on some 
problems that he and others have in 
the lovely land in the hills of West 
Virginia. 

The Senators from Vermont and 
New York are most generous in their 
words which are spoken as I begin our 
final 17 months in this forum-God 
willing-on this historic Hill. 

I thank you, my friend and able 
Chairman. I shall not ref er to the 
measures on our efforts except in this 
one instance. 

You are one of a few Members of the 
Congress who pilots his own plane. 
You fly back and forth to Vermont, 
said to be the most rural of our States. 
By some criteria, West Virginia is clas
sified as second. You and I and Sena
tor MOYNIHAN-who has been very 
gracious, as always, in his comments
know that the aviation history of the 
United States, as well as the world, is 
being celebrated this year: the bicen
tennial of air and space. 

It was my dream that we have an Air 
and Space Museum. In 1946, I au
thored the legislation which created 
what is now that popular museum, 
sa,id to be the most visited in the 
world. 

It was 30 years before we were able 
to open it-the land, the buildings, the 
aircraft, the spacecraft, all the exhib
its. 

Since July 4, 1976, as of the last 
count a few days ago, approximately 
62.5 million men, women, and children 
came to that museum, on Independ
ence Avenue, to marvel at the "flying" 
machines and thrill at the movies. We 
compress time in moving individually 
and carrying the messages across the 
far reaches of the Earth and the sky 
and into space. 

It was only a few weeks ago that, for 
the first time in the history of human
kind, through the gift of television, 
ABC-my son Jay works for NBC, and 
he will forgive me-in cooperation 
with those of our Republic and Ger
many and Comsat, worked out a plan 
by which, initially, we saw on a televi
sion screen the intrepid climbers scal
ing the heights toward the peak of 
Mount Everest. 

Never before had that happened. We 
realized again how dependent we are 
on one another and as units of Gov
ernment, because Katmandu and 
Nepal are a long way from New York, 
Vermont, or West Virginia. A signal 
was dropped over the Indian Ocean 
and the completed cycle permitted us 
the enjoyment and excitement of 
watching the climbers. That signal 
needed an Earth station. And where is 
that station? In a quiet valley of West 
Virginia, in Preston County in the 
little community of Etam and nearby 
Lennox. The discs rise 12 stories high, 
a part of this circle which brings, we 
hope, humankind closer together in 
the understanding of the need for 
peace among the peoples of this 
planet. 

Yes, there are faraway places with 
strange sounding names, but the world 

must come closer together not only in 
science but in our hearts. 

In the Senate there is the prepara
tion for possible war. Our Nation must 
be strong, but the questing for peace 
must go forward. Mr. President, our 
two friends are stalwarts in hopefully 
bringing to passage the National Acad
emy for Peace. 

We have 54 sponsoring Senators 
working to bring the bill to the floor. 
It has been reported from the commit
tee on which the Senator from Ver
mont and I serve by a vote of 11 to 6. 
We hope the bill can pass before this 
Congress ends the present year. 

Thanks, Senator STAFFORD, thanks, 
Senator MOYNIHAN. 

We share-all of us-heavy responsi
bilities and also cherished opportuni
ties in this body. Regardless of politi
cal labels, we work together with our 
cooperative and constructive chairman 
of the Environmental and Public 
Works Committee. 

I recall Senator MoYNIHAN's helpful 
visits to our State. Next Tuesday 
evening I will be speaking up in New 
York State at Houghton College. 

Mr. President, I am thankful I can 
be a Member of the Senate. 

I shall leave, of course, on January 4, 
1985 as our beloved majority leader, 
HOWARD BAKER, will leave. I shall re
member most the kind, considerate, 
and cooperative spirit of my col
leagues. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first 
of all, I will not add my voice to those 
of Senator MOYNIHAN and Senator 
STAFFORD at this moment. When I get 
ready to deliver an encomium to my 
distinguished colleague from West Vir
ginia I would want an hour or two of 
reserved time to say all the things I 
wish to say about him, for a host of 
reasons, not the least of which is that 
we roomed together on the same floor 
of the Dirksen Building for many 
years. He was a great supplier of an in
exhaustible supply of popcorn to ev
eryone on the floor, and I will always 
remember him for that as well as his 
legislative achievements. But at the 
proper time I certainly will add my 
voice to those that have already been 
heard here today. 

COAL LEASING MORATORIUM 
AMENDMENT 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the 
majority leader has indicated that we 
are not going to get to the Interior ap
propriations bill and that this is prob
ably going to have to be put over 
unless some disposition can be made of 
the provision in the bill dealing with 
the Washington Public Power issue. 

If and when that issue is presented, 
Senator JACKSON and I intend to offer 
an amendment, as we have previously, 
declaring a moratorium on coal leasing 
on Federal lands. This amendment will 
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be slightly different from the one we 
offered previously and by which we 
lost by 3 votes. This amendment will 
be in keeping with a provision that is 
in the supplemental appropriations 
bill which requires Secretary Watt to 
appoint a commission. I must say I 
would be suspicious of any Commis
sion Secretary Watt would appoint, 
but, nevertheless, he will be under 
mandate by law to appoint a commis
sion that is charged with the responsi
bility of coming back with a set of 
guidelines for the coal leasing pro
gram, dealing, not only with determin
ing which lands should be leased but 
also with determining how the Gov
ernment can be sure it will get fair 
market value for the coal it does sell. 

Senators all know that the General 
Accounting Office has said that the 
last lease sale of 1.6 billion tons of coal 
held by Secretary Watt cost the Amer
ican taxpayers almost $100 million. 
That is, the lease sale failed by nearly 
$100 million to bring the fair market 
value. 

So, all Senator JACKSON and I are 
proposing-and it does not seem like 
very much to me-is that the Commis
sion report within 6 months after it is 
appointed, that the Commission 
report be forwarded to Congress, and 
that Congress be given 90 days in 
which to review the recommendations. 

There is no mandate under expedit
ed procedures for Congress to act in 
order for leasing to resume. The 
amendment simply provides the Con
gress with 90 days in which to review 
the report. If it is satisfactory, obvi
ously the coal leasing can go forward. 
If it is not, Congress can do whatever 
it sees fit to do. I hope that at some 
point, maybe before we get out, if not 
shortly after we come back from our 
recess, we can get back to the Interior 
bill, and Senator JACKSON and I can be 
heard and the matter debated once 
again. 

It is not the most exotic issue in the 
world, but it is one that is very impor
tant. 

Mr. President, this morning's New 
York Times has an excellent editorial 
entitled "Cool the Fire Sales in Public 
Coal." The New York Times has taken 
Mr. Watt to task about his decision to 
lease at least another 10 billion tons of 
coal before he leaves office when we 
have a 172-year supply of coal under 
lease right now at current production 
rates from Federal leases. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that that editorial and an editori
al that appeared in Saturday morn
ing's Hartford Courant entitled "Mor
atorium on Coal Leasing," be printed 
in the RECORD. 

[From the New York Times, Aug. 2, 19831 
MISPLACED ENERGY-COOL THE FIRE SALES IN 

PuBLIC COAL 

With coal in glut, and billions of tons of 
Federal coal still under lease to mining com
panies, there is no reason to rush the Interi-

or Department's peddling of more leases to 
coal on Federal lands. Yet Interior Secre
tary James Watt proposes to auction off an 
additional 17 billion tons over the next 15 
months. 

Congress has sufficient doubts about Mr. 
Watt's program that it recently ordered him 
to appoint a commission to examine the 
coal-leasing program. The House has also 
ordered a suspension of coal leasing until 
the commission reports. The Senate ought 
to do the same. 

The commission's first task is to weigh the 
General Accounting Office's finding-which 
Mr. Watt disputes-that last year's sale of 
coal leases in the Power River Basin netted 
roughly $100 million less than fair market 
value. If so, the bidding procedure needs to 
be seriously revised. 

Mr. Watt contends that the bonus bids 
paid for leases are trivial compared with the 
royalty payments when coal is mined; thus 
the public's interest is to get as much coal 
into production as possible. There is some
thing to this argument, but not a lot. The 
bonus bids are cash in hand, which makes 
them more important than distant royalties. 
They also represent the Government's only 
means of capturing the premium value of 
one tract over another. 

The commission should also establish a 
clear procedure for selecting the tracts put 
up for lease. With so much coal to choose 
from, it is hard to see why Mr. Watt's de
partment can only select land of high envi
ronmental value. The Utah sale planned for 
next February includes five tracts near the 
borders of the Bryce Canyon National Park 
and 10 in national forests. The next sale, in 
New Mexico's San Juan basin, will lead to 
the destruction of some 2,500 sites contain
ing dinosaur fossils and 1,500 archeological 
sites of the Anasazi Indians. 

The coal industry mined 100 million tons 
of Federal coal last year, and has 18 billion 
tons under lease. It can well afford to hold 
its breath for a few months while some 
order is imposed on Mr. Watt's furious fire 
sales. 

[From the Hartford Courant, July 30, 1983] 
MORATORIUM ON COAL LEASING 

Interior Secretary James G. Watt remains 
characteristically unrepentant after charges 
he leased federal coal at bargin-basement 
prices to companies that might have had 
inside knowlege about the leasing program 
last year. 

He plans four more sales, involving more 
than 10 billion tons of coal, during the 
coming fiscal year, despite the depressed 
coal market. The proposed sales raise many 
serious environmental questions, but even 
the economics argue againt rushing head
long into getting rid of more resources now. 

If the sales take place, taxpayers will 
likely lose hundreds of millions-perhaps 
billions-of dollars that might otherwise go 
to the federal treasury if the coal were held 
until the market improves. 

Congress should prevent Mr. Watt from 
dumping more of the coal resource, at least 
until a recently appointed blue-ribbon com
mission completes its review of this depart
ment's leasing procedures and makes its rec
ommendations to Congress. The commission 
is supposed to present a report in six 
months. 

The House, as part of the appropriations 
process, has already voted to defer further 
coal leasing to allow the commission to do 
its work. The Senate should do the same 
when it considers Interior's appropriations 
bill, probably within the next few days. 

If the Interior secretary can't learn from 
his own mistakes, the least Congress can do 
is prevent Mr. Watt from repeating them. 

JAPAN'S IMPORT STRATEGY 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, one of 

the most frequently discussed foreign 
trade topics in Congress is the trade 
deficit we have with Japan. Certainly 
the $20 billion trade deficit expected 
for this year is cause for concern. 
American companies want to be able 
to sell more of their products and serv
ices in Japan, but have been met, in 
many instances, with nontariff bar
riers and a decided preference for 
products made in Japan. 

As the free world's second largest 
economy, Japan has become an eco
nomic marvel around the world. Many 
countries, including our own, seek to 
borrow pages from Japan's book of 
economic growth. 

In the past several years, we have 
been seeking to impress upon Japan 
the need to provide broader access for 
foreign companies to its domestic mar
kets. A number of tariffs have fallen 
in the past several years which have 
encouraged us to believe that Japan is 
on the road to lowering barriers. 

We recently had another confirma
tion of this when Japan's Ministry of 
International Trade and Industry 
<MITD announced that it would begin 
emphasizing the importance of im
ports rather than exports. 

On June 16, the Christian Science 
Monitor carried an article from Tokyo 
on this shift in policy at MITI. I ap
plaud this change at MITI and think 
that it is a very strong signal to this 
country and other major exporters 
that Japan is serious about improving 
market access. This is a very positive 
report to hear from Tokyo and I wish 
to bring it to my colleagues' attention. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article from the Monitor 
by Geoffrey Murray be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Christian Science Monitor, June 

16, 1983] 
JAPAN ADOPTS STRATEGY FOR IMPORTS 

<By Geoffrey Murray) 
ToKYo.-Japan's powerful Ministry of 

International Trade and Industry will stress 
imports rather than exports from now on to 
remove its "notorious" image overseas, the 
ministry's new head has promised. 

"The main problem now is how to increase 
imports, and further market-opening meas
ures may have to be considered," said 
Sosuke Uno, in his first interview since as
suming the MITI post last Friday. 

In the first ministerial change of the 
seven-month-old government of Prime Min
ister Yasuhiro Nakasone, Mr. Uno replaced 
Sadanori Yamanaka, who resigned reported
ly because of health problems. 

A prisoner of war in Siberia, Uno returned 
from Russian captivity to enter local poli-
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tics. He stepped onto the national scene in 
1960. Previous Cabinet appointments includ
ed a stint as MITI vice-minister from 1966 
to 1968. 

Would he become as controversial a figure 
at MITI as his predecessor? Smiling, Mr. 
Uno said firmly: "Yes. There are a lot of 
characters in the Nakasone faction Cof the 
LDP, to which both men belong]. We had 
been on the sidelines a long time." 

Nevertheless, Uno, in his first public ut
terances as MITI minister, has not repeated 
the charges made by Mr. Yamanaka that 
Japan's trading partners in the West are 
making Tokyo a "scapegoat" for their eco
nomic problems and lack of competitiveness 
in the world market. "Trade frictions have 
some psychological aspects," he said gently. 

With a trade war still a possibility-espe
cially with a record trade surplus in pros
pect this year-MITI would conduct thor
ough discussions with its counterparts 
abroad about thorny issues, Uno pledged. 

He said Prime Minister Nakasone had 
asked him to pursue the goals of stimulat
ing the domestic economy, developing har
monious trade with other countries and pro
moting Japan's international role in an era 
of global economic interdependence. 

Uno promised that under his stewardship 
"notorious MITI" would do its best to main
tain cooperative ties with Japan's trading 
partners for sustained economic growth 
without inflation. 

A few days before Yamanaka's resigna
tion, government sources said the emphasis 
at MITI would now be switched from tradi
tional export promotion, including financial 
support, to creating opportunities for more 
imports of foreign manufactured goods. 

As the longtime ally of Nakasone, Uno is 
seen by political analysts here as likely to 
play an important role in promoting the 
premier's program for revitalization of the 
Japanese economy to reverse the depressed 
demand that is harming the import market. 

Other countries should be left in no doubt 
of Japan's determination to reflate the do
mestic economy and make a major contribu
tion to beating global recession, Uno said. 

MR. GENNADY KHASIN AND 
SOVIET JEWRY 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, due to 
my deep concern for Soviet Jews, who 
are systematically discriminated 
against and severely persecuted in the 
Soviet Union, I am "adopting" Mr. 
Gennady Khasin, a professor of math, 
a Hebrew teacher, and long-term "re
fusenik." Mr. Khasin first applied to 
emigrate in 1976 but was refused for 
reasons of "state interest." Gennady 
and his wife Natasha have both lost 
their jobs as a result of applying to 
emigrate. Adding insult to injury, Mr. 
Khasin has been threatened with 
prosecution for "parasitism" because 
he is unemployed. The Khasins have 
been subject to severe harassment by 
the KGB, including repeated searches 
of their home and confiscation of 
Hebrew language books, personal let
ters, a tape recorder, and Natasha's 
emigration invitation from Israel as 
well as some of her daughter's person
al belongings. 

In spite of all of this, Gennady and 
Natasha have remained activists. Na
tasha maintains contact with a group 

called Prisoners of Conscience, filling 
in for Ida Nudel, who is currently 
living in exile. In December 1982, the 
Khasins were informed by Soviet offi
cials that they need never apply to 
emigrate again, because their refusals 
were considered permanent and irrevo
cable. Even if this dire announcement 
had not been made, Gennady Khasin 
would have very little hope because 
his mother, Adela, who was his only 
relative living in Israel and therefore 
the only person able to send him the 
needed invitation to emigrate, died 
last month. 

In April of this year, Gennady was 
summoned for reserve duty-even 
though he has never served in the 
army before and is now beyond the 
age of military service. Since reserve 
duty is usually served only by high
ranking officers, there is speculation 
that this represents a new form of 
harassment. Another Jewish activist, 
Lev Elbert, was recently sentenced to 1 
year in a labor camp for refusal to 
serve. 

Mr. President, I believe it is clear 
that the Khasins-like thousands of 
Soviet Jews who have applied to emi
grate-are living under intolerable 
conditions. If there is any hope for 
Soviet Jews and others who are being 
persecuted by Soviet officials for their 
religious beliefs, it is that U.S. policy
makers will not forget them. It is im
perative that we raise the issue of 
Soviet Jewry with Soviet leaders every 
chance we get. We must convince 
them that we consider their treatment 
of Soviet Jews a fundamental stum
bling block on the road to improved 
relations between our two countries. 

For the benefit of my colleagues, I 
would like to insert an article in the 
RECORD from the New York Times 
about Soviet Jewish emigres in Israel 
who deny the Soviets' claim that 
almost all Jews who wish to emigrate 
have done so. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
CFrom the New York Times, June 14, 1983) 

EMIGRES IN ISRAEL DENY SOVIET CLAIM: 
THEY TELL OWN STORIES To SHOW THAT 
RELATIVES LEFT BEHIND ARE STILL SEEKING 
To Go. 

<By David K. Shipler> 
JERUSALEM, June 13.-A group of Jewish 

emigres whose parents, children and friends 
have been blocked from leaving the Soviet 
Union gathered today in Jerusalem to rebut 
a recent Soviet contention that almost all 
Jews who wished to emigrate had done so. 

The assertion, made in a Moscow news 
conference last week by a member of the of
ficially backed Anti-Zionist Committee, has 
caused indignation in the emigre communi
ty. The Israel Public Council for Soviet 
Jewry lists 2,240 emigres as having a total of 
8,000 relatives who want to leave, according 
to Ruth Bar-On, council spokesman. 

"We believe it is perhaps three times 
more," she said. 

The Soviet Anti-Zionist Committee, made 
up of well-known Jews, was formed six 

weeks ago in apparent response to interna
tional criticism over the virtual cutoff of 
Jewish emigration. The number of Jews 
leaving the Soviet Union dropped to 2,688 in 
1982, from a high of 51,320 in 1979. There 
are about 1.8 million Jews in the Soviet 
Union. 

EMIGRATION GENERALLY RESTRICTED 
The emigration of Soviet citizens in gener

al is restricted, but permission has been 
granted to substantial numbers of Jews, os
tensibly to reunify families separated by 
World War II. 

At the Moscow new conference, one of the 
committee members, Samuil L. Zivs, a jurist, 
said those Jews "who wanted to leave have 
left the country." 

The Israeli group that gathered today re
butted the assertion by telling their own 
stories. There were 10 of them, each with 
two or more people left behind, and they 
spoke somberly, often choking back tears. 
There was none of the wit and merriment 
that ran through gatherings of would-be 
emigres in Moscow in the 1970's, none of the 
sardonic humor that used to keep them 
afloat. 

"My letters don't get there, their phone is 
cut off," said one of the emigres, Fanya 
Gorenshtein. "We can't do anything. It's 
very hard, very hard. We have no hope any
more." 

Her daughter, Etalina Godyak, a piano 
teacher, has been refused an exit visa since 
1979. The daughter's husband is a physicist. 
Their 10-year-old son, Anton, was killed at a 
Moscow school in November 1980, when an 
older boy hit him on the back of the neck 
with a karate blow, Mrs. Gorenshtein said. · 

SEPARATION PAINFUL FOR PARENTS 
For aging parents, the separation has 

been painful. Asya Plashchanka, who came 
to Israel in 1977, left her daughter, Natalya 
Rozenshtein and her son-in-law, Grigory 
Rozenshtein, and her two grandsons. Mr. 
Rozenshtein, a computer specialist, has 
been repeatedly refused emigration since 
1974 and has been placed under house 
arrest from time to time. 

The older grandson, Mikhail, 21, has been 
threatened with prosecution for refusing 
army service, despite a deferment as a medi
cal student, Mrs. Plashchanka said. 

"It is the fourth generation of my family 
to suffer," she said. "In '37 my parents were 
arrested, my father was shot. I am the only 
daughter, and I was left alone at the age of 
16. As a daughter of an 'enemy of the 
people,' I couldn't get a job, they threw me 
out everywhere. Now my daughter and her 
husband. Now my grandchildren. Perhaps 
their children as well. So Jewish history in 
the Soviet Union is not yet closed." 

PLAGUED WITH DEEPENING DOUBT 
Parents, many in their 60's, are plagued 

by the deepening doubt that they will ever 
see their children again. 

Vinya Belkina's 34-year-old son, Yakov 
Rakhlenko, and his wife and daughter, have 
been waiting in Moscow since 1972 for per
mission to emigrate. He worked as a fitter. 

Rika Kulbak's son, Emmanuil Lurye, a 44-
year-old chemist, got his visa, but he was 
taken off the plane Feb. 15, 1980, and she 
and her husband came on without him. Ap
peals on his behalf have been made by 
American scientists, to no avail. 

Vanda Osnis's only son, Marat, a comput
er engineer, has been waiting since 1972. He 
has a wife and a child. Having lost his job, 
he now gives physics and mathematics les
sons privately to earn some money, she said. 
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"They don't receive my letters; I don't re

ceive theirs," Mrs. Osnis said. "For more 
than six years, I haven't received a photo
graph.'' 

They have occasional guarded conversa
tions on the telephone. 

CHILDREN LEFT PARENTS BEHIND 

There are some cases of children who 
made it out, and parents who did not. Igor 
Tufeld, a student at Hebrew University, said 
that his mother and father, both with 
health problems, had been refused visas re
peatedly since 1977. They have never seen 
his wife, whom he met in Israel, nor have 
they seen his son, their grandson. Mr. 
Tufeld speaks with them by phone. 

"They told me they're really depressed," 
he said. "They are just two sick people." 

Similarly, Bella Khomak's parents are 
living in Kishinev, in Soviet Moldavia. They 
all applied together in 1977, but her father, 
who used to work in an office that distribut
ed electrical equipment, was refused a visa. 
Mrs. Khomak, who was divorced, came 
ahead to Israel with her daughter. 

Freda Shkolnik's husband, Itskhak, has 
been released after seven years in prison for 
anti-Soviet agitation and espionage for the 
Israelis, but no prospect of his emigration is 
in sight. She and his daughter, now 16, 
came without him. 

MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his 
secretaries. 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE NU
CLEAR REGULATORY COMMIS
SION-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT-PM 71 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid 

before the Senate the following mes
sage from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompany
ing report; which was ref erred to the 
Committee on Environment and 
Public Works: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I transmit herewith the Eighth 

Annual Report of the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission as required by Sec
tion 307(c) of the Energy Reorganiza
tion Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5877). 

The report covers fiscal year 1982, 
with occasional treatment of events 
occurring after that period. 

RONALD REAGAN. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 2, 1983. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 9:56 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1646. An act to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1974 and the Railroad 
Retirement Tax Act to assure sufficient re
sources to pay current and future benefits 
under the Railroad Retirement Act of 1974, 

to make technical changes, and for other 
purposes; and 

H.R. 3394. An act to provide additional au
thority for the consolidation of student 
loans and to make certain other changes in 
Federal student financial assistance. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 4<a> of Public Law 
96-114, as amended by Public Law 98-
33, the Speaker appoints as additional 
members of the Congressional Award 
Board the following: Mr. A. J. F. 
O'Reilly of Pittsburgh, Pa; Dr. Juanita 
Kreps of Durham, N.C.; Mr. Christo
pher F. Edley of New York, N.Y., and 
Dr. Henry Viscardi, Jr., of Albertson, 
N.Y.; and Mr. Douglas A. Fraser of 
Northville, Mich., for the remainder of 
the term of Ms. Dinah Shore; and that 
pursuant to section 4(a) of Public Law 
96-114, as amended by Public Law 98-
33, the minority leader appoints as ad
ditional members of the Congressional 
Award Board the following: The Hon
orable Gerald R. Ford of Rancho 
Mirage, Calif.; Mr. Curtis L. Carlson of 
Minneapolis, Minn.; Mr. Allen H. Neu
harth of Rochester, N.Y.; and Mr. C. 
William Verity, Jr., of Middletown, 
Ohio. 

At 2:11 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives was deliv
ered by Mr. Berry, one of its reading 
clerks, announced that the Speaker 
had signed the following enrolled bills 
and joint resolution: 

S. 272. An act to improve small business 
access to Federal procurement information. 

S. 930. An act to authorize the Smithsoni
an Institution to purchase land in Santa 
Cruz County, Ariz. 

H.J. Res. 338. Joint resolution to correct 
Public Law 98-63 due to an error in the en
rollment of H.R. 3069. 

and to the 1985 crop wheat and feed grain 
programs. 

The message also announced that 
the House has agreed to the following 
concurrent resolution, in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 40. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
Federal Government should maintain cur
rent efforts in Federal nutrition programs 
to prevent increases in domestic hunger. 

The message further announced 
that pursuant to section 4(a) of Public 
Law 96-114, as amended by Public Law 
98-33, the Speaker appoints as a 
member of the Congressional Award 
Board: Mr. Joseph J. Gouthro of At
lantic Highlands, N.J., vice Mr. A. J. F. 
O'Reilly of Pittsburgh, Pa. 

HOUSE MEASURE REFERRED 
The following bill was read the first 

and second times by unanimous con
sent, and ref erred as indicated: 

H.R. 1556. An act to authorize the convey
ance of the Liberty ship John W. Brown; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION REFERRED 

The following concurrent resolution 
was read, and ref erred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 40. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
Federal Government should maintain cur
rent efforts in Federal nutrition programs 
to prevent increases in domestic hunger; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 
The bills and joint resolution were The Secretary reported that on 

subsequently signed by the President today, August 2, 1983, he had present
pro tempore (Mr. THURMOND). ed to the President of the United 

At 3:18 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives was deliv
ered by Ms. Goetz, one of its reading 
clerks, announced that the House 
agrees to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 2355) to estab
lish an emergency program of job 
training assistance for disabled veter
ans and veterans of the Vietnam era, 
with amendments, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate; 

The message also announced that 
the House has passed the following 
bill, with an amendment, in which it 
requests the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

S. 64. An act to establish the Irish Wilder
ness in Mark Twain National Forest, Mo. 

The message further announced 
that the House has passed the follow
ing bills, in which it requests the con
currence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1556. An act to authorize the convey
ance of the Liberty ship John W. Brown; 
and 

H.R. 3564. An act to require the Secretary 
of Agriculture to make an earlier announce
ment of the 1984 crop feed grain program 

States the following enrolled bills: 
S. 272. An act to improve small business 

access to Federal procurement information; 
and 

S. 930. An act to authorize the Smithsoni
an Institution to purchase land in Santa 
Cruz County, Ariz. 

REPORT OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
Mr. LAXALT, from the Committee on Ap

propriations, without amendment. 
S. 1721. An original bill making appropria

tions for the Departments of Commerce, 
Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and relat
ed agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1984, and for other purposes 
<Rept. No. 98-206). 

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, with amendments. 

S. 1625. A bill to amend the District of Co
lumbia Retirement Reform Act. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 



August 2, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 22149 
By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on 

Governmental Affairs: James Brian Hyland, 
of Virginia, to be Inspector General, Depart
ment of Labor. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, as 
in executive session, I report from the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation, favorably a nomina
tion list in the Coast Guard which ap
peared in its entirety in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD of August 1, 1983; and, 
to save the expense of reprinting them 
on the Executive Calendar, I ask that 
they lie on the Secretary's desk for 
the information of Senators. 

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

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and ref erred as indicated: 

By Mr. LAXALT: 
S. 1721. An original bill making appropria

tions for the Departments of Commerce, 
Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and relat
ed agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1984, and for other purposes; 
from the Committee on Appropriations; 
placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. HATCH Cby request>: 
S. 1722. A bill to repeal the Community 

Services Block Grant Act, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. MATTINGLY: 
S. 1723. A bill to redesignate the United 

States Trade Representative as the Presi
dent's Representative for Trade Negotia
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. DOMENIC!: 
S. 1724. A bill to designate the Federal 

Building in Las Cruces, New Mexico as the 
"Harold L. Runnels Federal Building."; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mrs. HAWKINS: 
S. 1725. A bill to amend the Immigration 

and Nationality Act respecting powers and 
procedures in immigration emergencies, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. EAGLETON (for himself, Mr. 
HUDDLESTON, Mr. ZORINSKY, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. SARBANES, and Mr. 
BAUCUS): 

S. 1726. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to purchase stored commod
ities from producers under certain circum
stances; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. McCLURE <for himself, Mr. 
GARN and Mr . .ARMSTRONG): 

S. 1727. A bill to amend the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977 to reform and reduce the cost of 
administering the food stamp program, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Ag
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. KENNEDY <for himself, Mr. 
ANDREWS, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. MAT
SUNAGA, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. TSONGAS, 
Mr. GORTON, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. 
SPECTER, and Mr. INOUYE): 

S. 1728. A bill to provide for the establish
ment of a National Task Force on Organ 
Procurement and Transplant Reimburse-

ment; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. NUNN (for himself, Mr. MAT
TINGLY, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. CHILES, 
Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. 
LEvIN, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. RAN
DOLPH, Mr. ZORINSKY, Mr. D'AMATO, 
Mr. ABDNOR, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
EAST, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. HATFIELD, 
Mr. HELMS, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. LAXALT, 
Mr. PERCY, Mr. TOWER, Mr. THuR
MOND, Mr. BOREN, Mr. BENTSEN, and 
Mr. INOUYE): 

S.J. Res. 142. Joint resolution designating 
the week of October 3 through October 9, 
1983, as "National Productivity Improve
ment Week."; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. HATCH (by request): 
S. 1722. A bill to repeal the Commu

nity Services Block Grant Act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

REPEAL OF THE C01'41'4UNITY SERVICES BLOCK 
GRANT ACT 

•Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today 
by request of the administration I am 
introducing legislation to end the sep
arate authorization of the community 
services block grant. Many of the func
tions of the community services block 
grant program are served by the social 
services block grant program, and 
therefore, it makes sense to consoli
date these functions and the requisite 
funding under one program. The De
partment of Health and Human Serv
ices is proposing in separate legislation 
an enhancement of the social services 
block grant authorization to account 
for community services functions that 
are not now included in this block 
grant. 

The community services block grant 
and the social services block grant 
were both passed as part of the Omni
bus Reconciliation Act of 1981. These 
two programs were components of 
President Reagan's first New Federal
ism initiative. They were designed to 
replace highly restrictive categorical 
grant programs with broader block 
grant programs that would allow the 
States greater flexibility in meeting 
the needs for social and community 
services. States have varying popula
tions with varying needs and varying 
concepts on how these needs should be 
met, and it is only reasonable to give 
the States the latitude to accommo
date these differences. Also, over the 
past 20 years there has been a sub
stantial improvement in both the ad
ministrative and technical capacities 
of the States to establish and coordi
nate social programs. 

However, it is true that when the 
community services block grant was 
enacted in 1981, the States had no spe
cific experience in operating the com
munity services programs. These pro
grams had heretofore been adminis-

tered by a separate Federal agency 
that has since passed from the scene. 
Consequently, an array of restrictions 
were included in the community serv
ices block grant authorization to pro
tect existing grant recipients and to 
insure that certain specific functions 
would be performed. This October, the 
States will have had 2 years of experi
ence with the community services 
"block grant and the community serv
ices programs. Therefore, it is time to 
ease the restrictions so that the States 
can use their experience to improve 
the services that are provided the el
derly and the needy. This legislation 
that the administration is proposing 
and I am introducing today is designed 
to accomplish this end.e 

By Mr. MATTINGLY: 
S. 1723. A bill to redesignate the U.S. 

Trade Representative as the Presi
dent's Representative for Trade Nego
tiations, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

<The remarks of Mr. MATTINGLY and 
the text of the legislation appear earli
er in today's RECORD.) 

By Mr. DOMENIC!: 
S. 1724. A bill to designate the Fed

eral building in Las Cruces, N. Mex., as 
the "Harold L. Runnels Federal Build
ing"; to the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works. 

HAROLD L. RUNNELS FEDERAL BUILDING 
e Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
am rising today to introduce legisla
tion to name the Federal building in 
Las Cruces, N. Mex., as the Harold L. 
Runnels Federal Building. Former 
Congressman Runnels served in the 
House of Representatives for 10 years 
and was a popular and respected Rep
resentative of the people of New 
Mexico. 

Harold Runnels was elected to his 
first term in 1970. Over the 10 years of 
his service, he distinguished himself as 
a fiscal conservative who called for 
fiscal restraint long before others in 
the Congress were worried about 
budget deficits. 

Harold Runnels served the people of 
New Mexico well. His basic philosophy 
was to work with all groups to arrive 
at a final understanding that would be 
supported by all involved. His unique 
ability to bring divergent interests to
gether earned him the respect of New 
Mexicans. 

Regrettably, Congressman Runnels 
died of a terminal illness almost 3 
years ago, on August 5, 1980. The 
memory of his good work remains with 
the people of New Mexico, and it is a 
fitting tribute to name the Federal 
building in Las Cruces in his memory. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that the 
Senate might act swiftly on this bill, 
and I request that the text of the leg
islation appear at this point in the 
RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the bill 

was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1724 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
building located at 200 Grigg Street, Las 
Cruces, New Mexico, known as the Federal 
Building, shall hereafter be known and des
ignated as the "Harold L. Runnels Federal 
Building". Any reference in a law, map, reg
ulation, document, record, or other paper of 
the United States to that building shall be 
deemed to be a reference to the "Harold L. 
Runnels Federal Building".• 

By Mr. EAGLETON (for him
self, Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. ZoR
INSKY, Mr. BOREN, Mr. SAR
BANES, and Mr. BAUCUS): 

S. 1726. A bill to authorize the Secre
tary of Agriculture to purchase stored 
commodities from producers under 
certain circumstances; to the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry. 

MORE NEEDS TO BE DONE TO PROTECT FARMERS 
FROM WAREHOUSE BANKRUPTCIES 

• Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, on 
a number of occasions, the Senate has 
considered and approved legislation to 
revise the bankruptcy laws to assist 
farmers who unfortunately find their 
grain tied up in a warehouse bankrupt
cy action. 

Although changes in the bankruptcy 
laws are clearly necessary, in my opin
ion they do not go far enough. In situ
ations where the assets of the ware
house are less then its indebtedness or 
where a shortage of grain exists, even 
if the proposed changes in the bank
ruptcy law are enacted, the farmers in
volved would still suffer unacceptable 
financial losses. No matter what 
change is made in the bankruptcy law, 
it would not protect farmers in such 
situations. I have been particularly in
terested in what is happening with 
federally licensed warehouses and 
those warehouses with uniform grain 
storage agreements with the Federal 
Government. When a farmer stores 
his grain in one of these warehouses 
which has an implicit stamp of ap
proval of the Federal Government on 
it, he should feel confident that his 
grain is safe. Unfortunately, that is 
not necessarily so. 

I would like to bring to the attention 
of my colleagues a report that has just 
been issued by the General Account
ing Office on this very subject. Back in 
1981, GAO made some very specific 
suggestions as to actions the Depart
ment of Agriculture should take to im
prove the inspection and financial 
review of grain warehouses. GAO be
lieved that if their suggestions were 
implemented, the chances of detecting 
warehouses which were experiencing 
financial difficulties and which had 
the potential of going bankrupt would 
be improved. GAO was convinced 
USDA could better their preventive ef-

forts and, therefore, reduce the inci
dence of warehouse bankruptcies. 

The most recent GAO review, com
pleted at my request, looked specifical
ly at what USDA has done to improve 
its inspection program and implement 
the GAO recommendations. After a 
yearlong review, GAO has concluded 
that the grain warehouse industry's fi
nancial problems have not lessened, 
that the Department has reduced the 
number of warehouse examination 
hours expended and the frequency 
rate of warehouse examinations, and, 
finally, that the financial reporting re
quirements for federally examined 
warehouses are inadequate to insure a 
thorough review of a warehouse's fi
nancial condition. 

Mr. President, what GAO has found 
is that the USDA is still doing far 
from the maximum it could to prevent 
warehouse bankruptcies. It is appall
ing to me that when it would be so 
easy to improve their reviews and im
prove their financial reporting re
quirements in order to help prevent 
bankruptcies before they happen, 
USDA has not done so. 

Mr. President, it is high time that 
the Department of Agriculture take 
the issue of warehouse bankruptcies 
seriously. The GAO found that there 
were 23 bankruptcies amongst ware
houses with USDA uniform grain stor
age agreements in 1982. In the first 2 
months of 1983, seven more ware
houses with agreements went bank
rupt. Needless to say, this is not a ster
ling record. 

I am today introducing legislation 
similar to what I proposed last year 
which would give the Secretary of Ag
riculture additional authority to assist 
farmers caught up in grain warehouse 
bankruptcies. Since the Secretary is 
apparently reluctant to take the steps 
necessary to help prevent bankrupt
cies in the warehouses USDA licenses 
and inspects, I believe it is incumbent 
upon him to assist farmers who are 
caught up in such bankruptcies. 

Two major changes have been made 
to the bill compared with how it read 
last year. First, the Secretary would 
now be required to provide assistance 
to producers who wanted it rather 
than it being at his discretion to do so 
and, second, under this legislation the 
Secretary could make payment to 
farmers in either cash or commodities 
as opposed to just cash. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
digest of the General Accounting 
Office report and a copy of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
FOLLOWUP ON ACTIONS NEEDED To PROTECT 

DEPOSITORS AT FEDERALLY EXAMINED 
GRAIN WAREHOUSES 

DIGEST 

The Department of Agriculture adminis
ters a voluntary licensing and examination 

program for warehouses storing agricultural 
commodities under the U.S. Warehouse Act. 
The Department's Agricultural Marketing 
Service <AMS> administers the program to 
ensure that producers and the Federal Gov
ernment have safe storage facilities. It also 
sets requirements for and examines ware
houses storing commodities owned by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation <CCC> or 
pledged to CCC as loan collateral. 

On June 19, 1981, GAO issued a report en
titled "More Can be Done To Protect De
positors at Federally Examined Grain Ware
houses" <GAO/CED-81-112> which recom
mended that the Secretary of Agriculture 
make changes to the Department of Agri
culture's warehouse examination and finan
cial data review procedures to provide in
creased protection to depositors at grain 
warehouses. The report estimates that as 
many as 300 of the 6,400 warehouses then 
subject to Federal examination may have 
been financially unsound. 

The Ranking Minority Member, Subcom
mittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 
and Related Agencies, Senate Committee on 
Appropriations, asked GAO to provide up
dated information on < 1) actions taken by 
Agriculture to implement GAO's recommen
dations, (2) the impact of the fiscal year 
1983 budget on the Department's ability to 
improve its inspection activities, and (3) the 
extent of financial problems in the grain 
warehouse industry. 

Actions taken on previous GAO 
recommendations 

GAO's 1981 report found that the devel
opment and use of a reliable formula for 
predicting warehouses that may go bank
rupt in the foreseeable future would make 
the Federal warehouse examination pro
gram more effective. Accordingly, GAO rec
ommended to the Secretary of Agriculture 
that appropriate action be taken. 

As a result, the Department is in the proc
ess of developing a predictive formula to 
help identify grain warehouses in danger of 
bankruptcy, as GAO recommended. 

In response to GAO recommendations 
calling for stricter financial reporting re
quirements, AMS and CCC amended their 
regulations effective July 1, 1982. AMS reg
ulations now require that financial state
ments be prepared in accordance with gen
erally accepted accounting principles and 
that they be audited by an independent cer
tified public accountant. AMS regulations 
also provide that financial statements may 
be audited or reviewed by independent 
public accountants but will be accepted with 
the understanding that the warehouse will 
be subject to an onsite examination and 
audit by the Secretary. 

In contrast, CCC regulations provide that 
financial statements may be accompanied 
by either a report of audit or review con
ducted by an independent certified public 
accountant or by an independent public ac
countant or with a compilation report. 1 

CCC procedures provide that financial 
statements not audited by a certified public 
accountant may be subject to an examina
tion by the Secretary. <Seep. 8.) 

GAO believes that because review reports 
and compilation reports do not contain an 
accountant's opinion, the reports do not 
provide the Department with sufficiently 
reliable financial information on ware-

1 A compilation report is management's represen
tation of the financial statement. No auditing or re
viewing has been done and, accordingly, no opinion 
or any other form of assurance is given. 
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houses. A review may bring to the account
ant's attention significant matters affecting 
the financial statements, but it does not 
provide assurance that the accountant will 
become aware of all significant matters that 
would be disclosed in an audit. Further, in a 
compilation report, the accountant does not 
express any opinion on the financial state
ments. An audit, on the other hand, is a 
critical examination of the accounting 
records by a public accountant. Through an 
evaluation of the company's system of inter
nal controls, inspection of documents, obser
vation of assets, and other accounting proce
dures, the accountant will gather evidence 
necessary to express an opinion on the fair
ness of the company's financial statements. 

Financial statements audited by independ
ent certified public accountants or inde
pendent public accountants, although more 
costly, would provide the Department and 
depositors at federally examined grain ware
houses with greater assurance that the 
warehouses' financial statements are reli
able. The audited statements are reliable. 
The audited statements would provide de
positors with a better indication as to the 
warehouses' financial condition. <Seep. 9.) 

Recommendation to the Secretary of 
Agriculture 

Although the Department has amended 
its warehouse financial reporting regula
tions since the June 1981 report, GAO rec
ommends that the Department revise its 
regulations to require that federally exam
ined warehouses submit annual financial 
statements accompanied by an audit report 
prepared by an independent certified public 
accountant or independent public account
ant. <Seep. 10.> 

Extent of financial problems at grain 
warehouses 

GAO concluded that the industry's finan
cial problems have not lessened. For exam
ple, the number of warehouses that have 
filed for bankruptcy or liquidated increased 
from 14 in 1980 to 23 in 1982. Further, of 
the 19 warehouses identified in GAO's June 
1981 report that met GAO's criteria for 
being in financial trouble, only 8 were still 
in operation under the same owner. <See p. 
13.) 

Impact of fiscal year 1983 budget on 
inspection activities 

The Department has reduced the number 
of examination hours expended and the fre
quency rate of warehouse examinations. 
However, Department officials stated that 
the funds available in the fiscal year 1983 
budget was not a factor in its reduction deci
sion because warehouses would be responsi
ble for all or part of the examination cost. 
<Seep. 18.) 

Department officials also stated that the 
July 1, 1982, changes to the financial report
ing requirements would provide them with 
additional financial information on ware
houses. They believe that the additional in
formation would make it possible to reduce 
the frequency of examinations needed to de
termine warehouses' financial condition. 

GAO believes that the reduction in the 
frequency of warehouse examinations was 
premature considering the current financial 
condition of the grain warehouse industry 
and the lack of a predictive formula to be 
used for establishing priorities and frequen
cies of examinations. GAO also believes that 
any reductions in the frequency of ware
house examinations should not have been 
made until its recommendations regarding 
financial reporting requirements and the de
velopment of a predictive formula have 

been implemented and an improved finan
cial condition demonstrated. Until then, the 
reduction in the frequency of examinations 
increases the possibliity that some ware
houses which are short of grain or are in fi
nancial difficulty will go undetected, in
creasing the likelihood of bankruptcy or liq
uidation. 

Agency comments and GAO evaluation 
GAO obtained comments from the De

partment of Agriculture which generally 
agreed with the report's factual content. 
From an accounting viewpoint, the Depart
ment agreed with GAO's evaluation that fi
nancial statements accompanied by an audit 
report prepared by an tildependent certified 
public accountant or by an independent 
public accountant would provide the most 
reliable indication of a warehouse's finan
cial condition. However, from an operations 
viewpoint, the Department believes that the 
financial information contained in compila
tion reports provides CCC with adequate as
surance as to the solvency of warehouses. 

GAO believes that compilation reports do 
not provide sufficiently reliable financial in
formation because they do not contain an 
opinion by an accountant on the financial 
condition of the warehouse. GAO believes 
that annual financial statements, accompa
nied by an audit report prepared by an inde
pendent certified public accountant or inde
pendent public accountant, containing an 
accountant's opinion of the financial state
ments, provide a more reliable indication of 
a warehouse's financial condition. 

s. 1726 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Agriculture and Food Act of 1981 is amend
ed by inserting after section 1122 a new sec
tion as follows: 
"AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY OF AGRICUL

TURE TO PURCHASE STORED COMMODITIES 
FROM PRODUCERS UNDER CERTAIN CIRCUM· 
STANCES 

"SEC. 1123. <a> In any case in which a 
warehouse licensed under the United States 
Warehouse Act, or licensed under a State 
law comparable to such Act, as determined 
by the Secretary of Agriculture-

"(!) has filed a voluntary petition in bank
ruptcy, 

"(2) has had an involuntary petition in 
bankruptcy filed against it, or 

"(3) is unable to release commodities in 
the possession of such warehouse because 
such warehouse has instituted, or has had 
instituted against it, under a State law pro
ceedings relating to financial insolvency, 
the Secretary shall, at the request of a pro
ducer, purchase from such producer the 
quantity of any agricultural commodity 
stored by such producer in such warehouse 
if such producer has a warehouse receipt <or 
other valid document of title or ownership 
defined in regulations prescribed by the Sec
retary) for such commodity. 

"(b) The price which the Secretary shall 
pay any producer under subsection <a> for 
any agricultural commodity shall be based 
upon the prevailing market price for the 
commodity on the day on which the petition 
in bankruptcy referred to in subsection <a> 
was filed or the day on which proceedings 
were instituted under State law, as the case 
may be, minus applicable storage charges, 
or in lieu of cash payment the Secretary 
may make payment in the form of an equiv
alent amount of agricultural commodity of 

equal quality to that stored by such produc
er in such warehouse. 

"<c> If the Secretary purchases, under the 
authority of this section, any quantity of an 
agricultural commodity stored in a ware
house referred to in subsection <a> by a pro
ducer described in such subsection, the 
United States shall be subrogated to any 
right or claim that such producer or such 
producer's personal representative, succes
sor, dependents, or survivors may have 
against such warehouse with respect to the 
commodity purchased by the Secretary. 

"(d) The Secretary shall carry out the 
provisions of this section through the Com
modity Credit Corporation. 

"<e> The Secretary shall issue such regula
tions as the Secretary determines necessary 
to carry out this section not later than 
ninety days after the date of enactment of 
this section.''• 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. 
SARBANES, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
RIEGLE, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. 
CRANSTON, Mr. TSONGAS, Mr. 
GORTON, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. 
SPECTER, and Mr. INOUYE): 

S. 1728. A bill to provide for the 
esablishment of a National Task Force 
on Organ Procurement and Trans
plant Reimbursement; to the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources. 
NATIONAL TASK FORCE ON ORGAN PROCUREMENT 

AND TRANSPLANT REIMBURSEMENT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, 
today I am joining with Senators AN
DREWS, HEINZ, SARBANES, HOLLINGS, 
RIEGLE, MATSUNAGA, CRANSTON, TSON
GAS, GORTON, and METZENBAUM in in
troducing a bill to create a National 
Task Force on Organ Procurement 
and Transplant Reimbursement. 

The tragic plight of a series of chil
dren in desperate need of liver trans
plants in order to live has filled our 
media over the last several months 
and awakened the compassion and 
concern of the American public. Anx
ious parents have sought out TV cam
eras and newspaper reporters in fran
tic efforts to locate suitable donors 
before their children die. 

Some of these stories have had 
happy and others tragic endings. 

The publicized cases are only the tip 
of the iceberg. Not only are there 
many children needing liver trans
plants whose cases never draw public 
attention, other organs are needed by 
American citizens but are not avail
able. There are major concerns about 
the adequacy and effectiveness of the 
information directed to the medical 
community, the clergy, and the public 
safety community. There are deep 
concerns that the current system of 
organ identification and allocation is 
inadequate, poorly coordinated, and 
ineffective in meeting life and death 
needs. 

As a result of these concerns and the 
obvious need for information by the 
American people, I am introducing· leg
islation to create a National Task 
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Force on Organ Procurement and 
Transplant Reimbursement. 

This bill directs the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to con
vene a 12-member task force to: 

Assess the current status and ade
quacy of organ procurement and dis
semination mechanisms. 

Develop a plan for creating a well
developed, coordinated system for a 
comprehensive organ donor and dis
semination network. 

Develop a plan for the education of 
the medical community, the general 
public, the clergy and public safety of
ficers on the issues of organ transplan
tation and procurement. 

Assess the appropriateness role of 
the Federal Government in the estab
lishment and maintenance of an organ 
procurement system. 

Develop a plan for a permanent 
body to make recommendations to 
public and private insurers on the ap
propriations of insurance reimburse
ment for particular transplant proce
dures. 

American Academy of Pediatrics in 
New York City. As a result of major 
television network coverage of Mr. 
Fiske's appeal, a liver from a 10-
month-old Salt Lake City auto acci
dent victim was offered for transplan
tation. 

One week ago, the President made a 
plea for a liver to save the life of a 
dying girl. Two days later a wire serv
ice story brought news of a Congress
man's letter to the President inform
ing him of another child dying of a 
rare liver disease. 

Despite the humane ends served by 
these media appeals, it would clearly 
be in the best interest of patients, the 
families, and our society if such des
perate measures were not necessary. 

This turn to the media to identify 
and allocate organs for transplanta
tion has been forced on Americans be
cause of the shortage of organs and 
the difficulty of identifying appropri
ate potential donors. The shortage of 
organs is real. 

The number of potential annual 
liver transplants is about 4,600 nation
ally; yet, only around 100 liver trans
plants will be performed this year. 
The number of recipients is expected 
to increase as improvements occur in 
transplantation techniques. 

Some doctors estimate that at least 
12,000 Americans are potential candi
dates for heart transplants. Yet, only 
100 Americans are expected to receive 
a heart transplant this year. 

Despite the fact more than 5,000 
people will have kidney transplants 
this year, there are between 6,000 to 
8,000 people currently awaiting donor 
kidneys. Furthermore, experts believe 
that 10,000 kidney transplants annual
ly will be possible within 5 years if the 
necessary organs are available. 

These numbers put the organ trans
plant issues in a perspective that is 

hard to ignore. It is easy to under
stand the desperation and fear felt by 
potential organ recipients and their 
families. And, apparently, the despera
tion and fear is not unfounded. Donald 
Denny, director of Organ Procurement 
for the University Health Center for 
Pittsburgh is quoted in an October 
1982 issue of U.S. News & World 
Report as saying that his center lost a 
dozen patients over a 2-year period 
who were waiting for suitable livers; 
one patient waited almost 5 years for a 
suitable kidney. 

The tragedy of the shortages is even 
more striking when we realize that 
only 2,500 kidney donors were found 
last year among the estimated 20,000 
potential American donors. 

Among the reasons given for the 
shortage of donors are physician reluc
tance to discuss organ donation with 
grieving families, lack of family aware
ness, lack of information on the part 
of the medical community, and com
plexity in obtaining the cooperation of 
a transplant team. Perhaps most im
portant, there is not adequate national 
network to solicit, identify, and match 
donors and need. 

Congressman ALBERT GORE, chair
man of the House Science and 
Technology Subcommittee on Investi
gations and Oversight, held hearings 
in April of this year on the problems 
of organ procurement, distribution, 
and reimbursement. Mr. GoRE found 
that the existing system for organ pro
curement is fragmented, with pro
found variation from locality to locali
ty, and lacks a cohesive national or re
gional organizational strategy. 

In the area of kidney transplants, 
Congressman GORE found that exist
ing programs for organ transplanta
tion were supported by Federal funds 
provided as reimbursement for costs to 
kidney acquisition. Despite the heavy 
investment in Federal dollars, the 
kidney procurement program also 
lacked a national or regional strategy. 

Some have argued that the Federal 
Government should take positive steps 
to improve the availability of donor 
organs. It has been suggested that 
Federal funding would encourage the 
development of organ procurement 
agencies in uncovered geographical 
areas. A national computer network to 
improve matching between donors and 
recipients and to reduce the number of 
unused donor organs has been recom
mended by other experts. Still others 
suggest that the Federal Government 
should fund educational programs for 
the medical community and the public 
to encourage organ donation. 

Mr. President, it seems clear to all 
that the media do not represent an ap
propriate nor efficient means of allo
cating scarce medical resources. It is 
also clear to all that something must 
be done. The role of the Federal Gov
ernment in an organ procurement 
system should be clarified. 

In addition to the issue of the avail
ability of organs, there is the very 
major issue of how to finance these 
procedures. When Jamie Fiske left the 
University of Minnesota, it was esti
mated that the total cost for her care 
in Minneapolis, including hospitaliza
tion while awaiting the transplant, 
was as much as $175,000. 

Many transplant recipients are 
forced to tum to bake sales and com
munity collections to pay for their 
procedures. Reimbursement policy on 
transplants is inconsistent and inad
equate. The decision as to who should 
live and who should die should not 
rest on either an arbitrary insurance 
policy or on personal wealth. This 
country cannot accept this approach 
to transplant reimbursement. The task 
force will address this issue, recom
mending a rational and fair transplant 
reimbursement policy. 

The National Task Force on Organ 
Procurement and Transplant Reim
bursement Act which Senator AN
DREWS and I are proposing will enlist 
the advice and talent of experts from 
around the country to develop a ra
tional response to this urgent and crit
ical problem. The task force will ad
dress all of the issues including reim
bursement and report back to the Con
gress with their plans. Senator ORRIN 
HATCH, chairman of the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources, has as
sured me that the Labor Committee 
will hold expedited hearings on this 
legislation after the August recess. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
bill be printed in the RECORD, along 
with a copy of a letter to me from 
Charles and Marilyn Fiske in support 
of efforts to address the procurement 
problems. I also ask unanimous con
sent to print in the RECORD an article 
by John K. Iglehart, entitled "Trans
plantation: The Problem of Limited 
Resources," from the July 14, 1983 
issue of the New England Journal of 
Medicine, and letters of support from 
the American Heart Association, the 
American Liver Foundation, and the 
National Kidney Foundation. 

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

s. 1728 
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 "National Task 
Force on Organ Procurement and Trans
plant Reimbursement Act". 

FINDINGS 

SEc. 2. The Congress finds and declares 
that-

< 1) a major obstacle to all organ trans
plant programs is the lack of suitable donor 
organs for patients awaiting surgery; 

<2> a number of patients waiting for donor 
organs face certain death within a predict
able time period; 

(3) the absence of fully effective national 
networks to solicit, identify, and match 
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organ donors with transplant patients has 
forced such patients and their families to 
resort to public appeals through the mass 
media in order to procure the organs needed 
for transplantation; 

(4) a cooperative relationship between an 
informed public and a receptive medical 
community is necessary for the identifica
tion and procurement of organs for trans
plantation; and 

<5> disagreements between the health in
surance community and the medical com
munity concerning the appropriateness of 
reimbursement for transplant procedures 
has led to inequitable treatment and poten
tial denial of needed care. 

ESTABLISHMENT 

SEC. 3. Within 60 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall establish 
a National Task Force on Organ Procure
ment and Transplant Reimbursement. 

DUTIES OF THE TASK FORCE 

SEc. 4. <a> The Task Force shall assess the 
nature and extent of public and private ef
forts that are needed to create a highly visi
ble, well defined, and effective program of 
organ procurement, and shall develop a plan 
for the establishment of a comprehensive 
organ donor network and organ procure
ment system. 

(b) The plan developed under subsection 
<a> shall include-

(!> an analysis of the factors that affect 
and determine the availability of organs for 
transplantation; 

<2> a specification of mechanisms to iden
tify potential organ donors, provide for 
rapid matching of donors with appropriate 
organ recipients, and facilitate transporta
tion of organs to such recipients; 

<3> provisions for the education and train
ing of members of the medical community, 
including physicians, nurses, hospitals, and 
emergency personnel; 

(4) provisions for the education of the 
general public, the clergy, law enforcement 
officers, members of local fire departments, 
and other agencies and individuals that may 
be instrumental in effecting organ procure
ment; 

<5> provisions for the development of a 
system for the collection, analysis, and dis
semination of all data useful for the cre
ation and maintenance of an effective organ 
procurement system; 

(6) provisions for the conduct of continu
ing research concerning the transportation 
of organs from donors to recipients; 

<7> recommendations for appropriate 
mechanisms to provide financial support for 
an organ procurement system, and for 
amounts necessary to support such a 
system; 

<8> an assessment of the appropriate role 
for the Federal Government in the estab
lishment and maintenance of an organ pro
curement system; and 

<9> provisions for the establishment of an 
authoritative permanent entity to make rec
ommendations to private and public insur
ers concerning the appropriateness of insur
ance reimbursement for particular trans
plant procedures. 

MEMBERSHIP 

SEC. 5. <a> The Task Force shall be com
posed of twelve members as follows: 

< 1 > The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services <or the designee of the Secretary>. 

(2) The Surgeon General of the United 
States <or the designee of the Surgeon Gen
eral>. 

<3> The Director of the National Institutes 
of Health <or the designee of the Director>. 

<4> Six individuals appointed by the Secre
tary who are not officers or employees of 
the United States and who represent the 
medical community, the religious communi
ty, the public safety community, and the 
health insurance community. 

<5> Three individuals appointed by the 
Secretary who are not officers or employees 
of the United States and who have personal 
experience with respect to organ procure
ment. 

<b> A vacancy in the Task Force shall be 
filled in the same manner as the original ap
pointment was made. A vacancy in the Task 
Force shall not affect its powers. 

<c><l> Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
members shall be appointed for the life of 
the Task Force. 

<2> If any member of the Task Force who 
was appointed to the Task Force under 
paragraph <1>. (2), or <3> of subsection <a> 
leaves the office specified under such para
graph, or if any member of the Task Force 
who was appointed under paragraph <4> or 
<5> of such subsection becomes an officer or 
employee of the United States, such individ
ual may continue as a member of the Task 
Force for a period not in excess of thirty 
days beginning on the date such individual 
leaves that office or becomes such an officer 
or employee, as the case may be. 

<d> The members of the Task Force shall 
elect a Chairman from among the members 
of the Task Force. 

<e> Seven members of the Task Force shall 
consititute a quorum, but a lesser number 
may hold hearings. 

(f) The Task Force shall hold its first 
meeting on a date specified by the Secretary 
which is not later than thirty days after the 
date on which the Secretary establishes the 
Task Force under section 3. Thereafter, the 
Task Force shall meet at the call of the 
Chairman or a majority of its members but 
shall meet at least three times during the 
life of the Task Force. 

(g)(l) Each member of the Task Force 
who is not an officer or employee of the 
United States shall be compensated at a 
rate equal to the daily equivalent of the 
annual rate of basic pay prescribed for 
grade GS-18 of the General Schedule under 
section 5332 of title 5, United States Code, 
for each day <including traveltime> during 
which such member is engaged in the actual 
performance of duties as a member of the 
Task Force. Each member of the Task Force 
who is an officer or employee of the United 
States shall receive no additional compensa
tion. 

(2) While away from their homes or regu
lar places of business in the performance of 
duties for the Task Force, all members of 
the Task Force shall be allowed travel ex
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist
ence, at rates authorized -for employees of 
agencies under sections 5702 and 5703 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

DIRECTOR AND STAFF OF TASK FORCE 

SEc. 6. <a> The Task Force shall appoint 
an Executive Director who shall be compen
sated at a rate not to exceed the rate of 
basic pay prescribed for level V of the Exec
utive Schedule under section 5316 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

<b> With the approval of the Task Force, 
the Executive Director may appoint and fix 
the compensation of such additional person
nel as the Executive Director considers nec
essary to carry out the duties of the Task 
Force. 

<c> The Executive Director and the addi
tional personnel of the Task Force referred 
to in subsection <b> may be appointed with
out regard to the provisions of title 5, 
United States Code, governing appoint
ments in the competitive service, and may 
be paid without regard to the provisions of 
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 
of such title relating to classification and 
General Schedule pay rates. 

<d> Subject to such rules as may be pre
scribed by the Task Force, the Executive Di
rector may procure temporary or intermit
tent services under section 3109<b> of title 5, 
United States Code, at rates for individuals 
not to exceed $200 per day. 

<e> Upon request of the Task Force, the 
head of any Federal agency is authorized to 
detail, on a reimbursable basis, any of the 
personnel of such agency to the Task Force 
to assist the Task Force in carrying out its 
duties under this Act. 

(f) The Administrator of General Services 
shall provide to the Task Force on a reim
bursable basis such administrative and sup
port services as the Task Force may request. 

POWERS OF TASK FORCE 

SEc. 7. <a> For the purpose of carrying out 
this Act, the Task Force may hold such 
hearings, sit and act at such times and 
places, take such testimony, and receive 
such evidence, as the Task Force considers 
appropriate. The Task Force may adminis
ter oaths or affirmation to witnesses ap
pearing before the Task Force. 

(b) Any member or employee of the Task 
Force may, if authorized by the Task Force, 
take any action which the Task Force is au
thorized to take by this section. 

<c> The Task Force may secure directly 
from any Federal agency such information 
as may be necessary to enable the Task 
Force to carry out this Act. Upon request of 
the Chairman of the Task Force, the head 
of such agency shall furnish such informa
tion to the Task Force. 

REPORT 

SEC. 8. <a> The Task Force may transmit 
to the President and to each House of the 
Congress such interim reports as the Task 
Force considers appropriate. 

Cb) The Task Force shall transmit a final 
report to the President and to each House 
of the Congress not later than six months 
after the date on which the Task Force is 
established by the Secretary under section 
3. The final report of the Task Force shall 
contain a detailed statement of the findings 
and conclusions of the Task Force and the 
recommendations of the Task Force for 
such legislation and administrative actions 
as the Task Force considers appropriate. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 9. For purposes of this Act-
<1 > the term "Federal agency" has the 

meaning given to the term "agency" in sec
tion 551<1> of title 5, United States Code; 

<2> The term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services; and 

<3> the term "Task Force" means the Na
tional Task Force on Organ Procurement 
and Transplant Reimbursement established 
under section 3. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 10. For fiscal years beginning after 
September 30, 1983, there are authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as may be neces
sary to carry out this Act. 

TERMINATION 

SEc. 11. The Task Force shall terminate 
three months after the date on which the 
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Task Force transmits the final report re
quired under section 8 to the President and 
each House of Congress. 

100 BAYBERRY CIRCLE, 
Bridgewater, Mass., July 26, 1983. 

Senator EDWARD KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: We are encour
aged by your effort to effectively address 
the problems that are associated with trans
plant surgery. Your willingness to introduce 
legislation for the establishment of a Na
tional Commission on Organ Procurement 
signals a plan of action that involves both 
public and private efforts. The identifica
tion of organs for transplantation is a coop
erative effort between a well informed 
public and an integrated system that 
matches suitable donors with recipients. 
Until there is a better resolution potential 
transplant patients will find themselves in a 
race against time. 

Last Fall we were faced with this problem 
as our daughter Jamie awaited transplant 
surgery at University Hospital in Minnesota. 
A willingness to address this problem offers 
hope to those patients facing this surgery. 
We feel that a National Commission to col
lect the necessary data to address the prob
lems of organ procurement and education is 
an encouraging step. As we had mentioned 
to you when we met last April we support 
your effort in this critical health issue. 

As Jamie continues to grow and take her 
first few steps we support your effort to 
bring hope to so many others. 

Sincerely, 
CHARI.Es AND MARILYN FisKE. 

CFrom the New England Journal of 
Medicine, July 14, 19831 
HEALTH POLICY REPORT 

<John K. Iglehart> 
TRANSPLANTATION: THE PROBLEM OF LIMITED 

RESOURCES 

A congressional inquiry, designed original
ly to evaluate current methods of securing 
human organs for transplantation, has 
helped alert federal policy makers to inad
equacies in that system. But along the way, 
the inquiry also uncovered some other seri
ous aspects of the profound dilemma that 
third parties will increasingly face in decid
ing whether to pay for costly new transplan
tation procedures and also involving the 
chaotic process by which emerging technol
ogies are evaluated for their medical effica
cy. 

The interest of the legislators who were 
party to the inquiry, undertaken by the 
House Science and Technology Subcommit
tee on Investigations and Oversight, was 
provoked by recent media attention to the 
plight of families with children who have an 
incurable liver disease, biliary atresia, and 
need a liver transplantation. As they ad
dressed the issue, the legislators found 
themselves confronted by an array of social, 
economic, medical, political, and ethical 
questions, such as "Who shall live?" "Who 
shall pay?" and "Who shall decide?" These 
are the kinds of questions that arise in a 
health-care system that is driven by an ever
expanding technology base and a seemingly 
insatiable consumer and provider demand to 
use medical care, yet faces a future of limit
ed resources. 

The congressional examination under
scored the complex issues ahead for a socie
ty that is humanitarian in its instincts and 
supportive of a generous investment in 

social welfare but leaves to the vagaries of a 
media blitz the task of families searching 
for a human organ for transplantation; that 
believes in the decentralization of govern
ment and views the private sector as su
preme but also supports a president who di
rects his staff to help fainilies find livers 
and the means to finance their transplanta
tion at the same time that the Defense De
partment refuses to pay for the same proce
dure. 

The congressional inquiry was launched 
by Representative Albert Gore, Jr., an ambi
tious young politician who is chairman of 
the House Science and Technology Subcom
mittee on Investigations and Oversight. The 
issue was brought to Gore's attention ini
tially when a Tennessee constituent sought 
his help in securing an organ. The broader 
issues concerning transplantation were 
raised by Dr. Myron Genel, a professor of 
pediatrics at the Yale University School of 
Medicine. Genel is spending a year in Gore's 
office as a Robert Wood Johnson Founda
tion health-policy fellow. An unannounced 
but nevertheless favored candidate to 
assume the seat that Senate Majority 
Leader Howard H. Baker, Jr., will vacate in 
1984 when he retires, Gore has been active 
in a range of health issues, including the re
lation between sodium in food and high 
blood pressure, human genetic screening, 
and the National Cancer Institute's therapy 
program. Thus, one could not accuse him of 
simply grabbing the issue of organ trans
plantation because it is in the medical spot
light at the moment, though he did reap 
considerable publicity for his efforts. 

On April 13, 1983, Gore opened the first of 
three days of hearings before the subcom
mittee with the following remarks: 

"Each of us has been moved by the stories 
of fainilies seeking life-saving organs for 
their critically ill loved ones. . . . I am sure 
that many of you have wondered, as I have, 
why there is not some system to help meet 
those compelling needs in a more rational 
way. . . . It was for this very reason, espe
cially after I was personally contacted to 
assist in such a search, that I directed the 
subcommittee staff to conduct the investiga
tion which has brought us here today." 

This report will focus on the issues sur
rounding the availability and procurement 
of organs for transplantation that were ex
amined by Gore's subcommittee and a 
recent workshop sponsored by Surgeon 
General C. Everett Koop, a pediatric sur
geon with a keen interest in improving the 
procurement process. The report will also 
dwell on the inconsistencies in the perform
ance and policies of third parties as they 
struggle with what Gore characterized as 
"the dawning of a new era in transplanta
tion." A subsequent report will cover the 
mounting concern, expressed by members of 
Gore's panel, testified to by Dr. Edward N. 
Brandt, Jr., assistant secretary of health of 
the Department of Health and Human Serv
ices <DHHS>, and also reflected in a range 
of other activities, over the absence of an 
adequate mechanism to evaluate emerging 
medical technologies and those already in 
common use. 

As a consequence of two widely publicized 
cases of pediatric liver transplantation and 
the difficulty or failure of families of other 
patients to secure organs, a growing aware
ness of the problems of organ procurement 
has been created by the media and the ex
pressed interest of politicians, including 
President Reagan. The need to develop 
better organ-procurement procedures was 
also underscored by nationally recognized 

physicians who testified to the growing 
demand of organs as improved surgical 
methods and a promising new drug, cyclo
sporine, make transplantation a more at
tractive medical alternative for an increas
ing number of patients. 

Added to these concerns were the senti
ments of legislators who serve on the Sci
ence and Technology Subcommittee on In
vestigations and Oversight. Democrats and 
Republicans alike, without exception, were 
decidedly in favor of transplantation. They 
dwelled on the personal plight of families in 
need of organs and the resources to trans
plant them. Little was said about the soci
etal implications of the transplantation phe
nomenon. Koop's workshop (June 7 
through 9) was attended by 40 people of 
similar mind. 

Representative Joseph R. Skeen of New 
Mexico, the subcommittee's ranking Repub
lican, recounted that he had lost a sister in 
1962 to a kidney disorder and that a niece, 
who testified at the hearing, had recently 
received a transplanted kidney. "The future 
of this field of research Ctransplantationl is, 
in my opinion, without limit." 

Representative James H. Scheuer another 
subcommittee member, said in his opening 
remarks: 

"We in Congress must evaluate and ana
lyze how the federal government can aid in 
organ procurement and how we can make 
sure that every patient who needs an organ 
for a transplant has one. We must also ex
amine the adequacy of the Medicare cover
age for transplants, both in terms of the 
procedures and the length of time that the 
benefits are available. In no way should the 
federal reimbursement mechanism act as a 
disincentive to transplants which are far 
more life-saving, far more life-enhancing 
and far more cost-effective than convention
al therapies." 

Representative Claudine Schneider, said 
in her opening comments; 

"The thought of vital organs, such as 
livers, hearts and kidneys, being transplant
ed routinely at our nation's best medical 
centers is a tribute to how far transplant 
technology has evolved. . . . I think it would 
certainly be a tragedy if, after realizing that 
we have the technological breakthrough 
. . . we don't take full advantage of afford
ing this remarkable therapy to all needing 
patients." 

A shortage of organs for transplantation 
has persisted for years. It now appears that 
this shortage will be exacerbated by im
provements in transplantation techniques, 
because the numbers of available organs 
that are actually transplanted has not 
changed appreciably. Ironically, the inad
equacy of the liver supply has received far 
more attention than has the shortage of 
kidneys-a fact that Donald W. Denny, di
rector of organ procurement for the Trans
plant Foundation at the University of Pitts
burgh, testified to on April 13 before Gore's 
panel. 

"The shortage of kidneys for transplanta
tion has received relatively little attention, 
largely because renal transplantation is not 
a form of transplant therapy which is often 
an alternative to death .... The undeniable 
facts that a real kidney, a transplanted 
kidney, provides a better quality of life for 
ESRD Cend-stage renal disease] patients 
and that renal transplantation is more cost
effective per patient life-year than the arti
ficial kidney have not been sufficient to 
cause the national sense of urgency which 
underlies these hearing. Without intending 
to diminish the meaning and the impor-
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tance of this subcommittee's purpose today, 
I must lament ... the fact that recent pub
licity concerning the need for a liver trans
plant for a handful of patients at two or 
three transplant centers <including my own> 
has outweighed the silent suffering of many 
thousands of patients waiting for a kidney 
transplant at 150 transplant hospitals over 
the past decade in moving the conscience of 
this nation." 

Among the witnesses before the House 
panel were three transplantation surgeons 
who discussed the status of organ procure
ment and transplantation generally. They 
were Dr. Norman Shumway, professor of 
surgery at the Stanford University School 
of Medicine; Dr. Thomas E. Starzl, professor 
of surgery at the University of Pittsburgh 
School of Medicine; and Dr. G. Melville Wil
liams, professor of surgery at the Johns 
Hopkins Hospital. All three testified to the 
dramatic progress in organ transplantation, 
which is reflected in survival rates. They at
tributed this progress to the emergence of 
cyclosporine, to their belief that liver, heart, 
and heart-lung transplantations are no 
longer "experimental" procedures, and to 
the opinion that third-party payers were 
calling them experimental as an excuse not 
to finance such operations. All three agreed 
that greater discussion within families of 
the importance of making a commitment, 
before a tragedy occurs, to donate organs is 
"the single most important thing that could 
happen" to increase the supply of available 
organs. 

Since 1967, more than 500 heart trans
plantations have been performed in the 
United States. Currently, there are 10 
American medical centers with active heart
transplantation programs; they performed 
some 100 transplantations in 1982. Thirty 
were undertaken at Stanford. Roger W. 
Evans, a research scientist at Battelle 
Human Affairs Research Centers, Seattle, 
reported in a paper prepared for the Sur
geon General's organ-procurement work
shop that "with as many as nine hospitals 
either currently in the process of establish
ing new transplant programs, or seriously 
considering beginning to perform heart 
transplants, the number of such procedures 
performed in 1983 is expected to exceed 
125." 

Shumway has pioneered the development 
of heart transplatation in the United States. 
He described it as a "proven therapeutic 
intervention with a five-year survival rate of 
at least 50 per cent, and a one-year survival 
rate that approaches 80 per cent." These 
rates were similar to those cited by Dr. 
Peter Safar for Pittsburgh's heart-trans
plant program. Shumway reported that 106 
of 260 patients who had received heart 
transplants at Stanford-representing work 
over a 15-year period-were still "alive and 
well. . . . Suffice it to say that transplanta
tion of the heart is on the same therapeutic 
footing as kidney transplants." 

Shumway also testified to the progress in 
heart-lung transplantations, noting that 8 
of 11 patients who have undergone this pro
cedure "are alive and well, out of the hospi
tal and fully rehabilitated two months to 
two years after the transplant. . . . Irrespec
tive of any conceivable advance in artifical 
organs, heart-lung transplantation is here 
to stay." 

Liver transplantation began in 1963. 
Starzl has performed about 370 of the esti
mated 600 liver transplantations that have 
been undertaken throughout the world. 
Before the use of cyclosporine, beginning in 
1980, the surgery resulted in only a 30 per 

cent survival rate after the first year. Starzl 
observed that with the use of the new drug, 
the one-year rates of graft and patient sur
vival have more than doubled and are now 
65 to 70 per cent. Starzl's surgical team car
ried out 82 liver transplantations in 1982 
and expects to do 100 more this year. 

Starzl predicted that once cyclosporine is 
approved for general use and liver trans
plantation is no longer considered an experi
mental procedure, many medical centers 
will create new liver-transplantation pro
grams. "I am guessing 20 to 30 centers . . . 
there must be already around 12 that are 
ready to go." Starzl also predicted that the 
rate of kidney transplantation will increase 
sharply after cyclosporine is approved for 
general use-a step the Food and Drug Ad
ministration is expected to announce this 
summer. Attributing his estimate to Sandoz, 
the manufacturer of the drug, Starzl said 
that to maintain a patient with a liver 
transplant on cyclosporine would cost from 
$5,000 to $6,000 a year. 

All the surgeons who testified discounted 
the adverse effects of the drug and did not 
mention its possible long-term conse
quences. <Dr. David Winter, cyclosporine 
project leader at Sandoz, told the FDA's 
Oncologic Drugs Advisory Committee on 
March 25: "Renal dysfunction, often called 
nephrotoxicity, is clearly of major concern 
to us. Roughly a quarter of the patients do 
exhibit this." Winter said that among 1800 
patients throughout the world who have re
ceived cyclosporine, 15 cases of lymphoma 
have been reported-8 in patients with renal 
transplants, 6 in patients with cardiac trans
plants, and 1 in a patient with a bone
marrow transplant. The committee voted to 
recommend approval of cyclosporine for use 
in patients with kidney, liver, and heart 
transplants.> 

Williams, who is former president of the 
American Association of Transplant Sur
geons, agreed with Starzl that kidney trans
plantation will increase once cyclosporine is 
made available to medical centers other 
than the four that have used it as an inves
tigational drug. Williams said that the 
number of kidney transplantations in
creased from 4,721 four years ago to 5,350 
last year. According to recent estimates, 
20,000 people who die in the United States 
each year would be suitable kidney donors 
<in terms of age and disease), but only 2,000 
actually become donors. Williams asked: "Is 
the reason for our failure to obtain more 
organs the result of negative public atti
tudes or inefficient procurement systems? I 
think both." 

Denny, Pittsburgh's transplant coordina
tor, described the recovery of organs as a 
three-tier process involving 110 organ-pro
curement programs that exist across the 
United States, physicians and nurses who 
work in acute-care hospitals, and the gener
al public. In describing this process, Denny 
left no doubt that the task of the nation's 
360 transplant coordinators is a never
ending struggle to educate medical practi
tioners and the public concerning the criti
cal need for organs to transplant. "Because 
of the apparent holes in our educational 
system," Denny testified, this year the 
North American Transplant Coordinators 
Organization established a 24-hour national 
information-and-referral service for doctors 
and nurses, which can be reached by dialing 
800-24-DONOR. "Our struggle now is to ac
quaint physicians and nurses throughout 
the country with the availability of this 
number .... Every organ procurement pro
gram has as one of its major goals the recov-

ery of kidneys for transplantation for the 
nearly 6,000 people who are now waiting for 
renal transplantation in this country." 

Denny described physicians and nurses as 
"the weak link" between the organ-procure
ment programs and the public, because they 
often "shirk" the task of explaining to fami
lies the meaning of brain death, the physi
cal state patients must be in before they 
become potential organ donors, with the ex
ception, of course, of healthy donors who 
offer one of their two kidneys for transplan
tation. 

"In my experience, only one out of 10 
families of a brain dead victim initiates the 
request to donate. . . . To try to explain to a 
family that this brain-dead victim who looks 
as though he is alive and merely comatose is 
really dead is a difficult task for physicians 
and sometimes they shirk it . . . because of 
their own grief, their own pain, their own 
assault on their integrity which they are ex
periencing because of death." 

Denny said that "ignorance, apathy, Candl 
indifference" all play a part in forming the 
attitudes of practitioners who resist involve- • 
ment in the organ procurement process, 
" ... but perhaps the biggest problem is the 
medical-legal problem-physicians and 
nurses who fear that if they cooperate in 
the recovery of organs for transplantation, 
they will be vulnerable to litigation. We live 
in a litigious society, and physicians espe
cially know how damaging nuisance lawsuits 
can be. As a result, they oftentimes practice 
defensively. Their patients are not waiting 
for transplants, and our requests that they 
help us sometimes fall on deaf ears because 
of their fear of medical-legal vulnerability." 

From June 7 through 9, Benny and some 
40 other people committed to improving the 
organ-procurement process, including the 
surgeon general, transplantation surgeons, 
transplant coordinators, critical-care nurses, 
and families who have lost children because 
of the inadequacies of the process, gathered 
at Project HOPE, Millwood, Virginia, to dis
cuss how best to educate the physician and 
the public to the need for organ donation. 

Koop, a pediatric surgeon for 35 years 
before he became surgeon general, said in 
his keynote address: 

". . . whatever success has been achieved 
so far in organ procurement is only a 
modest beginning, a small toe-hold on what 
may be as difficult a climb as the north face 
of Everest. . . . I think it's important for us 
to accept the current system of organ pro
curement as voluntary, decentralized and 
imperfect, but nevertheless open to im
provement. And, having accepted it, relay 
that information to the public in the most 
reassuring way possible." 

Koop, who said that he had convened the 
workshop at the request of President and 
Mrs. Reagan, declared that the federal gov
ernment should be a participant in efforts 
to improve the procurement process, but it 
should not assume a "leadership position." 
At the close of the workshop, Koop outlined 
the steps he would take to improve the pro
curement system: convening a work group 
to discuss the formation of a federation of 
the disparate interests now involved in pro
curement, urging private groups to submit 
proposals to DHHS "for the possible fund
ing of a project to address the deficiencies 
in the data bases relating to organ procure
ment and transplantation," and forming a 
group at the National Institutes of Health 
"to address the problem of the maintenance 
of the body of a potential multiple organ 
donor." 



22156 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENA TE August 2, 1983 
Koop said that on the basis of the re

marks of several participants and "my own 
instincts, I would like to keep away from 
regulatory suggestions and offer an educa
tional alternative to the establishment of 
organ procurement plans and protocols 
within hospitals.'' The educational alterna
tive would involve discussions with the 
American Hospital Association and the Fed
eration of American Hospitals, requesting 
that their member hospitals institute poli
cies that would lead to more effective pro
curement of organs from potential donors. 
Denny, among others, had suggested the 
use of state health departments and the 
Joint Commission on Accreditation of Hos
pitals as agencies that could incorporate in 
their certifying processes a requirement 
that hospitals have policies for the determi
nation of brain death and for identifying 
potential donors and referring them to the 
nearest procurement program. 

Koop's workshop was only a small reflec
tion of the array of federal activities related 
to organ transplantation. These activities 
include funding biomedical research related 
to transplantation, regulating the approval 
of new drugs intended to increase the effica
cy of transplantation, paying for kidney and 
cornea transplants under Medicare, and ex
amining the need to finance heart and liver 
transplantations. In recent months even 
Reagan has become personally involved 
both by directing Koop to identify the steps 
that could be taken to close the gap be
tween the demand for organs and their 
supply and by employing a White House 
aide whose responsibilities include working 
directly with families that are searching for 
organs and the means to finance their 
transplantation. 

The involvement to finance of the aide, 
Michael Batten . . has led to an unusual series 
of federal interventions on behalf of fami
lies, including pressuring private health in
surers, state Medicaid directors, and the 
DHHS to pay for organ transplants; making 
arrangements with the Air Force to ferry 
organs and patients; and assisting in local 
fund-raising efforts to pay for the oper
ation. 

Batten said in an interview that he func
tions under a mandate from Reagan to "give 
life a chance, Ctol err on that side," al
though the emphasized that he does not di
rectly solicit funds for families. Stemming 
from that "unwritten policy," said Batten, 
who works in the White House Office of 
Public Liaison, "is a mandate to use the 
good offices of the President to help fami
lies find organs and the means to pay for 
them." Batten said his activities have in
cluded "twisting the arms of state Medicaid 
directors" to pay the state share for liver 
transplantations. One technique Batten said 
he uses is to "put in writing" the willingness 
of DHHS to pay the federal share. "That 
shifts the burden to the states." 

Batten estimated that his activities have 
"forced" 20 states to pay for liver transplan
tations when they otherwise might have de
clined. "New York was a piece of cake, but 
other states came harder. Mississippi re
fused Cto pay for the two liver transplants 
received by Brandon Hall]," he said. Batten 
also makes regular inquiries of private in
surers that resist covering liver transplanta
tions. 

Nationally, the Blue Cross and Blue 
Shield Association still considers liver trans
plantation an "experimental" procedure 
and thus not one that insurance plans are 
compelled to finance, but individual plans 
have increasingly bowed to local pressures 

and paid for such procedures, though usual
ly on an ad hoc basis. <Charles Fiske, father 
of Jamie Fiske, one of the celebrated pediat
ric liver-transplant recipients, testified 
before Gore that after pledging to pay for 
the procedure, Massachusetts Blue Cross re
versed its decision but subsequently-after 
the case had generated considerable publici
ty and political pressure-helped pay for it, 
telling Fiske, "due to the extenuating cir
cumstances in this particular case, we have 
made an exception."> 

Batten said he points out this decision to 
other Blue Cross plans that resist paying 
for liver transplantations. "When the Blue 
Cross plans say we do not cover liver trans
plants because they are experimental, I ask, 
'Why don't you cover them on the same ad 
hoc basis that Massachusetts Blue Cross 
did?' " Batten's activities have gone largely 
unnoticed in Washington, except for the 
Health Care Financing Administration 
CHCFA), which worries about the implica
tions his actions may have for it. HCFA's re
gional offices recently were directed to learn 
what they could of Batten's activities. The 
information was consolidated and written as 
an "eyes only" memorandum that was held 
tightly within DHHS. 

Batten's activities have generated many 
local newspaper stories. On May 12, for ex
ample, the Memphis Press Scimitar, in an 
article headlined, "Reagan Staff Aids 
Woman's Quest for UT [University of Ten
nessee] Transplant," recounted that Batten 
had intervened on behalf of an Arizona 
woman after her husband's health insurer, 
Insurance Company of North America, re
fused to pay for the operation, contending 
that a liver transplantation was still an ex
perimental procedure. 

On May 14, the New Haven Register, in an 
article headlined, "White House Intervenes 
to Get Mom a Transplant," reported: 

"It took the intervention of the White 
House, but an unemployed penniless mother 
of four will get the $89,000 federal grant she 
needs for a possible life-saving transplant, 
the governor's office said Friday .... Mi
chael Batten, an aide to President Reagan, 
said the commissioner of the federal Reha
bilitative Services Administration reversed 
an earlier decision and approved the surgery 
after discussions with White House offi
cials." 

Batten's activities, as noble as they may 
appear at the local level, have created an ad 
hoc arrangement fraught with inequity, be
cause for every person he can help, there 
are obviously many more people who slip 
through this makeshift process. Batten con
ceded that his activities amount to "events 
in search of a policy.'' Ironically, although 
he said he "raised hell with the Defense De
partment, Batten has thus far had no dis
cernible success in reversing a policy of its 
Civilian Health and Medical Program of the 
Uniformed Services CCHAMPUS> not to pay 
for liver transplantations. CHAMPUS' rea
soning was precisely the same as that of the 
Insurance Company of North America; the 
procedure is experimental and thus not cov
ered by the program. 

Dr. John F. Beary III, acting assistant sec
retary of defense for health affairs, testified 
to the department's policy in this regard on 
April 27 during an appearance before Gore's 
subcommittee. The question arose in con
nection with Captain John H. Broderick of 
Minden, Louisiana, an Army officer whose 
31-month-old daughter, Adriane, has biliary 
atresia and needs a liver transplantation. 
Beary said: "Our Office of General Counsel 
has reviewed the legal situation pertaining 

to the case and has advised me that it is le
gally objectionable to pay for experimental 
medicines and surgery, until such time that 
medical researchers prove that a therapy is 
effective and that it is not more likely to 
harm the patient than to help. 

Beary said that CHAMPUS determines its 
policy on whether a therapy is experimental 
or generally accepted treatment according 
to the findings of three bodies: the Blue 
Cross and Blue Shield Medical Policy Coun
cil, the Public Health Service, and the 
American Medical Association's Council on 
Scientific Affairs. The Blue Cross Council, 
Beary testified, concluded at its March 
meeting this year that liver transplantation 
was "still experimental." The Public Health 
Service is studying the question, the results 
of which Brandt testified, "should be avail
able this summer." The American Medical 
Association's Council on Scientific Affairs 
has not considered the question and, accord
ing to its chairman, Dr. William Dolan, has 
no plans at present to do so. 

However, the refusal of CHAMPUS to 
cover liver transplantations has not inhibit
ed its involvement in the kind of activities 
in which the White House's Batten has en
gaged to assist families in need of organs. 
Beary testified: "With Captain Broderick, 
for example, the CHAMPUS has provided 
guidance on fund raising, community re
sources, running an appeal, and managing 
an appeal account." 

Beary's testimony left Gore just short of 
outraged: 

"I find your testimony extremely disap
pointing, extremely disappointing . . . What 
we have here is an absolutely absurd situa
tion, and it is very frustrating. Most all the 
private insurance companies recognize that 
this is no longer an experimental procedure. 
Most of them are reimbursing for it. We 
have testimony showing that there is a 70 to 
80 percent success rate with these proce
dures. We have testimony showing that it is 
cheaper to save their lives and go forward 
with a transplant than it is to pay for all 
the care needed during a lingering death, 
which you presently approve <finance). And 
yet the government bureaucracies repre
sented here absolutely refuse to recognize 
what is obvious to the medical experts in 
the field. That is a slow, slow process that is 
cranking along toward the consensus confer
ence <National Institutes of Health Consen
sus Conference on Liver Transplantation, 
June 20 through 23) and then there will be 
an evaluation. . . . And, in the meantime, 
these children need the money, and in its 
place we have the, I think, bizarre spectable 
of the Defense Department providing public 
relations guidance to mount public fund
raising drives for the children of military 
personnel who need these procedures to 
save their lives." 

One conclusive development that came 
out of Beary's testimony was a pledge to 
bring the assets of military medicine to bear 
on the organ-procurement problem. Beary 
said: "We have seven million beneficiaries in 
the military hospital system itself, 12,000 
doctors and 161 hospitals. So I hope by ap
proaching this systematically, we can come 
up with a very reasonable program to con
tribute to the shortage of organs." 

Carolyne K. Davis, administrator of 
HCF A, discussed in her testimony the status 
of kidney transplantation as it applies to 
the End-Stage Renal Disease program, pri
marily a dialysis program, which HCF A op
erates. <On December 31, 1982, HCFA re
ported that 70,055 patients with end-stage 
renal disease were entitled to Medicare ben-
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efits. On that date, HCF A said, a total of 
65, 763 Medicare and non-Medicare patients 
were receiving dialysis treatments. 

Davis said that 38,650 kidney transplanta
tions have been performed since the pro
gram began a decade ago. "We now have 
roughly 15, 700 individuals who are current
ly still alive and living with a functioning 
transplanted kidney." In another such esti
mate, which pointed up the dismal state of 
data collection in the program, Prof. Rich
ard A. Rettig, chairman of the Department 
of Social Sciences at the Illinois Institute of 
Technology and a respected student of end
stage renal disease, testified that there are 
12,000 such patients alive with a functioning 
kidney transplant. 

Davis brought to the committee's atten
tion the recent findings of HCF A's research 
staff, which showed, she said, that "a group 
of transplant patients would cost the Medi
care program less than a group of dialysis 
patients after a four-year period of time 
when one aggregates the costs for the four
year period and considers them." Davis also 
mentioned briefly a Battelle Institute study, 
financed by HCFA, that analyzed 11 renal
dialysis centers and about 900 patients. The 
study, she said, concludes that "the kidney 
transplant and the patients who are on 
home dialysis are more likely to be working 
and have a lower level of functional impair
ment." Another study she discussed, under
taken by the Brandeis University Health 
Policy Center and also funded by HCFA, is 
investigating methods to increase public 
participation in kidney donation. "We hope 
that we can correlate and analyze the state 
of the art in the organ procurement area 
and develop a model for a successful kidney 
procurement agency," Davis said. 

If, as is widely believed in the transplanta
tion community, a new era in organ trans
plantation is at hand, what steps should the 
federal government consider to facilitate 
this phenomenon? Rettig recommended 
that Congress examine the issue of reim
bursing for the costs of immunosuppressive 
drugs used by transplant recipients as part 
of "outpatient services" and eliminate the 
three-year eligibility limit for benefits re
ceived by transplant recipients. <The ab
sence of benefit coverage after three years 
was identified in testimony by the National 
Association of Patients on Hemodialysis and 
Transplantation as an impediment to trans
plantation.) 

Rettig also suggested that the government 
examine the prospect that increased re
sources invested in organ procurement 
might well yield higher numbers of re
trieved kidneys. Rettig was particularly crit
ical of the administration of the End-State 
Renal Disease Program, characterizing it as 
"weak." Lastly, Rettig, too, called for im
proved mechanisms for the assessment of 
technology. 

Since Gore's Subcommittee on Investiga
tions and Oversight does not have any legis
lative authority, the primary product of its 
hearings on organ transplantation will be a 
report, the bulk of which will be framed and 
written by Genel. Another panel, the House 
Energy and Commerce Subcommittee on 
Health and Environment, to which Gore 
has close ties by virtue of his membership 
on the parent committee, plans hearings in 
late July on the same issues that Gore 
raised. Expressing his view on the subject, 
Representative Henry A. Waxman <D
Calif.), chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Health and the Environment, said: 

"Over the past year, I have become in
creasingly concerned about the nation's 

policies toward organ transplantation. Too 
often now even the most prominent patients 
cannot get the organ that they need. Severe 
barriers to payment preclude millions with
out health insurance from admission to a 
transplant program. This situation will 
surely become worse as cyclosporine be
comes widely available and transplants 
more viable." 

Gore said in an interview that his subcom
mittee's report will recommend "a cohesive 
national program for improved organ pro
curement" that will include a strong federal 
role-a feature that puts Gore's vision in 
conflict with that of Koop. Gore's report is 
also likely to recommend the regionalization 
of transplantation facilities by geography or 
some measure of quality or both-a policy 
direction favored in both the NIH liver 
transplant consensus conference and a new 
report prepared by a task force on liver 
transplantation in Massachusetts. Gore's 
report is also likely to include a call for cat
astrophic health insurance. Whatever the 
report says, it will by no means be the last 
word on a set of issues that concerns organ 
transplantation today but inevitably will 
apply to other technologies tomorrow. In 
their many different forms, they all seem to 
boil down to making more effective use of 
limited resources. 

AMERICAN HEART AssocIATION, 
Washington, D.C., August 2, 1983. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I understand 
that you will be shortly introducing the 
"National Task Force on Organ Procure
ment Act." The legislation as I understand 
it would establish a national Task Force to 
assess and evaluate the multitude of prob
lems confronting organ transplantation in 
the United States and to develop a compre
hensive organ donor network and organ pro
curement plan. 

The American Heart Association is 
pleased to support your legislative effort 
and to offer our assistance in ensuring that 
this legislation is enacted expeditiously. 

Sincerely, 
MARY JANE JESSE, M.D., 

President. 

AMERICAN LIVER FOUNDATION, 
Cedar Grove, N.J., August 1, 1983. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: Please be advised 
that the American Liver Foundation is very 
supportive of your and Senator Mark An
drews plans to propose legislation soon to 
establish a National Commission and system 
for the procurement of desperately needed 
organs to save the lives of many in need of 
these organs. 
It is becoming increasingly evident, in our 

opinion, that the medical procedure to 
transplant livers has emerged as a sound 
medical procedure. Yet, the major problem 
we see in the absence of a national system 
to match donor with recipient. The develop
ment of such a mechanism is imperative to 
the survival of many potential recipients of 
organs. 

Again, we support your efforts and stand 
ready to provide any assistance whatsoever 
in developing such a program. 

Sincerely, 
THELMA K. THIEL, 

President. 

NATIONAL KIDNEY FOUNDATION, INC., 
New York, N. Y., August 1, 1983. 

Hon. EDWARD KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: It is a pleasure 
for me on behalf of the National Kidney 
Foundation to endorse the organ donation, 
research, and registry legislation you and 
Senator Mark Andrews will introduce to
morrow. 

The National Kidney Foundation has 
been a leader in the field of research in 
transplant rejection, profusion and tissue 
typing. We were part of the group that suc
cessfully sponsored and gained approval of 
the Uniform Anatomical Gift Act in the var
ious 50 states. More recently we have suc
cessfully sponsored organ donation designa
tion on state driving permits in many states. 
We have been the prime mover in donor 
education programs having distributed more 
than 30 million organ donor cards. Early 
this year we commissioned the Gallup Orga
nization to conduct the first national survey 
of public opinion on organ donation. 

We stand ready to assist you and Senator 
Andrews, Congressmen Gore and Waxman, 
in developing a national program. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID ODGEN, M.D., 

President, National Kidney Foundation. 

e Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I am 
proud to join with my colleague, the 
senior Senator from Massachusetts, in 
introducing legislation calling on the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices to establish a National Task Force 
on Organ Procurement and Trans
plant Reimbursement Act. 

In recent months, we have been 
made aware of the plight of men, 
women, and children who are desper
ately awaiting transplant surgery. We 
must immediately take action to find 
solutions to this tragic dilemma. 

It is my hope that through the cre
ation of a national task force, major 
obstacles surrounding organ donation 
will be closely examined. These will in
clude: 

First. Public awareness for the need 
of donors for organ transplants. A 
recent Science magazine article stated 
that last year in the United States, out 
of some 20,000 potential donors
young or middle-aged patients classi
fied as brain dead-only 2,500 actually 
donated their organs. 

Second. Better coordination of 
present organ procurement and distri
bution systems; and 

Third. Reimbursement policies for 
the cost of organ transplantation. 

Both the Congress and the adminis
tration have expressed concern over 
the problems with organ procurement. 
Recently, Congressman ALBERT GORE 
of Tennessee, chairman of the House 
Science and Technology Subcommit
tee on Investigations and Oversight, 
held a series of hearings on organ do
nation. I am pleased that Congress
man GORE, as well as Congressman 
WAXMAN, chairman of the House 
Energy and Commerce Subcommittee 
on Health and Environment, and 
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myself will soon introduce legislation 
creating a comprehensive donor net
work. 

The administration has also been in
volved in the study of organ procure
ment. In June, Surgeon General C. Ev
erett Koop conducted a workshop to 
examine the present organ procure
ment process and a possible role for 
the Federal Government in that proc
ess. With the creation of a national 
task force, the problems and obstacles 
can be given a comprehensive over
view. 

I urge my colleagues to join in this 
effort to establish a National Task 
Force on Organ Procurement and 
Transplant Reimbursement Act, and 
to call for the immediate enactment of 
this legislation so that the precious 
gift of life can be offered to all Ameri
cans.e 

By Mr. McCLURE (for himself, 
Mr. GARN, and Mr. ARM
STRONG): 

S. 1727. A bill to amend the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 to reform and 
reduce the cost of administering the 
food stamp program, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

FOOD STAMP REFORM ACT OF 1983 

e Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, 
today Senator GARN, Senator ARM
STRONG and I are introducing the Food 
Stamp Reform Act of 1983. This bill 
contains 16 changes in the food stamp 
program that are necessary to elimi
nate some of the waste and abuse of 
the system. 

Every Member of this body knows 
that our budget problems will never be 
solved until Congress has the courage 
to address the growth in entitlement 
programs. It does not take a Ph. D. in 
economics to figure out where the 
problem lies when you have over 50 
percent of the total Federal budget 
growing at 15 percent a year. We have 
allowed this situation to go on long 
enough, and I think Congress has an 
obligation to the American taxpayer 
to do something about it. If Congress 
thinks it can ignore the growth in all 
the entitlement programs then we are 
just not living in the real world. Be
tween 1970 and fiscal 1981, the cost of 
living rose 138 percent, and during the 
same period Federal spending on enti
tlement programs more than quadru
pled, from $70 billion to $295 billion. 
We could eliminate every discretion
ary program the Government oper
ates, and it is not going to solve our 
budget problem. The only way to do 
that is to enact reforms in entitle
ments. The bill we are introducing 
today is a step in that direction. 

I will not argue that the food stamp 
program was set up with the best of 
intentions and that it is a necessary 
program for many people in this coun
try who find themselves in circum
stances beyond their control. Certain-

ly, we, as a society, have a human obli
gation to help people who are in need. 
But, Mr. President, I do not believe 
the American taxpayer is under any 
obligation to pay for food for people 
who are perfectly capable of working 
and who simply find it easier to live 
off the public dole. 

In 1961, the Federal Government es
tablished a small antihunger program 
in eight U.S. counties, at a cost of $13 
million. This experimental project 
blossomed in the current food stamp 
program that was enacted in 1964 at a 
cost of $56 million. By 1978, it cost ex
actly 100 times the original amount. 
This year, we are talking about a pro
gram that will exceed $12 billion. Cur
rently, 1 out of 10 Americans are re
ceiving food stamps-22 million 
people. We have 94 million taxpayers 
in this country. Every one of those 
taxpayers pays $127 .66 a year to fi
nance this program. The unbelievable 
growth of food stamps tells me that 
structural changes are needed in order 
to reduce the number of able-bodied 
people who are receiving benefits. 
Changes are also needed not only to 
eliminate abuse, but also to cut down 
on the fraud that is so widespread in 
the system. The Food Stamp Reform 
Act achieves these goals by doing the 
following: 

First. Restores the food stamp pur
chase requirement eliminated in 1977, 
with an exemption for the elderly and 
disabled. 

Second. Limits eligibility to those 
with gross incomes at or below 100 
percent of poverty. 

Third. Permits the States to use the 
same assets test as for aid to families 
with dependent children <AFDC>. or in 
the case of the elderly or disabled, per
mits the use of the assets test for sup
plemental security income <SSD. 

Fourth. Requires photo identifica
tion cards be issued and that food 
stamps be countersigned. 

Fifth. Counts as income for eligibil
ity determination such things as 
income tax rebates, Federal energy as
sistance. 

Sixth. Reduces the standard deduc
tion from $85 to $60. 

Seventh. Reduces the age of a child 
which exempts an individual from 
work registration from 6 to 3, except 
where appropriate child care is not 
available. 

Eighth. Freezes the indexing of ben
efit levels; that is, child care deduc
tion, excess shelter deduction. 

Ninth. Requires the States to pay 
for any excess in the error rate above 
3 percent. 

Tenth. Requires that purchases with 
food stamps be made in even dollar 
amounts. Any amount over an even 
amount must be paid by the recipient 
in cash. 

Eleventh. Eliminates the $10 mini
mum benefit. 

Twelfth. Permits the Secretary to 
require cross-matching with dividend 
and interest income information re
ported to the IRS to determine unre
ported income to the household. 

Thirteenth. Permits the States to re
quire repayment through unemploy
ment compensation benefits if a par
ticipant has been receiving food 
stamps through fraudulent means. 

Fourteenth. Permits the States to 
intercept Federal income tax refunds 
to pay for overissuance due to fraud. 

Fifteenth. Simplifies definition of 
"household." 

Sixteenth. Permits, rather than re
quires, the States to provide expedited 
service for certain households. 

Back in November 1980, the investi
gations staff of the Senate Appropria
tions Committee reported that "we be
lieve far too little is being done to 
detect and prosecute food stamp recip
ient fraud." Three years later, in its 
report of February 4, 1983, GAO de
termined that we lose about $1.2 bil
lion every year from the food stamp 
program because of overissuance, 
errors, and fraud. Year after year 
passes, and we still have done relative
ly little to clean up the food stamp 
program. I think it is a national dis
grace, and this bill is designed to do 
something about it. The provisions in 
this bill are roughly divided into three 
categories-tightening up on eligibility 
requirements, addressing fraud and 
abuse and cutting back on waste. 

Mr. President, I have always 
thought it was ludicrous to establish a 
poverty level, and then make food 
stamps eligibility at something above 
that level. If the poverty level, as de
fined by the Office of Management 
and Budget, is too low, then it should 
be changed, but until that is deter
mined to be the case, then eligibility 
for assistance programs should be set 
at 100 percent of the poverty level. 

Likewise, I have never understood 
why we have allowed so many deduc
tions for eligibility determination. If a 
person receives a low-income energy 
assistance check-that is income. 
There is no way you can get around 
that fact. Money is money, no matter 
what form it comes in, and all of that 
should be taken into account when de
termining eligibility. 

According to the GAO report issued 
in February of this year, although 
Federal losses in the food stamp pro
gram can occur in any number of 
ways, the biggest problem lies in how a 
household's eligibility is determined. 
The Food Stamp Reform Act simpli
fies the definition of households eligi
ble to participate in the food stamp 
program in such a way that, with the 
except(on of elderly or disabled per
sons, all individuals living together 
would be defined as a household. 
States would be permitted to draw up 



August 2, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 22159 
criteria to !)rovide certain exceptions, 
if they so desire. 

The bill contains several provisions 
relating to fraud and abuse that I be
lieve are just plain commonsense. The 
requiring of photo-identification cards 
and countersigned stamps, much like 
travelers' checks, will help eliminate 
the black market in food stamps, plus 
help reduce the estimated $20 billion, 
according to GAO, that is lost each 
year due to reported losses and theft 
of food coupons mailed to participat
ing households. Allowing the cross
checking of IRS records to verify in
terest and dividend income, and the re
ported level of assets, such as a savings 
account, is one of the recommenda
tions that GAO makes in it's report. 
Additionally, if a person has received 
food stamps through fraudulent 
means, then we should be able to 
intercept unemployment benefits and 
income tax refunds. 

One of the complaints I hear most 
often from Idahoans about food 
stamps is when a participant buys a 
small item and uses the change from 
the food stamp to purchase beer or 
cigarettes. By requiring even dollar 
purchases, this abuse will be eliminat
ed, and the food stamp participant will 
only have to pay a maximum of 99 
cents. Requiring an out of pocket ex
pense of 1 to 99 cents is hardly an in
tolerable burden. 

Responsible people who work in food 
stamp offices will tell you that the 
"expedited service" requirement is one 
of the most abused provisions of the 
current program. Currently a food 
stamp recipient can request expedited 
service and must receive the assistance 
within 5 days. All this provision does is 
permit the people to hop from food 
stamp office to food stamp office. The 
February GAO report indicates that 
this "multiple participation" is quite 
extensive. Inadequate time for verifi
cation precludes early detection of a 
fraudulent application. Our bill simply 
allows a State to provide expedited 
service, rather than requiring it. 

Finally, this legislation will require 
that the States pay for any excess in 
the error rate above 3 percent. The 
food stamp program currently has an 
error rate of over 10 percent. That is 
totally unacceptable, but the States 
have no real reason to try to correct 
this problem since the program is 100 
percent funded by the Federal Gov
ernment. I believe it is entirely reason
able to require this lower rate, or to 
require reimbursement to the Federal 
Government. 

The GAO report indicates that the 
four most prevalent abuses of the 
system include: 

Failing to accurately report income 
and assets. 

Opening multiple cases. 
Filing false claims of lost or stolen 

coupons and authorization-to-partici
pate cards. 

Failing to report changes that could 
result in terminated eligibility or re
duced benefit levels. 

The bill Senator GARN, Senator ARM
STRONG, and I are offering addresses 
all of these areas and does so in 
manner that will not harm those 
people who are truly eligible for food 
assistance. The food stamp program is 
one of the most abused and wasteful 
programs the Federal Government op
erates, and I think that vast majority 
of the American people agree with me. 
Why Congress is always so hesitant to 
take a stand on this issue and clean up 
the program is beyond me. It is only 
reasonable to think that when we see 
abuse, we should act to do something 
about it. We have made some advances 
in food stamp reform-but it simply 
has not been enough. All of the things 
my bill deals with need to be done. 
They needed to be done years ago, but 
better late than never. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be inserted in the 
RECORD at this time. 

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

s. 1727 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS 
SECTION 1. (a) This Act may be cited as 

the "Food Stamp Reform Act of 1983". 
<b> The table of contents for this Act is as 

follows: 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. References to the Food Stamp Act of 

1977. 
TITLE I-DEFINITIONS 

Sec. 101. Purchase requirement. 
Sec. 102. Households. 
Sec. 103. Adjustment of eligibility and bene

fit levels. 
TITLE II-ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS 

Sec. 201. Income standards of eligibility. 
Sec. 202. Nonrecurring lump-sum payments. 
Sec. 203. Energy assistance payments. 
Sec. 204. Standard deductions. 
Sec. 205. Resource limitations. 

TITLE III-ELIGIBILITY 
DISQUALIFICATIONS 

Sec. 301. Parents and other caretakers of 
children. 

TITLE IV-ISSUANCE AND USE OF 
COUPONS 

Sec. 401. Cash change. 
TITLE V-VALUE OF ALLOTMENT 

Sec. 501. Minimum allotment. 
TITLE VI-ADMINISTRATION 

Sec. 601. Expedited coupon issuance. 
Sec. 602. Photographic identification cards. 
Sec. 603. Countersignature of coupons. 
Sec. 604. Interest and dividend information. 

TITLE VII-COLLECTION AND 
DISPOSITION OF CLAIMS 

Sec. 701. Food stamp intercept of unemploy
ment benefits. 

Sec. 702. Food stamp intercept of Federal 
tax refunds. 

TITLE VIII-ADMINISTRATIVE COST
SHARING AND QUALITY CONTROLS 

Sec. 801. State agency liability for errors. 
TITLE IX-EFFECTIVE DATE 

Sec. 901. Effective date. 
REFERENCES TO THE FOOD STAMP ACT OF 1977 

SEC. 2. Except as otherwise specifically 
provided, whenever in this Act an amend
ment or repeal is expressed in terms of an 
amendment to, or repeal of, a section or 
other provision, the reference shall be con
sidered to be made to a section or other pro
vision of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 <7 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.). 

TITLE I-DEFINITIONS 
PURCHASE REQUIREMENT 

SEC. 101. <a> Section 3(b) <7 U.S.C. 
2012Cb)) is amended by inserting "and any 
amount to be paid by the household for the 
allotment" before the period at the end 
thereof. 

Cb> The first sentence of section 4<a> <7 
U.S.C. 2013(a)) is amended by inserting 
"which has a greater monetary value than 
the charge to be paid for the allotment by 
the households" before the period at the 
end thereof. 

<c> Section 8 <7 U.S.C. 2017> is amended
<1> by striking out the section heading and 

inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"VALUE OF AND CHARGES FOR AL
LOTMENT"; 

<2> by inserting "which is in excess of the 
amount charged the household for the al· 
lotment" after "household" in subsection 
Cb); and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsections: 

"(e) <1> A household shall be charged for 
the allotments issued to them, except that

"CA> allotments shall be issued without 
charge to a household containing an elderly 
or disabled member; and 

"<B> allotments may be issued without 
charge to a household with an income of 
less than $30 per month for a family of four 
under standards of eligibility prescribed by 
the Secretary. 

"(2) The amount of the charge shall rep
resent a reasonable investment on the part 
of the household, except that the charge 
may not exceed 30 per centum of the house
hold's income. 

"(f) Funds derived from the charges made 
for allotments shall be promptly deposited, 
in a manner prescribed in regulations issued 
pursuant to this Act, in a separate account 
maintained in the Treasury of the United 
States for such purpose. The deposits shall 
be available, without limitation to fiscal 
years, for the redemption of coupons.". 

Cd> Section 11 <7 U.S.C. 2020) is amended
(1) in subsection <e>-
<A> by striking out "and" at the end of 

paragraph <20>; and 
CB> by adding at the end thereof the fol

lowing new paragraph: 
"(22> notwithstanding any other provision 

of law, for the institution of procedures 
under which a household participating in 
the food stamp program may have any 
charges for its allotment deducted from any 
payment the household receives under title 
IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 
et seq.) and have its allotment distributed to 
it with the payment;"; and 

<2> In subsection Ch), by striking out 
"Treasury" and all that follows through the 
period at the end thereof and inserting in 
lieu thereof "separate account established 
under section 8Cf), a sum equal to the 
amount by which the value of any coupons 
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issued as a result of the negligence or fraud 
exceeds the amount that was charged for 
the coupons under section 8<e><2>". 

<e> Section 15<a><7 U.S.C. 2024<a» is 
amended by inserting "purchase," after "for 
the". 

<f> Section 18 <7 U.S.C. 2027> is amended
<l> by adding after the first sentence of 

subsection <a> the following new sentence: 
"Such portion of any such appropriation as 
may be required to pay for the value of the 
coupon allotments issued to eligible house
holds which is in excess of the charges paid 
by the households for the allotments shall 
be transferred to and made a part of the 
separate account established under section 
8(f).''; 

<2> by amending the first sentence of sub
section <b> to read as follows: "In any fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall limit the value of 
coupons issued which is in excess of the 
value of coupons for which households are 
charged, to an amount which is not in 
excess of the portion of the appropriation 
for the fiscal year which is transferred to 
the separate account under subsection <a>.''; 
and 

<3> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(f) If the Secretary determines that any 
of the funds in the separate account estab
lished under section 8<f> are no longer re
quired to carry out this Act, the unneeded 
funds shall be paid into the miscellaneous 
receipts of the Treasury.''. 

HOUSEHOLDS 
SEC. 102. Section 3(1) <7 U.S.C. 2012(i)) is 

amended-
(!) by striking out "or who, while living 

with others," in clause <l> of the first sen
tence and inserting in lieu thereof "and"; 

(2) by striking out "separate and apart 
from the others, or" in clause < 1 > of the first 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof a 
comma; 

<3> by striking out "together" the second 
time it appears in clause <2> of the first sen
tence; 

< 4) by inserting before the period at the 
end of the first sentence the following: ", or 
(3) at the option of the State agency, one or 
more individuals who while living with 
others, customarily purchase food and pre
pare meals for home consumption separate 
and apart from the others"; and 

<5> by inserting after the second sentence 
the following new sentence: "Subject to the 
preceding sentence and the limitation of 
clause <2> of the first sentence of this sub
section relating to parents and children, or 
siblings, who live together, a State agency 
may prescribe criteria to determine whether 
one or more individuals who while living 
with others, customarily purchase food and 
prepare meals for home consumption sepa
rate and apart from the others qualify as a 
household under clause <3> of the first sen
tence of this subsection.''. 

ADJUSTMENT OF ELIGIBILITY AND BENEFIT 
LEVELS 

SEC. 103. <a> The second sentence of sec
tion 3(o) <7 U.S.C. 2012(0)) is amended-

<l> by inserting "and" after "September 
30" at the end of clause <5>; and 

<2> by striking out ", <7>" and all that fol
lows through "household size" at the end of 
clause (8). 

<b> Section 5<e> (7 U.S.C. 2014<e» is 
amended-

< 1 > by striking out the second sentence; 
and 

<2> in clause <2> of the fourth sentence, by 
striking out "adjusted (i)" and all that fol-

lows through "twelve months ending the 
preceding June 30,". 

<c> The amendments made by this section 
shall become effective on the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

TITLE II-ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS 
INCOME STANDARDS OF ELIGIBILITY 

SEC. 201. Section 5(C)(2) (7 u.s.c. 
2014<c><2» is amended by striking out "by 
more than 30 per centum". 

NONRECURRING LUMP·SUM PAYMENTS 
SEC. 202. <a> Section 5<d> <7 U.S.C. 

2014(d)) is amended by striking out clause 
(8). 

(b) Section 5<f><l> <7 U.S.C. 2014<f><l» is 
amended-

< 1) by inserting ", other than income of 
the type described in subparagraph <C>," 
after "one year" in subparagraph <A>; and 

<2> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subparagraph: 

<C> Household income for those house
holds that receive income in the form of 
nonrecurring lump-sum payments, includ
ing, but not limited to, income tax refunds, 
rebates, or credits, retroactive lump-sum 
social security or railroad retirement pen
sion payments, and retroactive lump-sum in
surance settlements, shall be income of the 
household in the month received. The 
household shall be ineligible for participa
tion in the food stamp program for the 
whole number of months that equals <D the 
sum of such amount and all other income 
received in such month, not excluded under 
subsection (d), divided by (ii) the nonfarm 
income poverty guidelines applicable to 
such household. Any income remaining 
<which is less than the applicable monthly 
standard> shall be treated as household 
income received in the first month following 
the period of ineligibility determined under 
the preceding sentence.". 

ENERGY ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS 
SEc. 203. <a> Section 5(d) <7 U.S.C. 2014 

Cd)) <as amended by section 202<a> of this 
Act) is amended-

< l> by striking out clause <11>; 
<2> by inserting "and" at the end of clause 

<10>; and 
(3) by redesignating clause (9), <10), and 

<12) as clauses <8>. (9), and (10), respectively. 
<b> Section 2605(f) of the Low-Income 

Home Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 
U.S.C. 8624 (f)) is amended-

<l> by striking out "food stamps,"; and 
<2> by inserting ", other than the Food 

Stamp Act of 1977" before the period at the 
end thereof. 

STANDARD DEDUCTIONS 
SEc. 204. The first sentence of section 5<e> 

<7 U.S.C. 2014<e» is amended by striking out 
"$85" and inserting in lieu thereof "$60". 

RESOURCE LIMITATIONS 
SEC. 205. Section 5(g) <7 U.S.C. 2014(g)) is 

amended-
<l> by striking out "The" in the first sen

tence and inserting in lieu thereof "<l> Sub
ject to paragraph (2), the"; and 

<2> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(2) <A> In lieu of the resource limitations 
provided for in paragraph <l>. a State may, 
if it so elects, establish resource limitations 
provided for in subparagraph <B> only, sub
paragraph <C> only, or both such subpara
graphs. 

"(B)(i) As used in this subparagraph, the 
term 'resources' has the same meaning 
given the term for purposes of determining 
eligibility for benefits under title XVI of the 
Social Security Act <42 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) 

<relating to the supplemental security 
income program>. 

"(ii) If a household includes an elderly or 
disabled member, the combined resources of 
all members of the household may not 
exceed-

" CD in the case of a household consisting 
of only one member, the amount referred to 
in section 16ll<a><l><B><ii> of the Social Se
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1382<a><l><B><ii» <re
lating to an individual having no spouse 
with whom the individual is living>; and 

"<ID in the case of a household consisting 
of more than one member, the amount re
ferred to in section 16ll<a><2><B> of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382<a><2><B» 
<relating to an individual who has an eligi
ble spouse>. 

"<D><D As used in this subparagraph, the 
term 'resouces' has the same meaning given 
the term for purposes of determining eligi
bility for aid under the State plan approved 
under part A of title IV of the Social Securi
ty Act <42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). 

"<ii> If a household does not include an el
derly or disabled member, the combined re
sources of all members of the household 
may not exceed the resource limitation ap
plicable to a household of the same size as 
the household under the State plan ap
proved under part A of title IV of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). 

"<E> The choice by a State to use resource 
limitations under this paragraph in lieu of 
the limitations under paragraph < 1 > shall be 
uniform throughout the State.". 

TITLE III-ELIGIBILITY 
DISQUALIFICATIONS 

PARENTS AND OTHER CARETAKERS OF CHILDREN 
SEC. 301. Clause <B> of section 6(d)(2) <7 

U.S.C. 2915<D><2><B» is amended to read as 
follows: "CB> a parent or other member of a 
household with responsibility for the care 
of (i) a dependent child who is under three 
years of age, (ii) a dependent child who is 
three years of age or older but under six 
years of age, in any case in which adequate 
care is not otherwise available, or <iii> an in
capacitated person;". 

TITLE V-ISSUANCE AND USE OF 
COUPONS 

CASH CHANGE 
SEc. 401. Section 7<b> <7 U.S.C. 2016(b)) is 

amended-
<l> by striking out ": Provided further," 

and all that follows through the period at 
the end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof 
a period; and 

<2> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new sentences: "Change in any form, 
other than uncancelled or unmarked cou
pons which were previously accepted for eli
gible foods, may not be given to eligible 
households for food purchases. Eligible 
households using coupons to purchase food 
shall pay cash for the amount of such pur
chase which exceeds the value of the lowest 
coupon denomination issued.". 

TITLE V-V ALUE OF ALLOTMENT 
MINIMUM ALLOTMENT 

SEC. 501. Section 8<a> <7 U.S.C. 2017<a» is 
amended by striking out the colon after 
"dollar" and all that follows through the 
period at the end thereof and inserting in 
lieu thereof a period. 

TITLE VI-ADMINISTRATION 
EXPEDITED COUPON ISSUANCE 

SEc. 601. Paragraph <9> of section ll<e> <7 
U.S.C. 2020(2)(9)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 
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"(9) at the option of the State agency, for 

the provision of coupons on an expedited 
basis to categories of households designated 
by the State agency to be in immediate need 
because such households each have-

"<A> household income, as described in 
section 5(d), that is less than $85 per month; 
and 

"<B> financial resources, as described in 
section 5(g), that do not exceed $100;". 

PHOTOGRAPHIC IDENTIFICATION CARDS 

SEc. 602. Section ll<e><l6> <7 U.S.C. 
2020<e><l6)) is amended by striking out "in 
those" and all that follows through "integri
ty,". 

COUNTERSIGNATURE OF COUPONS 

SEC. 603. Section ll<e> <7 U.S.C. 2020<e» 
<as amended by section lOl<d><l> of this 
Act> is amended by adding at the end there
of the following new paragraph: 

"(23> that the State agency shall require a 
member of a household to sign a coupon at 
the time the coupon is issued to, and used 
by, the member;". 

INTEREST AND DIVIDEND INCOME 

SEC. 604. <a> Section 11 <7 U.S.C. 2020> is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"<o> The Secretary, in consultation with 
the Inspector General of the Department of 
Agriculture, may require a State agency, the 
Inspector General, or both, to request and 
utilize information available under section 
61030><9> of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 pertaining to the interest and dividend 
income of the households in any State or 
area if the Secretary determines that such 
action would aid in protecting the integrity 
of the food stamp program in such State or 
area.". 

<b><l> Section 6103(1) of the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 <relating to disclosure of 
returns and return information for purposes 
other than tax administration> is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

"(9) Disclosure of certain return informa
tion to Federal, State, and local agencies ad
ministering federally funded needs-based 
programs. 

"<A> Return information from Internal 
Revenue Service.-The Secretary shall, 
upon written request, disclose interest and 
dividend data from automated files contain
ing return information from information re: 
turns made pursuant to section 6041, 6042, 
and 6049 to officers and employees of an ap
propriate Federal, State, or local agency ad
ministering a federally funded needs-based 
program. 

"<B> Restriction on disclosure.-The Sec
retary shall disclose return information 
under subparagraph <A> only for purposes 
of, and to the extent necessary in, determin
ing an individual's eligibility for benefits, or 
the amount of benefits, under a federally 
funded needs-based program,". 

<2><A> Paragraph <2> of section 6103<a> of 
such Code is amended by striking out "or of 
any local child support enforcement 
agency" and inserting in lieu thereof ", any 
local child support enforcement agency, or 
any local agency administering a federally 
funded needs-based program". 

<B> Subparagraph <A> of section 
6103(p)(3) of such Code <relating to records 
of inspection and disclosure> is amended by 
striking out "or (8)" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "(8), or (9)". 

<C> Paragraph <4> of section 6103<p> of 
such Code <relating to safeguards) is amend
ed by striking out "or <8>" in so much of 
such paragraph as precedes subparagraph 

<A> thereof and inserting in lieu thereof 
"(8), or (9)". 

<D> Clause m of section 6103<p><4><F> of 
such Code is amended by striking out "or 
(8)" and inserting in lieu thereof "(8), or 
(9)". 

<E> The first sentence of paragraph <2> of 
section 7213<a> of such Code is amended by 
striking out "or <8>'' and inserting in lieu 
thereof "(8), or <9>". 

TITLE VII-COLLECTION AND DISPOSI
TION OF CLAIMS FOOD STAMP 
INTERCEPT OF UNEMPLOYMENT 
BENEFITS 
SEc. 701. <a> Section 13 <7 U.S.C. 2022> is 

amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(c)<l) A State agency may determine on a 
periodic basis, from information supplied 
pursuant to section 3<b> of the Wagner
Peyser Act <29 U.S.C. 49b(b)), whether an 
individual receiving compensation under the 
State's unemployment compensation law 
<including amounts payable pursuant to an 
agreement under a Federal unemployment 
compensation law> owes an uncollected 
overissuance. 

"<2> A State agency may recover an uncol
lected overissuance-

"<A> by entering into an agreement with 
an individual described in paragraph < 1 > 
under which specified amounts will be with
held from unemployment compensation 
otherwise payable to the individual and fur
nishing a copy of the agreement to the 
State agency administering the unemploy
ment compensation law, or 

"(B) in the absence of an agreement, by 
obtaining a writ, order, summons, or other 
similar process in the nature of garnish
ment from a court of competent jurisdiction 
to require the withholding of amounts from 
the unemployment compensation. 

"<3> As used in this subsection, the term 
'uncollected overissuance' means the 
amount of an overissuance of coupons, as 
determined under subsection <b><l>, which 
has not been recovered pursuant to subsec
tion <b><l>.". 

<b><l> Section ll<e> <7 U.S.C. 2020(e)) <as 
amended by section 603 of this Act> is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"(24) at the option of the State, for proce
dures necessary to obtain payment of uncol
lected overissuance of coupons from unem
ployment compensation pursuant to section 
13<c>; and". 

<2> Section 3(b) of the Wagner-Peyser Act 
(29 U.S.C. 49b(b)), as amended by sections 
18l<i> and 501 of the Job Training Partner
ship Act <96 Stat. 1356 and 1392), is amend
ed-

<A> by striking out "or" the second place 
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof a 
comma; and 

<B> by inserting after "such Act," the fol
lowing: "or of a State agency charged with 
the administration of the food stamp pro
gram in a State under the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 <7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.),". 

<3> Section 303<d> of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 503<d» is amended-

<A> by redesignating pargraphs <2> and (3) 
as paragraphs <3> and (4), respectively; and 

<B> inserting after paragraph <l> the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"<2><A> The State agency charged with 
the administration of the State law-

"(i) may require each new applicant for 
unemployment compensation to disclose 
whether the applicant owes an uncollected 
overissuance <as defined in section 13<c><3> 

of the Food Stamp Act of 1977> of food 
stamp coupons, 

"(ii) may notify the State food stamp 
agency to which the uncollected overis
suance is owed that the applicant has been 
determined to be eligible for unemployment 
compensation if the applicant discloses 
under clause m that the applicant owes an 
uncollected overissuance and the applicant 
is determined to be so eligible, 

"<iii> may deduct and withhold from any 
unemployment compensation otherwise 
payable to an individual-

"(!) the amount specified by the individ
ual to the State agency to be deducted and 
withheld under this clause, 

"<II> the amount (if any> determined pur
suant to an agreement submitted to the 
State food stamp agency under section 
13<c><2><A> of the Food Stamp Act of 1977, 
or 

"<III> any amount otherwise required to 
be deducted and withheld from the unem
ployment compensation pursuant to section 
13<c><2><B> of such Act, and 

"(iv> shall pay any amount deducted and 
withheld under clause <iii> to the appropri
ate State food stamp agency. 

"CB> Any amount deducted and withheld 
under subparagraph <A><iii> shall for all 
purposes be treated as if it were paid to the 
individual as unemployment compensation 
and paid by the individual to the State food 
stamp agency to which the uncollected over
issuance is owed as repayment of the indi
vidual's uncollected overissuance. 

"CC> For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term 'unemployment compensation' means 
any compensation payable under the State 
law <including amounts payable pursuant to 
an agreement under a Federal unemploy
ment compensation law>. 

"(D) A State food stamp agency to which 
an uncollected overissuance is owed shall re
imburse the State agency charged with the 
administration of the State unemployment 
compensation law for the administrative 
costs incurred by the State agency under 
this paragraph which are attributable to re
payment of uncollected overissuance to the 
State food stamp agency to which the un
collected overissuance is owed.". 

FOOD STAMP INTERCEPT OF FEDERAL TAX 
REFUNDS 

SEC. 702. <a> Section 13 <7 U.S.C. 2022> <as 
amended by section 70l<a> of this Act> is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(d)(l) Except as provided in paragraph 
<7>, a State agency may inform the Secre
tary of the Treasury of the identity of an 
individual who owes an uncollected overis
suance and the amount of the uncollected 
overissuance. 

"<2> Upon receiving notice from a State 
agency pursuant to paragraph < 1), the Sec
retary of the Treasury shall determine 
whether any amounts, as refunds of Federal 
taxes paid, are payable to the named indi
vidual <regardless of whether the individual 
filed a tax return as a married or unmarried 
individual>. If the Secretary of the Treasury 
finds that an amount is payable, the Secre
tary of the Treasury shall withhold from 
the refunds an amount equal to the amount 
of the uncollected overissuance, and pay the 
amount to the State agency <together with 
notice of the individual's home address>. 

"<3> If the offset procedure is applied for 
the benefit of a State agency pursuant to 
paragraph <2), the State agency must pay a 
fee to the Secretary of the Treasury to re
imburse the Secretary for the full cost of 
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applying such procedure. Such fees shall be 
credited to the appropriation accounts 
which bore all or part of the costs involved 
in making the collections. 

"<4> The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
issue regulations, approved by the Secre
tary, which prescribe-

"<A> the time at which a State agency 
must submit notice of an uncollected overis
suance; 

"<B> the manner in which the notice must 
be submitted; 

"CC> the necessary information which 
must be contained in or accompany the 
notice; and 

"CD> the amount of the fee that a State 
agency must pay to reimburse the Secretary 
pursuant to paragraph (3). 

"(5) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
advise the Secretary, at least annually, of

"<A> the State agencies which have fur
nished notices of uncollected overissuances 
under this subsection; 

"<B> the number of cases in each State 
with respect to which the notices have been 
furnished under this subsection; 

"CC> the amount of uncollected overis
suances sought to be collected under this 
subsection by each State; and 

"CD> the amount of the collections actual
ly made under this subsection in the case of 
each State agency. 

"<6> As used in this subsection, the term 
'uncollected overissuance' means the 
amount of an overissuance of coupons, as 
determined under subsection (b)(l), which 
has not been collected pursuant to subsec
tion Cb><l> or <c> within three months of the 
determination of the overissuance. 

"(7) An uncollected overissuance shall be 
subject to the offset procedure described in 
this subsection if the amount of the uncol
lected overissuance in the current or previ
ous taxable years and any other amounts 
owed to the State agency under similar pro
visions of Federal law equals $100 or more.". 

<b><l> Section U<e> <7 U.S.C. 2020<e» <as 
amended by section 70l<b><l> of this Act> is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"(25> at the option of the State agency, 
for procedures necessary to obtain payment 
of uncollected overissuances of coupons 
from Federal tax refunds pursuant to sec
tion 13(d).". 

<2> The proviso of the first sentence of 
section 16<a> <7 U.S.C. 2025Ca)) is amended 
by striking out "section 13Cb)(l) of this Act" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "subsections 
Cb><l>. Cc), and Cd> of section 13". 

(3) Section 6402Cc> of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 is amended-

<A> by striking out so much of such sub
section as precedes "The amount of" and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

"Cc> OFFsETs.-
"( l) OFFSET OF PAST DUE SUPPORT AGAINST 

OVERPAYMENTS.-''; 
<B> by striking out "subsection" in the 

third sentence of paragraph < 1 > and insert
ing in lieu thereof "paragraph"; and 

<C> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(2) OFFSET OF FOOD STAMP OVERISSUANCES 
AGAINST OVERPAYMENTS.-The amount of any 
overpayment to be refunded to the person 
making the overpayment shall be reduced 
by the amount of any uncollected overis
sance <as defined in section 13Cd><6> of the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977> of food stamp cou
pons owed by that person and with respect 
to which the Secretary has been notified by 
a State agency in accordance with section 
13Cd> of the Food Stamp Act of 1977. The 

Secretary shall remit the amount by which 
the overpayment is so reduced to the State 
agency to which the uncollected overis
suance is due and notify the person who 
made the overpayment that so much of the 
overpayment as was necessary to satisfy the 
person's obligation for an uncollected over
issance has been paid to the State agency. 
This paragraph shall be applied to an over
payment after such overpayment has been 
reduced (pursuant to paragraph (1)) by the 
amount <if any) of past-due support owed by 
such person and prior to the crediting of 
such overpayment against such person's 
future liability for an internal revenue 
tax.". 

Cc> The amendments made by this section 
shall apply to taxable years ending after De
cember 31, 1983. 

TITLE VIII-ADMINISTRATIVE COST
SHARING AND QUALITY CONTROLS 
STATE AGENCY LIABILITY FOR 
ERRORS 
SEC. 801. <a> Section 16 <7 U.S.C. 2025) is 

amended-
(1) by striking out subsections Cc> and Cd) 

and redesignating subsections Ce), Cf), and 
(g) as subsections Cd), Ce), and Cf), respective
ly; and 

<2> by inserting after subsection Cb> the 
following new subsection: 

"(c)(l) As used in this subsection-
"CA> the term 'dollar value equivalent' 

means the value of allotments determined 
by multiplying the payment error rate for a 
fiscal year by the dollar value of all allot
ments issued during that fiscal year by a 
State agency; and 

"CB> the term 'payment error rate' means 
the percentage of all allotments issued in a 
fiscal year by a state agency which are-

"(i) issued to households which fail to 
meet the eligibility requirements estab
lished under section 5 or 6; and 

"(ii) overissued to households which meet 
such requirements. 

"(2) The Secretary shall institute an error 
rate reduction program under which each 
State agency shall, other than for good 
cause as determined by the Secretary, pay 
to the Secretary or have withheld by the 
Secretary as described in paragraph <4), the 
dollar value equivalent of the any payment 
error rate of the State agency which is over 
3 per centum, as determined by the Secre
tary. 

"(3) If the Secretary makes a claim 
against a State for payment under para
graph (2), the State may seek administra
tive and judicial review of such claim under 
the procedures set forth in section 14. 

"(4) If a claim made against a State for 
payment under paragraph (2) is ultimately 
determined to be valid or is not contested by 
the State, the claim shall be collected by 
the Secretary through State payment, with
holding amounts otherwise payable to the 
State agency under this Act, or other mech
anisms authorized by subchapter II of chap
ter 37 of title 31, United States Code. Such a 
claim may be collected on a monthly, quar
terly, semiannual, or annual basis, as deter
mined by the Secretary.". 

Cb)Cl) Section 11 <7 U.S.C. 2020) is amend
ed-

CA> by striking out "section 16Ce)" in sub
section (e)(3) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"sections 16Cd)"; and 

CB> by striking out "sections 16(a) and 
16(c)" in the second sentence of subsection 
(g) and inserting in lieu thereof "section 
16Ca)". 

<2> Section 18<e> <7 U.S.C. 2027 Ce» is 
amended by striking out the second sen
tence. 

<c><l> Section 11 <7 U.S.C. 2020) <as 
amended by seciton 604(a) of t~1is Act) is 
amended by striking out subsection Ch> and 
redesignating subsections (i) through Co> as 
subsections Ch> through <n>. respectively. 

(2) Section 11Ce)(2) <7 U.S.C. 2020 <e><2» is 
amended by striking out "subsection (i)" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "subsection 
(h)". 

(3) The first sentence of section 18(e) <7 
U.S.C 2027(e)) is amended by striking out 
"11 (g) and Ch)" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"ll(g)". 

TITLE IX-EFFECTIVE DATE 
EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 901. Except as provided in sections 
103(c) and 702(c) of this Act, the amend
ments made by this Act shall become effec
tive on October 1, 1983.e 
e Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join my colleagues, Sen
ators McCLURE and GARN, introducing 
this major food stamp reform. 

This program is out of control. 
I hear from Coloradans all the time 

about various abuses they see every 
day in the grocery stores. In the last 
year, nearly 500 people have written to 
me to express their concern about this 
program, and I know other Senators 
hear the same fears from their con
stituents. 

People were outraged to hear the 
case of the Texas housepainter <re
ported in the Washington Post of Sep
tember 29, 1982) who had applied for 
food stamps 75 times in 23 different 
States, and had stolen $14,000 worth 
of stamps from the program. This 
went on for 2 years before he was fi
nally caught. 

Investigators in Chicago in Septem
ber of 1982 arrested 42 persons for 
food stamp fraud, and found that 24 
of them were Federal employees. All 
told, these people had stolen $500,000 
worth of food stamps. A similar inves
tigation in Indianapolis at the same 
time resulted in 21 arrests of store 
owners, not food stamp recipients, who 
had traded cash for food stamps and 
turned in the fraudulent stamps in 
violation of Federal laws. 

An investigation in Virginia known 
as "Operation Sandcrab" turned up 40 
arrests of food stamp cheaters who 
had illegally exchanged the coupons 
for stereos, cars, guns, drugs, clothes, 
and other luxuries. 

Mr. President, it is impossible to 
know how many more people have 
been involved in food stamp fraud and 
abuse. But the General Accounting 
Office estimated in its February 1983 
report that waste, abuse, and error 
result in losses approaching $2 billion 
per year. And it is important to note 
that those who are most hurt by these 
abuses are the people who really need 
food stamps. That is $2 billion that 
could have gone to families who 
needed it. For instance, the same GAO 
report estimates that $500 million 
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worth of food stamps are underissued; 
that is, that people were given inad
equate amounts based on their entitle
ments. And the net losses from these 
errors could have provided food stamp 
benefits to 1. 7 million needy people for 
2 years. 

The legislation we are introducing 
today is aimed at solving the real prob
lems that caused these abuses. We 
must redouble our efforts to catch 
those who cheat the system, and cheat 
the poor, but at the same time, I think 
it is especially important that we solve 
the institutional problems that allow 
these abuses to occur. 

For example, GAO reported that 
during 1981, 16,000 cases of recipient 
fraud were actually adjudicated, but 
suggests that fraud is much more 
prevalent than that. New York City in 
1981 made almost no investigations of 
cases involving inaccurate reporting of 
income or recipient of multiple bene
fits, and none were ever ref erred for 
adjudication. In California the same 
year, 14,000 potential fraud cases were 
investigated but only 242 were ever re
f erred for adjudication. 

Part of the problem is that States 
have little incentive for cracking down 
on these abuses. The Federal Govern
ment pays all of the benefits and a 
substantial share of the administrative 
costs of the program, and States are 
not required to pay for errors, so long 
as the error rate is no more than 10 
percent. 

But the GAO report lists many 
other means whereby the States could 
do a better job of enforcing the food 
stamp laws. Cross-checking of comput
er files to determine multiple applica
tions, and to check other income 
sources is one way States could be 
more sure that a person really needs 
food stamps. And the ability to check 
IRS records to see that a person re
ports all his income on a food stamp 
application is another method of re
ducing this fraud. 

The legislation we are introducing 
will correct these problems. It address
es 16 particular changes in the system 
designed to give States the tools and 
the incentives needed to avoid this 
kind of waste in the future. And if we 
expect this program to accomplish its 
intended purpose, we must act on 
these matters now. 

The food stamp program began as 
an experiment in eight counties in 
1961. That experiment, which cost the 
taxpayers $13 million, served 150,000 
people. It blossomed into the food 
stamp program in 1964 at a cost of $56 
million. By 1978 the program had 
reached literally 100 times its original 
cost, and this year it is expected that 
the program will cost $12 billion to op
erate. And today more than 22 million 
Americans receive food stamps. 

The rapid increases in the cost of 
this program are hard to justify in 
these severe economic times. But they 
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are impossible to justify until we ad
dress the abuses. I encourage the 
Senate to act expeditiously on this bill 
and I commend Senator McCLURE for 
his leadership on what I think is 
among the most important issues of 
our times.e 

By Mr. NUNN (for himself, Mr. 
MATTINGLY, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. 
CHILES, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. 
HEFLIN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
HUDDLESTON, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. 
ZORINSKY, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. 
ABDNOR, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
EAST, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. HAT
FIELD, Mr. HELMS, Mr. KASTEN, 
Mr. LAXALT, Mr. PERCY, Mr. 
TOWER, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. BENTSEN, and Mr. 
INOUYE): 

S.J. Res. 142. Joint resolution desig
nating the week of October 3 through 
October 9, 1983, as "National Produc
tivity Improvement Week"; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL PRODUCTIVITY IMPROVEMENT WEEK 

• Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, for sever
al years it has been my pleasure to in
troduce a Senate joint resolution des
ignating a week in October as "Nation
al Productivity Improvement Week." 
Because one of the most important 
economic issues facing our Nation is 
the urgent need to gain a better un
derstanding of the crippling effect of 
declining or stagnating productivity on 
the economic health of the United 
States, I am pleased once again to 
off er this joint resolution on behalf of 
the American Institute of Industrial 
Engineers. This resolution calls on the 
President of the United States to pro
claim October 3 through October 9, 
1983, as "National Productivity Im
provement Week" for 1983. 

As you may know, from 1948 to 1978 
American productivity grew at a 
rather steady annual rate of 2.2 per
cent. However, since 1978, though 
there have been varying degrees of 
quarterly increases and decreases, pro
ductivity growth has stalled. This is a 
dangerous situation because the trend 
to increased wages and salaries with
out an accompanying increase in pro
ductivity leads to more dollars chasing 
fewer goods and services, which is one 
of the root causes of inflation. There
fore, it is extremely important that we 
recognize the need to continually in
crease productivity in order to help 
combat the continuing danger of infla
tion. Such increased productivity 
would also help remedy our balance of 
trade problem and increase our nation
al standard of living. 

According to the Congressional Re
search Service, there are at least five 
factors which contribute to a general 
slowdown in productivity growth. 
First, increases in the price of energy 
over the last decade have caused a 
shift away from the production of 

goods using large amounts of energy 
toward the production of goods using 
smaller amounts of energy. The type 
of industries which use smaller 
amounts of energy tend to have lower 
rates of productivity growth. Second, 
increases in the cost of capital over 
labor have led some industries to favor 
increases in the use of labor over the 
use of capital equipment which would 
have increased productivity. Third, in
creases in the cost of financing such 
productivity increasing equipment 
have discouraged its purchase. Fourth, 
the advent of less productive younger 
workers of the baby-boom generation 
into the work force has decreased pro
ductivity. Finally, throughout the 
decade of the 1970's, increased Gov
ernment regulations concerning safety 
and pollution control caused the diver
sion of capital into equipment to deal 
with these problems which does not 
necessarily increase productivity. 

We must remember that productivi
ty growth can help to hold down infla
tion. Besides helping to break the 
wage-price spiral, it can help to im
prove the security of American jobs. 
At a time of such serious unemploy
ment, the retention of American jobs 
is vitally important. Over the decade 
of the 1970's it has been estimated 
that declining U.S competitiveness 
cost $125 billion in lost production and 
2 million lost jobs. This problem, 
which some ref er to as structural un
employment, is directly related to the 
fact that our foreign competitors have 
consistently attained average produc
tivity gains much higher than that of 
the United States. 

There are numerous ways in which 
productivity growth may be encour
aged, such as increased rates of capital 
investment, reduced energy costs, and 
improved research and development 
efforts. However, any successful solu
tion to our productivity crisis will re
quire a clearer appreciation of both 
the serious effects of declining produc
tivity, as well as the potential that a 
reversal of this trend holds for reduc
ing the threat of a revival of double
digit inflation. 

Mr. President, I am therefore 
pleased to note that once again the 
American Institute of Industrial Engi
neers, whose members are actively en
gaged in management of plant design 
and engineering, systems engineering, 
production and quality control, energy 
conservation, performance and oper
ations standards, and material flow 
system and operations research, has 
continued their public information 
campaign to promote a better under
standing of the critical aspects of pro
ductivity improvement. Efforts such as 
these are to be commended and en
couraged, and I am pleased to join in 
the cosponsorship of this joint resolu
tion designating October 3 through 9, 
1983 as "National Productivity Im-
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provement Week." I am hopeful that 
the Senate will act expeditiously on 
this resolution.e 
• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the resolution in
troduced by my distinguished col
league from Georgia, Senator NUNN. It 
is only fitting that we commemorate 
the week of October 3, 1983, as Nation
al Productivity Week. 

The Nation has recently endured the 
worst recession since the Great De
pression of the 1930's. However, we are 
now entering a period of sustained eco
nomic growth without runaway infla
tion. With disinflation, profits can no 
longer be realized via price hikes. The 
marketplace will not tolerate higher 
prices or wages in an environment of 
declining inflation. Instead the only 
way to generate larger profits is 
through productivity savings. Stable 
prices force a reduction in costs which 
results in improved income levels. 

For the corporation, both large and 
small, this means streamlining man
agement, reducing labor costs, and 
purchasing more productive technolo
gy. The American worker plays a criti
cal role in this process. If our Nation's 
industry is to regain its competitive 
position, improved productivity must 
occur. For labor, this does not repre
sent only sacrifice. The best way I 
know to guarantee jobs is to insure 
that our products are superior from a 
price and quality viewpoint. Productiv
ity is paramount to accomplishing this 
goal. Today, as economic activity bur
geons, new strides in productivity are 
being attained. I applaud both man
agement and labor for these gains. 
Controlling inflation is critical to the 
continuation of this process. National 
Productivity Week will highlight the 
importance efficiency plays in our Na
tion's economic well-being.e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 269 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
name of the Senator from Utah <Mr. 
HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
269, a bill to provide for the disposal 
of silver from the national defense 
stockpile through the issuance of 
silver coins. 

s. 914 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
names of the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. ABDNOR), the Senator 
from Texas <Mr. BENTSEN), the Sena
tor from West Virginia <Mr. BYRD), 
the Senator from Minnesota <Mr. 
BoscHWITZ), the Senator from Kansas 
<Mr. DOLE), the Senator from Missouri 
<Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator from 
Alaska (Mr. MURICOWSKI), and the 
Senator from Delaware <Mr. ROTH) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 914, a 
bill to protect firearms owners' consti
tutional rights, civil liberties, and 
rights to privacy. 

s. 1256 

At the request of Mr. EAGLETON, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts <Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1256, a bill to authorize 
special assistance for desegregation ac
tivities. 

s. 1301 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the 
name of the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. PRESSLER) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1301, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
allow a credit against tax for expenses 
incurred in the care of elderly family 
members. 

s. 1302 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
MATSUNAGA) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1302, a bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act with respect 
to purchase and rentals of durable 
medical equipment. 

s. 1306 

At the request of Mr. MATHIAS, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana 
<Mr. QUAYLE) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1306, a bill to amend the 
patent law to restore the term of the 
patent grant for the period of time 
that nonpatent regulatory require
ments prevent the marketing of a pat
ented product. 

s. 1520 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
<Mr. SARBANES) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1520, a bill to authorize re
dress payments to certain residents of 
the United States of Japanese-Ameri
can, Aleut, or other ancestry who were 
interned, detained, or forcibly relo
cated by the United States during 
World War II, and for other purposes. 

s. 1602 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1602, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a 
partial exclusion for dividends and in
terest beginning in 1983. 

s. 1634 

At the request of Mr. WALLOP, the 
name of the Senator from Utah <Mr. 
GARN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1634, a bill to amend the Mineral 
Lands Leasing Act of 1920 and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1661 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
<Mr. JOHNSTON) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1661, a bill to amend the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to make 
technical corrections with respect to 
the application after 1983 of the per
centage depletion allowance to oil and 
natural gas resulting from secondary 
or tertiary processes. 

2. 1666 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
<Mr. SIMPSON) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1666, a bill to amend the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to reduce 
the capital gains tax rates for individ
uals who hold new issues of stock at 
least 5 years. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 1 7 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas <Mr. 
DOLE) was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 17, a joint res
olution proposing an amendment to 
the Constitution to provide for the 
direct popular election of the Presi
dent and Vice President of the United 
States. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 113 

At the request of Mr. WILSON, the 
names of the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
BENTSEN) and the Senator from Texas 
<Mr. TOWER) were added as cosponsors 
of Senate Joint Resolution 113, a joint 
resolution to provide for the designa
tion of the week beginning June 3 
through June 9, 1984, as "National 
Theater Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 121 

At the request of Mr. ABDNOR, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas 
(Mrs. KASSEBAUM) was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
121, a joint resolution to designate No
vember 1983 as "National Diabetes 
Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 136 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas 
<Mr. DoLE), the Senator from Ken
tucky <Mr. FoRD), and the Senator 
from New Jersey <Mr. LAUTENBERG) 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 136, a joint resolu
tion to recognize "Volunteer Firefight
ers Recognition Day," as a tribute to 
the bravery and self-sacrifice of our 
volunteer firefighters. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 130 

At the request of Mr. GORTON, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
<Mr. DECONCINI) and the Senator 
from Nevada <Mr. LAxALT) were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Resolution 
130, a resolution expressing the sense 
of the Senate that the President 
should award the Presidential Medal 
of Freedom to Barney Clark, to be pre
sented to his family in his memory. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 
TO MEET 

COMMITI'EE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portat.i.on be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, August 2, to meet in execu-
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tive session to consider pending calen
dar business. 

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

SUBCOMJillT'l'EE ON ENERGY, NUCLEAR 
PROLIFERATION AND GOVERNMENT PROCESSES 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Energy, Nuclear Prolifera
tion and Government Processes of the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs 
be authorized to meet during the ses
sion of the Senate on Wednesday, 
August 3, to hold an oversight hearing 
on the collection of criminal fines. 

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author
ized to meet in closed session during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes
day, August 3, to receive a briefing on 
intelligence matters. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO MSGR. WILLIAM T. 
MURPHY 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to a distin
guished member of New York's clergy, 
Msgr. William T. Murphy, associate 
pastor of St. Catharine's Church. This 
past month Monsignor Murphy cele
brated the 50th anniversary of his or
dination. A splendid accomplishment 
indeed. 

Recently, the Pelham Sun printed a 
front page article outlining Monsignor 
Murphy's distinguished career. I 
would like to share that article with 
my colleagues and ask that it be print
ed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
MONSIGNOR MURPHY Is 50 YEARS A PRIEST 
Monsignor William T. Murphy, associate 

pastor of St. Catharine's Church, celebrated 
50 years in the priesthood recently. His re
ponse to congratulations is "Incredible!" 

He was ordained at St. Patrick's Cathe
d~ral on June 10, 1933, by Patrick Cardinal 
Hayes. Parishioners of St. Catharine's 
Church celebrated on June 19, due to earlier 
parchial and school concerns. 

Born in Greenwich Village, Manhattan, 
Msgr. Murphy attended parochial schools 
and graduated from St. Joseph's Seminary 
in Yonkers. His first assignment was St. Jo
seph's Church in Middletown, New York, 
where he served for three years. He has a 
distinct memory of each succeeding assign
ment, seven in all, but insists that no special 
memories stand out. It has been just day by 
day parochial duties: Masses, preaching, ad
ministering sacraments, hearing confes
sions. 

Within one exception: during World War 
II, a new church, "A different kind of 
church", Our Lady of Victory, ministering 
to business people in the Wall Street area of 

Manhattan, was built during Father Mur
phy's pastorate,. which extended from 1944-
47. It still stands, and is doing fine, he says, 
with just a hint of pride. Its founding and 
construction received wide coverage at the 
time, as any one who lived in New York City 
at the time well remembers. 

Made a Monsignor in 1966, while pastor of 
St. Joseph's Church in New Windsor, N.Y., 
Father Murphy was assigned to St. Gabri
el's in New Rochelle in 1969, where he re
mained until 1975. In 1976, he came to 
Pelham which he loves. 

He says Pelham is beautiful the people 
wonderful, "very much like my first parish". 
St. Catharine's parish is "like a huge family. 
That's the influence of Msgr. Philip 
Murphy". He very much enjoys working 
with Msgr. Philip Murphy and the other 
priests, Father Butler, who has been at St. 
Catharine's for 23 years and Msgr. Darcy, 
the apostolate for deaf and speech disabled 
for this area, in residence in Pelham. 

The necessity of closing St. Catharine's 
School is heartbreaking to Msgr. Murphy, 
but he is glad there are other parochial 
schools nearby. 

Fifty years of "parochial duties" means 
fifty years of ministering to human needs. 
While he is required to retire this year upon 
reaching the age of 75, Msgr. Murphy says 
that he will be permitted to continue his 
duties so long as he wishes to do so and is 
able. And he finds that very fortunate.e 

RESTORING MOST-FAVORED
NATION STATUS TO POLAND 

e Mr. EAST. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that there are continu
ing discussions within the Department 
of State and the Office of the U.S. 
Trade Representative of restoring 
most-favored-nation status to Poland. 
Dr. Magnus J. Krynski of Duke Uni
versity, in a recent letter to Mr. Fred
erick Montgomery of the Trade Repre
sentative's Office, argues forcefully 
and knowledgeably against such resto
ration. I believe Dr. Krynski's argu
ments are compelling, and I recom
mend that my colleagues consider 
them seriously. I ask that Dr. Kryns
ki's letter be printed in full in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The letter follows: 
PO MOST, 

Socio-PoLITICAL MOVEMENT, 
Durham, N.C., May 30, 1983. 

Mr. FREDERICK MONTGOMERY, 
Chairman, Trade Policy Staff Committee, 

Office of the U.S. Trade Representative, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. MONTGOMERY: Mr. Christopher 
Rae, Coordinator of the Executive Commit
tee of POMOST, A Polish-American organi
zation with headquarters in Chicago, Illi
nois, and branches in fifteen other states, 
asked me to write to you in connection with 
the memorandum addressed to your office 
some time ago by Mr. Mitchell Kobelinski. 
We know of Mr. Kobelinski's memorandum, 
in which he argued the case for the restora
tion of the Most Favored Nation status to 
Poland from Kurier Polski i Polonijny of 
March 1983 <No. U, which printed a lengthy 
summary of his arguments. 

Mr. Kobelinski's memorandum is intellec
tually unconvincing and his views run 
counter to the majority opinion of Polish 
Americans. Why then is it necessary to 
reply to his memorandum? Mr. Kobelinski 

is a former director of the U.S. Import
Export Bank and a former director of the 
U.S. Small Business Administration. His 
successful career in the past should not ob
scure the fact that his present argumenta
tion is unsound and that his advocacy of 
economic collaboration with the unpalata
ble Jaruzelski regime is generally rejected 
by the Polish-American community as mor
ally ambiguous. 

Before dealing with the specifics of Mr. 
Kobelinski's memorandum, a brief comment 
on the major Polish-American organizations 
and their attitudes is necessary. 

Virtually all the major Polish-American 
organizations strongly support all the sanc
tions in force at the present moment. In 
fact, many Polish Americans feel that the 
sanctions do not go far enough. POMOST, 
the largest and fastest-growing pro-Solidari
ty organization, is strongly in favor of sanc
tions. Other major pro-Solidarity organiza
tions, such as the Committees in Support of 
Solidarity of New York and Philadelphia, 
Support of Solidarity of Boston, and Soli
darity International of Connecticut and 
New York, also favor sanctions. I speak of 
these matters from firsthand knowledge as 
POMOST's liaison officer to our fraternal 
pro-Solidarity organizations in the North
east. I can also say with authority, as a 
member of the Board of Directors of the 
Polish Institute of Arts and Sciences in New 
York <the prestigious organization of acade
micians, writers, and artists> that the 
Polish-American intellectual community 
also backs the sanctions. Finally, even the 
Polish American Congress, the organization 
which represents older generations of 
Polish Americans and is perhaps least re
sponsive to issues of foreign policy, is also 
officially strongly on record as supporting 
sanctions. This is of utmost importance, 
since Mr. Kobelinski is a former chairman 
of the Illinois Division of the Polish Ameri
can Congress, and a false impression might 
have been created that he represents the 
views of the PAC. The fact is that Mr. Ko
belinski's views are not at all representative 
of ariy substantial segment of the Polish
American community. Mr. Kobelinski is the 
President of the Kore International Trade 
and Investment Company, which is interest
ed in trade with Poland. His views are more 
likely than not a reflection of the economic 
interests of that company. 

Let me respond now, point by point, to 
Mr. Kobelinski's arguments: 

1. Kobelinski: The United States has in 
the past maintained economic relations with 
socialist countries the political systems of 
which it does not approve. By revoking the 
Most Favored Nation status from socialist 
Poland, the U.S. is guilty of a double stand
ard. 

Response: The MFN status is based on 
good behavior. East Germany, Czechoslova
kia, and the Soviet Union were never grant
ed MFN status; Romania recently lost it for 
a transgression that is relatively minor com
pared to all the violations of Polish and 
international laws perpetrated by the Jaru
zelski junta. Here are some of these viola
tions. The Jaruzelski regime violated the de
cision of the Polish Supreme Court, which 
legalized Solidarity; it proclaimed Martial 
Law in contravention of the Polish Consti
tution, and it also violated many interna
tional agreements, statutes, and conven
tions, in particular those of the Helsinki 
Final Accord, the International Labor Orga
nization, and the United Nations. Since the 
onset of Martial Law more than fifty people 
have been killed or tortured to death in 



22166 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE August 2, 1983 
street demonstrations, prisons, and police 
stations. Water cannon, concussion gran
ades, tear gas, and truncheons are regularly 
used against peaceful demonstrators. Some 
of the former Solidarity activists are ab
ducted from the streets and factory floors 
and pressed into penal military battalions, 
while others are forced, through threats 
and physical violence, to leave Poland. All 
the major professional and artistic organiza
tions have been dissolved or indefinitely sus
pended, and many of their members have 
lost their positions. A show trial resembling 
Moscow trials of the 1930s is being prepared 
against five intellectuals of the Committee 
for Workers' Defense and seven Solidarity 
Union leaders. The regime is poisoning the 
atmosphere of public life by adopting a 
policy of "divide and conquer." It tries to set 
farmers against workers, workers against in
tellectuals, Catholics against Jews, "radical" 
priests against "reasonable" bishops. 

Can anyone in his right mind seriously 
suggest, as Mr. Kobelinski apparently does, 
that this grotesque regime, which combines 
in a bizarre manner many of the worst fea
tures of Stalinism, Nazism, and Prussian 
militarism, should deserve privileged treat
ment by the United States Government? 

2. Kobelinski: The U.S., by applying sanc
tions and embargoes, is losing its credibility 
as a trading partner. 

Response: Mr. Kobelinski defines credibil
ity in a very narrow sense, in terms of trad
ing credibility only. We believe that political 
credibility is more important, that there are 
larger interests than just the narrow eco
nomic ones. The case for trade with the 
East has always been argued on the basis of 
leverage; if we are not going to use this le
verage, there is no longer any justification 
for trading. Besides, the U.S. should not be 
concerned about its reputation as a trading 
partner in the eyes of the regime that the 
President of the United States in an apt, if 
somewhat understated phrase, described as 
a "bunch of no good lousy bums." 

3. Kobelinski: Poland was one country 
with which the U.S. had a favorable trade 
balance. 

Response: This is not a serious consider
ation, since the amount of trade was rather 
insignificant. Besides, we do not believe that 
trade with the Soviet bloc should be used to 
solve the economic difficulties of the West, 
such as recession, unemployment, and bal
ance of trade. Other ways need to be found 
to handle these problems. In this, I believe, 
Polish Americans are totally in agreement 
with the policies of the present Administra
tion which is trying to persuade our NATO 
allies to adopt a similar stance. 

4. Kobelinski: The Jaruzelski government 
is liberal, and this is exemplified by the fact 
that 85 percent of agriculture is in private 
hands and J aruzelski is doing everything in 
his power to offer inducements to peasants 
to increase their production. 

Response: Polish agriculture has been in 
private hands since 1956 and this fact has 
nothing to do with any liberalism on the 
part of the present government. In fact, the 
past two governments also courted the peas
ants, only to crack down on them later on. 
Jaruzelski seems to be repeating this pat
tern; he has recently levied a crippling new 
tax on farmers. 

5. Kobelinski: The Jaruzelski government 
is sincerely engaged in reforms aimed at the 
decentralization of the economy, and it 
should be helped by the West to achieve 
this goal. 

Response: The decentralization plans have 
already met with serious resistance at the 

local level by vested interests and are not 
likely to be implemented. The nation's lead
ing economists are in internment camps and 
prisons now, but even Jaruzelski's econo
mists agree that the economy is at present 
in a much worse state than it was before the 
introduction of Martial Law and they have 
ceased quoting statistics. The downward 
spiral of the Polish economy continues, and 
practically everyone agrees that its end is 
nowhere in sight. One Communist journal
ist recently stated that Poland would be 
well-advised to apply for the status of a 
Third World country, so that it would be 
able to receive more loans and credits. 

6. Kobelinski: If the U.S. does not rescind 
sanctions Poland will not be able to pay its 
debt to the U.S. 

Response: It is obvious to everyone that 
Poland is actually in default and will never 
be able to repay its debts. A recent article in 
Forbes magazine mentioned that the IMF is 
"giving nightly thanks" for the fact that 
Poland is not one of its members. Jaruzelski 
has unilaterally proclaimed Poland in de
fault by suspending payments on the inter
est. Everyone realizes that the Commodity 
Credit Corporation is making payments to 
American bankers from taxpayers' money as 
part of a charade to help our imprudent 
bankers with their bookkeeping. Polish 
Americans believe that those payments 
should be stopped and Poland declared in 
default. The Polish Communists were not 
paying the debt when they had MFN status, 
and they are not paying it now. Further
more, they were always cynical about their 
obligations and never intended to pay. In 
support of this argument, I refer you to the 
excellent piece by John Van Meer in Com
mentary <December 1982, pp. 18-19). Mr. 
Kobelinski uses the argument that the 
Poles may repay the debt simply to appeal 
to Western public opinion. 

7. Kobelinski: Sanctions hurt the average 
Pole by limiting the quantity of goods on 
the market. 

Response: The Polish people firmly sup
port sanctions and are enthusiastic pro
Reaganites. The Poles are aware that even 
if they may be hurt economically, so will be 
the regime, and they take a long historical 
view that the present repressive regime 
should not be aided if one expects any re
versal of policy. 

Besides, it is highly debatable that the 
regime would put any goods on the market 
which would benefit the average citizen. 
The Government spokesman, Jerzy Urban, 
has cynically declared that the Government 
"will always have enough food for them
selves." Polish consumer items, totally un
available in Poland, are being sold in New 
York City, and consumer goods that come 
to Poland as gifts from the West are often 
used as an instrument of political control. 
There have been recorded cases of relief 
food from Germany going to the ZOMO 
police. Therefore, the argument that trade 
with Poland will improve the plight of the 
average Pole is specious. 

Mr. Kobelinski is factually correct in only 
one section of this memorandum. It is true 
that the Polish regime has called upon 
Polish-American businessmen to establish 
private enterprises in Poland, and it is also 
true that some businessmen responded to 
the invitation. There is no question that for 
the next few months or years there will be 
oportunities in Poland for shortsighted 
petty entrepreneurs to profit from the col
lapse of the Polish economy. If, however, 
the previous pattern of treating private 
business in Poland is repeated, the entrepre-

neurs will eventually be forced out of busi
ness by heavy taxation and a full array of 
bureaucratic harassments. The final plight 
of those who choose to traffic with the Mar
tial Law regime is of no concern to 
POMOST. POMOST's main concern, how
ever, is to expose Mr. Kobelinski's elaborate 
structure of economic and political rational
izations for what it really is-a smoke screen 
to conceal the desire of a handful of busi
nessmen for immediate financial profit. 

To summarize: Sanctions, even though 
they do not go far enough, are effective, as 
evidenced by the savage anti-American and 
anti-Reagan campaign of vilification un
leashed by the Jaruzelski regime. The 
people of Poland overwhelmingly support 
the retention of sanctions. Sanctions also 
have a psychological and symbolic dimen
sion: they reassure the Polish people that 
their struggle is not forgotten and that the 
world's greatest democracy, the United 
States of America, is on their side. 

The spirit of resistance in Poland remains 
strong. The influence of Solidarity's ideals 
continues unabated in Poland and beyond 
its borders-in Hungary and even in distant 
Cuba. The U.S. should support the great 
Polish rebellion against totalitarianism not 
only because of the obvious legitimacy of 
the Poles' struggle for democracy and 
human rights. It is in the national interest 
on the U.S. to support movements that will 
weaken and destabilize totalitarian Commu
nist regimes world-wide. President Reagan, 
in his superb speech to the British Parlia
ment, announced the formation of the 
American Political Foundation for the pur
pose of helping create pluralistic and demo
cratic movements in the Third World and in 
the Communist bloc. In Poland the U.S. 
does not need to teach the people the rudi
ments of democracy and trade unionism; a 
highly sophisticated movement of pluralis
tic democracy is already in existence there. 
Supporting this movement will be in keep
ing with this Administration's avowed inten
tion to assume the ideological offensive in 
our conflict with the U.S.S.R. We can think 
of no easier, more natural, and least costly 
way of implementing the President's policy 
of supporting the emergence of pluralistic 
democracies abroad than the retention of 
the present sanctions against Poland. 

Such a policy will have the enthusiastic 
support of POMOST, of other pro-Solidari
ty groups, and of the vast majority of the 
Polish-American community. Polish Ameri
cans have been concerned with the "Carteri
zation" of U.S. foreign policy, with its con
stant shifts and vacillations. We had high 
hopes of the Reagan Administration, and by 
and large we have not been disappointed. 
We continue to hope that in President Rea
gan's second term the firm and long-range 
policy of linking trade to the Communist 
block's behavior world-wide will be applied 
consistently. The premature removal of 
sanctions would be a bitter disappointment 
to Polish Americans; we would regard it as 
an abandonment, for no valid reason, of a 
superb movement which is shaking the 
foundations of the Soviet Empire. 

The situation in Poland is highly unpre
dictable. Mieczyslaw Rakowski, the Deputy 
Premier, announced a few days ago that 
Martial Law may last several years. At 
about the same time two Soviet journals at
tacked him as "a dangerous liberal"-proof 
that Jaruzelski's superiors in Moscow are 
not quite satisfied with his performance of 
repression. The Jaruzelski junta may still be 
replaced by a regime that is even harsher, 
and the possibility of direct Soviet invasion 
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cannot be precluded. Under these volatile 
circumstances the question of lifting sanc
tions, even the discussion of the topic, 
POMOST firmly firmly believes should be 
taken off the agenda of U.S. foreign and 
trade policy for a good many years-pres
sures from our Western Allies and Mr. Ko
belinski and his cohorts notwithstanding. 

POMOST strongly believes that U.S. for
eign and trade policies should be conducted 
on the basis of the national interest of the 
U.S., and not in response to pressures from 
a handful of businessmen who represent 
only their own interests. 

Respectfully, 
MAGNUS J. KRYNSKI, 

Chairman, Department of Slavic Litera
tures, Duke University and POMOST's 
North Carolina Representative.• 

TRIBUTE TO ATTORNEY JOHN 
DAY BRIGGS 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to pay tribute today to a 
distinguished citizen who has served 
his community diligently and well. 

On Friday September 23, 1983, the 
Washington County Democratic Com
mittee will be honoring John Day 
Briggs with a testimonial dinner
dance. I would like to add my appre
ciation to theirs and share with the 
Senate some of the outstanding posi
tions Mr. Briggs has held. 

John Day Briggs has served in many 
posts in his lifetime. He has served 
Washington County, N.Y., as a super
visor, tax attorney, county attorney, 
compensation attorney, district attor
ney, and county judge. And he has 
served in each of these positions with 
great distinction. Many consider him 
to be the senior statesman of the 
county. 

But more than anything else, John 
Day Briggs is a dedicated public serv
ant. The plethora of positions he has 
held testifies to his dedication to the 
well-being of the citizens of Washing
ton County. And, in this era of public 
apathy and indifference, men such as 
John Day Briggs are rare indeed and 
deserving of our gratitude.e 

POLISH NATIONAL DAY 
e Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
hitherto when I have spoken in this 
Chamber on the subject of Poland, it 
has been with the aim of chastising 
the Polish Communist regime and its 
Russian overlords. 

This day, of all days, should give me 
ample opportunity to complain most 
stridently. July 22-called Poland's 
National Day-commemorates the 
adoption of the Soviet Constitution 
which transformed the democratic re
public of Poland into the socialist 
Polish People's Republic. Hardly an 
event any of us here, nor indeed the 
vast majority of the Polish people, 
would like to celebrate. 

But of course the Polish Communist 
authorities will try to use the day to 
divert the attention of the people. 

They call this the National Day-a eu
phemism I suppose for Conquest 
Day-and try to amuse the Polish 
people with anecdotes of their subordi
nation to their traditional Russian en
emies. 

Mr. President, it would perhaps have 
been preferable to ignore this day as 
an illegitimate holiday. But better 
that we take a moment to remember 
the good that is Poland-its people, its 
natural resources, its history of cour
age and fierce independence. 

Poland, with 36 million people, is 
second in area and population only to 
the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe. It 
has huge coal and gas reserves, and is 
a source of copper and sulfur. But 
Poland also is in serious debt. It owes 
the United States about $3 billion, and 
has a total foreign debt of $26 billion. 

Poland is therefore not just de
pressed politically; it is depressed eco
nomically. 

Yet the people who poured into the 
streets by the thousands to celebrate 
Solidarity Day, and by the millions to 
greet the Pope, did not appear de
pressed. Angry, yes. Cautious, perhaps. 
But the fear of reprisals did not seem 
to deter them. They remember past 
freedom and fight on, no matter what 
the consequences. They are like 
George Bernard Shaw's prisoner, who, 
when he sees the door of his dungeon 
open, dashes for it without stopping to 
think where, or whether, he will get 
his dinner outside. 

Mr. President, on this sad anniversa
ry I congratulate the Polish people for 
their perseverence in remembering 
other, more authentic, national days.e 

TRIBUTE TO DETECTIVES SAL
VATORE PASTORELLA AND AN
THONY SENFT AND TO POLICE 
OFFICER ROCCO PASCARELLA 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to call to the attention of 
my colleagues the valiant acts of three 
members of the New York City Police 
Department. On January 1, 1983, De
tectives Salvatore Pastorella and An
thony Senft, and Police Officer Rocco 
Pascarella sacrificed personal security 
to serve the citizens of New York City. 
These three policemen performed 
beyond the call of duty. To say that 
their actions were heroic is to under
state their selflessness. 

On that night, these three officers 
were faced with a crime of the worst 
kind-indiscriminate terrorism. They 
were called upon to remove a bomb 
placed by terrorists of the F ALN, and, 
while attempting to remove the device, 
it detonated, maiming them for life. 

Terrorist actions of this kind repre
sent the worst form of cowardice. 
They attempt to destroy the very 
fabric of Democratic society, jeopard
izing innocent lives. The very weak
ness of the act is made painfully clear 
when compared to the strength and 

bravery of these three officers. They 
were willing to lay their own lives on 
the line for what they believed in, 
while the terrorists were only willing 
to risk the lives of others. 

To Rocco Pascarella, Salvatore R. 
Pastorella, and Anthony S. Senft our 
hearts and prayers go out for a 
healthy recovery and a happy life. 
Take pride in the knowledge of your 
great importance to our society. You 
men will serve as an inspiration for all 
of us who know of your brave deeds. 
May we all be as dedicated in our 
public service as you three men were 
courageous in your duties on the 
police force. You have given the citi
zens of New York yet another reason 
to take pride in their New York City 
Police.e 

VOLUNTEER FIREMAN 
RECOGNITION DAY 

e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
it is with pleasure that I join Senator 
GLENN as a cosponsor of his resolution 
designating August 20 as "Volunteer 
Fireman Recognition Day." Volunteer 
firemen across the Nation perform a 
dangerous and essential duty; a duty 
which deserves the honor of all Ameri
cans. As Senator GLENN has pointed 
out, in 1982, 68 volunteer firemen lost 
their lives and 337 have died over the 
last 5 years. 

In New Jersey there are some 60,000 
volunteer firefighters who work in 
1,200 separate departments. These 
firemen, like their colleagues around 
the country, serve their communities 
and fellow citizens in a brave and un
selfish manner. I am indeed honored 
to designate a day in their honor·• 

TRIBUTE TO HENRY URBAN, 
THE PEOPLE'S PUBLISHER 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, l 
rise today to pay tribute to Henry 
Urban, the recently retired publisher 
and president of Buffalo News. Known 
to many as the "People's Publisher," 
Henry Urban built his reputation on 
his concern for the integrity of The 
Buffalo News and its readers. Never 
distancing himself from the day-to-day 
operations, he maintained a constant 
oversight, walking the floors and 
proofreading the copy, making sure 
that his readers would not be annoyed 
by typographical mistakes. 

Mr. President, on June 20, 1983, The 
Buffalo News printed an article which 
described Henry Urban and his career 
quite well. I ask that it be included in 
the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
HENRY URBAN RETIRES; GUIDED THE NEWS AS 

"PEOPLE'S PuBLISHER" 

Every worked day during three decades at 
The News, Henry Z. Urban's homeward trip 
has taken him through the intersection of 
Delaware Avenue and Ferry Street. 
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"Every time I have driven by, I looked up 

at the window, the one in the room where I 
was born," he says. Then he adds, "I didn't 
get very far in life." 

The man who is retiring today as presi
dent and publisher of The News has come a 
long way, his self-deprecating remarks to 
the contrary. A large part of his waking 
hours for 30 years has been devoted to The 
News and it has been a period of change and 
transition. 

Through it all, Mr. Urban, a man whose 
roots are deep in Buffalo, has helped keep 
up The News tradition of close identifica
tion with the community. He is confident it 
is a tradition that will continue. 

Joining The News in 1953, Mr. Urban 
served from 1957 to 1962 as assistant busi
ness manager and from 1962 to 1971 as busi
ness manager and assistant treasurer. 

In 1971 he became treasurer, business 
manager and corporate director. In 1974 the 
board of directors named him president and 
publisher. 

He quickly earned the title of the "peo
ple's publisher," a man who listened careful
ly to the concerns of readers and did some
thing about them. Knowing that readers are 
always annoyed at typographical errors, he 
daily carefully scoured the first edition for 
errors. When he spotted one, he was on the 
phone immediately to the production offi
cer. 

Rather than view operations from an 
"ivory tower" office, he became a familiar 
figure around The News plant. During the 
Blizzard of '77, he ate fench fries for break
fast along with other marooned employees. 
He also had to make painful decisions about 
a Friday press run that couldn't be delivered 
by trucks, blocked by snow drifts. 

mtimately, the trucks delivered both the 
Friday and Saturday News, Mr. Urban him
self delivered some of them to the homes in 
his neighborhood. 

The 30-year period was marked by the 
death in 1956 of Edward H. Butler Jr., son 
of The News founder and its second proprie
tor, and the move from the News building of 
nearly a century at Main and Seneca streets 
to a new headquarters at Scott and Wash
ington streets. 

After Mr. Butler's death, Mr. Urban 
worked closely with James H. Righter, pub
lisher from 1955 to his retirement in 1971, 
and with the widow of Mr. Butler, Kate R. 
Butler, when she assumed the task of pub
lisher from 1971 until her death in 1974. 

Mr. Urban was editor and publisher when 
The News was purchased in 1977 by Warren 
E. Buffett of Omaha, Neb. 

Mr. Urban comments, "The News is an in
stitution of great integrity that identifies 
with the community and with its employees. 
Mr. Buffett has wanted that continued in 
the Butler tradition." 

One of Mr. Buffett's early decisions was to 
return to the oldest of all News traditions, a 
Sunday morning paper. 

It was typical of Mr. Urban's dedication 
that, with the start of the new Sunday 
paper in November 1977, he came to the 
plant about 11:30 every Saturday night and 
toured production facilities, checking on the 
progress of work and chatting with employ
ees. 

Mr. Urban and his wife, Ruth DeMoss 
Wickwire Urban or "Dolly," intend to stay 
in Buffalo. 

"It's home to us and we like it," he ex
plains. "The best is yet to come for this 
city." 

The retiring publisher is planning ahead 
only six months. He wants to catch up on 

his reading and do some traveling. That will 
include an annual tradition of 25 years-a 
summer stay at Nantucket-and visits to 
Leesburg, Va., to visit daughter Ruth 
"Robbie" Smith; to Troy to see another 
daughter, Florence "Sony" Hunn, and New 
York City to see a son, Ward A., who is with 
the Bank of New York. 

Another son, Henry Z. Jr., stayed in Buf
falo where he is associated with the Manu
facturers & Traders Trust Co. 

The Urbans also are proud of two grand
children. 

"We're city people," Mr. Urban says about 
his wife and himself. "That's strange, too, 
because I'm a descendant of farmers." 

He is the grandson of George P. Urban, 
who came to Western New York from Ger
many to found the Urban Milling Co. and 
play a role in the early use of electricity as 
head of the Cataract Power and Conduit Co. 

His mother was Emma Winspear, whose 
family got here in 1836, six years ahead of 
the Urbans. The Winspear farm was at Doat 
Street and Pine Ridge Road where Villa 
Maria College now stands. 

Henry Urban's father, George, had a 
stable of thoroughbred horses on his 
Cheektowaga farm. The son remembers 
taking them to a half-mile track along 
Harlem Road to exercise them. 

The Urban trotting horses raced those 
from stables of Seymour H. Knor and 
Chauncy U. Hamlin. A few gentlemanly 
wagers were made along the rails of the 
Hamburg track. In the winter horses were 
hitched to cutters for races over the snow 
from Symphony Circle northward along 
Richmond Avenue. 

Henry Urban was playing polo at the 
Knor home in East Aurora. ("I wasn't very 
good," he says.) 

He can look out windows of The News 
building and see the destroyer, the USS Sul
livan, in the Buffalo Naval Park. It was the 
ship that came to the rescue of the shot-up 
USS Canberra, the World War II cruiser on 
which Mr. Urban was a gunnery lieutenant. 
Mr. Urban entered naval service upon grad
uation from Yale University in 1943. 

He's a trim 6 feet, one inch-testimony to 
an active life that included occasional golf, 
calisthenics and gardening. 

Ahead of him is a self-imposed deadline. 
"At the end of the year, I'll review things 

to see if I enjoy loafing. It could be that I'll 
get back into a few things after that." 

Mr. Urban remarks in mock frustration. 
"Getting out of this office is more difficult 
than getting into it. I expect I'll be here 
July 1 cleaning out my desk." 

But he is happy about his successor Stan
ford Lipsey, who is moving up from vice 
chairman to president and publisher. 

"Working with Stan has been a pleasure." 
Mr. Urban says, "We have made a smooth 
transition." 

After lifetime of community service, it's 
unlikely that either Mr. or Mrs. Urban will 
be idle. He has developed himself to many 
community fund-raising drives. 

Mrs. Urban, whose family was in the fore
front of the state's steel industry, has been 
chairman of the Board of Managers of Chil
dren's Hospital and will cap 19 years of serv
ice as an honorary member. She also was 
active on the Buffalo General Hospital 
Junior Board. _ 

Mr. Urban doesn't want to drop out of his 
community activities, but he admits he'd 
like a little vacation from them. 

He will continue as a director of The 
News. 

The News Executive Committee today 
honored Mr. Urban at a luncheon in the 
Buffalo Club.e 

COOPER INDUSTRIES DONATION 
e Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
shall insert in the RECORD a letter 
from President Reagan to the presi
dent of Cooper Industries, a Texas
based company. 

The letter expresses the President's 
pleasure and pride in Cooper Indus
tries' donation of 10,000 acres of beau
tiful wilderness to the Wrangell-St. 
Elias National Park and Preserve in 
Alaska. 

The 10,000 acres constitute about 
500 mining claims-nearly a third of 
all the mining claims in the park
which Cooper acquired in 1981. The 
claims lie in the Chitistone Canyon, an 
area particularly noted for its spectac
ular scenery. 

Wrangell-St. Elias National Park, 
with its 12 million acres, is the largest 
park in the United States. It is famous 
for its glaciers, its wild rivers, its abun
dant wildlife and its great mountains. 
The Cooper donation is situated in the 
heart of the park. It will make a mag
nificent addition. 

Since Cooper is primarily a manufac
turing company and has not been in
volved in minerals development, it was 
decided to divest inself of the mining 
claims. But to the company's credit 
and to our lasting benefit, Cooper, de
cided not to sell, but to donate its land 
to the national park system. In cele
bration of its 50th anniversary, their 
donation is the single largest corpo
rate gift of land to the Park Service. 

I want to commend the leadership of 
Cooper Industries in making this un
precedented gift to the United States. 
The people of the United States are 
receiving a great gift. 

This is an area that should be avail
able for many activities, and the dona
tion by Cooper Industries will insure 
that the lands will be available for 
generations to come. I should like to 
note in passing that by this action the 
development of a potentially world
class deposit of strategic minerals will 
go undeveloped. Unfortunately, the 
problems Cooper faced in developing 
the claims serves to illustrate how dif
ficult it is to bring into production 
mineral finds in remote parts of 
Alaska. 

As Secretary Watt noted so elo
quently: 

Cooper has provided an outstanding ex
ample of the kind of private initiatives that 
are needed to assure the protection of prime 
park resources without always drawing on 
the financial resources of the Federal Gov
ernment. 

The material follows: 
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THE WHITE HOUSE, 

Washington, D.C., June 1, 1983. 
Mr. ROBERT Crzm, 
President, 
Cooper Industries, 
Houston, Tex. 

DEAR MR. CrzIK: I am pleased to send you 
this personal note of thanks for Cooper In
dustries' fine gift of 10,000 acres of prime 
Alaska wilderness for inclusion in the Na
tional Park System. 

This splendid addition to Wrangell-St. 
Elias National Park and Preserve greatly en
riches the public estate and constitutes the 
single largest corporate gift of land to the 
National Park Service. By choosing to 
donate rather than develop this land, you 
have demonstrated how concerned corpora
tions can make lasting contributions to this 
nation's environmental well-being. 

Again, my personal thanks and praise for 
this wonderful gift to the American people. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD REAGAN. 

CNews release] 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 
For Release June 1, 1983. 

COOPER INDUSTRIES DONATION IN ALASKA Is 
'LARGEST IN PARK SERVICE HISTORY 

Cooper Industries, a Texas-based manu
facturing company, today donated more 
than 500 mining claims in the Wrangell-St. 
Elias National Park and Preserve, Alaska, to 
the Federal government. 

The claims, representing nearly Ifs of the 
claims in the park and covering approxi
mately 10,000 acres, constitute the largest 
donation ever made by a commercial con
cern to the National Park System. 

Interior Secretary James Watt accepted 
the gift on behalf of the government and 
noted that "Cooper has provided an out
standing example of the kind of private ini
tiatives that are needed to assure the pro
tection of prime park resources without 
always drawing on the financial resources of 
the Federal government." 

Secretary Watt added that "it is a great 
pleasure to recognize Cooper Industries' 
generosity which so clearly shows the public 
interests of the business community." 

Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Pre
serve is the largest in the United States and 
is renowned for its sweeping scenic vistas, 
mountain peaks of up to 18,000 feet, huge 
glaciers, remote valleys, wild rivers, and 
magnificent wildlife. The Cooper donation 
is located in the heart of this vast park on 
the border with Canada. 

In making the donation, Alan E. Riedel, 
Senior Vice President of Cooper Industries, 
said, "Cooper is a manufacturing company, 
and not in minerals development. This area 
is very wild and has spectacular mountain 
and valley scenery. There is abundant wild
life-the famous Dahl sheep, wolves, moose 
and bear. We thought we might sell it; how
ever, being our 150th anniversary, at the re
quest of the National Park Service we decid
ed to make a gift of the land to the Ameri
can people." 

The area donated is about 15 Iniles east of 
McCarthy in the park's Chitistone Canyon 
area, which is particularly noted for its 
rugged beauty. The claims are on both sides 
of the Chitistone River. 

Cooper acquired the property in question 
when it acquired the Belden Corporation of 
Illinois in 1981. The company's headquar
ters is in Houston, Texas.e 

THANK YOU TO SUMMER 
INTERNS 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
each summer my office and the office 
of my colleagues is filled with interns. 
Highly motivated and eager to learn, 
they come to Washington for a variety 
of reasons. Some are interested in a 
career in Government and use their 
internship to help themselves decide if 
they have made the correct career 
choice. For others, an internship is an 
opportunity to augment their studies 
at school. They are afforded time to 
study Washington in Washington, in
stead of from a classroom. 

Whatever their reasons for coming 
to Washington, their presence is much 
appreciated. Whether performing tedi
ous tasks or interesting research, they 
are essential to the smooth function
ing of the office. 

My office has 11 interns this 
summer, all of whom have proven in
valuable in one way or another. I 
would like to thank Julio Batista, 
Ruth Bard, Harold Bordwin, Tharon 
Cooke, Brian McKeon, Mary Phillips, 
Daniel Paris, Richard Palmer, David 
Schanzer, Victoria Schwartz, and 
Christine Scott for the fine work they 
have all done. It has been my pleasure 
to have you working here in my office. 
I hope that you have all benefited 
from your summer here and would 
like to wish you the best of luck.e 

PERSECUTION IN CENTRAL 
AMERICA 

e Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
since the Sandinista revolution in 
1979, the entire fabric of Nicaraguan 
society has been altered. We know full 
well the economic and military 
changes, and have more recently 
become aware of the persecution of 
labor leaders, journalists and Miskito 
Indians. I should like to bring to the 
Senate's attention the situation of Nic
aragua's Jewish community. 

I should say "former Jewish commu
nity," as they have been forced into 
exile from Nicaragua since the revolu
tion. Their story is important for a 
number of reasons. First, the harass
ment and expulsion of a religious mi
nority from any country is a gross vio
lation of human rights, which the 
United States must deplore. Further
more, their plight is the result of long
standing ties between the Sandinistas 
and the Palestine Liberation Organiza
tion. Such ties exist also between the 
PLO and revolutionary groups in 
many other Central and Latin Ameri
can countries. We are all aware that 
the PLO receives a great deal of its 
support from the Soviet Union. It 
should be noted here that the Soviets 
are currently conducting their own in
tensive campaign of anti~Semitism. Fi
nally, those Central and Latin Ameri
can countries all have politically vul
nerable Jewish communities, who 

stand to receive similar treatment at 
the hands of leftwing revolutionaries 
in league with the PLO. 

Without some expression of outrage 
over the expulsion of the Jews of Nica
ragua, and some understanding of the 
conditions and forces leading to it, the 
Jews of El Salvador may well become 
the next case in point. 

Yasser Arafat, himself, proclaimed: 
It was disgraceful of Reagan to call us ter

rorists. We are a great revolution that can 
never be intimidated. We have connections 
with all revolutionary movements through
out the world, in Salvador, in Nicaragua
and I reiterate Salvador-and elsewhere in 
the world. 

It has been said by some in this 
country that the situation in Nicara
gua is the result simply of Sandinista 
anticapitalism, not including Sandi
nista anti-Semitism. This is a simplis
tic reading of recent history and shows 
ignorance of the Sandinista method of 
operation. 

The Sandinistas claim their eco
nomic plan includes a mixture of cap
italism and socialism, and they have, 
in fact, left some industries in the 
hands of their owners. Some of these 
owners are Catholic, some are Arab, 
some are of European extraction. 
There is evidence that the only Nica
raguan businessmen who have been 
put out of business as a group are the 
Jewish ones. They were not all in
volved in the same industry; they did 
not all have the same degree of 
wealth; they did not all employ the 
same number of people. There was no 
logical economic reason to confiscate 
all of the Jewish businesses. Their 
only common denominator was the re
ligion of their owners. This is anti
semitism in a pure form. 

Where did it come from? The Jews 
of Nicaragua had lived there peaceful
ly for nearly a century. Its roots are in 
the support given to Israel by the pre
vious governments of Nicaragua, and 
reinforced by arms, training and 
money given to the revolutionaries of 
Nicaragua by the Cubans, the PLO 
and by radical Arab States. 

This was confirmed recently by San
dinista defector Miguel Bolanos. Bo
lanos was commander of a guerrilla 
unit during the revolution, and an offi
cer in Sandinista counterintelligence 
until his defection this year. He said: 

There is no problem now; there are no 
Jews. They <the Sandinistas> ruined their 
churches and took their land and their 
stores. Then they told them to leave ... 
Our solidarity with the PLO was more im
portant then anything we had with Jews or 
Israel. 

That solidarity goes back a long 
time. In 1968, the Sandinistas and the 
PLO met in Mexico City, resulting in 
52 Nicaraguans going to Lebanon and 
Algeria for training. 

In 1970, Sandinistas participated in 
the PLO uprising against King Hus-
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sein of Jordan, and an attempted hi
jacking of an Israeli airliner. 

In 1978, in a public statement, the 
Sandinistas and the Marxist Demo
cratic Front for the Liberation of Pal
estine emphasized "the bonds of soli
darity which exist between the two 
revolutionary organizations" and con
demned U.S. support for Israel and 
Nicaragua. 

Later that year, the Sandinistas fire
bombed the entrance of the Managua 
Synagogue during Sabbath services. It 
was, perhaps, the first incident in 
which the Nicaraguan Jews felt the 
direct effect of an alliance committed 
to the overthrow of Somoza and the 
destruction of· Israel. It was certainly 
not the last. 

Common graffitti in Managua read, 
"Israel, Jews and Somoza-the same 
thing." 

After the revolution, the Sandinistas 
signed a government-to-government 
agreement with the PLO. The PLO 
opened an Embassy in Managua and 
loaned the Sandinistas 6 million Brit
ish pounds. 

On the first anniversary of the revo
lution, Yasser Arafat was hailed in 
Managua by Interior Minister Thomas 
Borge, who told him: 

We say to our brother Arafat that Nicara
gua is his land and the PLO cause is the 
cause of the Sandinistas. 

Later, the PLO supplied advisors, 
technicians, pilots and trainers to the 
Sandinistas. This fallowed tons of 
arms and ammunition supplied by the 
PLO through Lebanon during the rev
olution. 

Following the revolution, the Sandi
nistas confiscated the Synagogue of 
Managua, claiming it was the personal 
property of a prominent Jewish citi
zen. This was despite the fact that the 
deed, properly recorded, showed the 
building to belong to the Nicaraguan 
Jewish community, and to no individ
ual. The building is currently a Sandi
nista office building, covered with 
anti-Zionist posters. The Sandinistas 
now say they will consider reviewing 
the Jewish community's claim to the 
building and reestablishing it as a 
house of worship. However, in a coun
try with no Jews, this is cynicism of 
the highest order. 

Where did this unholy alliance come 
from? How do revolutionaries from 
the Middle East find those of Central 
America? Who is the mediator? Revo
lution today is not an isolated phe
nomenon. Terrorists from around the 
globe meet and coordinate their arms, 
training, activities and ideologies. 
Castro, Arafat and the Sandinistas are 
entirely public about their interna
tional commitment to assisting people 
in revolution. And the chief exporter 
of liberationist philosophy and the 
means to succeed is the Soviet Union. 

Therein lies a grave danger to the 
United States and to our friends and 
allies around the world-specifically, 

in this case, a danger to Jewish com
munities in so many countries vulnera
ble to political upheaval. 

Elliot Abrams, Assistant Secretary of 
State for Human Rights, recently ad
dressed the subject of the slogan of 
leftist revolutionaries-''Imperialism, 
Zionism and Colonialism." He said: 

Imperialism, of course, refers to the US 
and its West European allies. Colonialism 
refers to our allies in the Third World, such 
as El Salvador. And Zionism refers to the 
State of Israel, and-let us be quite clear 
about this-to the Jewish people as well. 

The Soviet Union has been making a 
case against Zionism since 1967 and 
was instrumental in the infamous 1975 
"Zionism is Racism" resolution at the 
United Nations. 

This year, they have gone further. 
In April, a new anti-Zionist committee 
was formed to combat Zionism, which 
is defined in part as a cult of political 
arbitrariness and impunity, demagogy 
and ideological sabotage, sordid ma
neuvers and perfidy and, finally, a cult 
of racism. 

Leningrad Pravda followed that by 
denying the existence of Jewish cul
ture and religion, saying that those 
things had been destroyed by the Di
aspora 2,000 years ago. Practice of the 
Jewish religion today, accordingly, 
makes Jews agents of Zionism, as de
fined above. 

By attempting to delegitimize the 
Jewish religion, the Soviets are 
making it acceptable for their surro
gates and proxies to collaborate both 
for the destruction of Israel and the 
destruction of Jews. 

It is done today in the Soviet Union, 
where Jews have gone to prison for 
teaching the Hebrew language. 

It was done in Nicaragua, where the 
Jewish community was harrassed into 
exile. 

It may be done tomorrow in the 
other countries of Central America, 
where the PLO is assisting the Soviet 
Union in the export of revolution and 
the export of anti-Semitism.e 

THE COMPREHENSIVE CRIME 
CONTROL ACT 

•Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Comprehen
sive Crime Control Act, as amended by 
the Senate Committee on the Judici
ary on July 21, 1983. It is expected 
that this historic legislation will be re
ported by the committee this week. 

It has taken many years of states
manlike, bipartisan cooperation 
among members of the Judiciary Com
mittee, and between the executive and 
legislative branches, to fashion this 
"core package." The result is a reason
able, intelligent, and effective aproach 
to the crime problem that is upper
most in everyone's mind today. 

The bill now excludes the "drug 
czar" provision opposed by the admin
istration. In addition, this amended 

version of the Comprehensive Crime 
Control Act deletes other controver
sial items, among which are: the good 
faith exception to the exclusionary 
rule; limitations on habeas corpus; 
constitutional procedures for the 
death penalty; and the Federal Torts 
Claims Act amendments. 

We, therefore, now have before us 
the essence of the omnibus crime 
package the Senate passed last year by 
a vote of 95 to 1: sentencing and bail 
reform and the criminal forfeiture 
provisions. These new rules will insure 
that organized crime figures, illegal 
drug traffickers, and violent criminals 
will serve full sentences commensurate 
with their crimes. These reforms will 
yield us more prisoners who, when 
faced with truly significant criminal 
sentences, will be more willing to coop
erate with Federal prosecutors in de
veloping stronger cases against the 
leaders of the organized crime and 
drug networks. We will also be better 
able to seize the proceeds and profits 
of criminal activity. By raising the 
criminal's cost of doing business, we 
will make criminal activity less attrac
tive. 

The drug enforcement provisions in
cluded in this legislation increase Fed
eral penalties applicable to drug-relat
ed offenses. Fines and prison terms 
will increase for those dealing in large 
quantities of narcotics. They will be 
doubled for defendants with prior 
felony convictions. A special grant au
thority is also provided the Drug En
forcement Administration <DEA> to 
assist the States in their efforts to 
combat the illegal diversion of con
trolled substances. 

The justice assistance section of this 
bill creates a beneficial program of fi
nancial assistance to State and local 
law enforcement agencies. I applaud 
particularly the DEA and justice as
sistance provisions. Crime is a national 
problem. The sophistication and finan
cial resources of modern crime often 
exceed the resources of local law en
forcement. These new provisions con
stitute an important recognition of the 
need for Federal assistance to local
ities in their anticrime efforts. 

Similarly, provisions in this legisla
tion to facilitate the donation of sur
plus Federal property to State and 
local governments for new prison 
space are welcome. The prison over
crowding crisis is national in scope and 
effect. It demands a Federal response. 
Other timely additions include reform 
of our laws with respect to the insan
ity defense, racketeering, and foreign 
currency transactions. 

Mr. President, the need for this leg
islation has been demonstrated over 
the course of countless congressional 
hearings. I would like to conclude my 
remarks by ref erring to one such hear
ing. It was held by the Judiciary Com
mittee in New York on July 11. I was 
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privileged to testify at that hearing 
before Senators THURMOND and BIDEN' 
who then graciously invited me to join 
them on the panel. 

At that hearing, I heard extensive 
testimony from Federal, State, and 
local law enforcement officials. This 
testimony convinced me that we have 
it within our power to make truly his
toric inroads against organized crime 
and illegal drug trafficking. 

To succeed against crime, we need to 
improve the cooperation between Fed
eral and local law enforcement agen
cies. We also need to do more to pro
tect the rights of society without vio
lating the constitutional rights of the 
accused. The Comprehensive Crime 
Control Act accomplishes both goals; 
for that reason I urge my colleagues to 
give it their full support.• 

SUPPORT FOR SILVER COINS 
•Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, It is 
time for the Treasury Department to 
start striking silver dollars again. 

Silver is a noble, precious metal, 
much in demand both by coin collec
tors and also by the public at large. In 
the past, it has proven to be a respon
sible way to hedge against inflation, 
and when produced as coin, has been 
widely collected by serious numisma
tists. 

With this in mind, I introduced earli
er this year S. 269, a bill which would 
provide for the disposal of silver from 
the national defense stockpile through 
the issuance of silver coins. 

The first part of the bill would re
introduce a silver dollar bearing the 
same design that George T. Morgan, 
Assistant Engraver of the U.S. mint, 
placed on the dollar in 1878, and 
which was circulated under the Bland
Allison Act until 1921. Over 500 mil
lion of these coins were produced by 
the U.S. mints at Philadelphia, San 
Francisco, New Orleans, Carson City, 
and Denver, and they are highly 
prized by collectors. 

My bill would authorize up to 15 mil
lion ounces of silver-amounting to 
about 19 million coins)-to be pro
duced with this historic design, but 
with a current date. 

At a recent hearing before the 
Senate Banking Committee, Luis 
Vigdor, vice president of Manfra, Tor
della & Brookes, and a member of the 
executive committee of the National 
Association of Coin and Precious 
Metals Dealers testified in favor of my 
bill and said that he believed that 
these coins would sell out within a 
very short period of time, thus giving 
the Government very substantial prof
its. 

Additionally, my bill proposes that a 
silver "Krugerrand" be produced by 
the mint and sold in bulk, also at a 
profit. 

This also was supported, at the same 
hearing, by the National Association 

of Coin and Precious Metals Dealers, 
as well as Gary Sturtridge, president 
of the Professional Numismatists 
Guild. 

I believe that passage of this legisla
tion is both in the national interest, 
and beneficial to the national econo
my, because of the substantial revenue 
that it will raise. 

Mr. President, I would like to call 
your attention to an article which ap
pears in the June 1983 issue of COIN
age magazine, by David L. Ganz, a con
tributing editor, and general counsel 
to both the Professional Numismatists 
Guild and the National Association of 
Coin and Precious Metals Dealers, 
which further discusses the proposal. 

In conclusion, I heartily endorse 
prompt and speedy action on this pro
posal. 

The article follows: 
[From COINage, June 19831 

A 1984 MORGAN DOLLAR?-CONGRESS 
CONSIDERS SOME EXCITING NEW IDEAS 

<By David L. Ganz> 
The government issuance of a silver "kru

gerrand" and a new Morgan dollar, coupled 
with an American eagle bullion coin seems 
to hinge upon differences between the 
Senate and the House in regards to the bills 
in question. 

Based upon legislation proposals of Sena
tors James McClure, R-Idaho, and Jesse 
Helms, R-N.C., and set down for full discus
sion on the very day that federal income tax 
is due for filing, the bills under discussion 
would fundamentally alter the composition 
of coinage in a way that has been done only 
twice in our history since the original Mint 
Act of 1792. 

Those two instances are 1933, when gold 
was removed from legal tender status, and 
1965, when silver was withdrawn from circu
lating coinage. The practical effect of both 
bills would be to restore gold and silver coin
age, in Helms' works, as the Constitution 
originally intended. 

Reissuance of the Morgan silver dollar, 
utilizing the identical design that circulated 
from 1878 to 1921 <with intermittent periods 
of non-production) is one of the ideas of the 
McClure proposal which calls for 15 million 
troy ounces of silver to be utilized. 

Helms in his bill calls for issuance of a 
one-ounce American eagle struck of .999 
fine gold, and exempt from capital gains 
tax. It is similar to that proposed by the 
federal Gold Commission, whose report was 
issued last year favoring such a legal tender 
coin as a step toward revitalizing a gold 
standard. 

Based on statistics contained in the legis
lative proposals, and since the standard 
silver dollars contained . 7734 troy ounces of 
precious metal <in specifications shown in 
the accompanying chart), that means that a 
total of about 19.4 million pieces could be 
produced-as both proof and in uncirculated 
condition. 

There is no practial limitation as to their 
total number of silver bullion coins of Amer
ican eagle bullion coins that would be struck 
given the high amount of precious metal 
available under the bills for coining. 

Under the McClure bill, the revived 
Morgan silver dollars would be primarily in
tended for collector sales, for each would 
sell at the spot price of bullion plus a premi
um, defined for the proof as at least 75 per-

cent above cost, and for uncirculated, at 
least 50 percent above cost. 

In the case of the other part of the Idaho 
Republican's plan to remonetize silver, it 
would authorize issuance of a .999 fine silver 
coin containing one troy ounce of silver-a 
virtual silver Krugerrand. <The South Afri
can government, for many years, has issued 
a gold coin, denominated the Krugerrand, 
which contains exactly one troy ounce of 
gold.) 

PROPOSED NEW "MORGAN" SILVER DOLLARS 

Size: 38.1 mm. 
Weight: 26.73 grams. 
Fineness: .900 fine. 
Troy Oz.: . 7734 fine troy ounces. 
Edge: Reeded. 
Proof Price: $18.95•. 
Uncirculated Price: $16.25•. 
Obverse: Liberty head. 
Reverse: Eagle. 
McClure's call for the reissue of the 

Morgan silver dollar for the first time in 61 
years (and the first regular silver dollar 
issue since 1935) is more than a typical bill 
introduced by a member of Congress for 
home state constituency. 

Idaho has been the home of King Silver 
for over a century, and McClure is not a 
freshman member of Congress. Since he 
came to Washington as a Congressman in 
1967 (switching to the Senate after the 1972 
election), he has gained seniority and is 
using it to promote a back-home industry 
where, after all, he will have to face the 
votes again in 1984. 

Moreover, McClure is now a powerful man 
in the Senate's inner circle, a full committee 
chairman as well as active in the Senate Re
publican conference. And, perhaps most 
pure of all, he is apparently a true believer 
of silver and its coinage usage. 

Back in 1971, Congressman James 
McClure introduced the first bill calling for 
a silver-clad bicentennial commemorative 
coin, a piece patterned after the then-issued 
proof-silver clad Ike dollars. He never wa
vered from that support, and now, it ap
pears that there is a possibility his silver 
Krugerrand will become reality. 

Likewise, Helms is a powerful conservative 
leader with a strong constituency outside 
the Senate, whose belief in the value of gold 
<and its power to help cure the economic 
malaise of the economy) is that of a true be
liever. He has backed a number of gold coin 
and medallion proposals over the past sever
al years, and here has taken up the mantel 
left by the defeat at the polls of Sen. Harri
son Schmidt, R-N.M, who first proposed 
these golden eagle coins in the last session 
of Congress. 

Clearly, however, the influence of the 
Gold Commission's report of last year is 
felt, where influential Republicans includ
ing Treasury Secretary Regan, gubernatori
al candidate Lewis Lehrman, and Rep. Ron 
Paul, R.-Tex., promoted issue of gold 
money. 

In part, McClure's bill calling for the cre
ation of a new Morgan dollar backs an ap
proach also put forth by a government 
sponsored study, that prepared by the 
Comptroller General's Report on National 
Defense-Related Silver Needs, issued in Jan
uary, 1982, which called for striking of com
memorative coinage for collectors. 

The second part, calling for bullion coins, 
was also in the GAO Report, which stated 

•Note: Price calculated on $14 an ounce silver. 
Surcharge added to uncirculated (50%> and to proof 
<75%> may change. All figures approximate. 
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that "a bullion coinage program could also 
better assure that the disposal Cof silver bul
lion in government possession] is made for 
domestic consumption by making the silver 
more attractive, affordable, and accessible" 
by having a coin for "Less than $20, instead 
of over $60,000 . . . required to participate 
in the sale" held then, and now, by the Gen
eral Services Administration, the govern
ment's selling arm. 

This, ultimately, is the impetus of the 
McClure program, for the government has 
been selling off silver from the national 
stockpile as a means of raising revenue, and 
also as a means of acquiring <through use of 
the proceeds) other more scarce or critical 
materials. 

These sales, all by auction, have had a de
stabilizing effect on the marketplace, and 
McClure believes that if individuals can ac
quire silver at relatively modest cost, the 
market would stabilize and the price of 
silver start to go up again, benefiting the 
miners of Idaho and elsewhere. 

To help sell the bullion pieces, the 
McClure proposal calls on the Treasury De
partment to set up a network of dealers and 
distributors, or, more aptly, to utilize exist
ing, recognized dealers who would be able to 
buy the pieces at bulk discounts. 

Bullion coins would have to be sold by 
Treasury at a price equal to bullion plus no 
more than 10 percent <and a bulk discount 
given from that sum). Thus, it would be pos
sible to acquire relatively modest quantities 
of silver bullion "krugerrand" pieces at a 
modest advance over "spot" on a given day. 
<In fact, the prior day's price would be the 
fix.) 

Legislation on the gold proposal was held 
last year by Rep. Frank Annunzio, D-Ill., 
chairman of the House Coinage Subcommit
tee, where Ron Paul is ranking minority 
member. To the surprise of everyone in at
tendance, the Treasury Department backed 
the gold coin-including the requirement 
that it be exempted from capital gain-but 
only on condition that the bill be unamend
ed. 

Charles Stahl, a long-time observer of the 
precious metals market and publisher of 
"Green's Commodity Market Comments," a 
respected industry review of gold and silver 
prices, believes that the Treasury's support 
was actually only lukewarm at best and 
more likely subterfuge. 

Theory behind this is that Treasury 
staked out a position backing a bill <without 
any deviation> which it knew could not pass 
because of opposition from key leaders such 
as Rep. Henry S. Reuss, D-Wisc., then chair
man of the Joint Economic Committee, and 
others. 

But it may be difficult to leave that posi
tion now, especially when the Treasury Sec
retary headed up the Gold Commission. 
And, powerful opponents such as Reuss are 
not retired from Congress. 

Treasury may now try to argue that with 
the revitalization of the gold medallion pro
gram <the five-year venture reluctantly em
barked upon by Treasury in 1980), there is 
no need for the Helms bill. 

This revitalization includes a reeding of 
the edge <like a coin), and an appellation of 
national origin, coupled with a more coin
like design which appears to be as much a 
marketing tool and anything else. CJ. Aron 
& Co., a division of Goldman, Sachs, is han
dling the marketing under a contract with 
the Treasury. 

However, this ignores the reality that the 
medallions are just that-they are not legal 
tender coins, cannot be used to settle con-

tracts, or to pay wages, and <of course> 
while exempt from sales tax at initial point 
of sale through the government, are not 
exempt from capital gain-the way that 
money is supposed to be. 

Witnesses at the hearing were to be called 
from all sectors <'f the economy and nation, 
ranging from Lehrman, who narrowly lost 
the governor's race in New York, to a repre
sentative of the National Association of 
Coin & Precious Metals Dealers and the 
Professional Numismatic Guild, Inc. 

What remains to be seen is what type of 
hearing <and action> it will receive in the 
House-and when, if at all, a silver kruger
rand, a new Morgan dollar, and a new gold 
coin will be issued for the American collec
tor and people to acquire.e 

CLAYTON LORD 
e Mr. MATTINGLY. Mr. President, 
we have in our State a distinguished 
city councilman for Wrightsville, Ga., 
Mr. Clayton Lord. This fine gentleman 
has served his community in many 
posts, including 37 years as the justice 
of the peace. 

What makes Mr. Lord unique is his 
age: He is 92 years young. I would like 
to enter into the RECORD an article on 
Mr. Lord from the Atlanta Constitu
tion. I would like to especially call my 
colleagues' attention to Mr. Lord's 
platform: "Just honesty and truth, 
standing up for what I believe to be 
right, speaking out even if it's unpopu
lar, and not making a bunch of prom
ises that I can't keep." 

That is a platform and a philosphy 
that we all should follow. 

I submit for the RECORD an interest
ing newspaper article relating to Mr. 
Lord. 

The article follows: 
[From the Atlanta Constitution] 

OLDEST COUNCILMAN IN U.S. MAY BE 92-
YEAR-OLD SAGE IN WRIGHTSVILLE 

(By Grace T. Crawford> 
WRIGHTSVILLE, GA.-At an age when many 

people are turning to nursing homes, Clay
ton Lord, a 92-year-old retired storekeeper is 
busily completing a two-year term on the 
city council here. 

His political staying power has made him 
one of the oldest-if not the oldest-active 
officeholders in the country, according to 
Cynthia Loftin of the Georgia Municipal 
Association and Frances Raiford of the Na
tional League of Cities. 

Ms. Loftin says no specific age records are 
kept by her agency, but "as far as we can 
determine, there's no evidence to indicate 
an older city councilman anywhere." 

At the age of 90, Lord had completed 37 
years as the town's Justice of the Peace. He 
says he "never dreamt" of running again for 
public office, that he was "just too busy" 
with his books, garden, fishing, writing and 
working for Brown Memorial Baptist 
Church, where he is one of the oldest mem
bers. 

But he was drafted, he says, by a group of 
townspeople who paid his entrance fee, had 
his political cards printed, then campaigned 
for him, "because they thought I was 
honest and the best man for the job." 

With a soft chuckle, the wire-thin council
man says he "couldn't help but be tickled" 
when-after some folks said he was too 

old-he won the election. He defeated the 
man who had been named Wrightsville's 
Man of the Year by local civic organiza
tions. 

Refusing to call himself a politician, Lord 
says he's "just a servant of the people," and 
did most of his campaigning in the 1981 
election by "chatting with folks" around the 
Johnson County Courthouse Square and by 
milling about among the Saturday shop
pers. 

His platform, he says, "was just honesty 
and truth, standing up for what I believe to 
be right, speaking out even if it's unpopular, 
and not making a bunch of promises that I 
can't keep." 

And speak out he does, says Wrightsville 
Mayor Willis Wombles, smiling and shaking 
his head. "Yes sir, Mr. Clayton is very, very 
sharp. He keeps abreast of everything that's 
going on and doesn't rely on anyone else to 
inform him of the facts. He looks carefully 
at every situation, then he speaks his 
mind." 

And he does not sugar-coat his opinions: 
On racial problems in Wrightsville, stag

ing ground for several demonstrations and 
racially motivated shootings in the past 
three years: "There are none and never 
have been. Any problems around here were 
caused by a bunch of outsiders." 

On the discrimination suit filed by a 
group of blacks against the sheriff, city 
council and county commission: "The most 
stupid thing that ever happened in Johnson 
County .... The best blacks in town were 
against it." 

Undecided as to whether he will seek an
other term, Lord says he's spent "a mighty 
lot of time" in public office, his first experi
ence on council "as a young fellow in the 
20s." He also served on the Johnson County 
School Board, the local tax board and says 
he was "a regular Marrying Sam" during his 
years as Justice of the Peace, presiding 
often over the court "where folks brought 
in every problem in the book and then 
some." 

The councilman passes some of his time 
with the courthouse philosophers, a group 
of his retired friends who gather in good 
weather under the big oak trees just beyond 
the town square "and solve some mighty 
weighty problems." 

He has strong ideas about food and excer
ise, sticking mostly to chicken and fish and 
fresh vegetables that he raises and tends in 
a half-acre garden plot behind his white 
frame home a few blocks from downtown 
Wrightsville. Cooking for himself since the 
death of his wife Irma several years ago, he 
proudly says his four children and 22 grand
children "rave about my turnips." 

In addition to his duties as a town council
man, he writes a weekly column, "Clayton 
Lord Sez," for the local paper. 

The senior councilman is an avid reader 
and his shelves overflow with a variety of 
materials, plus a collection of newspapers 
from various cities. He just wants to keep in
formed, he says, noting that he's also quite 
a collector of joke books because he thinks 
laughter "is mighty good medicine " and 
he's always found a lot to laugh about." 

Lord, who turns 93 in August, says "a 
bunch of folks have been talking to me 
about running for mayor, but I don't have 
time to fool with that."e 

THE ST. PAUL COMPANIES 
e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, Minnesota has a well-earned na-
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tional reputation as the home of inno
vative ideas. More times than not, 
when you trace the roots of a success
ful social program you will find them 
firmly anchored in Minnesota soil. 

One reason why innovation flour
ishes in Minnesota is that the people 
in my State have found that the deliv
ery of public services does not always 
have to involve the public sector. Gov
ernment is not the only choice in 
meeting the legitimate needs of 
people; in fact, in many cases it is far 
from the best choice. 

Government, private for-profit and 
not-for-profit institutions, and individ
uals work side-by-side in Minnesota to 
improve the quality of life for all 
people in our State. 

One outstanding example of this 
public-private cooperation is the in
volvement of The St. Paul Companies. 
The stated objective of The St. Paul 
Companies' community involvement 
could and should serve as a model for 
all businesses: 

To contribute to the vitality of the com
munities where we do business in a way that 
encourages study, active debate and respon
sible action on issues critical to these com
munities for the purpose of increasing the 
flexibility, diversity of thought and innova
tion neccessary to meet challenges of a 
changing environment. 

Mr. President, I ask that an article 
from the July 1983 issue of Response 
magazine be included in today's 
RECORD following my comments. I 
commend this article to my colleagues. 
It is typical of the kind of effort being 
made in Minnesota by outstanding 
companies like The St. Paul Compa
nies and an example of how one con
cerned corporate citizen can make a 
difference. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to say 
a special word about Carl B. Drake, 
Jr., the chairman of The St. Paul 
Companies. Successful corporate in
volvement in the community demands 
leadership and commitment at the 
top. Carl Drake has provided that for 
The St. Paul Companies and it is one 
of the very important reasons why the 
Juvenile Crime Prevention Curriculum 
detailed in the article in Response has 
been so successful. 

[From the Response, July 19831 
CONTRIBUTING TO THE VITALITY OF OUR 

COMMUNITY 

<By Carl B. Drake, Jr.) 
Like most major corporations, The St. 

Paul Companies have established a program 
of corporate involvement. 

We, like other businesses, realize that we 
have obligations to a variety of stocke
holders including our stockholders, consum
ers, employees and government, as well as 
the communities where we do business. 

Community involvement-or better yet, 
community relations-describes the pro
grams and activities to which the company 
will apply its corporate resources-money, 
skills and personnel-to assist in the solu
tion of social problems in which the interest 
of the stockholder, employees, customers 
and the general public are fundamentally 

inseparable. These activities aim to make 
the community a better place to live and to 
assist groups of people to solve problems 
that do not respond to individual action. 

Community relations activities of The St. 
Paul Companies have two goals: 1) to con
tribute to the solution of public problems 
for the purpose of reducing economic and 
social costs which drain the company and 
the community, and 2) to help create a 
stable, strong community environment 
which enhances the quality of life for em
ployees and the public. 

Both of those are high-sounding objec
tives, but I particularly want to draw atten
tion to the fact that they stress cooperation. 
We state that we will "contribute to the so
lution of public problems" and that we will 
"help create a stable, strong community en
vironment" rather than asserting the more 
traditional corporate verbs like: direct, con
trol, lead, develop, implement, etc. This is 
not a case of semantic game-playing; those 
words were chosen carefully to reflect the 
style of our community affairs programs. 

COMMUNITY VITALITY 

This cooperative style stems from the di
rection and objective which senior manage
ment of The St. Paul Companies has set for 
its community involvement: "to contribute 
to the vitality of the communities where we 
do business in a way that encourages study, 
active debate and responsible action on 
issues critical to these communities for the 
purpose of increasing the flexibility, diversi
ty of thought and innovation necessary to 
meet the challenges of a changing environ
ment." 

We translate those objectives into support 
for activities which will encourage self-reli
ance, stress preventative approaches to 
problem-solving, encourage innovation and 
creativity, address leadership development, 
involve management/technical assistance 
and, finally, encourage collaboration. 

When all of these goals and objectives get 
distilled, their by-products should be pro
grams and activities that are conceived and 
nurtured from within the communities and 
where our role is that of a partner in 
making these ideas a successful reality. 

Based on what we hear from the neigh
borhood and community groups that have 
dealt with The St. Paul Companies, we have 
apparently been successful in fashioning a 
community affairs process which citizens 
feel is responsive to their needs and inter
ests. 

Let me try to describe in practical terms 
how all of this theory works in a real-life 
situation. 

VANDALISM FIRES 

Four years ago some concerned residents 
in the eastern part of St. Paul began looking 
around for solutions to a rash of vandalism 
fires that plagued their neighborhood. In
creased police surveillance offered short
term help, but neighborhood leaders were 
looking for long-term solutions. 

Aware of The St. Paul's reputation as a 
company that was interested in cooperating 
with community groups-and sensing our in
terest as an insurance company in fire pre
vention and arson awareness activities-rep
resentatives of the neighborhood asked the 
company to help them solve their problems. 

In order to help determine the scope and 
size of the problem, The St. Paul staff 
hosted a meeting involving representatives 
from the police and fire departments, the 
schools, interested non-profit agencies and 
company experts in arson detection and pre
vention, as well as leaders of the community 
council in the affected neighborhood. 

That first meeting identified the major 
problem area as juvenile arson-young chil
dren setting garage fires for the "thrill" of 
harassing and disturbing the neighborhood. 
The group decided that the most effective 
way to try and combat the problem, on a 
long-term basis, was to show the neighbor
hood youngsters the negative impact their 
actions had on their neighborhood. The 
school appeared to offer the most effective 
forum for getting this message to young
sters. So, when the county's Criminal Jus
tice Coordinating Council came to The St. 
Paul for funds to develop a curriculum on 
juvenile crime in cooperation with the 
schools, we were enthusiastic. A junior high 
school teacher agreed to pilot the program 
in her class. 

The 12-week program brings into the 
classroom police and fire department per
sonnel to talk about juvenile crime and law 
enforcement; representatives from the juve
nile justice system describe the court proc
ess for juvenile offenders; representatives 
from the county probation department tell 
about that aspect of juvenile justice; insur
ance company representatives explain how 
juvenile crime affects the insurance premi
ums that their parents pay for fire and 
other forms of property insurance. 

The students go on field trips, including 
visits to neighborhood residents and busi
nesses that have been victims of crime. 
These trips give them a chance to see first
hand, the real impact people experience 
from criminal activities-the fear, anger and 
frustration of the crime victims. 

The unusual element of this classroom 
program requires the junior high school stu
dents to prepare lesson plans, including 
dramatizations, covering what they have 
learned about crime. The students then go 
into the fourth grade of neighboring ele
mentary schools and put on classes, skits 
and small group discussions with those chil
dren. This peer teaching element strength
ens the junior high school students' under
standing of the effects of crime on their 
neighborhoods while also sensitizing young
er students about crime. 

A COOPERATIVE EFFORT 

From its very beginning the Juvenile 
Crime Prevention Curriculum has been a co
operative effort. The neighborhood started 
it by raising the concerns; city and county 
governments and the local school district re
sponsed by their willingness to work togeth
er with the community in solving a major 
local problem. The St. Paul Companies, the 
business element of this cooperative equa
tion, provided not only the financial re
sources to get the project under way and 
keep it going but also served as the catalyst 
to bring all of the participants together. 

Has the project been well received? 
Since its pilot project phase, the program 

has grown in four years to be a part of the 
school curriculum throughout the St. Paul 
school system. But its influence is more 
than just local. Copies of the full curricu
lum have been made available free of 
charge by The St. Paul Companies. To date, 
nearly 4,000 copies have been distributed to 
education and law enforcement officials in 
all 50 states and, surprisingly, four foreign 
countries. 

Did it work? 
From the very beginning, police and 

school officials as well as neighborhood resi
dents said they could sense a difference in 
what was happening in their community as 
the result of the Juvenile Crime Prevention 
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Curriculum. Vandalism and other juvenile 
related crimes declined. 

A formal evaluation process is currently 
under way. Preliminary results of interviews 
with students who went through the pilot 
program four years ago show that they all 
have strong, positive recollections of the 
program. All of those interviewed said they 
had not committed a juvenile crime since 
the program. And more amazingly, many 
said they had talked others in their peer 
group out of committing juvenile crimes. 

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS PRIORITIES 

While the Juvenile Crime Prevention Cur
riculum is an important example of The St. 
Paul Companies' cooperative approach to 
community involvement, it is not the only 
example. We have established community 
affairs priorities which include education, 
health and community development-em
ployment, housing and public safety. Based 
on these priorities, we are currently engaged 
in discussions with St. Paul/Minneapolis 
neighborhood groups on housing and eco
nomic development proposals that we 
expect to spring to life in the near future as 
major community programs. This coopera
tive approach is an integral part of our as
sessment of program and project proposals 
in all of these areas. We look for what the 
community or organization itself is bringing 
to the activity and how we can blend our re
sources to help it achieve its goals.e 

WAINO HENDRICKSON 
e Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
a few weeks ago I spoke in this Cham
ber on the occasion of the lOOth birth
day of one of Alaska's Territorial Gov
ernors, George A. Parks. I have a 
much less happy event to report. It 
concerns the death of Waino Hen
drickson, who was Acting Governor of 
the Territory of Alaska twice, in 1957 
and again in 1958. 

Waino Hendrickson was a true Alas
kan. Born in a log cabin in Juneau, he 
spent all but his World War II mili
tary service in Alaska. He worked in 
Alaska's mines, on its docks, and even
tually on its lands for the Bureau of 
Land Management. 

Mr. Hendrickson entered politics 
almost by accident, and only because 
he felt strongly enough about a town 
issue to run for mayor. From 1945 on 
he rose steadily in Alaskan govern
ment, until in 1953 when he was ap
pointed secretary of the State, the 
second highest position in the State. 
At two points in his career, he served 
as Acting Governor. 

He held the post at perhaps the 
most pivotal point in Alaska's history, 
filling the gap between the last Terri
torial Governor-Frank Heintzleman
and the first Governor of the new 
State-William Egan. Throughout this 
period of great flux, he provided the 
wisdom and stability that Alaska's citi
zens needed. 

Mr. President, I would like to insert 
for the RECORD at this point three arti
cles that appeared in the Anchorage 
Times and the Anchorage Daily News 
at the time of Mr. Hendrickson's 
death. They show more poetically 

than I can what this man meant to 
Alaskans. 

The articles follow: 
[From the Anchorage Daily News, June 22, 

1983] 

SERVICES SCHEDULED FOR FORMER 
TERRITORIAL GOVERNOR 

<By John Lindback) 
Services are scheduled this week in both 

Anchorage and Juneau for Waino Hendrick
son, who was territorial governor of Alaska 
when it became a state in 1959. 

Hendrickson died Sunday morning at 
Providence Hospital. He was 87. 

Services in Anchorage will be held Thurs
day. Visitation is scheduled for 7 p.m. and a 
memorial service will be held at 8 p.m., both 
at Forest Lawn Mortuary, 11621 Old Seward 
Highway. 

Services are scheduled for 2 p.m. Saturday 
in Juneau at the new Centennial Hall. Hen
drickson was born in Juneau and served as 
the town's mayor from 1946 to 1953. 

Hendrickson, a Republican, served as the 
federally appointed secretary of Alaska 
from 1953 to 1959. The position is consid
ered the equivalent of the lieutenant gover
nor today. 

During his tenure as secretary, he filled in 
twice as acting territorial governor. The 
first time was January 3 to April 8, 1957, be
tween the terms of Govs. Frank Hentzleman 
and Michael Stepovich. 

Family members said he was also acting 
governor from Aug. 10, 1959 to Jan. 3, 1959, 
the day Alaska joined the union. Stepovich 
had resigned from the presidentially ap-

. pointed post of territorial governor prior to 
statehood in order to enter Alaska's first 
campaign for governor. 

Hendrickson's political history included a 
term, from 1950-52, in the territorial House 
of Representatives. That term was served 
concurrently with his position as mayor of 
Juneau. 

Craig Forrest, one of Hendrickson's eight 
grandchildren, said one of his grandfather's 
most important accomplishments was guid
ing the transition of the territorial govern
ment into statehood. 

Forrest said his grandfather was especial
ly proud of an honor bestowed upon him in 
1958 by the Tlingit tribe of southeastern 
Alaska. They inducted him as honorary 
member of the tribe. 

After statehood, Hendrickson became the 
manager of the Juneau office of the federal 
Bureau of Land Management. He retired in 
1966. 

Hendrickson was born on June 18, 1896. 
He graduated from Juneau High School in 
1916 and served in the U.S. Army from 
1917-1919. 

He worked for five years with the Alaska
Juneau Gold Mine Company From 1924 to 
1927, he was assistant manager of the 
Juneau city dock. 

In 1927, he became an employee and 
stockholder of the Alaska Laundry, where 
he worked until 1945. He was a salesman in 
Juneau for American Wholesale Grocery 
from 1945 to 1953. 

He married Marion Kingsnorth Jones, a 
nurse, in 1924. They had one daughter, Dor
othea Forrest of Anchorage. 

Hendrickson was active in a number of 
civic organizations. He served as president 
of the Pioneers of Alaska and was a past 
commander of the state American Legion. 

Hendrickson is survived by his daughter, 
seven grandchildren and eight great-grand
children. 

The family requests that friends who wish 
to donate memorials direct them to the 
charity of their choice or to the American 
Lung Association, 406 G. St., Anchorage, 
99501. 

[From the Anchorage Times, June 21, 1983] 

WAINO EDWARD HENDRICKSON 

Alaska pioneer Waino Edward Hendrick
son, former mayor of Juneau and secretary 
of Alaska during territorial days, died 
Sunday at Providence Hospital. He was 87. 

Mr. Hendrickson was born June 18, 1896 
in a log cabin in Juneau where the Baranof 
Hotel now stands. 

Mr. Hendrickson went to one-room 
schools in Juneau and graduated from high 
school in 1916 with a class of 14 students. 

After high school, Mr. Hendrickson 
worked in the Alaska-Juneau and Alaska
Gastineau mines. In 1918 he and a small 
group of men from Juneau went to Fort 
William Henry Seward at Haines for mili
tary training and then on to the Presidio in 
San Francisco, Calif. It was his first outside 
trip. 

When World War I ended, he returned to 
Juneau and the gold mines. He also met and 
married a Canadian nurse who had come to 
Juneau to work at St. Ann's Hospital. He 
and Marion Kingsnorth Jones married in 
1924. 

From the mines, Mr. Hendrickson went to 
work at the city dock. He left the dock to 
work at the Alaska Laundry and Cleaners, 
where he remained for the next 20 years. 

In 1945 Mr. Hendrickson found himself in 
the middle of a heated small-town argument 
over the ownership of the local power utili
ties. He decided to run for mayor on a plat
form opposing municipally owned utilities. 
He won that election-and several more. 

In 1951, he ran as a Republican for the 
territorial House of Representatives, a post 
he held again in 1953. When President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower appointed B. Frank 
Heintzleman governor in 1953, he appointed 
Mr. Hendrickson secretary of Alaska
today's equivalent to lieutenant governor. 

When Heintzleman resigned Mr. Hen
drickson became acting governor, a position 
he held until 1957 when Eisenhower ap
pointed Mike Stepovich governor. Mr. Hen
drickson was reappointed secretary. 

He became acting governor when Stepo
vich resigned to run against Ernest Gruen
ing for one of Alaska's two U.S. Senate 
seats. He remained in the position until Wil
liam A. Egan was sworn as the state's first 
governor on Jan. 3, 1959. 

Mr. Hendrickson was appointed by Eisen
hower to head the Alaska Field Committee, 
the transitional office that was to oversee 
the change from territorial status to state
hood. He remained there until 1961. 

At that time he became director of the 
Southeast Alaska field Office of the Bureau 
of Land Management, a position he held 
until he retired and moved to Anchorage in 
1965. 

He served on the state Geographic Board 
and the Governor's Advisory Committee on 
Aging. He was past grand president of the 
Pioneers of Alaska and a past department 
commander of the American Legion. 

He was king of the 1970 Fur Rendezvous. 
He leaves one daughter, Dorothea Forrest 

of Anchorage. 
Arrangements are pending at Kehl's 

Forest Lawn Memorial Chapel. 
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WAINO HENDRICKSON 
Waino Hendrickson was a gentle, quiet 

man who served Alaska well in a period 
when the new state was being formed. He 
came close to being governor on several oc
casions, but fate never allowed him this 
honor. 

He had other distinctions that will put his 
name near the top of the list of prominent 
citizens when the history of 20th Century 
Alaska is written. But it was his courtship 
with the governorship that came to mind 
when word of his death at Providence Hos
pital was reported Sunday. 

A life-long Alaskan, born in Juneau, Mr. 
Hendrickson became active in hometown 
politics in 1945. By 1953, he had been ap
pointed secretary of Alaska, which was the 
territory's No. 2 office and similar to the 
post of lieutenant governor today. 

On two occasions during his seven-year 
tenure as secretary he became acting gover
nor at the behest of President Dwight D. Ei
senhower: for five months in 1956 after 
Gov. B. Frank Heintzleman resigned and 
again for ten months in 1958 after Gov. 
Mike Stepovich resigned to run for U.S. 
Senate. 

During the weeks prior to the advent of 
statehood, Sen.-elect Ernest Gruening made 
entreaties to Washington to have the 
"acting" dropped from Hendrickson's title, 
but it was never done. 

At one time in the early 1950s, he held 
three important posts at the same time. 
While he was mayor of Juneau he was elect
ed to the legislature and was serving in both 
jobs when he was appointed secretary of 
Alaska. 

Mr. Hendrickson's pursuits were not all 
political. He headed the official team named 
by the president to oversee the transition of 
Alaska from a territory to a state. He also 
served a term as grand president of the Pio
neers of Alaska. 

His soft voice and gentle presence was 
such that many Alaskans of today are un
aware of his contributions a generation ago. 
But he earned a place of merit in the rich 
history of Alaska.e 

FCC FINANCIAL INTEREST AND 
SYNDICATION RULES 

e Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, 
throughout my career in the Congress 
of the United States I have been inter
ested in the relationship of Govern
ment to the natural operation of com
petitive marketplace forces in insuring 
that the interests and needs of the 
American people are well served. I be
lieve that Government should intrude 
itself into the marketplace only when 
there are dysfunctions that jeopardize 
the public interest. As a member of 
the Senate Commerce Committee, I 
have had an opportunity to apply this 
philosophy to the domain of telecom
munications and, in this regard, my 
special attention has been drawn to 
the FCC's financial interest and syndi
cation rules. 

These rules were adopted by the 
Commission in 1970. The financial in
terest rule prohibits the three major 
television networks from investing in 
programs which are broadcast on the 
networks in exchange for a profit-

sharing interest. The syndication rule 
prohibits the three major networks 
from entering the business of selling 
individual programs-either those al
ready broadcast on the networks or 
original programs-directly to local 
stations on a non-network basis. In the 
view of many economic and telecom
munications scholars, these rules rep
resent the high water mark of unjusti
fied Government intrusion into a mar
ketplace capable of functioning prop
erly to serve the interests of the televi
sion viewing public. Rather than 
curing imbalances, the rules have ap
parently generated their own 
unacceptable distortions. 

The rules have been the subject of 
study and debate virtually since they 
were adopted. This study and debate 
has been extensive, scholarly and bi
partisan. In the mid-1970's the Brook
ings Institution published a report 
concluding that the rules were mis
guided. In the late 1970's Congress au
thorized a special FCC staff study of 
the rules which took 2 years to com
plete and which involved the compila
tion of thousands of pages of evidence. 
This special staff study concluded that 
the rules were unfounded, ill-con
ceived, and counterproductive and 
should be repealed. Recently, as a part 
of an ongoing FCC proceeding, the De
partments of Commerce, Justice, and 
the Federal Trade Commission have 
reviewed the rules in detail and deter
mined that they should be eliminated 
in their present form. 

What I am troubled by are efforts in 
both Houses of Congress to bypass all 
of this study and expert opinion and 
impose a moratorium on the FCC's 
ability to complete its work of review
ing this outdated set of rules. It is the 
function of the Congress to establish 
the broad framework of communica
tions policy. But we have delegated to 
the FCC, as the expert Government 
agency, the authority to implement 
that policy subject to congressional 
oversight. Pursuant to that delegation 
the FCC adopted the financial interest 
and syndication rules. Pursuant to 
that delegation they should be permit
ted to review them for their continued 
effectiveness and if the FCC deter
mines that the rules are no longer 
warranted they should be permitted to 
act to repeal them. 

We often hear the complaint that 
Government is incapable of acting ex
peditiously. We in Congress are often 
critical of the failure of the various de
partments and agencies of the Govern
ment to consider and act on matters of 
importance in a deliberate but timely 
manner. Here we face a Commission 
that has spent over 5 years and mil
lions of taxpayers dollars examining 
these issues, yet some in Congress are 
suggesting that the FCC be prevented 
from completing its consideration of 
the subject for an additional 5 years. 

That is simply bad government. The 
FCC should act and act now.e 

INLAND WATERWAY FINANCING 
e Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, at 
my request, the Congressional Budget 
Office recently completed a study, 
"Inland Waterway Financing and the 
Potential Effects of User Charges." 
This issue, together with the question 
of inland waterway development, is 
now under review within the Subcom
mittee on Water Resources of our 
Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. It is my hope that we 
can report legislation to the Senate 
next month. 

Because of the importance of this 
issue and the CBO review, I ask that a 
copy of this report be printed in the 
RECORD, together with a copy of Dr. 
Rivlin's transmittal letter. 

The material follows: 
U.S. CONGRESS, 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, D.C., July 21, 1983. 

Hon. ROBERT T. STAFFORD, 
Chairman, Committee on Environment and 

Public Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In response to your 
request, the Congressional Budget Office 
has completed a brief analysis of issues re
lating to inland waterway development and 
user charge financing. The analysis takes up 
the questions of who should bear the costs 
of that development, what portion of feder
al costs should be recovered by user charges, 
what types of charges are available, and 
how should capital costs be treated. 

The paper also reviews the "Section 205 
Study" recently completed by the Depart
ments of Transportation and Commerce. 
The CBO finds the study analytically sound 
and concurs in its overall conclusions. Par
ticular points of agreement are that user 
charges designed to recover the full costs of 
the federal government's investment in 
inland waterways would be substantially 
above current levels, and that the effects of 
uniform system-wide fees would differ from 
those of segment-specific fees. 

The sector that would be most adversely 
affected by imposition of fees set to recover 
waterway services costs would be agricultur
al shippers. Charges that covered operation 
and maintenance costs would be about 4 
cents per bushel. Charges that also recov
ered initial investment costs in addition to 
operations and maintenance might range 
between 6 cents and 10 cents per bushel. 
The outcome would depend on which invest
ment costs were to be recovered and how 
they were amortized. 

Finally, the analysis points out that, to 
the extent foreign nations attempt to iso
late their domestic markets from interna
tional price fluctuations, a significant por
tion of any U.S. user charge would likely be 
passed on to foreign governments, rather 
than being borne by U.S. agricultural ship
pers. 

I hope your Committee finds this study 
useful. Please let us know if we can be of 
further assistance. 

With best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

ALICE M. RIVLIN, Director. 
Attachment. 
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INLAND WATERWAY FINANCING AND THE 
POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF USER CHARGES 

PREFACE 

This short study was undertaken at the 
request of Chairman Stafford of the Senate 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works to provide information on issues re
lating to inland waterway development. 
Peyton L. Wynns of CBO's Natural Re
sources and Commerce Division prepared 
the analysis under the general supervision 
of David L. Bodde and Everett M. Ehrlich. 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

The Congressional Budget Office has pre
pared this study to assist the Congress in 
considering adjustments to federal policy 
with respect to inland waterway develop
ment. The paper consists of three parts. 
The first briefly summarizes some of the 
major issues facing the Congress in the de
velopment of inland waterway policy. The 
discussion focuses on financing the costs of 
the inland water system. Four questions in 
particular are considered: Who should bear 
the costs of the system? How should a 
proper level of cost recovery be determined? 
What alternative types of charges are avail
able? And how should capital costs be treat
ed. 

The second part reviews a major study of 
inland waterway user charges undertaken 
by the Administration to assess the econom
ic impacts of user charges.• The study, 
which seems sound in its analytic method, 
arrives at several conclusions: That user 
charges designed to recover the system's full 
costs would be substantially above the levels 
of current fees; that barge operators and 
grain shippers are the two groups that 
stand to be adversely affected to any meas
urable extent by the institution of user fees 
set to recover the system's full costs; and 
that the consequences of uniform user fees 
levied systemwide would differ from those 
of fees set at different rates for different 
segments. 

The third part of the paper deals directly 
with the impact on grain shippers of water
way user charges higher than the current 
level of less than 1 cent per bushel. <Levied 
as a tax on gasoline, the current user charge 
is in fact divided among shippers, consum
ers, and carriers.> It concludes that user 
charges designed to recover waterway oper
ating and maintenance costs would result in 
charges of about 4 cents per bushel of grain 
delivered. Full recovery not only of operat
ing and maintenance costs but also of all 
capital investments in the year expenditures 
were made would raise total charges to ap
proximately 10 cents per bushel. Proposals 
that would limit capital recovery to new 
projects and spread recovery over a project's 
life would result in user charges averaging 6 
cents per bushel. The level of user charges 
faced by individual shippers would vary 
markedly, depending on such factors as the 
type of user charge, the availability of other 
modes of transport, and the responses of 
competing carriers (primarily rail>. Finally, 
to the extent that foreign grain-importing 
nations continued to use variable import 
levies in the attempt to isolate their domes
tic markets from international price fluctua
tions, a significant portion of any U.S. user 
charge would likely be passed on to foreign 
governments. 

•See U.S. Department of Transpartation and U.S. 
Department of Commerce, "Inland Waterway User 
Taxes and Charges" <February 1982). 

PART I. MAJOR POLICY ISSUES 

The issues the Congress faces in the devel
opment of a comprehensive inland water
way policy fall into two basic categories: 

Which projects should the federal govern
ment undertake? and 

How should those projects be paid for? 
These questions are not new. In 1976, for 

example, the Congress requested from the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers a study to 
assist in considering questions dealing with 
the federal investment required and the 
projects needed. 1 That study identified po
tential investment needs arising from tech
nological obsolescence and congestion. It 
concluded that $2.9 billion in 1982 dollars 
would be needed to complete navigation 
projects already under construction, and an
other $8.9 billion would be needed to reha
bilitate and improve the inland waterway 
system over the coming 20 years. Another 
study, by the Departments of Transporta
tion and Commerce, took up the questions 
of how such projects should be financed and 
paid for, and what likely impact should be 
anticipated from waterway user charges. 
Mandated by the Inland Waterway Revenue 
Act of 1978 <P.L. 95-502), the study is most 
commonly referred to as the "Section 205 
Study" and is examined in Part II. 

The link between the means of financing 
projects and the number and types of 
projects that should be undertaken war
rants emphasis. The level of investment 
"needs" depends in part on how projects are 
paid for. Assessments of transportation 
needs reflect a desired quality and quantity 
of services to be provided at some under
stood level of prices. When the prices 
charged for use of a service or facility 
change, the level of "needs" -that is, 
demand for that service-may change dra
matically as a result. One of the effects of 
not charging or underchanging users for 
services provided is that doing so usually 
leads to exaggerated assessments of 
demand. In other words, users request a far 
higher level of investment than they would 
if they themselves were faced with paying 
for the investment. 

The second set of issues, then, is: Who 
should pay for the projects the federal gov
ernment undertakes, and how should those 
projects be financed. These questions are 
considered from two perspectives-the gen
eral choice between user charges and fund
ing from general revenues, and more specif
ic issues related to user charges. 

User charges versus funding from general 
revenues 

From 1824, when the Army Corps of Engi
neers first began work on the nation's 
inland waterway system, most costs were 
paid from general revenues. 2 Early federal 
involvement in the development and oper
ation of the inland waterways was undertak
en to link the newly developing Midwest 
with the more developed eastern part of the 
country. Many later projects were also un
dertaken to promote regional economic 
growth. The direction of federal policy 
shifted in 1978, however, with the imposi
tion of an excise tax on fuel under the 
Inland Waterway Revenue Act. The initial 
tax rate was set at 4 cents per gallon and is 
scheduled to increase in stages to a final 
level of 10 cents per gallon in 1985. Thus, 

1 See U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, National 
Waterways Study-A Framework for Decision 
Making-A Summary, Institute for Water Re
sources <January, 1983). 

2 In fact, user charges were levied on a few water
way segments until 1871. 

today, commercial users of the inland water
way system are required to share directly in 
the costs of supporting the system. 

When a federal subsidy is intended to pro
mote regional development, few alternatives 
to funding such projects from general reve
nues are available. Attempts to finance 
projects by charging beneficiaries would 
largely negate the intent of a subsidy de
signed for that purpose. To the extent that 
the economy has now matured, however, 
and federal support of the inland waterway 
system has come to be viewed as support of 
one of a choice of freight modes, the Con
gress may wish to see that users bear an in
creasing share of the costs of the system. 3 

User charges have at least three major 
justifications. First, they promote an effi
cient use of resources. Transportation facili
ties provided without cost recovery make a 
mode that is subsidized cheaper to use than 
it otherwise would be. This can lead to a di
version of traffic from an economically 
more efficient mode to the subsidized mode. 
Second, simple fairness suggests that com
mercial enterprises, not the general taxpay
er, shoulder the costs of the government 
services they use. And third, user charges 
can help determine the quality and quantity 
of services to be supplied by the govern
ment. Consensus is currently growing that 
federal subsidies give rise to demand for 
services that exceeds the level that would be 
requested if users had to pay for those serv
ices, and that many projects previously au
thorized would not have been undertaken if 
users had had to pay for them. Appropri
ate-that is, higher-user charges would 
tend to diminish the demand for projects 
that are not economically justified. If users 
are to pay a share of the costs of the inland 
waterway system, several subsidiary issues 
must be resolved. 

Levels of cost recovery 
User fees now in effect recover approxi

mately 10 percent of the Corps of Engi
neers' costs of operating and maintaining 
the inland waterway system. Taxes at their 
present levels do not recover investment 
costs. Since other, competing modes of 
transport receive far less subsidy,4 a move 
toward full cost recovery appears to offer 
potential for improving the efficiency of the 
nation's transportation system. Such a move 
would mean substantially higher fees on 
users, with hardship on some. Thus, the 
Congress might wish to phase in any 
changes in user charges or to seek less than 
full cost recovery. This latter approach 
would resemble that taken in 1978 under 
the Inland Waterway Revenue Act, which 
phases in the current set of fuel taxes at 
levels that recover less than full costs. 

3 For an overview of the nation's public works in
frastructure and an extensive analysis of user 
charges, see Congressional Budget Office, Public 
Works ln/rastructure: Policy Considerations for the 
1980s <April 1983). See also Congressional Budget 
Office, Reducing the Deficit: Spending and Revenue 
Options <February 1983>. Chapter IX on "User Fees 
and Other Government Changes." 

• The Congressional Budget Office has estimated 
that, in 1980, federal subsidies covered more than 
one-fourth of all inland waterway shipping costs. In 
contrast, trucks and railroads received far less Cl 
percent and 6 percent, respectively> and pipelines 
received no subsidies. Since 1980, the level of feder
al support for the rail freight industry has fallen as 
Conrail's financial performance has improved. See 
statement of Alice M. Rivlin, Director, Congression
al Budget Office, before the Senate Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, Subcommittee on 
Water Resources, February 10, 1982. 
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Systemwide versus segment-specific charges 

User fees for services provided to commer
cial navigation can be uniform for all users 
throughout the inland waterway system. 
For example, the current fuel tax and the 
Administration's recent proposal CS. 1554) 
that all carriers pay a tax of 1.1 mill per 
ton-mile represent fees of this type. Alterna
tively, different fees can be charged to dif
ferent users, depending on the costs of the 
services provided to them. Under such a 
plan, users of high-cost waterway segments 
would pay fees reflecting the relative costs 
of those segments-for example, lockage 
charges or ton-mile fees, which differ by 
river segment. 

Uniform systemwide charges tend to be 
easier and therefore less costly to adminis
ter. Since all users pay the same charge re
gardless of the costs of services provided to 
them, however, systemwide fees do not nec
essarily promote the selection of the most 
cost-effective projects. Segment-specific 
fees, on the other hand, tend to be adminis
tratively more complex, but they may lead 
to greater gains in efficiency; users more di
rectly responsible for the costs must pay 
more of the costs incurred in their behalf. 
Some combination of systemwide and 
project-specific charges is also possible-for 
example, a systemwide fee to recover basic 
operating and maintenance costs, combined 
with a segment-specific fee for any water 
route on which heavy use requires excep
tionally large investment costs. 11 

Treatment of capital costs 
Because waterway projects are relatively 

few and of large scale involving sizable cap
ital investment, the Congress may wish to 
consider initial federal financing of the 
projects, with subsequent cost recovery. 
Federal highway and airport programs are 
financed on a "pay-as-you-go" basis, with 
concurrent federal financing and cost recov
ery. That is, user fees are set at a level high 
enough so that user charge revenues offset 
current capital outlays. Such an approach is 
feasible with highways and airports, in 
which there are large numbers of capital 
projects and the administrative costs of 
treating each individually would be high. 

With waterway projects, a somewhat 
modified approach might be effective. If 
major up-front costs were federally fi
nanced, they might subsequently be recov
ered over a projects' economic life with user 
charges tailored to specific projects. Doing 
so would strengthen the tie between invest
ment costs and payments by users-thereby 
increasing economic efficiency. 

PART II. THE SECTION 205 STUDY 

In their "Section 205 Study," the Depart
ments of Transportation and Commerce un
dertook to forecast the level of inland wa
terway traffic, first assuming no user 
charges. 6 Cost information provided by the 

6 This approach, a combination of systemwide 
and segment-specific fees, is reflected in S. 1554, 
which was introduced on June 28, 1983 and referred 
to the Senate Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

8 See U.S. Department of Transportation and U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Inland WatenDay User 
Taxes and Charges <February 1982>. Since only a 
small fraction of the $8 million authorized for the 
study was actually appropriated, the final report 
was not so comprehensive as the act describes. Ref
erence to supporting analysis is provided in the Ap
pendix. 

Corps of Engineers was then used to esti
mate an initial level of user charges that, if 
levied on this traffic, would recover all 
inland waterway costs. Since user charges 
would increase the costs of barge transpor
tation, some traffic would be diverted to 
other freight modes. The reduction in the 
expected level of traffic, in tum, would 
mean that the initial level of user charges 
would not result in full cost recovery. 
Hence, the simulation model was run 
through several iterations, each time with 
assumptions of lower traffic and higher user 
charges than in the previous round until the 
level of traffic appeared to stabilize. 

Two key aspects of the Section 205 Study 
are particularly worth noting. First, the wa
terway use levels forecast prior to any diver
sion of traffic that might result from user 
charges reflected a continuation of the sub
stantial growth experienced during the 
1970s <averaging a little over 3 percent a 
year>. In light of the slower growth experi
enced since 1979, continuation of such high 
growth rates is not now a clear prospect. 
Second, the study contemplated recovering 
only a relatively small amount of capital ex
penditures. It did not include any capital re
covery of projects previously completed and 
concluded that traffic growth would not ne
cessitate completion of any major new 
projects until the year 2000. Thus, the only 
capital expenditures to be recovered were 
projects still under construction. 7 In 1985, 
the costs to be recovered would include 
about $25 million in capital recovery, and by 
1995, annual capital recovery would rise to 
about $150 million. <Converted into 1982 
dollars, capital recovery would be about $31 
million for 1985 and $190 million for 1995.) 
These amounts are relatively small com
pared with current Corps of Engineers con
struction levels, which have been running at 
about $400 million a year, and they are also 
small next to the Corps' estimates of ap
proximately $12 billion worth of construc
tion required over the next 20 years Cor 
about $600 million a year in 1982 dollars). 8 

The combination of traffic levels that may 
be high and cost figures that are probably 
low means that any estimates of the tax 
levels needed to achieve full cost recovery 
are on the low side. Thus, the Section 205 
Study's conclusion that a fuel tax of 34 
cents a gallon Cin 1979 dollars) would be re
quired in 1985 to recover costs fully appears 
low. 9 

Taxes under present law will reach a max
imum of 10 cents a gallon in 1985. This level 
is clearly far below the rate required for full 
cost recovery. The ultimate level of taxes 
that would be needed for full cost recovery 
would depend on a large number of uncer
tainties including future traffic growth, 
elasticity of demand for waterway trans
port, responses of competing freight modes 
to waterway charge increases, and the 
strength of foreign markets. Thus, the exact 
per-gallon level of fuel taxes that would 
fully recover waterway expenditures is un
certain. But calculation of an exact figure is 
unnecessary unless the Congress should 
desire to raise the tax level in one large in
crease. Much more important is the fact 
that the tax level for full cost recovery 
would be far above current levels. 

7 Those costs would be amortized over a 50-year 
period at a 3-percent rate of interest. Since all costs 
were expressed in 1979 dollars, the 3 percent repre
sents a real rather than nominal interest rate. 

ssee U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, National Wa
tenDays Study. 

9 Converting the 34 cents to 1982 dollars would 
yield an estimate of 43 cents per gallon. 

The 205 Study is useful in pointing out 
differences between segment-specific versus 
systemwide user charges. When facilities 
are financed by charges that clearly reflect 
the costs of the services provided, users usu
ally tailor their demand to their needs more 
carefully than they do when services are 
paid for either by a systemwide excise tax or 
out of general federal tax revenues. This ob
servation holds as well for services provided 
by the private sector. For example, when 
electric power is metered and users are 
charged according to use, less power is con
sumed and conservation is encouraged.10 

The 205 Study notes several high cost/low 
volume waterway segments that would 
carry no traffic at all if charges were set to 
cover the full costs of providing services. 
Some such segments have already cost the 
federal government substantial sums of 
money, and the projection of increased wa
terway traffic in general suggests that these 
segments may have adequate prospects for 
future use to warrant their continuation. In 
such instances, the structure and timing of 
user charges might be adapted to particular 
circumstances. Levies could be limited to 
less than full cost recovery, leaving respon
sibility for remaining costs still with the 
federal government-that is, still subsidized. 
Should traffic growth continue, this would 
retain the opportunity for the federal gov
ernment to recover a greater proportion of 
costs in the future. To prevent such situa
tions from recurring, however, the Congress 
might choose to impose segment-specific 
user charges designed to recover full costs 
on new projects not yet begun. 

Several other conclusions of the 205 Study 
are also notable. One is that, with or with
out user charges, traffic growth on the 
inland waterway system is projected to con
tinue. It also concludes that user charges 
would have minor or negligible impacts on 
regional economies, on energy consumption, 
and on the international balance of pay
ments. On the other hand, two groups 
would sustain negative impacts, namely 
barge operators and grain interests. Though 
these effects are not analyzed in great 
detail, the diversion of some traffic to other 
freight modes <mainly rail) would cause the 
barge industry to experience slowed growth 
in traffic, revenues, and employment. Given 
the forecast of continued overall traffic 
growth, however, industry revenues and em
ployment are nonetheless expected to rise 
over time, though less than might be 
achieved without increased user charges. 

Thus, in light of all other changes occur
ring in a dynamic economy, the study con
cludes that user charges would probably not 
be a major influence on the well-being of 
the groups affected. It does, however, ana
lyze in detail the impact of waterway user 
charges on grain shippers, discussed in the 
next section. 

PART III. IMPACT OF USER CHARGES ON 
AGRICULTURAL SHIPPING 

Various factors would determine the ef
fects of waterway user charges on farmers. 
These include the level and type of charges 
and conditions in domestic and foreign mar
kets. The effects would not be uniform 
among all farmers; not surprisingly, those 
closest to waterways and making the most 
extensive use of them would feel the most 
impact. In other words, farmers-or indeed, 
any other users of public works-who bene-

•° For other instances of this effect in the private 
sector, see Congressional Budget Office, Public 
Works Infrastructure. 
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fit most directly from a subsidy stand to be 
the most directly affected by the withdraw
al of that subsidy. And conversely, if the im
position of higher user charges should 
result in a higher delivered or market price 
for grain, farmers far from water transpor
tation who make relatively little use of such 
services might actually benefit. 
Cost effects for grain shipping-two analytic 

approaches 
Recognizing the importance of grain 

transportation, the Section 205 Study pre
sents the results of two different analytic 
methods to simulate effects of user charges. 
First, grain transportation was studied in 
the same manner as all other commodities 
by Data Resources, Inc. <DRU. Future traf
fic volumes without user charges were gen
erated in DRI's macro-economical model. 
"Trigger points," or potential price in
creases at which shippers would begin to 
alter their shipping patterns, were then esti
mated. Then, DRI sought to estimate 
amounts of traffic diverted. Assuming that 
all costs were borne by farmers, the results 
suggested that the cost per bushel of 
moving grain by barge would increase by 
about 2 cents to 4 cents by 1990, and that a 
fuel tax of about 38 cents per gallon would 
be required to recover costs fully in that 
year. 11 

The results differed according to whether 
the means of cost recovery assumed was a 
systemwide fuel tax or a segment-specific 
mechanism. With the segment-specific user 
charge, barge transportation on serveral 
river systems emerged as no longer viable, 
because the waterway charges would result 
in costs higher than shippers would have to 
pay to use other transport modes. In such 
cases, only a systemwide charge would sup
port these segments' costs. Shippers on high 
volume segments, in contrast, would bear 
lower shipping costs under a segment tax 
than under a systemwide tax. 

The second approach, taken in a study by 
researchers at Iowa State University, uses 
production estimates from the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture for the years 1985 and 
1990. The Iowa study identified the origin 
points for the grain shipments and the final 
destination points on the basis of consump
tion and export patterns. It then used a 
mathematical model to derive a least-cost 
distribution system. This provided a base 
case-an estimate on traffic flows in the ab
sence of raised user charges. Transport costs 
were then increased to reflect user charges, 
and the program was rerun with ·a different 
set of commodity flows resulting. 

The basic result of the Iowa analysis is 
that grain transport costs per bushel would 
be increased an average of between 2 cents 
and 3 cents, assuming a systemwide fuel tax 
of 32 cents a gallon in 1985. Because the 
Iowa study's method used more geographi
cally specific input information, the results 
yielded more specific geographic informa
tion. The results were not uniform for all 
farmers. Typically, the price increases ap
peared lower on the Columbia/Snake River 
system <Washington/Oregon), ranging from 
less than 1 cent per bushel up to 2.5 cents 
per bushel, and higher on the Missouri 
River system, ranging from 4 cents per 
bushel to 7 cents per bushel. 

• 1 All estimates are expressed in constant 1979 
dollars. 

TABLE 1.-LEVEL OF WATERWAY USER CHARGES REQUIRED 
TO RECOVER OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS IN 
1982 

River City where shipment 
originates 

Mississippi ............ ~i~\:.'1!:a~'.~.~. ::: : ::::: : ::: : :::::: 
St. Louis, Mo ...................... .... . 
cairo, 111 ................ ................ .. . 
Helena, Ark ............................. . 

Illinois ................... Seneca, 111 ...•..•..••••••.••••••.•.•••.••• 
Peoria, 111 •.••• ••• .. •• ... ..... •. .. ..•... .. . 

Ohio ...................... Cincinnati, Ohio ....................... . 

Missouri... ............. ~k~~~~~:: :::::::::: : :::::::::: 
Arkansas ............... ~r:a.Ci6t'1a~~: : ::::::::::::::::: : ::: 
r.oiumbia-Snake .... =rr:.shwaSii::::::::::::::::: 

Windus!, Wash ........................ . 
Biggs, Oreg ............................. . 

Miles 
to 

port• 

1,811 
1,471 
1,128 

954 
661 

1,424 
1,330 
1,456 
1,332 
1,880 
1,773 
1,517 
1,040 

475 
405 
350 
209 

In cents per bushel 

Charges 
Charges to 

to recover 
recover 70 

full percent 
costs 2 of 

costs 3 

7.8 
6.4 
4.9 
4.1 
2.9 
6.2 
5.8 
6.3 
5.8 
8.2 
7.7 
6.6 
4.5 
2.1 
1.8 
1.5 
.9 

5.8 
4.7 
3.6 
3.0 
2.1 
4.5 
4.2 
4.6 
4.2 
6.0 
5.7 
4.8 
3.3 
1.5 
1.3 
1.1 
.7 

1 From C. Phillip Baumel, Robert J. Hauser, and Jeffrey Beaulieu, "Impact of 
lnalnd Waterway User Charges on Corn, Wheat and Soybean Flows," Iowa State 
University (March 1982). p. 44. 

2 CBO estimate. 
3 Administration proposal. CBO estimate based on a user charge of 1.1 mills 

per ton mile, as specified in S. 1554. 
Note.-ln all cases, estimates assume systemwide user charges. 

CBO estimates 
The CBO estimates that the level of user 

charges that would have been required to 
recover all 1982 operation and maintenance 
costs would, on average, have been about 4 
cents per bushel. These charges are shown 
in Table 1, along with the user charges that 
might result from the Administration's pro
posal to recover 70 percent of operation and 
maintenance costs. These estimates assume 
that user charges are related to ton miles 
carried. User charges would be substantially 
lower if calculated on the basis of tons 
shipped, because agricultural shipments 
tend to have trip lengths much longer than 
the average for the full spectrum of water-
way users. 

Long-term effects 
Depending on market conditions, in

creased user fees might be borne in the 
short run by U.S. producers, by consumers, 
or by intermediaries. In the longer term, the 
burden would likely be divided somehow be
tween producers and consumers only. 

During the past year or so, increasing at
tention has been devoted to import levies 
and other attempts by foreign nations to in
sulate their domestic markets from interna
tional commodity price fluctuations. 12 In es
sence, such policies seek to maintain a fixed 
domestic price by raising tariffs in response 
to falling import prices and lowering tariffs 
in response to rising prices. To the extent 
that U.S. exports are bound for destinations 
that adhere to such practices <such as the 
European Community), and to the extent 
that user fees resulted in higher delivered 
prices, the nations importing the grain 
would absorb the user fees by reducing 

12 See, for example, Maury Bredahl, William 
Meyers, and Keith Collins. "The Elasticity of For
eign Demand for U.S. Agricultural Exports" in 
American Journal of Agricultural Economics <Feb
ruary 1979), and Gary P. Sampson and Richard H. 
Snape. "Effects of the EEC's Variable Import 
Levies" in Journal of Political Economy <1980>. See 
also Congressional Budget Office, "Agricultural 
Export Markets and the Potential Effects of 
Export Subsidies," Unpublished Staff Working 
Paper <June 1983>. 

import levies to maintain constant domestic 
prices. On the basis of current export pat
terns, two analysts have estimated that ap
proximately two-thirds of any U.S. user fees 
would ultimately be absorbed by foreign 
governments. 13 

In any event, the magnitude of the impact 
of user fees on farmers would be swamped 
by normal price fluctuations and other eco
nomic variables. For example, CBO estimat
ed last year that a one-percentage-point in
crease in the interest rate would cost about 
$5,700 each year for a typical farm harvest
ing 400 acres of corn and soybeans. 14 By 
contrast, user fees resulting in a price 
change of 3 cents a bushel would result in a 
loss of gross annual farm income of about 
$900. In comparing any price changes result
ing from user charges, one should note that 
changes in daily grain prices of 5 cents to 10 
cents per bushel are not uncommon. 
APPENDIX: ANALYSES SUPPORTING THE SECTION 

205 STUDY 

Detailed reports of the research undertak
en for preparation of the Section 205 Study 
can be found in the following publications 
of Data Resources, Inc. <DRU and Iowa 
State University <Iowa State). See Robert 
Schuessler and Allan Phillips, "The Eco
nomic Impact of Inland Waterway User 
Charges," DRI (March 1982), and 
Schuessler, "Analysis of Issues Relating to 
the Economic Impact of Inland Waterway 
User Taxes and Charges," DRI <March 
1982). See also C. Phillip Baumel and Curtis 
D. Huyser, "Impact of Inland Waterway 
User Charges on Fertilizer Flows," Iowa 
State <March 1982), and Baumel, Robert J. 
Hauser, and Jeffrey Bealieu, "Impact of 
Inland Waterway User Charges on Corn, 
Wheat, and Soybean Flows," Iowa State 
<March 1982).e 

SENATOR ERVIN ON 
RIGHTS AMENDMENT: 
TIME IS GONE" 

EQUAL 
"ERA'S 

•Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished former Senator from North 
Carolina, Sam J. Ervin, Jr., wrote an 
article for the New York Times on the 
equal rights amendment which ap
peared in yesterday's edition. Senator 
Ervin brings great wisdom and years 
of public service to bear when he 
shares his thinking on issues of the 
day. I therefore invite my colleagues' 
attention to the matter of the equal 
rights amendment and Senator Ervin's 
judgment on it. 

Mr. President, I ask that "ERA's 
Time Is Gone" by Senator Ervin, ap
pearing in the August 1 edition of the 
New York Tim.es, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 

13 See James K. Binkley and Jerry A. Sharples, 
"The Incidence of Inland Navigation User Charges 
on U.S. Grain Producers and Consumers Abroad: A 
Discussion and Some Preliminary Results" in Wa
terway User Charges ConJerence Proceedings, Uni
versity of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign <June 23-
24>. 1982. 

14 See statement of Alice M. Rivlin, Director, Con
gressional Budget Office, before the Senate Com
mittee on the Budget, March 10, 1982 and re
sponses to subsequent questions. 
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ORDER OF PROCEDURE CFrom the New York Times, Aug. 1, 19831 

ERA'S TIME Is GONE 
<By Sam J. Ervin, Jr.> 

MORGANTON, N.C.-After 49 years of wise 
forbearance, Congress in 1972 succumbed to 
temptation and submitted the Equal Rights 
Amendment to the states for their ratifica
tions. In the next eight months, 22 states 
voted to ratify it without pausing to deter
mine what it meant and would do. 

Knowledgeable and patriotic Americans, 
chiefly women, became alarmed by the 
early trend and assumed the task of telling 
the truth about the amendment to state leg
islators who had not already voted to ratify 
it. 

As the truth was exposed, ratifications 
slowed. The 35th and last ratification was in 
1977, when President Carter's underlings 
and supporters of the amendment persuad
ed or coerced Indiana to ratify the amend
ment by a one-vote margin. 

When it became obvious that the requisite 
number of states-three-fourths-would not 
ratify within the seven years originally des
ignated for the purpose, Congress suc
cumbed to temptation a second time and ex
tended the deadline for ratification three 
more years. Again the amendment's sup
porters were disappointed. Not a single state 
ratified the amendment during the three
year extension, notwithstanding political 
pressures and economic threats previously 
unknown in the United States. 

Blind to these illuminating events, unre
lenting advocates of the amendment are 
now demanding that Congress submit to 
temptation for the third time and present 
the amendment to the states yet again. Con
gress should resist these siren calls. 

One can understand what the Equal 
Rights Amendment means and will do by 
reading the beguiling and deceptive words 
of the amendment and by meditating on 
what its most knowledgeable champions 
have said on the subject. 

The amendment says "equality of rights 
under the law shall not be denied or 
abridged by the United States or any state 
on account of sex." Prof. Thomas Emerson 
of the Yale Law School and the three law
yers who joined him in an article in the 
Yale Law Journal in April 1971 have told us 
exactly what that means. I quote their 
words: 

"The basic principle of the Equal Rights 
Amendment is that sex is not a permissible 
factor in determining the legal rights of 
women or men. This means that the treat
ment of any person by the law may not be 
based upon the circumstances that such 
person is of one sex or the other. The prin
ciple of the amendment must be applied 
comprehensively and without exceptions. 
Prohibition against the use of sex as a basis 
for differential treatment applies to all 
areas of legal rights. From this analysis it 
follows that the constitutional mandate 
must be absolute. Equality of rights means 
that sex is not a factor." 

This being true, the amendment, if rati
fied, would have a devastating effect on the 
realities of human life as they have always 
existed in America and on the structure of 
our Government. I enumerate a few of the 
inescapable consequences of its ratification. 
It would nullify all existing and future laws 
on these subjects: 

Laws that exempt women from being 
drafted and sent into combat in wars with 
our armed enemies. 

Laws that grant legal exemptions and eco
nomic protections to women in general and 
wives, mothers and widows in particular. 

Laws that impose on husbands and fa
thers the primary obligations to support 
their wives and children. 

Laws that insure privacy to men and 
women and boys and girls by requiring sepa
rate restrooms in schools and in public, com
mercial and industrial buildings. 

Laws that permit or require segregation 
by sex in schools, hospitals, jails and pris
ons. 

Laws that regulate marriage and make the 
legal right of one person to marry another 
depend on their being persons of different 
sexes. 

Laws that defines as crimes sexual of
fenses, such as rape and carnal knowledge 
of innocent and virtuous girls under the age 
of consent, which can be committed only by 
men. 

What has just been said cannot be rightly 
disputed. The Equal Rights Amendment ap
plies absolutely and completely to all areas 
of legal rights and forbids Congress and the 
states to make any legal right of any person 
depend on the circumstance that he or she 
is of one sex or the other. 

Besides, the amendment would transfer 
from the states to Congress the ultimate 
legislative power to enact all laws regulating 
the rights and responsibilities of men and 
women and the protection of little children, 
God's most helpless creatures. In addition, 
the amendment would rob state courts of 
much jurisdiction by vesting in the Supreme 
Court supreme power to determine all ques
tions on these subjects. 

If ratified, the Equal Rights Amendment 
would crucify American womanhood on the 
cross of a dubious, legal equality and a spe
cious legal uniformity.e 

FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM OF THE 
ENGINEERING SOCIETY OF DE
TROIT 

•Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I would 
like to call the Senate's attention to a 
valuable and enlightened program 
that was developed 2 years ago by the 
Engineering Society of Detroit. This 
program places two professional engi
neers on Capitol Hill for 1 year. 
During the past 11 months, Scott 
Wagner of Detroit has been working 
in my office and Bill Pollard of Ann 
Arbor has been a staff professional in 
the office of my colleague from Michi
gan, CARL LEVIN. They have provided 
technical expertise and ability to our 
staffs in a variety of areas. 

For example, Scott Wagner has been 
involved in issues ranging from revi
sions of the Clean Air Act to funding 
for mass transit projects in Michigan. 
Scott's contributions have been most 
valuable because he has enhanced our 
own capability to analyze the difficult 
issues facing the Congress, and devel
op appropriate responses. In addition, 
Scott, and this program, bring to us 
engineers with a distinct Michigan 
perspective. This enables our offices to 
focus legislative efforts in areas with 
the greatest benefit to the State. 

Congress faces thousands of issues 
that are technical in nature. The Engi
neering Society of Detroit's fellowship 
program has increased our ability to 
serve the people of Michigan in more 
professional and practical fashion.• 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I believe 
there is no great demand for morning 
business this afternoon. In a few mo
ments I will ask the Chair to inquire if 
there is further morning business and 
if no other Senator seeks recognition, 
I will plan to ask that the Senate 
recess over under the order previously 
entered until 9:30 a.m. tomorrow. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
MENT-CONFERENCE 
H.R. 3329 

AGREE
REPORT, 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have a 
unanimous-consent request in respect 
to the conference report that I would 
like to state now for the benefit of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that when the Senate considers 
the conference report to accompany 
H.R. 3329, the Department of Trans
portation appropriations bill, that the 
only amendment to be in order to an 
amendment in disagreement be an 
amendment dealing with OPM, to be 
offered by the Senator from Maryland 
<Mr. MATHIAS), with debate to be limit
ed to 30 minutes equally divided be
tween the mover of the amendment 
and the ranking minority member of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee, or 
their designees. 

I further ask unanimous consent 
that time on the conference report 
and all other amendments in disagree
ment be limited to a total time of 30 
minutes, to be equally divided between 
the chairman of the Transportation 
Subcommittee of the Appropriations 
Committee and the ranking minority 
member of that subcommittee, or 
their designees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
RUDMAN). Is there objection? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, no objec
tion. 

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

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority 
leader. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 

three other brief requests and then I 
believe the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont has a matter he wishes to ad
dress. Mr. President, I believe all three 
of these requests have been cleared 
with the minority leader. 

ORDER TO HOLD H.R. 3232 AT 
THE DESK 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that H.R. 3232, an 
act to amend title 38 of the United 
States Code to authorize payment of 
travel and transportation expenses of 
newly appointed special agents of the 
Justice Department be held at the 
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desk until the close of business on 
Thursday, August 4. 

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

ORDER TO HOLD H.R. 3677 AT 
THE DESK 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that H.R. 3677, an 
act to amend title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act to increase the cap 
amount allowable for reimbursement 
of hospices under the medicare pro
gram be held at the desk pending fur
ther disposition. 

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

EARLY ANNOUNCEMENTS OF 
AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS 

Mr. BAKER. Now, Mr. President, if 
the minority leader is agreeable, I 
would like to ask the Senate to turn to 
the consideration of H.R. 3564. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <H.R. 3564> to require the Secretary 
of Agriculture to make an earlier announce
ment of the 1984 crop feed grain program 
and of the 1985 crop wheat and feed grain 
programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the immediate con
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. BYRD. No objection, Mr. Presi
dent. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
H.R. 3564 will help farmers and indus
tries that provide vital farm produc
tion supplies to make timely decisions 
for the 1984 and 1985 crop year. The 
provisions of H.R. 3564 are identical to 
those contained in S. 1687, a bill I in
troduced along with Senator JEPSEN. 

I am pleased that Congress has 
acted rapidly in enacting this legisla
tion. The bill will give wheat and feed 
grain farmers and farm suppliers a 
better opportunity to plan for adjust
ments in the 1984 and 1985 crop years 
than they have been afforded in the 
past. 

The bill requires that the 1985 
wheat program and the 1984 and 1985 
feed grain programs be announced ear
lier than the dates specified in the 
1981 farm bill. Under the bill, the Sec
retary of Agriculture would announce 
the 1985 wheat program by July 1, 
1984. Further, he would announce the 
1984 feed grain program by September 
30, 1983, and the 1985 feed grain pro
gram by September 30, 1984. 

Farmers and farm supply industries 
need to have adequate time to evalu
ate the commodity programs and to 

make planting and purchasing deci
sions based on that evaluation. 

The late announcement of the 1983 
payment-in-kind program gave farm
ers and farm suppliers little opportu
nity to plan adjustments for the 1983 
crop year. Due to the late announce
ment of the program, agricultural sup
pliers, such as fertilizer producers and 
dealers, were caught with very large 
surpluses of supplies. 

It seems clear that the timing of the 
program announcements can seriously 
and adversely affect the fertilizer in
dustry. To alleviate the problems of 
that industry and other suppliers of 
production items, and the farm econo
my as a whole, the acreage reduction 
programs must be announced as early 
as possible. 

This bill provides for more timely 
announcement and I am pleased the 
Congress has approved it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is before the Senate and open to 
amendment. If there be no amend
ment to be offered, the question is on 
the third reading and passage of the 
bill. 

The bill <H.R. 3564) was ordered to a 
third reading, was read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

RECORD OPEN UNTIL 6 P.M. 
TODAY 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it ap
pears that the Senate will not be in 
session very much longer. I ask unani
mous consent that the RECORD may be 
kept open today until 6 p.m. for the 
purpose of inserting statements. 

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

Mr. BAKER. Now, Mr. President, I 
believe the Senator from Vermont 
wishes to address the Chair. I yield to 
him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont. 

CONSOLIDATION OF STUDENT 
LOANS AND CHANGES IN FED
ERAL STUDENT FINANCIAL AS
SISTANCE 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 

call up H.R. 3394, which is at the desk, 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <H.R. 3394) to provide additional au
thority for the consolidation of student 
loans and to make certain other changes in 
Federal student financial assistance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the immediate con
sideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

amendment no. 2109 
<Purpose: To strike a cost of attendance al

lowance for room and board provision, and 
to extend a priority provision with respect 
to Sallie Mae indebtedness, and for other 
purposes> 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Vermont <Mr. STAF
FORD) proposes an amendment numbered 
2109. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 22, lines 14 and 15, in section 3<a> 

of the Student Financial Assistance Techni
cal Amendments of 1982, as amended by sec
tion 4<a> of the House engrossed bill, strike 
out ", 1984-1985, and 1985-1986" and insert 
in lieu thereof "and 1984-1985". 

On page 22, beginning on line 24, strike 
out subsection <c> of section 3 of the Stu
dent Financial Assistance Technical Amend
ments of 1982, as amended by section 4<a> of 
the House engrossed bill. 

On page 32, line 16, section 8 of the House 
engrossed bill is amended by striking out all 
after "by" and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: "striking out 'September 30, 1984' 
and inserting in lieu thereof 'September 30, 
1988'.". 

Mr. ST AFFORD. Mr. President, I 
am extremely grateful to the distin
guished majority leader, Senator 
BAKER, and the minority leader, Sena
tor BYRD, for arranging for the pend
ing bill H.R. 3394, to be brought up at 
this time. 

Mr. President, it is essential that 
this bill be considered, passed, sent 
back to the House, and sent to the 
President before we go into recess. If 
we do not act now, there will be yet 
another delay in the processing and 
delivery of student aid for more than 6 
million applicants who need this aid in 
order to be able to attend school. 
These perpetual delays, resulting from 
differences about the distribution of 
such aid between Congress and the ad
ministration, have caused massive con
fusion among students, parents, col
lege administrators, and lenders about 
the availability of aid. They have 
wreaked havoc with the ability of stu
dents to plan the financing of their 
higher education. 

The bill before us, Mr. President, 
would do the following: 

First. Permanently extend the 
waiver of Federal debt priority under 
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bankruptcy statutes for the Student 
Loan Marketing Association <Sallie 
Mae>; 

Second. Maintain the current family 
contribution schedules for Pell grants 
and guaranteed student loans for the 
1984-85 and 1985-86 academic years, 
updated for the most recent and rele
vant data; 

Third. Maintain the existing defini
tion of "financially independent stu
dent" for the 1984-85 and 1985-86 aca
demic years; 

Fourth. Clarify the student loan dis
closure provisions of last year's higher 
education technical amendments, 
Public Law 97-301; 

Fifth. Increase the "Cost of attend
ance" allowance, used in determining 
eligibility for Pell grants, for commut
ing students not living at home to 
$1,600 in 1984-85 and $2,100 in 1985-
86; and 

Sixth. Extend for 3 months the au
thority of Sallie Mae to consolidate 
student loans. 

Our amendments would modify the 
House-passed bill in the following 
manner: 

First. Extend the Federal debt prior
ity waiver for Sallie Mae to September 
30, 1988, rather than permanently. 
This is an extension of 4 years relative 
to current law, and will provide suffi
cient stability for Sallie Mae in the fi
nancial markets; and 

Second. Allow the increase in the 
commuter student allowance to rise to 
$1,600 for the 1984-85 academic year. 

On this latter item, Mr. President, 
we feel constrained by the action of 
the other body. Frankly, I would 
pref er to wait until the reauthoriza
tion of the Higher Education Act, 
scheduled to take place in the 99th 
Congress, to address this issue, which 
has the potential of shifting the distri
bution of Pell grants among students 
in the various sectors of higher educa
tion. This is certainly a substantive 
change in what we intended to be a 
technical amendments bill. I would 
like to make it clear as to the intent of 
this amendment. We do not intend 
that the increased ceiling for the com
muter student allowance be achieved 
by reducing Pell grant awards for non
commuters. In other words, if funds 
are insufficient to assure payment of 
Pell grant awards to satisfy all entitle
ments at the current maximum of 
$1,800, the $1,600 ceiling on the com
muter allowance should be reduced as 
necessary. This is not to imply that 
the Pell grant maximum award should 
remain at $1,800; quite the opposite, 
we hope that the maximum award will 
be increased, and the commuter allow
ance will be able to rise accordingly. It 
has not risen, I am informed, for 
almost 10 years. However, this is a 
matter which is within the province of 
the appropriations process, and must 
be finally addressed within that proc
ess. 

Mr. President, this is the best bill we 
are likely to get, given the stringencies 
of our time constraints. It is far from a 
perfect bill; it is not what I would, as 
chairman of the Education Subcom
mittee, have desired. We intended to 
bring before the Senate a bill which 
would have allowed State loan guaran
tee agencies and other private lenders 
the opportunity to consolidate loans 
on behalf of students on the same 
terms as Sallie Mae. The bill which my 
good friend, Congressman PAUL 
SIMON, intended to bring before the 
House on Monday would have done 
just that. However, at the last minute, 
just hours before consideration of the 
bill under suspension of the House 
rules, the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget informed the 
ranking member of the Education and 
Labor Committee, Congressman ER
LENBORN, that OMB objected to the 
bill. 

OMB has known of this bill for 
months, and had never raised objec
tions to it. At the 11th hour, without 
accurate data, it now objects to stu
dent loan consolidation. the Congres
sional Budget Office estimates that 
loan consolidation by States would 
result in a revenue loss of some $2 mil
lion in fiscal year 1984, rising to $12 
million in fiscal year 1986. This is 
indeed a minimal cost to bear if we are 
attempting, as the administration has 
suggested time and time again that we 
do, to shift the burden of government 
to the States. Needless to say, I am 
vexed about the dilatory response of 
OMB on this matter. To merely 
extend Sallie Mae's authority for 3 
months means merely that we will 
shortly visit this issue again, with or 
without the help of OMB. 

Mr. President, with respect to the 
extended 3-month authority of Sallie 
Mae to consolidate student loans, I am 
aware that the original August 1 shut
down date for loan consolidation has 
caused some questions in the minds of 
borrowers and within the administra
tion of Sallie Mae as to whether the 
program would be able to continue. I 
would hope that we will be able to 
work out an agreement to allow the 
program to continue, extending con
solidation authority to States and 
other private lenders as well. However, 
I would urge that Sallie Mae in the 
next 3 months, accept for consolida
tion only those applications actually 
made to it prior to August 1. 

Finally, Mr. President, there is an
other issue which I would have hoped 
to address in this legislation. I am con
cerned that certain nonprofit guaran
tors of student loans which are not 
designated as the State loan guarantee 
agency have been entering States to 
guarantee loans without informing the 
designated State agency. Mr. Presi
dent, I believe that in certain States, 
where access to student loans has been 
far from universal, the State agencies 

have been part of this problem of 
access. This is especially true for stu
dents in certain proprietary school 
programs of short duration. In these 
States, it may be necessary to have an 
outside lender and an outside guaran
tor. 

However, I do not believe that out
side guarantors should make a unilat
eral determination that service and 
access provided by a State agency has 
been inadequate, and then enter into 
business in that State without some 
determination by the Secretary of 
Education and the Governor that 
access has been, in fact, inadequate. It 
has never been the intent of Congress, 
since the inception of the State guar
antee agency program, to have a non
profit organization or institution 
which is not designated as the State 
guarantee agency compete with such a 
designated agency. If the Secretary 
finds that an outside guarantor can 
provide improved student access to 
capital, then he should allow a guaran
tee arrangement made by that guaran
tor to stand. I believe that the recent 
prolif era ti on of these arrangements, 
without close scrutiny by Congress or 
by the Secretary as to whether such 
arrangements actually improve stu
dent access to loan capital, is trouble
some, and does merit our prompt at
tention. Therefore, Mr. President, I 
will work to see that Congress address
es this important issue during its fur
ther consideration of the student loan 
consolidation issue, which must occur 
before the end of October. 

I thank my colleagues, and urge the 
adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would like to 
make a brief statement regarding H.R. 
3394, the Student Loan Consolidation 
and Technical Amendments Act of 
1983. As Senator STAFFORD noted, this 
legislation addresses and resolves some 
very important and complex problems 
related to our student financial aid 
system. 

Specifically, this bill: 
Establishes the Guaranteed Student 

Loan and Pell Grant Family Contribu
tion Schedule through the 1985-86 
school year; 

Freezes the criteria for determining 
independent student status through 
the 1985-86 school year; 

Requires the disclosure of certain in
formation to students regarding their 
loans; and 

Extends the Student Loan Market
ing Association loan consolidation au
thority through October 31 of this 
year. 
If we hope to avoid a serious disrup

tion in the student financial aid 
system, we must insure that these four 
provisions are enacted prior to the 
August recess. However, both the 
Senate and the House are operating 
under enormous time pressures. I fear 
that the House will simply not have 
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time to return to consideration of this 
bill, as amended. 

Let me emphasize that I have no 
substantive objections to these amend
ments. I would simply pref er to accept 
this bill without these amendments. I 
believe our first priority should be in 
insuring that the financial aid system 
is not needlessly disrupted. 

I will not object to the amendment 
by Senator STAFFORD nor will I oppose 
it. I urge my colleagues to also accept 
this amendment and this bill. More 
importantly, however, I urge my col
leagues in the House to move to a 
speedy disposition of this bill as 
amended. Let us get this bill enacted 
and get the loan money out to the stu
dents. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
move the adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? If not, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 2109) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
move passage of the bill as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there further amendments? Is there 
further debate? The question is on the 
engrossment of the amendment and 
the third reading of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I move to reconsid
er the vote by which the bill passed. 

Mr. BAKER. I move to lay the 
motion to reconsider on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, that is 
all I have in my folder. There may be 
at least one other Senator on the way 
to the floor. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescind
ed. 

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

FARMERS AND FOREIGN 
SUBSIDIES 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
we all know that our agriculture pro
ducers in this country are undergoing 
very difficult times-low prices, the 
weather, surplus production, foreign 
sales declining for the third time in 
over a decade. We know that, in this 
country, we have to be able to sell 
abroad over a third of the grain we 
produce in order to accommodate the 
production capacity of our producers 

and to assure some kind of reasonable 
return. 

Our colleague, the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware <Mr. BIDEN), 
has written an excellent article, car
ried in the Daily Times of Salisbury, 
Md., relating to this problem as it af
fects his State of Delaware. 

One of the problems that the Sena
tor from Delaware points out and em
phasizes in this article is the fact that 
our producers are having to compete 
with agriculture producers of other 
countries who enjoy large subsidies in 
their efforts to export their products. 
Consequently, we are not playing on 
an even field as far as competing for 
the export market. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article by Senator BIDEN be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

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

[From the Salisbury <Md.) Daily Times, 
July 11, 19831 

FARMERS SHOULDN'T HAVE To COMPETE WITH 
FOREIGN SUBSIDIES 

<By Joseph Biden> 
In the last 10 years the value of Delaware 

agricultural exports have skyrocketed 550 
percent. 

This is a clear example of how well our 
products can sell abroad if they are allowed 
to compete on even terms. But in 1981, for 
the first time in many years, the value of 
our farm exports dropped because of the 
unfair and restrictive practices of our trad
ing partners. 

Those of us who serve Delaware in the 
Congress have had to wrestle with the issue 
of how to get America's trading partners to 
trade fairly. This problem hits Delaware's 
agriculture hard, especially the poultry and 
soybean business which is so important on 
the Delmarva peninsula. Agriculture re
mains one of Delaware's largest and most 
important industries and these products are 
the major elements of that industry. 

Our farmers and poultry producers, who 
are hard-working and productive managers, 
deserve better. They find themselves falling 
farther and farther behind. Not only do 
they have to contend with high interest 
rates-much too high in relation in the cur
rent rate of inflation-and continuing low 
prices for their products, but they also find 
themselves losing ground to foreign com
petitors-especially those in Europe-who 
are heavily subsidized by their governments. 

In 1976, the U.S. exported $30 million 
worth of poultry to the Middle East. Last 
year, because of foreign subsidies, those ex
ports fell to almost nothing. Delaware's 
poultry producers feel the aftershocks as 
they continue to lose money and markets. 
Unless something happens fast, the United 
States may no longer have an export indus
try for whole broilers. 

At the end of June, the Commerce De
partment reported that for the month of 
May nationwide figures show overall ex
ports falling 3.2 percent. Our trade deficit 
for 1983 could hit a record $70 billion mark 
if that trend continues. 

Expansion of our exports for Delaware 
and the entire nation can be achieved-if we 
insist on fair competition. To that end, I 
have proposed both legislative and adminis
trative remedies. 

Recently I joined a number of my col
leagues in pressing Ambassaador Bill Brock, 
our international trade representative, to 
negotiate more agressively with our Europe
an and Brazilian trading partners. What we 
need is to substantially reduce government 
subsidies so everyone can compete on a 
more nearly equal footing. Brock has been 
negotiating for the last year and a half. If 
those negotiations drag out much longer 
without achieving some substantial conces
sions, many poultry producers could be 
facing bankruptcy particularly in light of 
problems caused by the PIK program. 

Two weeks ago, to indicate the urgency of 
this matter to the Administration, a biparti
san group of my colleagues in the Senate 
joined me in passing an amendment to the 
International Monetary Fund Bill. The IMF 
is responsible for loans to developing coun
tries. The legislation calls for curtailment of 
aid to countries with predatory export sub
sidies. 

Another step that should help our farm
ers is the ongoing negotiation with the 
Soviet Union for a long-term grain agree
ment. Again, I am urging Ambassador Brock 
to press the Soviets to include value-added 
products <soybean meal and oil and poultry 
parts> in the agreement. Including those 
products would be of immeasurable benefit 
to Delaware's producers. Soybeans and poul
try accounted for 59 percent of Delaware's 
agricultural exports in 1981. If our products 
get a fair shake in these new markets, we 
can help our farmers without resorting to 
export subsidies. 

BLACK AND HISPANIC VIEWS ON 
IMMIGRATION 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
when experienced pollsters V. Lance 
Tarrance and Peter D. Hart join to
gether to produce a nationwide poll, 
no reasonable person would dare ques
tion the results. Today, these well re
spected professionals released the re
sults of a nationwide survey on His
panic and black attitudes toward im
migration policy. 

Although their findings were not 
surprising to me, they do refute much 
of the misinformation that has been 
circulated about the need for immigra
tion control. Some of the highlights of 
the survey were: 

Both with regard to legal and illegal 
immigration, substantial portions of 
the Hispanic and black communities 
perceive a need for change in Ameri
can immigration policies-with plural
ities or majorities of respondents em
phasizing the need to put greater con
trols on immigration. 

Substantial majorities favor propos
als to curb illegal immigration by 
having penalties and fines for employ
ers who hire illegal immigrants. 

Pluralities of Hispanics and majori
ties of blacks believe that the United 
States should admit fewer immigrants 
into the country legally than has been 
the case in recent years. 

Substantial majorities of Hispanics 
and blacks believe that illegal immi
gration hurts the job situation for 
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American workers by taking away jobs 
that Americans might fill. 

This is the most comprehensive na
tional poll ever taken on the attitudes 
of Hispanic and black Americans on 
U.S. immigration issues, and I urge all 
of my colleagues to take the time to 
review it. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
summary of major findings be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
HISPANIC AND BLACK ATTITUDES TOWARD IM· 

MIGRATION POLICY-SUMMARY OF MAJOR 
FINDINGS 

CONCERN WITH THE IMMIGRATION ISSUE 

1. Among both Hispanics and blacks, there 
is a broad degree of concern with the issue 
of immigration. This is particularly true 
among Hispanics, 72% of whom rank immi
gration as having above average importance 
among the range of issues with which gov
ernment deals-including 31% who say im
migration is one of the most important 
issues facing government and 41 % who rank 
it as very important. Among blacks, 57% 
assign above average priority to the issue of 
immigration. 

2. There is a widespread perception that 
illegal immigrants hurt the job situation for 
American workers by taking away jobs that 
Americans might take. Fully 82% of all 
blacks say that illegal immigrants hurt the 
job situation for Americans. Sixty-nine per
cent of all blacks believe that this situation 
is a major problem. Blacks with incomes 
under $10,000 are particularly likely to feel 
that job losses caused by illegal immigration 
are a major problem <76%>. Among Hispan
ics, a 58% majority believe that illegal immi
grants take jobs away from Americans who 
might want them, and 46% of all Hispanics 
consider this to be a problem of major pro
portions. Fifty-one percent of Hispanics who 
are U.S. citizens consider the impact of ille
gal immigration of American employment to 
be a problem of major proportions, com
pared to 28% among non-citizen Hispanics. 

3. The large majority of blacks <71%> be
lieve that illegal immigrants cause general 
pay rates and wages in America to be lower 
than they otherwise would be, and six-out
of-ten blacks term the impact of illegal im
migration on wage rates a major problem. 
Attitudes among Hispanics on this question 
are somewhat more divided-52% say that 
illegal immigrants undermine American 
wage rates, while 40% do not believe this is 
the case. Among Hispanics who are U.S. citi
zens, 55% say illegal immigrants undercut 
wage rates in the country, including 43% 
who deem this to be a major problem. 
Among non-citizen Hispanics, 42% say that 
illegal immigrants undercut wages and the 
issue is considered to be a major problem by 
26%. 

4. Attitudes among both Hispanics and 
blacks are divided with regard to the asser
tion that restricting illegal immigration 
would be harmful to the economy because 
low-wage jobs now done by illegal immi
grants would not get done or employers 
would be forced to pay higher wages. 
Among Hispanics, 51% agree and 40% dis
agree. Among blacks, 48% agree and 44% 
disagree. 
THE BASIC DIRECTION OF IMMIGRATION POLICY 

Both with regard to legal and illegal immi
gration, substantial portions of the Hispanic 

and black communities perceive a need for 
change in American immigration policies
with pluralities or majorities of respondents 
emphasizing the need to put greater con
trols on immigration. 

1. On the subject of legal immigration, 46 
percent of Hispanics say that the U.S. 
should admit fewer immigrants legally than 
has been the case over the past decade <the 
question cited 450,000 as the annual average 
over the past decade), 27 percent feel the 
recent levels of immigration are about right, 
and only 15 percent say the U.S. should in
crease the number of legal immigrants ad
mitted to the country. Among Hispanics 
who are U.S. citizens, 50 percent believe 
fewer legal immigrants should be admitted 
than has been the case in the recent past, 12 
percent prefer higher quotas, and 26 per
cent are satisfied with current levels. 
Among non-citizen Hispanics, 30 percent 
would prefer less legal immigration, 25 per
cent say more legal immigration should be 
allowed, and 28 percent endorse the status 
quo. When asked specifically about legal im
migration from Mexico in a question that 
cited the 1980 level of 56,000, Hispanics are 
somewhat less agreed on the need for reduc
tions <14 percent allow more, 37 percent 
allow fewer, 40 percent about right>. There 
is a broad consensus among blacks in sup
port of reducing legal immigration general
ly: fully 65 percent say the U.S. should 
admit fewer legal immigrants than it has 
under recent practices, including 45 percent 
who say the number of legal immigrants 
should be a lot less. 

2. On the subject of illegal immigration, a 
substantial plurality of Hispanics and a 
large majority of blacks say our current 
laws need to be changed to be tougher and 
more restrictive of illegal immigration and 
illegal aliens. Among blacks, fully 70 percent 
favor changing current laws to be tougher 
on illegal immigration, 16 percent say the 
current laws are about right, and just 8 per
cent feel the laws should be changed to be 
made less restrictive. Among Hispanics, 47 
percent favor tougher laws, 22 percent sup
port the status quo, and 15 percent favor 
moving toward less restrictions; 16 percent 
are unsure. Again, the difference in atti
tudes between Hispanics who are U.S. citi
zens and those who are non-citizens is sub
stantial: 55 percent of Hispanic citizens 
favor tougher laws to deal with illegal immi
gration, compared to 23 percent among His
panic non-citizens. Among both blacks and 
Hispanics, attitudes toward the basic direc
tion of U.S. policy on illegal immigration 
hold relatively stable after respondents are 
given arguments both for (protecting Ameri
can jobs and wages, put the needs of Ameri
cans first> and against ("nation of immi
grants" tradition, difficulty of enforcement, 
potential for discrimination) tough restric
tions on illegal immigration. After hearing 
the pro and con statements, Hispanics favor 
tough restrictions on illegal immigration by 
a margin of 57 percent to 32 percent; blacks 
favor tough restrictions by a 71 percent-to-
19 percent margin. <See attached question
naire for wording of statements.> 

REACTION TO SPECIFIC POLICY PROPOSALS 

Substantial majorities of both Hispanics 
and blacks favor proposals to curb illegal 
immigration by having penalties and fines 
for employers who hire illegal immigrants 
and making major increases in the amount 
of money the federal government spends on 
patrolling the borders to stop illegal immi
grants from entering the country. At the 
same time, Hispanics tend to be strongly 
sympathetic to the idea of an amnesty pro-

gram for illegal immigrants who have been 
in the country for a certain period of time; a 
majority of blacks also support this idea, 
but with less intensity. When respondents 
volunteer what they believe would be an ap
propriate amount of time an illegal immi
grant should have been in the U.S. in order 
to qualify for amnesty, the median response 
among Hispanics is 4. 7, while the median re
sponse among blacks is somewhat higher 
than five years. 

1. By a margin of 60% to 33%, Hispanics 
support adopting legal sanctions against em
ployers who hire illegal immigrants. Among 
Hispanic citizens, 66% favor these employer 
sanctions-including 53% who strongly sup
port them. Hispanic non-citizens oppose em
ployer sanctions by a margin of 55% to 38%. 
Blacks favor penalizing employers who hire 
illegal immigrants by a margin of 66% to 
27%, with 56% strongly supporting employ
er sanctions. 

2. Stepped-up spending on tougher border 
enforcement is supported by all Hispanics 
by a margin of 61 % to 30%, with 47% saying 
they feel strongly about their support for 
greater efforts to patrol the borders. Among 
blacks, fully 69% favor major increases in 
funding for border patrols <including 55% 
who strongly favor this>. 

3. When asked how they feel about the 
idea of establishing "some sort of amnesty 
or legalization program that would allow il
legal immigrants or undocumented workers 
who have been in the U.S. for a certain 
period of time to. remain here legally," 74% 
of all Hispanics say they favor this idea, 
with 57% who say they favor it strongly; 
19% oppose the plan. Blacks favor the con
cept of ainnesty by a margin of 57% to 
34%-including 38% who are strongly sup
portive; 29% are strongly opposed. When 
asked in a subsequent question to volunteer 
how long an illegal immigrant should have 
been in the country to qualify for amnesty, 
28% of Hispanics mention a period of four 
years or less, 32% suggest five years, 29% 
volunteer a period of more than five years, 
and 5% stress their opposition to any sort of 
ainnesty. Among blacks, 21% mention a resi
dency requirement of four years or less, 27% 
specify five years, 34% mention a period of 
more than five years, and 10% say no illegal 
immigrant should be granted amnesty. 

4. Finally, respondents were asked for 
their reaction to the provision of certain 
tax-funded services to illegal immigrants, 
with the following results: 

Hispanics broadly support the idea of 
having the government provide free public 
education to the children of illegal immi
grants <71 percent favor, 25 percent oppose>; 
blacks are also favorable to this idea, but by 
a somewhat smaller margin <55 percent 
favor, 40 percent oppose). 

Majorities of both Hispanics <57 percent 
oppose, 36 percent favor> and blacks (60 per
cent oppose, 36 percent favor) reject the 
idea of allowing illegal immigrants to re
ceive welfare such as AFDC and Food 
Stamps. Among Hispanic citizens, 63 per
cent oppose permitting illegal immigrants to 
participate in these welfare programs, in
cluding 53 percent who are in strong opposi
tion. 

With regard to Medicaid, Hispanics favor 
allowing illegal immigrants to receive bene
fits by a margin of 52 percent to 41 percent, 
while opinions among blacks are slightly 
more divided (50 percent favor, 44 percent 
oppose). 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
I yield to the majority leader. 
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Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. _ 

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

ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION 
OF CERTAIN SENATORS ON 
TOMORROW 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that on tomorrow, 
after the recognition of the two lead
ers under the standing order, two Sen
ators be recognized on special orders 
for not to exceed 15 minutes each. 
That is to say, Senators RUDMAN and 
D1xoN, in that order. 

The PRF.BIDING OFFICER. With- Senate tomorrow. It is privileged, of 
out objection, it is so ordered. course, and at some point I will ask 

the Senate to turn to the consider
ORDER TO RESUME CONSIDER- ation of that conference report. 

ATION OF H.R. 3363 ON TO-
MORROW 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, after 

the execution of the special orders, it 
is anticipated that time may be provid
ed for the transaction of routine 
morning business. After that, if it is so 
provided, the Senate will return to the 
consideration of the Interior appro
priations bill. 

In addition to the Interior appro
priations bill, Mr. President, it is 
hoped that on tomorrow we can pick 
up the Department of Transportation 
appropriations conference report. On 
la.st inquiry, the House had not yet 
finished action on that measure, but 
they expect to do so today. We should 
have that matter available in the 

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT 
9:30 A.M. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I know 
of no other Senator seeking recogni
tion. I find no dispute on that issue 
from the minority leader, who is a 
short distance from me on the other 
side of the aisle. Given those circum
stances, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate stand in recess until the 
hour of 9:30 a.m. tomorrow morning, 
in accordance with the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
recessed at 4:19 p.m. until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, August 3, 1983, at 9:30 
a.m. 
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