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SENATE-Thursday, April14, 1983 
April14, 1983 

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

PRAYER 

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

Let us pray. 
God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, 

of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Apostles 
and the church, having been reminded 
yesterday of the most vicious violation 
of human rights in modern history, 
may we heed the insightful words of 
Thomas Jefferson: "God who gave us 
life gave us liberty." Hearing these 
words, 0 Lord, may we respond to the 
profound, penetrating question which 
Jefferson asked, "Can the liberty of a 
nation be secure when we have re
moved a conviction that these liberties 
are the gift of God?" 

Father in Heaven, in a day when 
Godless forces would deny and destroy 
human rights, help us to see the futili
ty in struggling to preserve them when 
we deny, privately and publicly, the 
God who gave them. Restore to us the 
convictions of our forefathers: "We 
hold these truths to be self-evident, 
that all men are created equal, that 
they are endowed by their Creator 
with certain unalienable rights, • • •. 
That to secure these rights, govern
ments are instituted among men, de
riving their just powers from the con
sent of the governed." 

Righteous God, in mercy, enable us 
to return to our spiritual and moral 
roots. In the name of Him who is "the 
Way, the Truth, and the Life." Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
acting majority leader is recognized. 

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

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

SENATE SCHEDULE 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, after 

the time of the two leaders under the 
standing order, the Senator from Wis
consin will be recognized for 15 min-

(Legislative day of Tuesday, April12, 1983) 

utes. Following that, there will be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business until the hour of 11 
a.m., during which time Senators may 
speak for not to exceed 2 minutes 
each. At the hour of 11 a.m., the 
Senate will go into executive session to 
resume consideration of the Adelman 
nomination. The vote on the nomina
tion is scheduled for 2 p.m. Time on 
the nomination is equally divided and 
under the control of the chairman and 
the ranking member of the Foreign 
Relations Committee. 

We do wish Senators to be on notice 
that there may be votes that will occur 
prior to that vote on the nomination 
itself. I have no notice of precisely 
when those votes may occur or if they 
will occur. It is entirely possible, if not 
probable, that at least one vote will 
occur. I think the Senate ought to be 
on notice that there is the possibility 
of a vote before 2 p.m. That is the 
message we would like to deliver to the 
leadership and hope the two cloak
rooms will deliver that to respective 
Members. 

I reserve the remainder of the time. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

S. 1050-NATIONAL SECURITY 
AND ARMS EXPORT REVIEW 
ACT OF 1983 
<Introduced by Mr. BYRD, for him

self, Mr. PEL!., Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BAR
BANES, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. CRANSTON, 
and Mr. PROXMIRE.) 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, prior to 
the Easter recess, Senators PEL!., 
BIDEN, and SARBANES joined with me in 
expressing concern about one of the 
most important aspects of our foreign 
policy: The foreign military sales pro
gram. My distinguished colleagues and 
I made it plain that we see these sales 
as a valuable part of a well-crafted for
eign policy. But we and many other 
Members of Congress are deeply trou
bled by the fact that the present ad
ministration views arms sales not as a 
valuable tool of foreign policy, but as 
the centerpiece of its program, almost 
to the exclusion of any other consider
ations. As I said several weeks ago, this 
approach does not give due consider
ation to the matter of how such sales 
contribute to the defense and security 
goals of our own country. Nor, in my 

oprmon, does it recognize the risks 
which accompany the sale of some of 
our best and most sophisticated weap
ons to a growing list of developing 
countries. 

Our concerns were well founded. 
The Congressional Research Service 
has completed its annual survey of 
sales to developing countries, utilizing 
Defense Department information. The 
results show that the United States 
leads the Soviet Union and all other 
suppliers, with sales agreements for 
1982 totaling more than $15 billion to 
the Third World. That amount ex
ceeds Soviet sales by more than $5 bil
lion, challenging administration claims 
that there is a sales gap, with the 
United States far behind. In fact, the 
survey reveals that combined Western 
allied sales were more than double the 
value of all Communist agreements 
with Third World customers last year. 
France alone sold more than $7 bil
lion, and the combined Western Euro
pean allies sold more than the Soviets. 

These new statistics show that the 
administration's program of aggressive 
arms sales promotion has resulted in a 
clear U.S. lead in transfers to the 
Third World. But, as I have said 
before, we must ask ourselves whether 
increasing the sales of some of our 
most sophisticated weapons is in our 
interest. Does an unrestrained, open
ended program of weapons transfers 
to developing nations promote our se
curity and improve our defenses? I 
very much doubt that it can. 

In fact, our experience with the re
ported compromise of F-14 aircraft 
and the Phoenix missile after the fall 
of the Shah of Iran points up the 
danger of such a policy. We may find 
that these sales provide our adversar
ies with access to new high-technology 
systems, permitting them to be reverse 
engineered or otherwise compromised. 
We may even find, as the British did 
during the Falklands war, that this 
equipment can be used against our 
own Armed Forces. 

Along with these obvious security 
concerns, accelerated sales to foreign 
countries already have resulted in bor
rowing from our own military invento
ries. As such sales continue to in
crease, we stand to lose even more ma
teriel. This means diminishing U.S. 
Armed Forces readiness for the bene
fit of a foreign market which we have 
created. It also may mean reducing 
technical support, as we struggle to 
fulfill the demands of foreign buyers 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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for trained maintenance personnel, 
draining the limited pool of specialists 
available to keep our own Armed 
Forces at the ready. The sales of F-16 
fighters to Pakistan and Venezuela are 
recent examples of this problem. And 
I was concerned to read in last week's 
New York Times that the administra
tion is considering the sale of some 
1,200 of the Army's new M-1 tanks to 
Saudi Arabia. Since it takes more than 
800 Americans to service less than 60 
new F-15 fighters we sold to the 
Saudis, it is impossible to imagine how 
many of our trained technicians they 
would need to keep that many of the 
complex and troublesome M-1's going. 

In light of these concerns, I have 
sent a letter to the Comptroller Gen
eral, Mr. Bowsher, to request that the 
General Accounting Office look into 
the effects that these foreign military 
sales have on the U.S. Armed Forces. I 
believe that it is imperative that Con
gress understand the consequences of 
such sales, so we may weigh the se
curity and defense risks. Mr. Bowsher 
has indicated that his office will un
dertake such an investigation. 

But beyond further research and in
vestigation, we must act now to return 
to a policy of selectivity and restraint 
in arms sales. Senators PELL, BIDEN, 
SARBANES, PROXMIRE, CRANSTON, and 
BINGAMAN have been most helpful in 
their support and sponsorship of a bill 
I am introducing today on my behalf 
and on their behalf to require congres
sional approval of all arms sales in 
excess of $200 million in value. This 
bill also calls upon the President to 
initiate negotiations among the NATO 
countries to limit the level of sophisti
cation of weapons sold to developing 
countries, in an effort to stem the tide 
of regional arms races. Finally, it re
quires automatic submission to Con
gress of defense requirements surveys, 
used by the Pentagon in planning for
eign purchases. All of these measures 
are intended to assure a greater con
gressional role in this very important 
expression of American foreign policy. 
I hope to see the support of other 
Members of Congress in achieving this 
objective. I feel that Senators PELL, 
BIDEN, and SARBANES will introduce 
this measure as an amendment to the 
Arms Control Act in committee, and I 
urge other members of the Foreign 
Relations Committee to add their sup
port. 

Mr. President, I send forward the 
bill ·and ask unanimous consent to 
have it printed in the REcoRD, and, of 
course, it will be referred appropriate
ly to the appropriate committee, and I 
also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the Congres
sional Research Service report to 
which I alluded. 

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

s. 1050 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"National Security and Arms Export Review 
Act of 1983". 
POLICY ON LIMITING TRANSFERS OF CONVEN

TIONAL ARMS TO DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 
SEc. 2. The first section of the Arms 

Export Control Act <22 U.S.C. 2751) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

"In recognition of the goals and policies 
set forth by this section. it is further the 
sense of the Congress that the President 
should initiate, through the North Atlantic 
Council or other appropriate committes of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, dis
cussions to limit the transfer by member 
countries of the North Atlantic Treaty Or
ganization to developing countries of con
ventional arms with regard to the level of 
sophistication of such arms, with regard to 
the region of which the country eligible to 
receive certain arms is a part, and with 
regard to any other appropriate criterion 
for the limitation of such arms.". 

DEFENSE REQUIREMENT SURVEYS 
SEc. 3. Section 26 of the Arms Export Con

trol Act (22 U.S.C. 2765) is amended-
< 1) by inserting after "in the survey" the 

. following: "and shall provide as an adden
dum to such quarterly report the text of all 
defense requirement surveys completed 
during the preceding calendar quarter"; and 

(2) by striking out subsection (c). 
REQUIREMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL 

FOR CERTAIN ARMS SALES SOLD UNDER THE 
ARMS EXPORT CONTROL ACT 
SEc. 4. <a> Section 36(b)(l) of the Arms 

Export Control Act <22 U.S.C. 2776(b)(l)) is 
amended-

(!) by inserting before the period at the 
end of the second sentence the following: 
"and an item stating whether the proposed 
recipient country or organization has en
tered into an agreement with the United 
States under section 3 and, if so, including 
the text of such agreement; and 

(2) by striking out in the fifth sentence 
"The letter of offer" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "A letter of offer to sell any defense 
articles or defense services under this Act 
for not less than $50,000,000 but less than 
$200,000,000 or a letter of offer to sell major 
defense equipment for not less than 
$14,000,000 but less than $200,000,000". 

(b)(l) Section 36(b) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 
2776(b)), as amended by subsection (a), is 
further amended-

<A> by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), 
and <4> as paragraphs (3), <4>, and (5), re
spectively; and 

<B> by inserting after paragraph (1) the 
following: 

"(2) A letter of offer to sell any defense 
articles or defense services under this Act 
for $200,000,000 or more, any design and 
construction services for $200,000,000 or 
more, or any major defense equipment for 
$200,000,000 or more shall not be issued, 
unless-

"(A) the Congress within thirty calendar 
days after receiving such certification 
agrees to a joint resolution stating that it 
approves the proposed sale and such joint 
resolution is enacted; or 

"<B> the President states in his certifica
tion that an emergency exists which re-

quires such sale in the national security in
terests of the United States and sets forth 
in the certification a detailed justification 
for his determination, including a descrip
tion of the emergency circumstances which 
necessitate the immediate issuance of the 
letter of offer and a discussion of the na
tional security interests involved.". 

(2) Paragraph (3) of section 36(b) of such 
Act (22 U.S.C. 2776(b)), as redesignated by 
paragraph < l)(A), is amended by inserting 
before "resolution" each of the four places 
it appears "joint or concurrent". 

<3> Paragraph <4> of section 36(b) of such 
Act (22 U.S.C. 2776(b)), as redesignated by 
paragraph <D<A>, is amended-

<A> by inserting "and joint resolutions" 
after "concurrent resolutions"; and 

(B) by inserting "joint or concurrent" 
after "any such". 

REQUIREMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL 
FOR CERTAIN COMMERCIAL SALES 

SEc. 5. (a)(l) The first sentence of section 
36<c><1> is amended-

<A> by striking out "$14,000,000 or more" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "not less than 
$14,000,000 but less than $200,000,000"; and 

<B> by striking out "$50,000,000 or more" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "not less than 
$50,000,000 but less than $200,000,000". 

(b)(l) Section 36 (c) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 
2776<b)), as amended by subsection (a), is 
further amended-

<A> by redesignating paragraph (3) as 
paragraph <4>; and 

<B> inserting after paragraph <2> the fol
lowing: 

"(3) A license for the export of any de
fense articles or defense services sold under 
a contract in an amount of $200,000,000 or 
more or any major defense equipment sold 
under a contract in an amount of 
$200,000,000 or more shall not be issued, 
unless-

"(A) the Congress within thirty calendar 
days after receiving such certification 
agrees to a joint resolution stating that it 
approves the proposed export and such 
joint resolution is enacted; or 

"(B) the President states in his certifica
tion that an emergency exists which re
quires such proposed export in the national 
security interests of the United States and 
sets forth in the certification a detailed jus
tification for his determination, including a 
description of the emergency circumstances 
which necessitate the immediate issuance of 
the export license and a discussion of the 
national security interests involved.". 

(2) Paragraph (4)(A) of section 36 (c) of 
such Act <22 U.S.C. 2776 (b)), as redesignat
ed by paragraph (l)(A), is amended by in
serting "joint or concurrent" before "resolu
tion". 

(3) Paragraph <4><B> of section 36(c) of 
such Act (22 U.S.C. 2776(b)), as redesignated 
by paragraph <D<A>, is amended-

<A> by inserting "and joint resolutions" 
after "concurrent resolutions"; and 

<B> by inserting "joint of concurrent" 
after "any such". 
PROHIBITION AGAINST FRAGMENTATION OF ARMS 

SALES 
Sec. 6. Section 36 of the Arms Export Con

trol Act <22 U.S.C. 2776), as amended by sec
tions 4 and 5, is further amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new subsec
tion: 

"(e)(l) No letter of offer to sell any de
fense article, defense service, design and 
construction service, or major defense 
equipment under this Act may be constitut-
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ed so as effectively to circumvent any re
porting or review requirement of this sec
tion. 

"(2) Each letter of offer for the sale of 
any defense article or major defense equip
ment under subsection (b) shall include, as 
part of its proposed sales price, the sales 
price of any related defense article or de
fense service, including related munitions, 
support equipment, spare parts, training, 
training equipment, and technical assist
ance, proposed to be sold in connection with 
such sale.". 

APPLICATION OF CERTAIN AMENDMENTS MADE BY 

THIS ACT 

Sec. 7. The amendments made by sections 
4, 5, and 6 of this Act shall apply to any 
letter of offer or any application for a li
cense for export, as the case may be, under 
the Arrns Export Control Act the numbered 
certification for which is required to be sub
mitted to the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives and the chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations by section 36 
(b) or section 36 (c), as the case may be, of 
such Act and which certification is so sub
mitted after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

TRENDs IN CoNVENTIONAL ARMs TRANsFERs 
TO THE THIRD WORLD BY MAJOR SUPPLIER, 
1975-82 

INTRODUCTION 

This report updates its predecessor
"Trends In Conventional Arms Transfers 
To The Third World By Major Supplier, 
1974-1981"-published by the Congressional 
Research Service <CRS> on August 12, 1982. 
It provides unclassified background data on 
transfers of conventional arms to the Third 
World by major suppliers for the period 
from 1975-1982. 

The Third World category includes all 
countries except NATO nations, Warsaw 
Pact nations, Europe, Japan, Australia and 
New Zealand. U.S. data are for fiscal years 
1975-1982 covering the period from July 1, 
1974, through September 30, 1982. All for
eign data are for the calendar year given. 
U.S. commercial sales and deliveries data 
are excluded. However, all Foreign Military 
Sales <FMS> construction sales and deliv
eries are included in the U.S. values totals. 
The reader is directed to the footnotes of 
the tables for other details regarding data 
used in this report. 

The data in this report are set out in a 
series of tables illustrating dollar values of 
sales agreement and deliveries as well as 
actual numbers of weapons delivered to 
Third World countries. Table 1 shows the 
dollar values of arms transfer agreements 
with the Third World by supplier from 
1975-1982. Table 2 shows the dollar values 
of arms transfer deliveries to the Third 
World for the same years. Tables 1A and 1B 
show the averages of agreement values for 
suppliers for 1975-1978 and 1979-1982 re
spectively. Tables 2A and 2B show the aver
aged data for delivery values by suppliers 
for the respective periods of 1975-1978 and 
1979-1982. 

Tables 3 through 7 provide delivery data 
of major suppliers to the Third World and 
to specific regions from 1975-1978, 1979-
1982 and 1975-1982. These tables give de
tailed totals of specific weapons categories 
actually delivered to either the Third World 
as a whole or to a specific region of it by the 

United States, the USSR, or the four major 
Western European suppliers as a group. Re
gions are indentified at the end of the tables 
as are descriptions of items included in the 
twelve specific weapons categories. None of 
the data included in the weapons deliveries 
tables includes items delivered to any coun
try not defined as a Third World nation. 

SELECTED SUMMARY OF DATA TRENDS, 1975-82 

Table 1-Third World arms transfer 
agreements values 

Table 1 shows the annual current dollar 
values of arms transfer agreements <sales 
contracts) with Third World nations · by 
major suppliers from 1975-1982. Some of 
the notable facts reflected by these data are 
summarized below. 

From 1975-1982 the United States led in 
total value of arms transfer agreements 
with the Third World at $75.58 billion. The 
Soviet Union ranked second with $65.23 bil
lion. The French ranked third with $30.75 
billion. As a group, the four major West Eu
ropean suppliers made $59.97 billion in 
agreements during this period. 

In 1982 the United States reached a 
record high in arms transfer agreements 
with the Third World at $15.3 billion. The 
Soviets ranked second with $10.2 billion, 
while the French ranked third at nearly 
$7.7 billion. The four major West European 
suppliers, as a group, made nearly $11 bil
lion in agreement during this year. 

Tables lA and lB-Third World arms 
transfer agreements values averages 

Tables 1A and 1B show the average of 
arms agreement values of suppliers for 
1975-1978 and 1979-1982 respectively in 
order to smooth out high and low points in 
the data for these two periods. Among the 
facts reflected in these tables are the follow
ing: 

In the earlier period, 1975-1978, <Table 
1A) the United States averaged about $2.93 
billion more in arms transfer agreements 
with the Third World than did the Soviet 
Union. 

From 1975-1978, the four major West Eu
ropean suppliers, as a group, averaged about 
$5.62 billion in agreements, slightly less 
than the Soviet Union's average of $5.81 bil
lion. 

In the recent period, 1979-1982, <Table 
1B) the Soviet Union averaged about $840.5 
million more in agreements than did the 
United States. 

From 1979-1982, the four major West Eu
ropean suppliers, as a group, averaged $9.37 
billion in agreements, only about $288 mil
lion less than the United States sales agree
ment average for these years. The French 
alone averaged $5.51 billion in agreements 
during these years, reflecting a notable 
growth in their share of the Third World 
arms market from the earlier four year 
period. 

The data on Third World arms transfer 
agreements in Tables 1, 1A, and 1B show 
that the French are the major conventional 
arms seller after the United States and the 
Soviet Union. At the same time, as a group, 
the four major West European suppliers 
have played an important role in the con
ventional arms marketplace throughout the 
years 1975-1982. Further, in the more 
recent period <1979-1982) it seems apparent 
that their share of the Third World arms 
market is increasing. 
Table 2-Third World arms deliveries values 

Table 2 shows the annual current dollar 
values of arms transfer deliveries (items ac-

tually transferred) to Third World nations 
by major suppliers from 1975-1982. Some of 
the notable facts reflected by these data are 
summarized below. 

From 1975-1982 the Soviet Union led in 
total value of arms deliveries to the Third 
World at $50.1 billion. The United States 
ranked second with $45.75 billion. The 
French ranked third at $14.57 billion. As a 
group, the four major West European sup
pliers made arms deliveries during this 
period valued at about $33.6 billion. 

In 1982 the value of U.S. arms deliveries 
to the Third World was the highest of any 
year in 1975-1982 period at $7.6 billion. The 
Soviet Union ranked second in deliveries 
values at $7.25 billion, the French were 
third at $2.4 billion. The four major West 
European suppliers, as a group, made about 
$4.94 billion in deliveries during this year. 

Tables 2A and 2B-Third World arms 
deliveries values averages 

Tables 2A and 2B show the averages of 
arms delivery values of suppliers for 1975-
1978 and 1979-1982 respectively. Among the 
facts reflected in these tables are the follow
ing: 

In the earlier period, 1975-1978, <Table 
2A) the United States averaged about $752 
million more in the value of arms deliveries 
to the Third World than did the Soviet 
Union. 

From 1975-1978, the four major West Eu
ropean suppliers, as a group, averaged about 
$2.67 billion in the value of arms deliveries
about 62 percent of the average value of the 
Soviet's arms deliveries during this period 
<$4.33 billion). 

In the recent period, 1979-1982, <Table 
2B) the Soviet Union averaged about $1.84 
billion more in the value of arms deliveries 
to the Third World than did the United 
States. 

From 1979-1982, the four major West Eu
ropean suppliers, as a group, averaged about 
$5.61 billion in the value of arms deliveries
over 88 percent of the average value of 
United States arms deliveries during this 
period <$6.36 billion>. 

The data on Third World arms deliveries 
in Tables 2, 2A and 2B show that the aver
age value of Soviet deliveries increased 91 
percent from the earlier period <1975-1978) 
to the most recent period <1979-1982). In 
the case of the four major West European 
suppliers, their average delivery values, as a 
group, have increased over 110 percent from 
the earlier period to the most recent one. 
The United States, meanwhile, has in
creased its average delivery values by only 
27 percent from the 1975-1978 period to the 
1979-1982 period. 

The basic utility of the dollar values of 
arms transfer agreements and deliveries 
data is in indicating long-range trends in 
sales activity by major arms suppliers. 
These dollar values reflect what is or has 
been in the delivery "pipeline." To use these 
data for purposes other than assessing gen
eral trends in seller /buyer activity in the 
Third World is to risk drawing hasty conclu
sions that may be rapidly invalidated by 
events. 

More useful data for assessing arms trans
fers to the Third World by suppliers are 
those that indicate who has actually deliv
ered numbers of specific classes of military 
items to a region. These data are relatively 
hard in that they reflect events that have 
occurred. They have the limitation of not 
giving detailed information regarding the 
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sophistication level of the equipment deliv
ered. However, these data will show relative 
trends in the delivery of various classes of 
military equipment and will also indicate 
who the leading suppliers are from region to 
region over time. This trend line data can 
thereby indicate who is developing a market 
for a category of weapon in a region, and 
perhaps suggest whether or not an arms 
race is emerging. For these reasons, the fol
lowing tables set out actual deliveries of 12 
separate categories of weaponry to the 
Third World from 1975-1982 by the United 
States, the Soviet Union, and the four 
major West European suppliers as a group. 

Table 3-Weapons delivered to the Third 
World 

The data in Table 3 show that from 1975-
1982 the Soviet Union led in 5 of the 12 cat
egories of weapons delivered to the Third 
World as a whole, while the major West Eu
ropean suppliers led in 4 and the United 
States in 3. In the most recent four year 
period <1979-1982) the Soviet Union led in 
seven categories, the major West Europeans 
in four, and the United States in one. 

Table 3 illustrates that from 1975-1982 
the Soviets led in deliveries of tanks and 
self-propelled guns, artillery, supersonic 
combat aircraft, surface-to-air missiles, and 
guided missile boats. In the 1975-1982 
period the major West European suppliers 
led in deliveries of both major and minor 
surface combatants, submarines, and heli
copters. The United States from 1975-1982 
led in deliveries of APCS and armored cars, 
subsonic combat aircraft, and other aircraft. 

Table 3 shows that in the most recent 
period <1979-1982) the Soviets led in deliv
eries of tanks and self-propelled guns, artil
lery, supersonic and subsonic combat air
craft, helicopters, guided missile boats and 
surface-to-air missiles. The major West Eu
ropean suppliers led in deliveries of major 
and minor surface combatants as well as 
submarines in this same period. They also 
led in deliveries of other aircraft. The 
United States from 1979-1982 led only in 
the delivery of APCs and armored cars. 

Breaking the Third World delivery data 
into major regions gives an indication of 
which supplier or suppliers are dominating 
in deliveries in specific classes of equipment 
and in general. The regions examined are 
East Asia and the Pacific, Near East and 
South Asia, Latin America, and Sub-Saha
ran Africa. 

Table 4-Weapons delivered to East Asia 
and the Pacific 

The data in Table 4 show that from 1975-
1982 the United States dominated the deliv
ery of major weapons to East Asia and the 
Pacific, leading in 9 of the 12 categories. 
The Soviets led in only 2 categories, while 
the major West Europeans led in one. In the 
most recent period <1979-1982) the delivery 
picture became much more competitive. The 
Soviet Union led in six categories to five for 
the United States and one for the major 
West Europeans. 

Table 4 illustrates that from 1975-1982 
the United States led in the delivery of ar
tillery, APCs and armored cars, major and 
minor surface combatants, supersonic and 
subsonic aircraft, other aircraft, helicopters, 
and surface-to-air missiles. The Soviet 
Union led in deliveries of tanks and self-pro
pelled guns, and guided missile boats. The 
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major West European suppliers led in deliv
eries of submarines. 

Table 4 shows that in the most recent 
period (1979-1982) the Soviet Union led in 
deliveries of tanks and self-propelled guns, 
minor surface combatants, supersonic 
combat aircraft, other aircraft, helicopters 
and guided missile boats. The United States 
led in deliveries of artillery, APCs and ar
mored cars, major surface combatants, sub
sonic combat aircraft, and surface-to-air 
missiles. The major West European suppli
ers led in the delivery of submarines. 

Table 5-Weapons delivered to Near East 
and South Asia 

The data in Table 5 show that from 1975-
1982 the Soviet Union dominated the deliv
ery of major weapons to the Near East and 
South Asian region, leading in 8 of the 12 
categories. The United States and the major 
West European suppliers led in 2 categories 
each. In the most recent period <1979-1982) 
the Soviet Union led in nine categories, and 
tied with the major West Europeans in an
other. The major West Europeans led in 
two categories, while the United States led 
in none. 

Table 5 illustrates that from 1975-1982 
the Soviet Union led in the delivery of tanks 
and self-propelled guns, artillery, major sur
face combatants, submarines, supersonic 
and subsonic combat aircraft, guided missile 
boats, and surface-to-air missiles. The 
United States led in the delivery of APCs 
and armored cars, and other aircraft. The 
major West European suppliers led in deliv
eries of minor surface combatants and heli
copters. 

Table 5 shows that in the most recent 
period <1979-1982) the Soviet Union led in 
deliveries of tanks and self-propelled guns, 
artillery, APCs and armored cars, major sur
face combatants, supersonic and subsonic 
combat aircraft, other aircraft, helicopters, 
and surface-to-air missiles. The Soviets tied 
with the major West Europeans in deliveries 
of submarines. The major West European 
suppliers led in deliveries of minor surface 
combatants and guided missile boats. The 
United States did not lead in any category. 

Table 6-Weapons delivered to Latin 
America 

The data in Table 6 show that from 1975-
1982 the major West European suppliers led 
in five categories of weapons delivered to 
Latin America. The Soviet Union led in four 
categories and the United States in three. In 
the most recent period <1979-1982) the 
major West European supplies led in six cat
egories and tied with the Soviet Union in 
one other. The Soviet Union led in four cat
egories, while the United States led in one. 

Table 6 illustrates that from 1975-1982 
the major West European suppliers led in 
the delivery of APCs and armored cars, 
major and minor surface combatants, sub
marines, and helicopters. The Soviet Union 
led in the delivery of tanks and self-pro
pelled guns, supersonic combat aircraft, and 
other aircraft. 

Table 6 shows that in the most recent 
period <1979-1982) the major West Europe
an suppliers led in deliveries of major and 
minor surface combatants, subsonic combat 
aircraft, other aircraft, helicopters, surface
to-air missiles and tied with the Soviet 
Union in the deliveries of submarines. The 
Soviet Union led in deliveries of tanks and 

self-propelled guns, APCs and armored cars, 
supersonic combat aircraft and guided mis
sile boats. The United States led in the de
livery of artillery. 

Table 7-Weapons delivered to Africa (sub
Saharan) 

The data in Table 7 show that from 1975-
1982 the Soviet Union led in seven catego
ries of weapons delivered to Sub-Saharan 
Africa. The major West European suppliers 
led in four categories. The United States led 
in none. In the most recent period <1979-
1982) the Soviet Union led in six categories, 
while the major West European suppliers 
led in five. The United States led in none. 

Table 7 illustrates that from 1975-1982 
the Soviet Union led in the delivery of tanks 
and self-propelled guns, artillery, APCs and 
armored cars, supersonic and subsonic 
combat aircraft, guided missile boats and 
surface-to-air missiles. The major West Eu
ropean suppliers led in the delivery of major 
and minor surface combatants, other air
craft, and helicopters. The United States led 
in no delivery category. 

Table 7 shows that in the most recent 
period <1979-1982) the Soviet Union led in 
the delivery of tanks and self-propelled 
guns, artillery, supersonic and subsonic 
combat aircraft, guided missile boats, and 
surface-to-air missiles. The major West Eu
ropean suppliers led in deliveries of APCs 
and armored cars, major and minor surface 
combatants, other aircraft, and helicopters. 
The United States led in no delivery catego
ry. 

Regional summary 1979-82 
The regional weapons delivery data collec

tively show that the Soviet Union was the 
leading arms supplier to the Third World of 
several major classes of conventional weap
onry from 1979-1982. The United States 
also transferred substantial quantities of 
many of the same weapons classes, but did 
not match the Soviets in sheer numbers de
livered during this period. The major West 
European suppliers were serious competi
tors of the two superpowers in weapons de
liveries from 1979-1982, making notable de
liveries of certain categories of armaments 
in every region of the Third World, but 
most particularly in Latin America. 

In spite of these various trends ·a note of 
caution is warranted. Aggregate data on 
weapons categories delivered by suppliers do 
not provide indices of the quality or level of 
sophistication of the weaponry actually pro
vided. As the history of recent conventional 
conflicts suggests, quality and/or sophistica
tion of weapons can offset a quantitative 
disadvantage. The fact that the United 
States, for example, may not "lead" in 
quantities of weapons delivered to a region 
does not necessarily mean that the weapon
ry it has transferred cannot compensate, to 
an important degree, for larger quantities of 
less capable weapons systems delivered by 
the Soviet Union or others. 

Further, these data do not provide any in
dication of the capabilities of the recipient 
nations to use effectively the weapons actu
ally delivered to them. Superior training
coupled with quality equipment-may, in 
the last analysis, be a more important factor 
in a nation's ability to engage sucessfully in 
conventional warfare than the size of its 
weapons inventory. 
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TABLE 1.-ARMS TRANSFER AGREEMENTS WITH THE THIRD WORLD, BY SUPPLIER 1 

[In millions of current U.S. dollars] 

1975 1976 2 1977 1978 

. April 14, 1983 

1979 1980 1981 1982 

19.717 24,339 25,077 20,434 28,212 45,620 30,209 43,197 Total.. ...................................................................................................................................................................................... ============================ 
NOIH:ommunist.. ................................................................................................................................................................................. . 15,302 16,579 13,987 16,534 17,807 27,840 15,984 29,292 

Of which: 
United S1ates ..................................................................................................................................................................... . 9,617 12,574 6,042 6,714 9,077 9,660 4,589 15,307 
France ................................................................................................................................................................................ . 2,625 1,040 3,065 1,965 4,130 8,700 1,555 7,670 
United Kingdom ............................................ ..................................................................................................................... . 495 500 1,410 2,535 1,270 2,140 1,835 1,485 
West Germany .................................................................................................................................................................. .. 630 725 1,225 2,510 875 780 1,640 430 
Italy ................................................................................................................................................................................... . 1,040 360 980 1,390 345 2,875 345 1,405 
Other free world ............................................................................................................................................................... .. 895 1,380 1,265 1,420 2,110 3,685 6,020 2,995 

Communist.. ......................................................................................................................................................................................... . 4,415 7,760 ll,090 3,900 10,405 17,780 14,225 13,905 
Of which: 

U.S.S.R ..................................................................................................................................................... ....................... . 3,655 6,550 10,155 2,875 8,925 15,485 7,380 10,205 
Other Communist ......................................................................................... . ................................ . 760 1,210 935 1,025 1,480 2,295 6,845 3,700 

Dollar inflation index ( 1975 = 100) 3 .. ..................... ..................................... . .......... . 100 107 ll4 123 132 146 166 180 

1 U.S. data are for fiscal year given (and cover the period from July 1, 1974, through Sept. 30, 1982) . U.S. agreement figures reflect those sales consummated during the fiscal year indicated. Foreign data are for the calendar year given. 
Statistics shown for foreign countries are based upon estimated selling prices. All prices given include the values of weapons, spare parts, construction, all associated servicts, military assistance and training programs. U.S. commercial sales 
contract values are excluded, as are values of the military assistance service funded account (MASF) which provided grant funding for South Vietnam, Laos, Philippines, Thailand, and South Korea. MASF for fiscal year 1975 was $544,000,000. 
Related grant transfers to South Korea and Thailand, also excluded, were $ll,OOO,OOO in fiscal year 1979; $132,000,000 in fiscal year 1980; $100,000,000 for fiscal year 1981, and $130,000,000 in fiscal year 1982. The value of Iranian 
contracts canceled but not included in the U.S. data above are as follows: fiscal year 1975 ($1,157,000,000); fiscal year 1976 and transitional quarter ($236,000,000); fiscal year 1977 ($2,953,000,000); fiscal year 1978 ($1,673,000,000); 
fiscal year 1979 ($6,000,000); fiscal year 1980 (0); fiscal year 1981 (0); fiscal year 1982 (0). Third World category excludes Warsaw Pact nations, NATO nat1ons, Europe, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. 

2 U.S. data for fiscal year 1976 includes the transitional quarter (fiscal year 197T). 
3 Based on Department of Defense price deflator (minus pension funds) . 
Source: U.S. Government 

TABLE lA.-ARMS TRANSFER AGREEMENTS VALUES AVERAGES, TO THIRD WORLD BY SUPPLIER, 1975-78 1 

[In millions of current U.S. dollars] 

1975 1976 2 

Total. .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 19,717 

1977 1978 (1~1s~~e8) 

24,339 25,077 20,434 22,391.75 ========================== 
Non-Communist.. ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 15,302 16,579 13,987 16,534 15,600.50 

Of which: 
United States ...................................................................................................................................................... ....................................................................................... . 9,617 12,574 6,042 6,714 8,736.75 
France ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ . 2,625 1,040 3,065 1,965 2,173.75 
United Kingdom ............... .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 495 500 1,410 2,535 1,235.00 
West Germany ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 630 725 1,225 2,510 1,272.50 
Italy ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 1,040 360 980 1,390 942.50 
Other free world ................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ..................... . 895 1,380 1,265 1,420 1,240.00 

Communist.. ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 4,415 7,760 
Of which: 

ll,090 3,900 6,791.25 

U.S.S.R .................... .. ..................................................................................................................................................... .............................................. . 
Other Communist.................................................................................................. . ............................................................................................................ . 

3,655 6,550 10,155 2,875 5,808.75 
760 1,210 935 1,025 982.50 

Dollar inflation index (1975= 100) 3 ..... .. ............................................ ... ............. ..... ..................................................... ........ ....... ................................................. ...................... ..... . 100 107 ll4 123 ...................... 

1 U.S. data are for fiscal year given (and cover the period from July 1, 1974, through Sept. 30, 1978). U.S. agreement figures reflect those sales consummated during the fiscal year indicated. Foreign data are for the calendar year given. 
Statistics shown tor foreign countries are based upon estimated selling prices. All prices given include the values of weapons, spare parts, construction, all associated services

1 
military assistance and training programs. U.S. commercial sales 

contract values are excluded, as are values of the military assistance service funded account (MASF) which provided grant funding for South V~etnam, Laos, Philippines, Thailano, and South Korea. MASF for fiscal year 1975 was $544,000,000. 
The value of Iranian contracts canceled but not included 10 the U.S. data above are as follows: Fiscal year 1975 ($1,157,000,000); fiscal year 1976 and transitional quarter ($236,000,000); fiscal year 1977 ($2,953,000,000); and fiscal year 
1978 ($1,673,000,000). Third World category excludes W2rsaw Pact Nations, NATO nations, Europe, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. 

2 U.S. data for fiscal year 1976 includes the transitional quarter (fiscal year 197T). 
3 Based on Department of Defense price deflator (minus pension funds.) 
Source: U.S. Government. 

TABLE lB.-ARMS TRANSFER AGREEMENTS VALUES AVERAGES, TO THIRD WORLD BY SUPPLIER, 1979-82 1 

[In millions of current U.S. dollars] 

1979 1980 

28,212 45,620 

Non-Communist.. .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 17,807 27,840 
Of which: 

United S1ates ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 9,077 9,660 
France ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ . 4,130 8,700 
United Kingdom ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ .. 1,270 2,140 
West Germany ....................................... .................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 875 780 
Italy ............................................................................................................................................................... .. .............................................. .. ........................................ .. 345 2,875 
Other free world ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ . 2,ll0 3,685 

Communist.. ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 10,405 17,780 
Of which: 

U.S.S.R ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 8,925 15,485 
Other Communist............................................................................................................................................................... . ..................................................................... . 1,480 2,295 

1981 1982 Avera\e 
(1979- 2) 

30,209 43,197 36,809.50 

15,984 29,292 22,730.75 

4,589 15,307 9,658.25 
1,555 7,670 5,513.75 
1,835 1,485 1,682.50 
1,640 430 931.25 

345 1,405 1,242.50 
6,020 2,995 3,702.50 

14,225 13,905 14,078.75 

7,380 10,205 10,498.75 
6,845 3,700 3,580.00 

========================== 
Dollar inflation index ( 1975= 100) 2 

.................... ......................................... .. . ........................... . ........... . ....................................................... .... .................. . ................................... . 132 146 166 180 .......... ............ 

• U.S. data are for fiscal year given (and cover the period from Oct. I, 1978, through Sept. 30, 1982). U.S. agreement figures reflect those sales consummated during the fiscal year indicated. Foreign data are for the calendar year given. 
S1atislics shown for foreign countries are based upon estimated selling prices. All prices given include the values of weapons, spare parts, construction, all associated services, military assistance and training programs. U.S. commercial sales 
contract values are excluded, as are values of the milital}' assistance service funded account (MASFJ which provided grant funding for Thailand, South Korea. Related grant transfers to South Korea and Thailand, also excluded, were $ll,OOO,OOO 
in fiscal year 1979; $132,000,000 in fiscal year 1980; $100,000,000 for fiscal year 1981; and $130,000,000 in f~scal year 1982. The value of Iranian contracts canceled but not included in the U.S. data above are as follows: fiscal year 1978 
($1,673,000,000); fiscal year 1979 ($6,000,000); fiscal year 1980 ($0); fiscal year 1981 ($0); and fiscal year 1982 ($0). Third World category excludes Warsaw Pact Nations, NATO nations, Europe, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. 

2 Based on Department of Defense Price Deflator (minus pension funds) . 
Source: U.S. Government. 
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TABLE 2.-ARMS DELIVERIES TO THE THIRD WORLD, BY SUPPLIER 1 

[In millions of current U.S. dollars] 

1975 1976 2 1977 

Total. ...................................................................................................................................................................................... . 

8563 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 

8,040 11,996 15,587 19,534 23,170 22,241 26,358 26,376 
========================================== 

Non-Communist.. ................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 5,015 7,726 9,787 12,139 12.415 12,571 16,268 15,876 
Of which: 

United States .................................................................................................................................................................... .. 3,085 4,646 5,932 6,649 6,825 5,001 6,008 7,601 
France ................................................................................................................................................................................ . 480 970 1,050 1.755 1,445 2,745 3,755 2,365 

405 575 785 1.120 900 1,765 1,755 1,305 
270 515 655 660 750 980 1,155 435 
190 190 345 705 620 630 1,000 830 
585 830 1,020 1,250 1,875 1.450 2,595 3,340 

~~~ r!:~~y~_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Italy .................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Other free world ................................................................................................................................................................ . 

Communist.. ........................................................................................................................................................................................ .. 3,025 4,270 5,800 7,395 10.755 9,670 10,090 10,500 
Of which: 

U.S.S.R .............................................................................................................................................................................. . 2,390 3,445 5,060 6,410 9,720 8,260 7,570 7,245 
Other Communist.. ............................................................................................................................................................. . 635 725 740 985 1,035 1,410 2,520 3,255 

========================================== 
Dollar inflation index (1975= 100) 3 .................................... .. ........................................................ .................................................. . 100 107 114 123 132 146 166 180 

1 U.S. data are for fiscal year given (and cover the period from July 1, 1974, through Sept 30, 1982). Foreign data are for the calendar year given. Statistics shown for foreign countries are based upon estimated selling prices. All prices 

l
iven include the values of weapons, spare parts, construction, all associated services, military assistance and training programs. U.S. commercial sales contract values are excluded, as are values of the military assistance seMCe funded account 
MASF) which provided grant Iundin for South V"tetnam, Laos, Phili ·nes, Thailand, and South Korea. MASF delivenes values for fiscal year 1975 were $1,125,000,000. Related grant transfers to South Korea and Thailand, also excluded, were 
11,000,000 in fiscal year 1979; $1S.ooo.ooo in fiscal year 1980; ffoo.ooo.ooo in fiscal year 1981; and $130,000,000 in fiscal year 1982. Third World category excludes Warsaw Pact nations, NATO nations, Europe, Japan, Australia, and New 

Zealand. 
2 U.S. data for fiscal year 1976 includesthe transitional quarter (fiscal year 197T). 
3 Based on Department of Defense Price deflator (minus pension funds) . 
Source: U.S. Government 

TABLE 2A.-ARMS DELIVERIES VALUES AVERAGES TO THIRD WORLD BY SUPPLIER, 1975-78 1 

[In millions of current U.S. dollars] 

1975 19762 1977 1978 o~'ftS8l 
8,040 11,996 15,587 19,534 13,789.25 Total... ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. ================ 

Non-Communist.. ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 5,015 7,726 9.787 12,139 8,666.75 
Of which: 

United States ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ .. 3,085 4,646 5,932 6,649 5,078.30 
France ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 480 970 1,050 1.755 1,063.75 

405 575 785 1,120 721.25 
270 515 655 660 525.00 
190 190 345 705 357.50 
583 830 1,020 1,250 921.25 

United Kingdom ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
West Germany .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
Italy ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
Other free world ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 

Communist.. ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 3,025 4,270 5,800 7,395 5,122.50 
Of which: 

U.S.S.R ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 2,390 3.445 5,060 6.410 4,326.25 
Other Communist.. ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 635 725 740 985 771.25 

========================== 
Dollar inflation index (1975= 100) 3 ........................................ .... .................................... ............................... ............ .................................... ......................................................... . 100 107 114 123 ...................... 

1 U.S. data are for fiscal year given (and cover the JM!riod from J~ly 1, 197_4, thrO!Jgh Sept 30, 1978) . F~reign data are for the calen~r year given. Statistics shown for foreign countries are based -~pon esti!'J3ted selling prices. All prices 
given include the va.lues of weapons, spare parts, construction, all ~~ated serviCeS, military assistance and trammg programs. U.S. commercial sales co~tract values are excluded, as are values of ttJe m1htary ass1~tance serviCe funded accou_nt 
(MASF) which provided grant funding for South V"tetnam, Laos, Pluhppmes, Thailand, and South Korea. MASF for fiscal year 1975 was $544,000,000. Thlfd World category excludes Warsaw Pact Nat100s, NATO nations, Europe, Japan, Australia, 
and New Zealand. 

2 U.S. data for fiscal year 1976 include the transitional quarter (fiscal year 197T) . 
3 Based on Department of Defense price deflator (minus pension funds) . 
Source: U.S. Government. 

TABLE 2B.-ARMS DELIVERIES VALUES AVERAGES TO THIRD WORLD BY SUPPLIER, 1979-82 1 

[In millions of current U.S. dollars] 

1979 

Total.. ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 

1980 1981 1982 o~19~\e2l 

23,170 22,241 26,358 26,376 24,536.25 ======================= Non-Communist.. .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 12,415 12,571 16,268 15,876 14,282.50 
Of which: 

United States ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ .. 6,825 5,001 6,008 7,601 6,358.75 
1,445 2.745 3,755 2,365 2,577.50 

900 1,765 1,755 1,305 1,431.25 
750 980 1,155 435 830.00 

France ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
United Kingdom .............................................................................................................................. .......................................................................................................... .. 
West Germany .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 

620 630 1,000 830 770.00 
1,875 1,450 2,595 3,340 2,315.00 

Italy .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
Other free world ............................................................................................ ................................................................................................................................ ........... .. 

Communist.. ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ... ................................... . 10.755 9,670 
Of which: 

10,090 10,500 10,253.75 

U.S.S.R ............... ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 9,720 8,260 
Other Communist ................................................................................................................................................................ ...................................... .. .......................... .. 

7,570 7,245 8,198.75 
1,035 1,410 2,520 3,255 2,055.00 

========================== 
Dollar inflation index (1975=100) 2 ....... ................................................................................................................................................................................................................ .. 132 146 166 180 ...................... 

1 U.S. data are for fiscal year given (and cover the period from Oct. 1, 1978, through Sept. 30, 1982). Foreign data are for the calendar year given. Statistics shown for foreign countries are based upon estimated selling prices. All prices 
given include the values of weapons. spare parts, construction, all associated services, military assistance and training programs. U.S. commercial sales contract values are excluded, as are values of the military assistance serviCe funded account 
(MASF) which provided grant funding for Thailand and South Korea. Related grant transfers to South Korea and Thailand, also excluded, were $11,000,000 in fiscal year 1979; $132,000,000 in fiScal year 1980; $100,000,000 in fiScal year 1981; 
and $130,000,000 in fiscal year 1982. Third World category excludes Warsaw Pact nations, NATO nations, Europe, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. 

2 Based on Department of Defense price deflator (minus pension funds). 
Source: U.S. Government. 
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TABLE 3.-NUMBERS OF WEAPONS DELIVERED BY MAJOR 

SUPPLIERS TO THE THIRD WORLD 1 

Weapons category 

1975-78 
Tanks and self-propelled guns ..................... . 
Artillery ........................................................ . 
APCs and armored cars ............................... . 
Major surface combatants ........................... . 
Minor surface combatants ........................... . 
Submarines .................................................. . 

~=icco=~~i:~~~~~-::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft ............................................... . 

~~~~t:sSi·~--tiOais ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

1979-82 
Tanks and self-propelled guns ..................... . 

r~~riii"aiiiioiiiii" cars::::::::::::::::: : :::::::::::::: 
Major surface combatants ........................... . 
Minor surface combatants ........................... . 
Submarines .................................................. . 

~=~~~~i~~~J~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft ............................................... . 

~l:ft~~-~--tiOaiS::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

1975-82 
Tanks and self-propelled guns ..................... . 
Artillery ........... .. ........................................... . 
APCs and armored cars ............................... . 

~r: ~~: =~::~~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Submarines .................................................. . 

~=~~~i:ti~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft ............................................... . 

~~~~~:sSi·~--tiOais ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

United 
States 

3,703 
3,093 
6,740 

38 
85 
6 

824 
452 
838 
358 

0 
4,617 

2,485 
2,426 
5,971 

25 
39 
0 

430 
127 
224 
184 

0 
3,390 

6,188 
5,519 

12,7ll 
63 

124 
6 

1,254 
579 

1,062 
542 

0 
8,007 

U.S.S.R. 

4,250 
6,250 
6,525 

15 
70 
4 

1,360 
190 
200 
400 
36 

13,100 

5,830 
6,350 
5,950 

26 
105 

5 
1,800 

190 
280 
850 

42 
5,200 

10,080 
12,600 
12,475 

41 
175 

9 
3,160 

380 
480 

1,250 
78 

18,300 

1,100 
1,110 
2,000 

23 
176 
14 

220 
20 

500 
970 

13 
1,500 

320 
560 

2,500 
43 

137 
7 

250 
100 
330 
640 

26 
1,450 

1,420 
1,670 
4,500 

66 
313 

21 
470 
120 
830 

1,610 
39 

2,950 

1 Third World category excludes Warsaw Pact nations, NATO nations, Europe, 
Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. U.S. data are for fiscal years given (and 
cover the period from July 1, 1974, through Sept 30, 1982) . Foreign data are 
for calendar years given. 

2 Major Western European includes France, United Kingdom, West Germany, 
and Italy totals as an aggregate figure. 

Source: U.S. Government. 

TABLE 4.-NUMBERS OF WEAPONS DELIVERED BY MAJOR 
SUPPLIERS TO EAST ASIA AND THE PACIFIC 1 

Weapons category 

1975- 78 
Tanks and self-propelled guns ..................... . 
Artillery ........................................................ . 
APCs and armored cars ............................... . 
Major surface combatants ........................... . 
Minor surface combatants ........................... . 
Submarines .................................................. . 

~=~~~i::J~.:::::::::: : :::::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft ............................................... . 

~=t:sSi·~--tiOais:::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::~:::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

1979-82 
Tanks and self-propelled guns ..................... . 
Artillery ........................................................ . 
APCs and armored cars ............................... . 
Major surface combatants ........................... . 
Minor surface combatants ........................... . 
Submarines .................................................. . 

~=~~~i~t~J~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft .... ........................................... . 

~=t:s5iie .. ti03is::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

1975-82 
Tanks and self-propelled guns ..................... . 
Artillery ........................................................ . 
APCs and armored cars ............................... . 

~r: ~~: =~g~~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Submarines .................................................. . 

~fso~~~~~~~i:~~~~:::::: : :::::::::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft ............................................... . 
Helicopters ................................................... . 

United 
States 

734 
1,213 

388 
28 
51 
0 

278 
137 
269 

97 
0 

409 

419 
718 
993 

13 
31 
0 

138 
103 

79 
131 

0 
1,2.87 

1,153 
1,991 
1,381 

41 
82 
0 

416 
240 
348 
2.28 

U.S.S.R. 

110 
90 
80 

2. 
5 
0 

15 
0 

70 
30 
0 
0 

1,050 
700 
350 

4 
40 
0 

250 
50 

100 
140 

8 
300 

1,160 
790 
430 

6 
45 
0 

265 
50 

170 
170 

w~!:n 
Europe

an2 

70 
30 
50 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

100 
90 
0 

10 

10 
100 
250 

0 
2.3 
2 
0 

10 
80 

100 
3 

50 

80 
130 
300 

1 
23 
2 
0 

10 
180 
190 

TABLE 4.-NUMBERS OF WEAPONS DELIVERED BY MAJOR 
SUPPLIERS TO EAST ASIA AND THE PACIFIC 1-Continued 

Weapons category United 
States 

Guided missile boats.......... ........................... 0 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) ................... 1,696 

U.S.S.R. 

8 
300 

3 
60 

1 Excludes Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. U.S. data are for fiscal years 
given (ar.d cover the period from Ju~ I, 1974, through Sept. 30, 1982). 
Foreign data are for calendar years given. 

2 Major Western European includes France, United Kingdom, West Germany, 
and Italy totals as an aggregate figure. 

Source: U.S. Government 

TABLE 5.-NUMBERS OF WEAPONS DELIVERED BY MAJOR 
SUPPLIERS TO NEAR EAST AND SOUTH ASIA 1 

Weapons category 

1975-78 
Tanks and self-propelled guns ................. .... . 
Artillery ........................................................ . 
APCs and armored cars ............................... . 

~r: ~~: =~::~:~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Submarines .................................................. . 

~~=~=~~i~t~J~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft ............................................... . 

~~~~t~7s5fle .. ti03is::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

1979-82 
Tanks and self-propelled guns ..................... . 
Artillery ........................................................ . 
APCs and armored cars ............................... . 

~r: ~~: =~::~~ :::::::::::::::::::: : ::: : ::: 
Submarines ...................... ............................ . 

~~fso~~~~~~~i:~~~J~:::::::::::: : :::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft ............................................. .. . 

~~=t~~-~e-·tiOais::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

1975-82 
Tanks and self-propelled guns ..................... . 
Artillery ........................................................ . 
APCs and armored cars ............................... . 
Major surface combatants ........................... . 
Minor surface combatants ........................... . 
Submarines .................................................. . 

~~=~~=~~i~t~~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft ............................................... . 

~~=t~7s5f~- -ti03i5 :::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

United 
States 

2,892 
1,060 
6,125 

4 
29 
1 

507 
173 
392 
194 

0 
4,208 

2,041 
907 

4,890 
5 
6 
0 

278 
6 

68 
4 
0 

2,103 

4,993 
1,967 

11,015 
9 

35 
1 

785 
179 
460 
198 

0 
6,311 

U.S.S.R 

2,960 
3,700 
4,500 

11 
15 
4 

1,030 
100 
50 

250 
30 

11,100 

4,080 
3,970 
4,950 

15 
12 
2 

1,300 
90 

100 
650 

19 
3,900 

7,040 
7,670 
9,450 

26 
27 
6 

2.,330 
190 
150 
900 

49 
15,000 

900 
750 

1,450 
13 
89 
3 

150 
10 

210 
685 

10 
1,420 

230 
300 

1,200 
8 

50 
2 

2.20 
40 
90 

360 
23 

690 

1,130 
1,050 
2,650 

21 
139 

5 
370 

50 
300 

1,045 
33 

2,110 

1 U.S. data are for fiScal years given (and cover the period from Ju~ 1, 
1974, through Sept. 30, 1982). Foreign data are for calendar years grven. 

2 Major Western European includes France, United Kingdom, West Germany, 
and Italy totals as an aggregate figure. 

Source: U.S. Government. 

TABLE 6.-NUMBERS OF WEAPONS DELIVERED BY MAJOR 
SUPPLIERS TO LATIN AMERICA 1 

Weapons category 

1975-78 
Tanks and self -propelled guns ..................... . 

Z:~ri<raiiiiiiie<fi:aiS:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Major surface combatants .................... .. ..... . 
Minor surface combatants .... ....................... . 
Submarines .................................................. . 

~=~=~~i:~~~-::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft ............................................... . 

~~=t~i~ie" "tiOaiS::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

1979-82 
Tanks and self-propelled guns ..................... . 
Artillery ........................................................ . 
APCs and armored cars ............................... . 
Major surface combatants ........................... . 

United 
States 

43 
601 
194 

6 
5 
5 

18 
142 
172 

63 
0 
0 

5 
673 

0 
7 

U.S.S.R. 

130 
190 

20 
0 

15 
0 

100 
10 
40 
70 
5 

750 

140 
490 
170 

3 

w~fern 
Europe

an 2 

110 
120 
200 

8 
40 
n 
30 
10 
80 
70 
3 

no 

20 
90 

140 
2.0 

TABLE 6.-NUMBERS OF WEAPONS DELIVERED BY MAJOR 
SUPPLIERS TO LATIN AMERICA 1 -Continued 

Weapons category 

Minor surface combatants ........................... . 
Submarines .................................................. . 

~=~~~~~i:t~J~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft ............................................... . 

~~=t~~f~--tiOais :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : : : :::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

1975-82 
Tanks and self-propelled guns ..................... . 

~e~Oii- aiiiiiiiiiii"caiS:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~r: ~~: =~~~:~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Submarines .................................................. . 

~~rsor:~~~~i~~~~~-::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft ............................................... . 

~=t~?s5iie""ti03i5 :::::::::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

United 
States 

2 
0 

10 
18 
42 
49 
0 
0 

48 
1,274 

194 
13 
7 
5 

28 
160 
214 
112 

0 
0 

U.S.S.R. 

25 
3 

120 
0 

40 
30 
8 

340 

270 
680 
190 

3 
40 
3 

220 
10 
80 

100 
13 

1,090 

30 
3 

30 
20 
90 
90 
0 

500 

130 
210 
340 

28 
70 
14 
60 
30 

170 
160 

3 
610 

1 Excludes Canada. U.S. data are for fiscal years given (and cover the 
period from Ju~ 1, 1974, through Sept. 30, 1982). Foreign data are for 
calendar years grven. 

2 Major Western European includes France, United Kingdom, West Germany, 
and Italy totals as an aggregate figure. 

Source: U.S. Government. 

TABLE 7.-NUMBERS OF WEAPONS DELIVERED BY MAJOR 
SUPPLIERS TO AFRICA (SUB-SAHARAN) 1 

Weapons category 

1975-78 
Tanks and self-propelled guns ..................... . 
Artillery ........................................................ . 
APCs and armored cars ............................... . 
Major surface combatants ........................... . 
Minor surface combatants ........................... . 
Submarines .................................................. . 
=nic combat aircraft ... ....................... . 

Other afr:aW~:~--a~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~l:ft:sSi·~--tiOais: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

1979-82 
Tanks and self-propelled guns ..................... . 

~e~Oii- aiiiiiiiiiii"i:aiS ::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Major surface combatants ........................... . 
Minor surface combatants ........................... . 
Submarines .................................................. . 

~~~~~~i::J~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft ............................................... . 

~=t~i~-~--tiOais::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

1975-82 
Tanks and self -propelled guns ..................... . 
Artillery ........................................................ . 
APCs and armored cars ............................... . 
Major surface combatants ........................... . 
Minor surface combatants ........................... . 
Submarines .................................................. . 

~=~=~~i:t~J~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Other aircraft ............................................... . 

~~~~t~7ssfle .. ti03i5::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Surface-to-air missiles (SAM's) .................. . 

United 
States 

34 
219 
33 
0 
0 
0 

21 
0 
5 
4 
0 
0 

20 
68 
88 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 

35 
0 
0 
0 

54 
287 
12.1 

0 
0 
0 

25 
0 

40 
4 
0 
0 

U.S.S.R. 

1,030 
2,250 
1,850 

2 
35 
0 

22.5 
80 
40 
80 
3 

1,150 

550 
1,200 

500 
4 

28 
0 

110 
50 
40 
60 
7 

680 

1,580 
3,450 
2,350 

6 
63 
0 

335 
130 
80 

140 
10 

1.830 

Major 
Western 
Europe

an 2 

50 
22.0 
310 

I 
43 
0 

50 
6 

120 
130 

I 
10 

60 
80 

900 
15 
34 
0 
5 

40 
80 
70 
0 

200 

no 
300 

1,210 
16 
77 
0 

55 
46 

2.00 
200 

I 
210 

1 U.S. data are for fiscal years given (and cover the period from Ju~ 1, 
1974, through Sept. 30, 1982) . Foreign data are for calendar years grven. 

2 Major Western European includes France, United Kingdom, West Germany, 
and Ita~ totals as an aggregate figure. 

Source: U.S. Government 

DESCRIPTION OF ITEMS COUNTED IN WEAPONS 
CATEGORIES, 1975-82 

Tanks and Self-propelled Guns: Light, 
medium and heavy tanks, self-propelled ar
tillery, self-propelled assault guns. 

Artillery: Field and air defense artillery, 
mortars, rocket launchers, and recoilless 
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rifles-100 mm. and over; FROG launch
ers-100 mm. and over. 

Armored Personnel Carrier <ACP's) and 
Armored Cars: Personnel carriers, armored 
and amphibious, armored infantry fighting 
vehicles, armored reconnaissance and com
mand vehicles. 

Major Surface Combatants: Aircraft carri
ers, cruisers, destroyers, frigates. 

Minor Surface Combatants: Minesweep
ers, subchasers, motor torpedo boats, patrol 
craft, motor gunboats. 

Submarines: All submarines, including 
midget submarines. 

Guided Missile Patrol Boats: All boats in 
this class. 

Supersonic Combat Aircraft: All fighters 
and bombers designed to function oper
ationally at speeds above Mach 1. 

Subsonic Combat Aircraft: All fighters 
and bombers, including propeller driven, de
signed to function operationally at speeds 
below Mach 1. 

Other Aircraft: All other fixed-wing air
craft, including trainers, transports, recon
naissance aircraft, and communications/ 
utility aircraft. 

Helicopters: All helicopters, including 
combat and transport. 

Surface-to-air Missiles <SAM's): All air de
fense missiles. 

REGIONS IDENTIFIED IN ARMS DELIVERY 
TABLES AND CHARTS 

EAST ASIA AND PACIFIC 

Australia, Brunei, Burma, China, Fiji, 
French Polynesia, Gilbert Islands, Hong 
Kong, Indonesia, Japan, Kampuchea <Cam
bodia), North Korea, North Vietnam, Laos, 
Macao, Malaysia. 

Nauru, New Caledonia, New Hebrides, 
New Zealand, Norfolk Islands, Papua New 
Guinea, Philippines, Pitcairn, Singapore, 
Solomon Islands, South Korea, South Viet
nam, Taiwan, Thailand, Western Samoa. 

NEAR EAST AND SOUTH ASIA 

Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Bangla
desh, Egypt, India, Iran, Iraq, Israel, 
Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya. 

Morocco, Nepal, North Yemen <Sana>. 
Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, South 
Yemen <Aden), Sri Lanka, Syria, Tunisia, 
United Arab Emirates. 

EUROPE 

Albania, Austria, Bulgaria, Belgium, 
Canada, Czechoslovakia, Cyprus, Denmark, 
Finland, France, Germany, Democratic Re
public, Germany, Federal Republic. 

Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, 
Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta, Nether
lands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, 
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United 
Kingdom, U.S.S.R., Yugoslavia. 

AFRICA (SUB-SAHARAN) 

Angola, Benin, Botswana, Burundi, Came
roon, Cape Verde, Central African Empire/ 
Republic, Chad, Congo, Djibouti, Equatorial 
Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, 
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Ivory Coast, Kenya, 
Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar. 

Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mo
zambique, Niger, Nigeria, Reunion, Rwanda, 
Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Somalia, 
South Africa, St. Helena, Sudan, Swaziland, 
Tanzania, Togo, Uganda, Upper Volta, 
Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe. 

LATIN AMERICA 

Antigua, Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, 
Belize, Bermuda, Bolivia, Brazil, British 
Virgin Islands, Cayman Islands, Chile, Co
lombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominica, Domin
ican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Falk-

land Islands, French Guiana, Grenada, Gua
deloupe. 

Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Ja
maica, Martinique, Mexico, Monteserrat, 
Netherlands Antilles, Nicaragua, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, St. Christ-Nevis, St. Lucia, 
St. Pierre and Miquelon. St. Vincent, Surin
ame, Trinidad-Tobago, Turks and Caicos, 
Uruguay, Venezuela. 

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

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. Will the Senator's in

structions to the Comptroller General 
include any possible savings that 
might result from lower per unit 
costs? In some instances we may 
produce more military sales. We can 
see the plus side of that also. 

Mr. BYRD. I will be delighted to do 
that. 

Mr. TOWER. I know in the instance 
of certain type of aircraft, for exam
ple, the more we sell abroad the lower 
the procurement costs for our own 
military forces. 

Mr. BYRD. I would hate to see those 
same aircraft used against our boys as 
the British saw their own weapons 
used against their own boys in the 
Falklands dispute. 

Mr. TOWER. We should be very 
careful how we sell them. 

Mr. BYRD. I am happy to do that. 
How much time do I have remain

ing? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator has 4 minutes remaining. 
Mr. BYRD. I yield it to the Senator 

from Texas if he needs the time. 
Mr. TOWER. No. 
I simply wanted to make that point 

for the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia. 

There are some instances in which 
we do have excess capacity, for exam
ple, in the F-16, and the fact we sell 
those to Israel and manufacture those 
here in our plants actually reduces the 
per unit cost to us. 

I think the Senator will agree it is le
gitimate to sell aircraft to our ally 
Israel. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I agree. 
I think the Senator made a good 

suggestion and I will submit a second 
letter requesting such action on the 
part of the General Accounting Office. 

Mr. TOWER. I thank the distin
guished minority leader. 
. Mr. BYRD. I yield back the remain
der of my time unless the acting Re
publican leader would like to have it. 

Mr. STEVENS. No, Mr. President. 
Mr. BYRD. I yield back my time, 

Mr. President. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
PROXMIRE 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

VERIFICATION-THE KEY TO 
ARMS CONTROL 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 
again and again and again, we hear 
that we cannot trust the Russians, 
that if we make an agreement with 
the Russians, they will violate it, that 
they will violate their treaties. Others 
say that they do not violate their trea
ties and that we can make an agree
ment that will be kept depending on 
the agreement, and so forth. This 
morning, I would like to address 
myself to the whole record-every 
treaty we have had in recent years, 
every treaty that has affected the 
strategic situation-and see the extent 
to which the Russians have violated 
the treaties, have abided by the trea
ties, and the circumstances which will 
persuade them to abide by the trea
ties. 

Mr. President, will the Soviets abide 
by a negotiated nuclear freeze or 
would they cheat? The stark answer is 
that the Soviets will cheat under two 
related conditions: When they deem it 
of overriding value and when they 
think they will get away with it. Fool
proof verification procedures are the 
only deterrent to this behavior. 

If there is only one element that 
proponents and skeptics of the arms 
control process agree on, it is the need 
for a reliable, high-confidence verifica
tion. Verification is the key to the 
arms control process. Since treaties 
are not built on trust or blind faith, 
only strong verification procedures 
can provide the confidence required 
for both nations to agree to curtailing 
or reducing weapons programs. 

Verification, in effect, is the third
party policeman of arms control. In 
the absence of adequate verification, 
arms control becomes too risky in 
most calculations of nation-state be
havior. 

The more complex the treaty, the 
more provisions that must be watched, 
the more difficult the verifications 
process. Therefore, we are faced with 
a serious question when thinking 
about the role of verification and the 
nuclear freeze proposals. By far the 
most comprehensive suggestions for 
arms control and potentially the most 
complex from the standpoint of verifi
cation, the freeze raises serious ques
tions as to how verification will work 
and with what confidence level. 

REVIEW OF ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS 

Before examining the role of verifi
cation in the freeze proposal, it is im
portant to review a little diplomatic 
history, since the most fundamental 
question of all is, What track record 
does the Soviet Union have with re
spect to cheating on its treaty obliga
tions? 

Even if we have adequate verifica
tion procedures, if the Soviets system
atically violate treaties, arms control is 
counterproductive. 
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Surprisingly the history of bilateral 

and multilateral arms control agree
ments involving the Soviet Union is 
comparatively rich. There have been 
about 14 major treaties that could be 
described as involving primary arms 
control principles linking the United 
States and the U.S.S.R. 

GENEVA PROTOCOL 

Let us start with the Geneva Proto
col for the Prohibition of the Use in 
War of Asphyxiating Poisonous or 
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological 
Methods of Warfare which was signed 
in 1925 and ratified by the United 
States in 1975. Although generally ob
served during World War II, spurious 
charges were leveled against the 
United States by North Korea during 
the Korean war that United Nations 
troops were using bacteriological war
fare. During Vietnam the United 
States was criticized for using tear gas 
and chemical herbicides. The U.S. po
sition was that these were not covered 
under the Geneva protocol. Subse
quently in 1975 we renounced the first 
use of tear gas or herbicides while re
taining the right to retaliate in kind. 

There can be little doubt but that 
the U.S.S.R. has systematically violat
ed the terms of the Geneva protocol 
by assisting in the use of various poi
sonous gases and toxins in Southeast 
Asia and Mghanistan. There are no 
verification procedures outlined in the 
Geneva protocol. 

ANTARCTIC TREATY 

The Antarctic Treaty, ratified in 
1961, is interesting from another 
standpoint. It introduced the concept 
of onsite inspection of scientific facili
ties and has served as a model for 
other treaties. The treaty requires 
that the continent of Antarctica be 
free of military activity and be used 
only for peaceful purposes. Nuclear 
explosions, bases, and equipment are 
prohibited unless the military equip
ment is used exclusively for peaceful 
purposes-such as transport aircraft. 
Onsite inspection is unlimited geo
graphically. It can occur at any place, 
any time including all cargoes coming 
to or leaving the continent. There is 
no evidence that the U.S.S.R. has vio
lated this treaty. 

HOT LINE 

In 1963, the United States and 
U.S.S.R. signed the so-called Hot Line 
Treaty establishing a direct communi
cations link between top policymakers 
of both countries. This was modern
ized by a subsequent agreement in 
1971. These provisions have been car
ried out by both sides. 

LIMITED TEST BAN 

Also in 1963, the United States and 
U.S.S.R. ratified the limited nuclear 
test ban. In its day the Limited Test 
Ban Treaty was as controversial as the 
freeze resolution is today. It prohibits 
nuclear weapons tests in the atmos
phere, in outer space, under water, 

and under ground where radioactive 
debris drifts across national bound
aries. Otherwise, underground nuclear 
tests were permitted. 

Verification was a primary concern 
during the limited test ban negotia
tions. The Soviet position in 1956 was 
that verification could be achieved by 
national means. The United States dis
agreed and suggested onsite inspection 
among other control devices. The 
U.S.S.R. unilaterally stopped testing 
and challenged the United States to 
do likewise. We continued testing 
while proposing a suspension of tests 
on a yearly basis while installing a 
complex inspection system. The Sovi
ets rejected the offer and resumed 
testing in 1958. Then the United 
States and U.S.S.R. self-imposed mora
toriums on testing which lasted until 
the Soviets resumed testing in 1961. 
The United States followed weeks 
later. 

During negotiations leading up to 
the 1963 treaty, the U.S.S.R. agreed to 
accept three on site inspections a year 
while the United States insisted on a 
minimum of seven annually. There 
was disagreement on various technical 
details regarding inspection. The 
result was a treaty concentrating on 
explosions in areas which could be 
monitored by national means solely. 
That treaty has been abided by by 
both countries. 

OUTER SPACE TREATY 

The Outer Space Treaty followed in 
1967 with its provisions prohibiting 
the stationing of nuclear weapons or 
other weapons of mass destruction in 
outer space. During negotiations, the 
Russians employed the linkage argu
ment-stating that they could only 
agree to an outer space restriction if 
the United States withdrew its short 
and medium range missiles from 
around the Soviet border. 

There have been no charges of 
Soviet violations of this treaty al
though concerns have been expressed 
about Soviet fractional orbit and mul
tiple orbit missile systems that were 
tested in the 1960's. The treaty also 
applies to the Moon and other celes
tial bodies. Should the United States 
develop and deploy a space-based ABM 
with a ground attack capability-some
thing that the President had hinted at 
and spoke directly in favor of recent
ly-it might be challenged on the basis 
of being a weapon of mass destruction 
under the Outer Space Treaty, but 
that again is a treaty that has been 
abided by by both sides. 

TREATY OF TLATELOLCO 

The treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
was built on the concept of limiting 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
into new regions. The U.S.S.R. is a sig
nator of protocol II as is the United 
States. This calls for nuclear parties to 
respect the nuclear free zone and not 

use or threaten the use of nuclear 
weapons against the treaty's parties. 

Stimulated by the Cuban missile 
crisis, Cuba is not a party to this 1968 
treaty. There have been charges by 
Argentina that Great Britain violated 
the treaty when it sent nuclear capa
ble military equipment to the South 
Atlantic during the Falkland crisis. 
There is no evidence of Soviet viola
tions of the treaty. 

NPT 

The purpose of the 1970 Nonprolif
eration Treaty was to restrict the 
spread of nuclear weapons. An inter
national system of safeguards was es
tablished. Once commonly thought of 
as a successful example of internation
al controls, the International Atomic 
Energy Agency more recently has 
been found to be far from adequate in 
stopping the flow of nuclear technolo
gy or materials to nonnuclear coun
tries. The United States, in particular, 
along with its major commercial nucle
ar competitors France, Germany, and 
Italy, have been less than diligent 
about safeguarding nuclear technolo
gy. 

Permitting this proliferation and, in 
fact, selling our own commercial know
how with respect to nuclear weapons 
to other countries constitutes a very 
serious violation and a very serious 
mistake on the part of the United 
States. 

Now, I might say, Mr. President
this will shock some people-the 
Soviet Union, on the other hand, 
seems to have been quite strict in its 
export controls. 

The Nonproliferation Treaty has 
been hampered by its lack of success 
in obtaining support from nuclear-in
terested nations such as India, Paki
stan, Israel, Brazil, Argentina, and 
South Mrica. 

So far as proliferation is concerned, 
maybe for understandable reasons, the 
Soviet Union has not proliferated. It 
has done its best to refrain from send
ing nuclear know-how, equipment, and 
capability to other countries. We, un
fortunately, have not. 

SEABED TREATY 

Two years later, the U.S. and 
U.S.S.R. became parties to the Treaty 
on the Prohibition of the Emplace
ment of Nuclear Weapons and Other 
Weapons of Mass Destruction on the 
Seabed and the Ocean Floor and the 
Subsoil Thereof. A logical outflow 
from other treaties geographically re
stricting nuclear weapons, this treaty 
is limited to an area 12 miles beyond 
the coastal zone. It calls for verifica
tion by national means with an appeal 
to the United Nations, where, obvious
ly it could be blocked by veto. 

BIOLOGICAL WARFARE CONVENTION 

This then brings us to the Biological 
Warfare Convention of 1975. I have 
spoken of this at length a number of 
times before this body so suffice it to 
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be said that there is compelling evi
dence that the U.S.S.R. has violated 
this Convention by stockpiling and 
using toxin weapons which are clearly 
prohibited, except for minor amounts, 
in the terms of this agreement. Presi
dent Nixon first unilaterally re
nounced the offensive use or stockpil
ing of biological and toxin weapons. 
President Ford submitted the treaty to 
the Senate. Its major failing is the 
complete absence of international or 
bilateral safeguards. There are no veri
fication procedures aside from a com
plaint to the United Nations Security 
Council. I have proposed and the 
Senate has accepted language that the 
President reopen this Convention and 
place therein tough verification stand
ards. 

I got that resolution passed through 
the Senate but it did not pass the 
House. Here is a treaty without en
forcement procedures, without verifi
cation, and the Soviet Union violates 
it. 

THRESHOLD TEST BAN 

By 1974 the U.S. and U.S.S.R. had 
arrived at a modification of the Limit
ed Test Ban called the Threshold Test 
Ban. This treaty limits underground 
tests to below a threshold of 150 kilo
tons. Not yet ratified by the United 
States this treaty has some verifica
tion requirements particularly the ex
change of data about specific test 
sites, the nature of the geology at 
these sites and certain data useful for 
calibration of monitoring equipment. 
In addition, both nations recognize 
that there may be unintended 
breaches of the 150-kiloton limit from 
time to time-perhaps one or two a 
year. These are found to be acceptable 
by mutual agreement. This provision 
has often been overlooked when vari
ous parties have charged that the 
U.S.S.R. has breached the 150-kiloton 
limit. Eminent U.S. scientists say that 
current technology will allow for mon
itoring of clandestine underground nu
clear tests down as small as 1 kiloton 
in size. While onsite inspection would 
help, it is no longer a requirement, 
they argue. Nonetheless, the adminis
tration has broken off negotiations on 
a comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and 
has requested that the Threshold 
Treaty be renegotiated to strengthen 
its verification procedures. 

PEACEFUL NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS TREATY 

At nearly the same time, the United 
States and the U.S.S.R. agreed not to 
carry out peaceful nuclear explosions 
larger than 150 kilotons. This treaty is 
important since it establishes the prin
ciple of onsite inspection in the 
U.S.S.R. Detailed provisions spell out 
what advance notification and inspec
tion procedures must be adhered to 
when using a nuclear device for peace
ful purposes. Onsite inspection, with 
appropriate equipment, is carefully es
tablished. I repeat: Onsite inspection 
is carefully established. Since neither 

country has utilized nuclear explo
sions for peaceful purposes since rati
fication, the onsite provisions have not 
been exercised. Like the Threshold 
Test Ban, this treaty has not been 
ratified by the United States. 

In the aftermath of the Vietnam 
war, concerns began to be expressed 
about using the environment as an act 
of war. The United States reportedly 
had tried some forms of weather modi
fication over Laos to limit infiltration 
down the Ho Chi Minh Trail. Theoret
ical discussions about the possibility of 
changing ocean currents, causing 
earthquakes, or interfering with crop 
production led to the Convention on 
the Prohibition of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental 
Modification Techniques. The ranking 
minority member of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, Mr. PELL, played a 
dominant role in the passage of this 
treaty. This treaty has no verification 
clause except for a protest being 
lodged with the Security Council. 

SALT I AND II 

This leaves us, Mr. President, with 
SALT I and SALT II. There have been 
extensive discussions as to whether or 
not the Soviets have been cheating on 
these two treaties-the latter of course 
unratified by the United States al
though we have pledged to abide by its 
provisions, the President has. Any in
terpretation of Soviet cheating must 
by necessity rely heavily on intelli
gence data to which I am not privy. 
Nonetheless the general areas of con
cern revolve around three areas: 
Soviet encrypting of telemetry to 
impede United States monitoring; pos
sible violations of the ABM Treaty by 
the testing of certain ABM missiles 
and associated equipment; and the 
testing of more than one type of new 
light ICBM. The U.S.S.R. and the 
United States are allowed one new 
light ICBM under the terms of SALT 
II. The Soviets notified our Govern
ment that their one new ICBM was 
tested on October 26, 1982-a test 
monitored by the United States. A 
subsequent test of what appears to be 
a totally different missile occurred on 
February 8, 1983, only about 2 months 
ago. If this second missile is a modifi
cation of an older generation ICBM 
such as the SS-13 as the Russians 
claim, then it is constrained in size 
growth to a 5-percent variance. Appar
ently this second missile was much 
larger than 5 percent giving rise to the 
possibility that the terms of SALT II 
have been violated. 

This state of events causes any 
thoughtful person to reanalyze the 
freeze concept in light of Soviet be
havior. How do we answer the ques
tion "Why have any agreement if the 
Soviets are going to cheat to their own 
advantage?" For the time being the 
answer regarding SALT I and SALT II 
must remain-"it is not clear if a viola
tion has occurred." That data just is 

not public. The SALT II Treaty may 
be subject to different interpretation. 
Perhaps our intelligence data is pre
liminary in nature and subject to 
change. Or perhaps the Russians are 
cheating. The issue is in doubt. 

What is not in doubt is the absolute 
requirement for strict verification 
standards in every treaty we enter into 
with the U.S.S.R.-including onsite in
spection where it is called for. 

VERIFYING A FREEZE 

Now how about verification of a 
freeze? An indepth review of U.S. na
tional means of verification and how 
these resources could be applied to a 
freeze has been conducted by the Fed
eration of American Scientists. They 
examine a freeze on ICBM deploy
ments; delivery vehicle testing; nuclear 
weapons testing; ballistic missile, 
bomber and submarine production; nu
clear warhead production and produc
tion of weapons-grade nuclear materi
als. The range of national technical 
means at our disposal is matched 
against each freeze component. 

The conclusion of this analysis indi
cates that a comprehensive freeze 
could be verifiable with confidence by 
national means in almost every case. 

This should not dispell our resolve 
for more complete assurrances that 
would come from onsite inspection. 
That should be our persistent goal
the highest degree of information and 
the greatest degree of security from 
surprise. 

SUMMARY 

Let me now summarize the facts of 
this review, Mr. President. 

In two instances, the case of Soviet 
violations is clear. There can be little 
doubt but that the U.S.S.R. has sys
tematically violated the terms of the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 by assisting 
in the use of various poisonous gases 
and toxins in Southeast Asia and Af
ghanistan. There are no verification 
procedures outlined in the Geneva 
Protocol. 

There is compelling evidence that 
the Soviet Union also has violated the 
1975 Biological Warfare Convention 
by stockpiling and using toxin weap
ons, which are clearly prohibited 
except for small amounts, by the 
terms of that Convention. Again there 
are no verification procedures in this 
Convention except for a complaint 
system to the Security Council of the 
United Nations where a veto could be 
exercised by the Soviet Union. 

Treaties with onsite inspection such 
as the Antarctic Treaty, the Peaceful 
Nuclear Explosions Treaty (unratified 
by the United States) and the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Treaty <onsite in
spection agreed to in principle by the 
U.S.S.R. but no inspections have taken 
place) seem to give the best assurances 
against cheating. 

Treaties with strong national means 
of verification coupled with clear defi-
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nitions of violations such as the Limit
ed Test Ban, the Outer Space Treaty, 
and the Seabed Treaty, have been safe 
from significant violations. 

There is more ambiguous data with 
regard to the complex technical trea
ties verified by national means such as 
SALT I and SALT II. The issue there 
is in doubt for the time being. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Federation of American 
Scientists analysis be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

VERIFYING A MODEL FREEzE 
This issue is an effort to bring the concept 

of a strategic weapons freeze into sharper 
focus. It contains three elements. 

First, there is an editorial describing some 
fundamental premises underlying verifica
tion-without agreement on these or other 
such premises, no consensus on "verifiabil
ity" is possible. 

Second, some background information is 
provided on the many, and astonishingly ef
fective, means of verification which are at 
our Nation's disposal. Last, but obviously 
not least, is a sketch of one way in which a 
freeze might be defined. 

We hasten to add that this yeoman effort 
by two of our staff <Christopher Paine and 
Thomas Karas> has many loose ends, some 
of which we hope to treat in late issues. 
There is the question of controls on defen
sive weapons. There is the linkage between 
the freeze and subsequent reductions; no 
freeze is going to be stable indefinitely and, 
by the same token, no freeze is going to be 
politically or strategically defensible if 
viewed in steady state. There is the question 
of how the freeze might be implemented. 
There are obviously a host of definitional 
questions. And so on. 

Indeed, this freeze is only a sketch of one 
of a variety of treaty possibilities in each of 
which enough is frozen to justify the word 
"freeze." In its design, there are necessarily 
branch points, not all of which are fully ex
posed and for none of which was there 
space to justify the choices. Thus for long
lived weapons such as nuclear submarines 
and nuclear bombers, need replacement pro
visions be included in the freeze? And can 
the same be said of missiles? What is the 
real meaning of this model freeze's decision 
to close down final assembly plants for mis
siles but not to prevent missile components 
from being manufactured and installed? 

Accordingly, it might be well to state 
briefly here what distinguishes the freeze 
approach from other approaches. Obvious
ly, in neither case can one halt more than 
the two sides can agree on, and verify. But 
in the one case the presumption is that the 
negotiation is aimed at isolated weapons sys
teiDS most vulnerable to agreement, and 
that no effort will be made to put together a 
really comprehensive package. 

In the freeze approach, on the other 
hand, the presumption is that an effort will 
be made to end, or dramatically slow, the 
ariDS race rather than simply to manage it. 
In this context, the presumption is that se
rious negotiating efforts will be made to 
stop the central manifestations of the ariDS 

race. Weapons syseiDS testing, production or 
deployment would be permitted to continue 
only if the negotiators saw no way to stop it, 
or if it would hopelessly complicate or 

burden the agreements they could other
wise reach. 

In sum, what is contained within is de
signed simply to stimulate more concrete 
thought on a subject which now commands 
the support of solid majorities from the 
most diverse walks of American life. It be
hooves all interested in arms control to 
begin to think through the details of what 
can, and what cannot, be done with this 
public support. Readers are encouraged to 
write. 

NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS-IMAGING 
RECONNAISSANCE SATELLITES 

"KH-11" 
The KH-11 satellite won fame in 1978 

when CIA employee William Kampiles went 
to jail for selling its interpretation manual 
to Soviet agents. The big spacecraft, which 
probably weighs about 10,300 kilograiDS, 
usually flies at altitudes of about 300 to 600 
kilometers. That means that its imaging 
system probably returns fairly wide-area 
pictures of the ground. But if it also carries 
longer focal-length telescopes, it could zoom 
in on more interesting targets for greater 
detail. The "ground resolution"-meaning 
the smallest size of objects distinguishable
of KH-11 images is probably between 2 and 
5 meters, depending on what assumptions 
we make about its telescopes and sensors. 

The military virtue of the KH-11 is that it 
operates nearly in "real time." It doesn't use 
cameras with photographic film, but instead 
forms images on an electronic focal plane. A 
scanning mirror sweeps across the satellite's 
field of view, and the light from the mirror 
registers on the focal plane as a series of 
electrical impulses which become digital 
"bits" of data, either recorded for later play
back or directly transmitted to the earth 
stations of the U.S. Air Force Satellite Con
trol Facility. It is possible, but not certain, 
that KH-11 data is beamed upward to the 
satellites of the Air Force Satellite Data 
System, from which it is relayed to ground 
stations. In any case, the Satellite Control 
Facility Remote Tracking Station in Green
land can pick up KH-11 signals minutes 
after the satellite has passed over the Soviet 
Union. Again via the Satellite Data System 
satellites, the Remote Tracking Station can 
pass the data immediately to the Air Force 
satellite headquarters in Sunnyvale, Califor
nia for futher processing. Because this is a 
CIA-owned satellite, at some point the 
images go to CIA headquarters for analysis. 

Most likely the sensors on the KH-11 are 
multispectral-they form images in several 
bands of visible and infra-red light. These 
images can carry information that is just as 
valuable as the details of size and shape pro· 
duced by the finer resolution of "close-look" 
photographs, as we shall see below. The 
KH-11 satellites keep recording images and 
transmitting data until their maneuvering 
fuel runs out-which takes upwards of two 
years. The U.S. seeiDS to keep two of these 
spacecraft operating at any one time. 

"Big Bird" 
The "Big Bird" satellite, primarily an Air 

Force vehicle, stays up about six months, 
weighs about 11,000 kilograiDS, and flies 
somewhat lower than the KH-11-between 
about 160 and 280 kilometers. Maneuvering 
at lower altitudes, where some air resistance 
against the vehicle accumulates, probably 
uses up a good deal of thruster fuel. But the 
main limit on the satellite's lifetime is its 
use of old-fashioned photographic film to 
record images. The satellite surveys larger 
areas with a camera developed by Kodak 
that develops the film on board and then 

transmits a television-scanned image of the 
developed picture. The satellite also carries 
a few <some say 4, others 6) film pods that it 
can send back to earth for development. 
These are no doubt used to have the satel
lite take a more detailed look at specially 
chosen targets. 

"Close-look" 
A third type of imaging satellite can take 

quite close-up pictures, resolving objects on 
the ground which are perhaps six inches 
across. This "close-look" satellite can swoop 
in to altitudes as low as 80 or 90 miles, pho
tographing the ground with color film. The 
film is released on command for re-entry 
and then caught in mid-air by special air
planes based in Hawaii. The close-look satel
lites run out of fuel and film more quickly 
than the other types, and they usually stay 
in orbit for 60 days or so. 

Since the "Big Bird" became available, the 
Air Force has flown the close-look satellites 
much less than before and apparently is 
almost out of them. The most recent went 
into orbit at the end of February, 1980. Ac
cording to the trade press, both the "Big 
Bird" and the close-look satellites will be re
placed in 1984 with a large satellite that will 
have a long lifetime and take very detailed 
pictures as well. 

ELECTRONIC RECONNAISSANCE 

"Ferret" 
From time to time, when the Air Force 

launches a Big Bird, it attaches a much 
smaller satellite which jumps up to a higher 
orbit, over 400 miles up. This smaller satel
lite probably collects information about 
Soviet radar, indicating what frequencies 
and types of signals the Soviets are using to 
watch out for incoming planes and missiles. 
Since the U.S. has flown very few of these 
in recent years, one might speculate that 
the Big Bird or the KH-11 can collect some 
of the same types of information. 

"Rhyolite-Chalet" 
The United States has also sent up a 

series of geosynchronous satellites-they re
volve around the equator once every 24 
hours, thus hovering over one spot-for in
telligence purposes. In a spy trial a few 
years ago, this type of satellite was identi
fied as "Rhyolite," although the name has 
probably changed by now (the new name 
may be "Chalet"). The Rhyolite type of sat
ellite collects the telemetry-the informa
tion on rocket performance-sent back by 
Soviet missiles when they are tested. It may 
pick up other kinds of military communica
tions inside the Soviet Union as well. 

A likely candidate for the most recent sat
ellite in the Rhyolite series is one launched 
in March, 1981. It probably has more sensi
tive listening devices than the earlier ver
sions. Senator John Glenn, who in 1979 ex
pressed doubts about the verifiability of the 
SALT II agreement, now says he thinks new 
developments do make them verifiable. In 
1979, Secretary of Defense Brown said that 
in a year or so we could replace the eaves
dropping capabilities we lost in Iran. Appar
ently we have. <We also have ground-based 
listening posts in China.) 

OCEAN RECONNAISSANCE 

The Navy has another kind of electronic 
intelligence satellite for monitoring the 
oceans. These satellites fly in a series of 
four-a "mother ship" and three sub-satel
lites nearby. By detecting the radar and 
communications signals of ships from more 
than one receiving point, the Navy can 
locate the ships. If necessary, the imaging 
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reconnaissance satellites or aircraft could be 
assigned to take pictures. 

''UNKNOWN'' 

In January, 1982, the U.S. launched yet 
another type of intelligence satellite, one 
from which apparently three subsatellites 
split off. This set of satellites flies at about 
360 miles up, not 600 like the ocean recon
naissance type. And while the plane of the 
ocean reconnaissance satellite orbit is in
clined about 62.5 degrees to the equator, the 
inclination of this type is 97 degrees. That 
brings the satellite closer to the poles and 
allows them to cover more of the earth's 
surface. They would have a better view of 
the Soviet naval ports north of the Arctic 
circle than do present U.S. ocean reconnais
sance satellites. 

MISSILE WARNING 

Defense support program fDSPJ 
With 3 satellites in geosynchronous orbit 

< 1 over the Eastern Hemisphere and 2 over 
the Western Hemisphere) the DSP system 
provides early warning of ICBM and SLBM 
launches by infrared detection of rocket 
plumes. The satellites also carry visible light 
detectors and radiation sensors for detecting 
nuclear explosions and provide surveillance 
of missile test launches. 

NUCLEAR EXPLOSION DETECTION 

"Vela Hotel" 
Launched in the 1960's into orbits 60,000 

miles up, these satellites carried "bang
meters," or nuclear explosion detectors for 
monitoring the atmosphere and space for 
violations of the partial test ban treaty. The 
last working pair of these satellites still pro
vide some data. 

Defense support program 
The U.S. missile early warning satellites 

also have some ability to detect the electro
magnetic radiation from nuclear explosions. 

Global positioning system fGPSJ 
The new military navigation system satel

lites also carry a system called "IONDS"
the Integrated Operational Nuclear Detec
tion System. Combinations of signals from 
the ultra-violet and x-ray sensors which will 
eventually be carried by all 18 of the GPS 
satellites will give the precise locations, 
using time of flight measurements, of any 
nuclear explosions in the atmosphere or in 
space out to 11,000 miles. 

Seismic sensors 
Seismic stations around the globe detect 

underground nuclear explosions. In connec
tion with the incomplete draft treaty for a 
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, 
the Soviet Union has agreed to the place
ment of additional unmanned stations on 
Soviet soil. 
UNDERWATER ACOUSTIC SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM 

The U.S. Navy has the world's oceans vir
tually "wired for sound," using both seabed 
and mobile acoustics sensors. These are 
useful not only for keeping tabs on nuclear
capable Soviet ships but also for detecting 
any nuclear tests in the oceans. 

GROUND-BASED MONITORING POSTS 

The U.S. Intelligence Community main
tains a network of electronic "listening 
posts" and test observation radars near 
most of the major Soviet missile-testing 
areas. For example, posts in Turkey monitor 
the IRBM and developmental SLBM testing 
range at Kapustin Yar, while two listening 
posts in Sinkiang, China's western-most 
province bordering on Soviet Central Asia, 
monitor the main ICBM test complex at 
Tyuratam. Listening posts in Norway moni-

tor operational tests of SLBMs fired from 
submarines in the White Sea. Additional fa
cilities are believed to exist at other loca
tions. 

OTHER SPECIAL RADARS 

Soviet test warheads descending to their 
impact areas on the Kamchatka Peninsula 
or in the Western Pacific are tracked during 
the high-altitude portion of their flights by 
the giant "Cobra Dane" phased-array radar 
at Shemya Air Force Station, Alaska, and 
during their near-earth trajectories by the 
shipborne "Cobra Judy" phased-array 
radar. 

PLANES AND SIDPS 

SR-71, U-2, and TR-1 Aircraft 
These high-altitude reconnaissance plat

forms, based in the United States, Europe, 
and Japan, fly along coastlines and border 
areas of the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact 
nations, peering into the foreign territory 
with side-looking radars, cameras, and elec
tronic intelligence receivers. 

Electronic intelligence submarines and 
ships 

So-called "Holystone" submarines-Los 
Angeles-class nuclear attack submarines 
specially configured for signal and commu
nications intelligence missions, eavesdrop 
along the coastlines of the USSR. Intelli
gence-gathering surface ships overtly per
form a similar mission. 

HUMINT 

Intelligence analysts also garner informa
tion from agents, defectors, emigr~s. defense 
attach~s. businessmen, tourists, and from 
the painstaking collation and sifting of pub
lished literature. 

ON-SITE INSPECTION 

Under the Protocol to the 1974 Treaty on 
Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peace
ful Purposes, the Soviet Union and the 
United States agreed to detailed "on-site" 
inspection procedures whose general princi
ples were carried over into the negotiations 
for a comprehensive ban on all nuclear 
tests. While not immediately available to 
the intelligence community to assist in veri
fying agreements, such inspection arrange
ments are clearly not as far out-of-reach as 
they once were. 

In verifying the delivery vehicle and nu
clear warhead production bans which could 
be a part of a far-reaching comprehensive 
nuclear freeze agreement, on-site verifica
tion would be selectively employed to fur
ther investigate-with the intent of defini
tively identifying-ambiguous activities 
which are detected by national means but 
whose explanation remains unclear. 

VERIFICATION OF A MODEL FREEzE: 
MONITORING TASKS 

A comprehensive freeze on the testing, 
production, and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and their primary delivery vehicles 
could be broken into seven key provisions 
which are distinct for the purposes of nego
tiation and analysis but interlocking and 
mutually reinforcing from the perspective 
of verification: 

(1) a freeze of "indefinite duration" <like 
the ABM Treaty), Without modernization, • 
on the deployment of ICBMs, SLBMs, 
IRBMs, and (if necessary) GLCMs; 

<2> a numerical freeze-permitting mod
ernization and one-for one replacment of de
livery vehicles, but with no increase or mod
ernization of weapons load-on strategic 
bombers, other "dual-capable" aircraft as
signed a nuclear role, nuclear-armed ships 
and subs, and nuclear artillery and battle
field missiles; 

(3) a prohibition on the flight testing of 
"new" or significantly modified ballistic mis
siles, and a low limit on the number of oper
ational ballistic missile flight tests; 

<4> a Comprehensive Test Ban <CTB> on 
nuclear explosions; 

<5> a shut-down of existing main assembly 
facilities for intercontinental, submarine
launched, and intermediate-range ballistic 
missiles, and a prohibition on the transfer 
of this activity to other sites, 

(6) a shut-down of existing key nuclear 
component fabrication and final assembly 
facilities for nuclear weapons, and a prohibi
tion on the transfer of this activity to other 
sites; and . 

<7> the international inspection and instal
lation of safeguards at all nuclear facilities 
to permit a verifiable cutoff of weapons
grade nuclear materials production and the 
conversion or disposal of existing stockpiles. 

I. The deployment freeze.-Few would dis
pute that a freeze on the number of de
ployed strategic nuclear delivery vehicles 
can be adequately verified. Soviet missiles 
are unambiguously identified with either 
fixed ICBM launchers, in the case of large 
liquid-fueled ICBMs, or easily counted sub
marines, in the case of submarine-launched 
ballistic missiles. As Secretary Brown testi
fied during July 1979 Senate hearings on 
ratification of the SALT II Treaty, "We 
have high-confidence in our ability to moni
tor the number of fixed ICBM launchers, 
SLBM launchers, and heavy bombers" 
("high-confidence" means a counting error 
of 10% or less-see chart). Brown noted that 
ICBM silos are "readily identifiable during 
construction, and take a year or more to 
build." 

The missiles themselves, he reported, "re
quire extensive support facilities, including 
missile handling equipment, checkout and 
maintenance facilities, survivable communi
cations, and nuclear warhead handling, stor
age, and security facilities. Our intelligence 
collectors regularly examine the existing 
ICBM fields, but in addition they also con
duct extensive surveys of the Soviet Union 
at periodic intervals for evidence of addi
tional ICBM activity. The intelligence com
munity judgment is that we would detect a 
Soviet effort to deploy a significant number 
of excess fixed ICBM launchers even if they 
departed substantially from their current 
deployment practices." In other words, even 
if the Soviets were to deploy their missiles 
in salt mines or grain elevators, U.S. ability 
to monitor ICBM-associated support, trans
port, communications, and security meas
ures guarantees a high probability of detec
tion. 

"Turning to SLBMs," Brown testified, "we 
monitor the launch, fitting out, and sea 
trials of each submarine. We also monitor 
Soviet ballistic missile submarines at oper
ational bases, at sea, and at overhaul facili
ties. In addition, we search for evidence of 
SSBN-related activity at other facilities, and 
we monitor naval activities generally with a 
wide range of intelligence collection sys
tems. We are confident we can monitor 
closely the number of SLBM launchers." 

As for strategic bombers, Brown said, they 
are "large in size, built at a small number of 
plants, and deployed at a limited number of 
operational bases which are closely moni
tored. The total inventory of heavy bomber
type aircraft can be monitored with confi
dence." 

Potential prohibitions on major modern
izations <e.g., adding a new stage, more re
entry vehicles, etc.> and system replacement 
for new production are primarily verifiable 
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through monitoring other aspects of the 
Soviet weapons program, for the simple 
reason that before a new missile or reentry 
vehicle can be installed in a silo, it must 
first be developed, tested, and produced. 
Under one scheme, the only replacement 
permitted would be for missiles fired in 

operational tests, and since no new produc
tion would be allowed under a freeze, this 
would foster a tendency to conserve mis
siles, leading to few tests and therefore few 
"opportunities" for replacement. However, 
since transporting a Soviet missile from its 
storage area and loading it into a silo re-

VERIFICATION OF A NUCLEAR FREEZE: TASKS AND SYSTEMS 

Intelligence systems-

Nuclear explosion 

quires, according to official testimony, "a 
minimum of two or three days," there is a 
significant chance that missile replacement 
in violation of the freeze would be detected 
by imaging reconnaissance satellites. 

Monitoring tasks Imaging 
reconnais

sance 
satellites 

Electronic 
reconnais

sance 
satellites 

Ocean 
surveil
lance 

satellites 

Missile 
warning 
satellite 

detection Acoustic 
underwater Satellites Ground- surveil-"Vela based 

Hotal" seismic lance 

Ground-
based Test 

monitoring obselvation 
rada.rs posts 

Aircraft Humin! 
and ships and overt 

collection 
On site 

inspection 
Overall monitoring 
confidence level 

(estimate) 

I. Deployment freeze: 
(a! Count fixed ICBM/IRBM launchers 1 

·-- ···--···········-- X 

!~ ~~~ ~M~ l!~~~r~B~M!..~-~~--~~-~-~~~-~- -:.:: : : : ::: ~ 
(d Count launchers for MIRVd missiles 1 .•••..•.••..•. . ... X 
(e) Count strategic bombers (indudin~ AlCM) 1 ••••••• X 
(f) Count other primary nuclear m1ssion aircraft X 

(e.g., FB-111 , Backfire). 
(g) Count nuclear -armed ships/subs (including 

those with SlCM's, ASROC's, SUB ROC's) . 
(h) Count nuclear artillery/battlefield missi~ units, 

weapons depots. 
II. Delivery veh~ testing freeze: 

(a) To monitor (prohibited) testing of new ICBM's/ 
SLBM's/IRBM's, monitor flight tests of existing 
missi~ to detect: 

I. Changes in lellRih, diameter, lauocll-weight 
and throw-weigfit (no greater than 5 per
cent) . 

2. Number of stages/type of propellant (no 
change permitted). 

3. Number of RVs (no increase from maxi
mum number tested for each type) . 

4. Weight of RV's (no decrease· from lightest 
test flown) . 

5. RV performance (no increase in ballistic 
coeffiCient above maximum already tested 

ION OS sensors 

J ............... ::~ . : : : __ :: __ :····:: ~::~_:· : ~ ~ : ~:~:~ ~~:~~ ~:~ ~ -: ~ ~: ~: ~~ ·: :~~~~~ - ~~~ ~:~ ~ ~-:-~ :·.·: : ~ : .:~~: . :: ~: : ··· ~~:·~-~ :~~:~~~~ : :·:~:~::-~.: :::~-:- : :::::~~::_~:~ ~:~:~~:::~: : ~~~:~~:~~ ::;:~ :;: ~~~ ~~:~ - ~~~: ~ ~ ::::_ .. :_:· ~~ ~ -~:~ ~ ~~i~: ~ate. 
X ...........................................•..............•.............................................• .......................•.................................•...................•••.••. ..................... Do. 
X .......................................... ............................................................... X ..................... X X ..................... High moderate. 

..•..................•..••.•........•.•.........•..........•... X ··•· ·······•••·••···•••···········••·•···· X Do. 

............................................•..............•............................................. ? •·•····•···•••······· X Do. 

.....•...........•.•.........•....••.•.•.••.•.•.....••.•.....•.•••.•........•••.....••••••.......••...... X ............. .. . ..... Moderate-high moderate. 

.•.....•••....•..•.•.•............•...............•••.•.......•.•......••••••......•...•..........•...... X ..................... High moderate. 

•..••••••••.•........•......•.••.•.......•.•........••.....•.. •.....•••..•......•.•...•......•••....•... X ..................... High. 

......... X ········································ ································································· X ..................... High moderate. 

.......................••............ ..............•................................................. ......................... X ..................... High. 

and no maneuvering) . 
(b) Monitor limit on operational ballistic missile X X X X .......................................... X' ..................... Do. 

flight tests (6 or less per year) . 
Ill. Nuclear weapons testing freeze (CTB): 

!~~ O:.~i\;m~=~~:r~Ph:~~ ··iiOieiil~i · · · lesC --x················· ·"?""················ ·"?""················::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::: --~ -- -· ·· · · · ...... ..................... ·f · ············· ::::::::::::::::::::: ·r················ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: High ~te. 
sites. 

(c) Detect evidence of nuclear explosions on land/in ..................... ......................................•... X •...•.•.•..........•..•...•.............•• X Do. 
sea/air/space. 

IV. s~11!s:"~~ss1~~f=iceve~~iiei/ssiiN" · ··iifiidiiclioii ··· · ··· · ·· · ····· ·· ·· ·· ···· ········ ······· · ······· · · · ·· · ···· · ········· · ······················· · ··· · ············ · ········· · ······ · ·········· · ····················· · ····················· · ····················· · ······· · ················ ·· x Moderate-high moderate. 

freeze: 1 

(a) Monitor shut-down of existing main assembly X 
plants and shipyard(s) . 

!bl Detect ambiguous activity at other facilities .......... X 

V. Nuctr'~:r~~~~~:1:~~; · · · · · ··· · · ·· ··· · · ··· ········ · ······ X 
(a) Monitor shut -OOwn of existing key nuclear X 

component fabrication facilities. 
(b) Detect ambiguous activity at additional facilities ... X 
(c) Identify ambiguous activity at additional facili- X 

ties. 
VI. Weapons-grade nuclear materials cutoff: 

(a) Monitor military nuclear materials production 
facilities. 

(b) Detect ambiguous activity at civilian nuclear 
facilities. 

(c) Identify ambiguous activity ..................................... X 

........................................................................ .......................................... ..................... .................................................................................... High. 

................................. .............................. .......................................... X 1 ••••••••••••••• X'·· ·· ··········· X'··············· X 

.................•..........•.......•..••.......••.......•. .... .....•.........•...............................•...•.•..•......•.••..•..............•.•.•...........••... X 

..................... ? 

1 1 

::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::? ··:::::::::: ? 

...••••........••.••......................•.•............•..... ....•.......•........••..........•........••.............•.••.••....•...•.•••••.•.•...................... X 

••·············•·•···········•··•·••····•·••····•···········••·•······•···········•·•····••·•···•·••·••···•·•••·•·······•·• ·•••············•··••·•·······••••·•···••·•·• X 

············································· ·························-································································································ X 

..................... Moderate. 
X low-high . 

..................... High . 

..................... low-moderate. 
X low-high. 

........ High moderate-high. 

..................... low-moderate. 

low-high. 

1 Comprehensive freeze could include a ban on replacement of these systems from new production. 
2 Counting rule. 
Note: X '-indirect assistance in monitoring provision. 

Lesser modifications to the missile might 
be accomplished in less time and be consid
erable harder to detect, given that routine 
maintenance, including replacement of de
fective components, would be permitted 
under a freeze. Thus a prohibition on major 
modifications to existing missiles would be 
verifiable chiefly as a consequence of moni
toring the testing prohibitions of the freeze 
agreement. 

A freeze on mobile ICBMs and IRBMs, 
"while more difficult than counting silos," 
Brown testified, "is a manageable task." 

"For example, the Soviets are now deploy
ing the mobile SS-20 IRBM, and we can es
timate the number of launchers deployed 
with reasonable confidence. If the Soviets 
made special efforts to conceal mobile 
ICBM launchers, or if they deployed a 

system without central support facilities, 
the uncertainties could be larger. But covert 
deployment of a force on a scale large 
enough to be militarily significant would be 
a formidable task, requiring successful con
cealment of a large number of deployed 
launchers, and of their production, support 
and training exercises as well, and deploy
ment without central support facilities 
would entail operational disadvant&ges." 

While complaining about the novel "insta
bility caused by the Pentagon's alleged in
ability to target the "highly mobile" SS-20s, 
the Reagan administration has issued regu
lar updates on the exact number of SS-20 
launchers deployed and the number of SS-
20 sites at various stages of completion, even 
to the extent of having sufficient confi
dence to accuse the Soviets of violating 

their own unilateral SS-20 European de
ployment freeze by completing construction 
of bases begun before the freeze took effect. 
Clearly, a deployment freeze on at least this 
current generation of Soviet IRBMs is ade
quately verifiable. 

All these conditions apply to the threat
ened potential unverifiability of ground
launched cruise missiles as well. Although 
the missiles themselves are small and prob
ably in some cases not directly accessible to 
counting, they will be embedded in trans
port, security and launch-control systems 
that is monitorable, and during peacetime 
they will be deployed in main operating 
bases which can be surveyed from aircraft 
and satellites. 

II. A Numerical Freeze on Dual-Capable 
Launch Platforms and Delivery Vehicles. To 
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prevent circumvention of the freeze and di
version of superpower energies into a desta
bilizing tactical/theater-nuclear arms race, 
a freeze on the numbers and payloads of 
such systems would be desirable. However, 
because many of these systems perform 
both conventional and nuclear missions, and 
their production and support systems are in
timately connected to those for convention
al weapons, a freeze on replacement and 
modernization of these systems does not 
seem politically feasible for the immediate 
future. 

What would be feasible in the near term 
would be to freeze the current inventories of 
such weapons by type, for example: long
range strategic bombers <B-52/B-1; Bear, 
Bison/new Soviet bomber>; peripheral 
attack bombers <F-111, Backfire>; long
range nuclear-certified attack aircraft <e.g., 
A-6, Blinder>; nuclear-armed attack subma
rines <SSN-688, Charlie/ Alfa classes> nucle
ar-cruise missile-equipped surface ships 
<Iowa, Kirov>; and nuclear artillery /battle
field missiles (8-inch, 155mm artillery, 
Lance, Pershing 1-A, Frog, Scud and Scale
board missiles). Also frozen would be the 
nuclear payloads of such systems. One-for
one replacement and modernization of the 
delivery vehicles could be permitted, and 
transfer of deployed or currently stockpiled 
weapons to these new platforms could be al
lowed, but with no increase in weapons 
load. 

According to one retired member of the 
intelligence community, each side has a 
fairly good idea of which forces on the 
other side actually are assigned a nuclear 
mission, as opposed to being theoretically 
"capable" of performing one. Special train
ing, communications, operations, and securi
ty measures accompany the deployment of 
"nuclear-certified" units in the field, 
making moderate-to-high-confidence verifi
cation of a numerical freeze on these sys
tems quite feasible. In addition to imaging 
and electronic reconnaissance satellites, 
both countries maintain ocean surveillance 
satellites to keep track of world-wide naval 
deployments, and the United States has the 
added benefit of information gleaned from a 
unique worldwide acoustic surveillance 
system. 

Deployments of theater and tactical nu
clear weapons in and around Europe, the 
key area of confrontation for these systems, 
are also monitored by SR-71, U2R, and 
other reconnaissance aircraft which overfly 
border areas and peer into Eastern Europe, 
monitoring activity at known nuclear weap
ons storage sites, and looking for signs of 
additional sites and dual-capable units. Na
tional Security Agency and military intelli
gence "listening posts" also gather vital 
signal <SIGINT) and communications 
<COMINT) electronic intelligence <ELINT) 
about tlle locations and operations of dual
capable units. 

Based on our own intelligence analysis of 
Soviet dual-capable weapons payload capa
bilities, a common data base could be estab
lished with the Soviets on which systems 
should be included, and maximum allowable 
weapons load counting rules could be devel
oped to ease verification tasks. For example, 
if one version of the Backfire can carry 
more weapons than another, then all ver
sions might be considered as carrying the 
larger weapons load. The nuclear weapons 
themselves could not be modernized or re
placed with newly produced versions. This 
provision would be verifiable mainly 
through the freeze on warhead production, 
which would preclude a supply of new war
heads for tactical and theater systems. 

Many observers have expressed the con
cern that the widespread deployment of 
cruise missiles threatens to make the freeze 
unworkable. Although cruise missiles are a 
legitimate cause for concern, they do not 
represent that great a departure f:t;om previ
ous systems. It has already been suggested 
above how the deployment of GLCMs might 
be frozen and verified in a manner similar 
to mobile IRBMs. 

Because deployed ALCMs must be at
tached to aircraft, which can be monitored 
with high confidence, ALCM deployment 
could be frozen and reliably monitored 
under a freeze, particularly if the parties 
adopted rules, as in SALT II, limiting ALCM 
deployments to heavy bombers. 

However, for a host of reasons-including 
Soviet dependence on a variety short- and 
medium-range cruise missiles, difficulties in 
distinguishing between shorter- and longer
range versions, the fact that they use tech
nologies and components in common with 
conventional weapons and can in theory be 
assembled in any one of thousands of light 
manufacturing facilities, and because their 
testing is not easily monitored-it will prob
ably prove difficult to include cruise missiles 
in the nuclear delivery vehicle production 
and testing bans. 

Their deployment can be effectively 
hemmed in, however. The shutdown of nu
clear warhead production facilities will, at a 
minimum, drastically curtail the number of 
cruise missiles which potentially could be 
armed with nuclear warheads. Those nucle
ar ALCM and GLCM depolyments existing 
at the time a freeze enters into force can be 
frozen and monitored effectively. That 
leaves the problem of what to do about 
SLCMs-sea-launched cruise missiles. 

Deployment of nuclear-armed SLCMs on 
submarines and surface ships could be re
stricted to those ships and subs which were 
commonly identified as having a nuclear 
role at the time the freeze is negotiated. 
Under the warhead production segment of 
the freeze, no new warheads could be pro
duced for these systems, but, for example, 
existing warheads in the tactical airdrop in
ventory, such as B-61 bombs, could be rede
ployed on SLCMs, provided that for each el
igible sub or surface combatant so equipped, 
the equivalent in weapons delivery capabil
ity is retired from whatever force gave up 
these weapons. As a purely hypothetical ex
ample, one squadron of A-6 carrier attack 
planes, or Blinder bombers, might be ex
changed for the payload equivalent in 
attack subs armed with SLCMs. In other 
words, a technologically and numerically 
frozen, but free-floating, population of war
heads might be redeployed, under agreed 
"exchange rates" based on real payload-car
rying capacities, on a numerically frozen, 
but replaceable and upgradeable inventory 
of "dual-capable" delivery vehicles. 

Finally, the deployment of conventional
ly-armed long-range cruise missiles on ves
sels not included in the theater nuclear 
forces of either side might be prohibited in 
the interest of easing the task of verifica
tion. 

III. Delivery Vehicle Testing Freeze. The 
verification of a ban on the testing of new 
missiles and major modifications to existing 
missiles could be accomplished under a 
freeze much the way it would have been 
under the SALT II Treaty. A set of percent
age changes in key missile size and per
formance parameters would be agreed upon 
as constituting the boundary between "old" 
(permitted) and "new" (banned) missile 
testing. Over an extended test series of 20 to 

30 firings required to validate a new design 
of major modification, these limits could be 
monitored with high confidence using a 
broad array of collection systems, including 
imaging and ELINT satellites, ground-based 
listening posts, test observation radars, and 
high-flying SR-71/U2R aircraft. 

A limit on the number of operational tests 
would be monitored by these and other sys
tems, including the DSP early warning sat
ellites and ocean surveillance satellites. 

IV. A Comprehensive Test Ban. During 
the Carter administration, the United 
States, the Soviet Union, and the United 
Kingdom reached agreement on the broad 
issues involved in verifying a test ban agree
ment, but at least half the "details" of the 
verification scheme remain to be worked 
out. Agreement was reached, however, on 
placing unmanned seismic monitors on the 
territory of each of the three parties in such 
a way as to gather seismic data from all pos
sible test sites. These data would not be the 
sole means for verifying compliance with 
the test ban, but instead would be integrat
ed into the worldwide seismic monitoring 
network and, even move importantly, into 
the stream of data coming from other rele
vant U.S. collection systems, including imag
ing, ELINT and Vela satellites, underwater 
acoustic sensors, and atmospheric sampling 
aircraft to detect signs of "venting." 

It was also agreed during the Carter-era 
negotiations that on-site inspections would 
be allowed in the case of doubts about suspi
cious events that could not be allayed by 
data exchange and consultation. More pre
cisely, there could be a hierarchy of re
quests and mandatory responses that would 
lead to either an on-site inspection or a 
prima facie case that there was indeed 
something to hide. In short, a comprehen
sive test ban would be adequately verifiable. 
Debate on this point more often than not 
represents the displaced doubts of CTB op
ponents concerning its desirability, not the 
ability of U.S. monitoring systems to con
fine cheating under a test ban to occasional 
very-low-yield tests which themselves carry 
at least some risk of detection, if only 
through agents, emigres, and defectors. 

V. Ballistic Missile Production Freeze. Ac
cording to Secretary Brown's 1979 testimo
ny, "our intelligence system has enabled us 
to build a comprehensive understanding of 
the Soviet ICBM system from design 
through deployment. We know that the So
viets have four design bureaus for the devel
opment of their ICBMs. We monitor the 
nature of the projects and the technologies 
pursued at these bureaus. We know which 
bureau is working on each of the new or sig
nificantly modified ICBMs known to be 
under development. We have a reasonably 
good idea of when they will begin flight 
testing of these missiles. Missile production 
takes place at several main assembly plants 
and at hundreds of subassembly plants, em
ploying hundreds of thousands of workers." 

Then-Undersecretary of Defense William 
Perry testified, "We monitor the Soviet ac
tivity at the design bureaus and production 
plants well enough that we have been able 
to predict every ICBM before it even began 
its tests." 

Defense Intelligence Agency Director Maj. 
General Richard Larkin and Vice Director 
for Foreign Intelligence Edward M. Collins 
informed the Joint Economic Committee, in 
prepared testimony of July 8, 1981, that 
"there are 134 major final assembly plants 
involved in producing Soviet weapons as end 
products. In addition, we have identified 
over 3,500 individual installations that pro-
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vide support to these final assembly plants." 
A table accompanying their report noted 
that "missile materiel" was produced in "49 
plants," and they provided a table giving a 
five-year annual breakdown of Soviet mis
sile production by type. 

Clearly, our national intelligence system 
has amassed a considerable body of knowl
edge, over more than 20 years of constant 
observation, concerning the Soviet ballistic 
missile production system. This accumulat
ed stock of knowledge, in conjunction with 
current monitoring capabilities, would 
permit a shutdown of ICBM, IRBM, and 
SLBM main assembly plants to be verified. 
Given a willingness to forego further devel
opment of conventional bombing capability, 
and bilateral agreement on what constitutes 
a "long-range strategic bomber," there is no 
technical reason why main bomber assem
bly plants could not also be closed down. 
And given the present state of knowledge 
and monitoring confidence concerning each 
side's production system, the freeze could 
very likely be extended to include major 
subsystem manufacturing facilities <e.g., for 
missile stages and reentry vehicles) as well. 
Since nothing would be coming in or out of 
these facilities in their shut-down condition, 
any significant alteration in their operating 
status would not long escape detection by 
the variety of sensors deployed on imaging 
reconnaissance satellites. Doubts about the 
mission of facilities not included in the 
freeze could be resolved, in the first in
stance, by intensive monitoring by national 
means (possibly facilitated by "cooperative 
measures") and subsequently by data ex
change and "voluntary" on-site inspections 
along the lines worked out for the draft 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 

VI. Nuclear Warhead and Weapons-grade 
Materials Production Ban. For perhaps a 
two-or three-year period, a ban on nuclear 
warhead production could be implemented 
and verified along the same lines as the bal
listic missile production ban, as it would 
take at least that long to secretly replicate 
warhead production facilities. The ban 
would involve placing in caretaker status 
the principal nuclear component fabrication 
and final assembly facilities for nuclear war
heads and bombs. For example, on the U.S. 
side this would include the unique U-235, U-
238, and lithium-deuteride "secondary" com
ponent fabrication facilities at the Y-12 
plant in Oak Ridge, Tenn., the Rocky Flats 
"primary" (fission-stage) facility outside 
Denver, Colorado, and the Pantex assembly 
plant near Amarillo, Texas. Similar Soviet 
facilities no doubt have been identified and 
are already under frequent surveillance by 
U.S. intelligence systems. 

During this warhead production moratori
um, agreements could be negotiated placing 
all nuclear facilities and materials stockpiles 
under IAEA safeguards (suitably strength
ened, if necessary), creating the basis for 
long-term confidence that the warhead pro
duction ban would be respected. The CTB 
system of "voluntary" on-site inspections to 
resolve serious treaty-related ambiguities 
could be maintained to buttress the IAEA 
system of safeguards, leading to a verifiable 
cutoff in weapons grade materials produc
tion. 

CANADA INVESTIGATES 
SUSPECTED WAR CRIMINALS 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 

Canadian Government disclosed re
cently that it is checking the back
grounds of 110 people sought by West 

Germany and other nations for al
leged war crimes during World War II. 
This follows the decision of the Su
preme Court of Ontario Province last 
November in which the court ordered 
a naturalized Canadian, Helmut 
Rauca, extradited to West Germany, 
where he is accused of responsibility 
for the deaths of 11,584 Jews. 

In commenting on the extradition, 
an official of the Canadian Jewish 
Congress emphasized that "Rauca is 
suspected of killing more people than 
Barbie." 

The deportation of former Gestapo 
officer Klaus Barbie from Bolivia to 
France in January has captured world 
attention. The reports of Barbie's de
portation and upcoming trial serve as 
a reminder to the citizens of the world 
that indeed many suspected mass mur
derers remain free. 

The trial of Helmut Rauca in 
Canada has had just such an effect on 
the people of Canada and now they 
are demanding action. 

Understandably, many Canadian 
citizens are angry and frustrated that 
the country has not taken action 
sooner. Until last year, the Canadian 
Jewish Congress notes, not a single 
arrest had been made in Canada in 
connection with war crimes. 

I understand their frustration; it is 
very similar to the frustration many 
Americans feel about our failure to 
ratify the Genocide Treaty. 

But I do not rise here today to con
demn inaction of the past; rather, I 
rise to applaud the efforts being made 
by the Canadian Government now. 
The Washington Post recently wrote: 

• • • there is no doubt that the Trudeau 
government has tried in the past few years 
to extend its cooperation in the hunt for ex
Nazis, improving communication channels 
with West German officials and with 
<Simon) Wiesenthal. 

Mr. President, in overcoming what
ever apathy may have existed in the 
past, I think our neighbor to the north 
is setting an important example for us 
now. Let us follow their lead in ad
dressing this major concern of all 
mankind. 

An invaluable step that the United 
States must take is to ratify the Geno
cide Convention. This treaty declares 
genocide of a national, ethnic, racial, 
or religious group an international 
crime. In addition to our own ongoing 
investigations into the war crimes of 
the past, ratification of the Genocide 
Treaty would be an important state
ment to our allies throughout the 
world that we join them in their ef
forts to assure that such horrors never 
occur again. 

I urge my colleagues to take immedi
ate action to ratify the Genocide Con
vention. As Chief Justice Earl Warren 
said, we as a nation should have been 
the first to ratify the Genocide Con
vention. I can only hope that we will 
not be the last. 

<Mr. SYMMS assumed the chair.) 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD. What impact would the 

ratification of the convention have on 
the genocide we see going on in Af
ghanistan, chemical weapons being 
used, the ruthless shootings of stu
dents, and all the other horrifying ac
tions that are being taken by the 
Soviet? 

It is unfortunate that the press 
cannot go into Afghanistan, as it went 
into Vietnam, to reveal what is going 
on. 

Will the Senator respond to that? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I am delighted. I 

am glad my good friend, the Demo
cratic leader, has raised his question 
because it is a critical question. There 
is no question in my mind that geno
cide is occurring today in Cambodia. It 
very well may be occurring in Afghani
stan. The difficulty in Afghanistan, 
however, is the state of war. 

There is a distinction between war 
and genocide. Genocide is the planned, 
premeditated destruction of an entire 
ethnic group and it is not for the pur
pose of conquering territory. It should 
not be confused with war. It is some
thing separate and different. 

I think, in Afghanistan, what they 
have done is to violate the biological 
warfare treaty, as indicated in my ear
lier statement, and there is no ques
tion that they violated it, in my view. 
But at least in that country, I do not 
think the Genocide Treaty would 
apply. 

It would apply in Cambodia where 
the Communists have murdered 2 mil
lion Cambodians, and it would apply 
elsewhere. 

The difficulty is, we have not rati
fied that convention. The failure to 
ratify it puts us in a much weaker po
sition to attack that kind of action or 
activity. 

As I pointed out, we are the only de
veloped country in the world that has 
not done so. Eighty-five countries have 
ratified it. Harry Truman secured the 
unanimous acceptance of that treaty 
at the United Nations. We have not 
done it. 

This administration is the first ad
ministration, Repubican or Democrat
ic, that has not supported the Geno
cide Treaty. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator has been 
very persistent, tenacious, and dedicat
ed in his speeches on this treaty, going 
back a period of some years, and I 
compliment him on his tenacity, deter
mination, and dedication to this cause. 

I wish that more of us would speak 
out just as persistently-and I include 
myself, and I have made several 
speeches-on the war in Afghanistan 
and the ruthless actions by the Soviets 
there in trying to take over a country 
and subdue its people, subjugate its 
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people, with the result being that mil
lions of Afghans have left their 
homes, their country, and have seen 
their families slaughtered. We have 
read of few accounts of what goes on. 

One account especially struck me 
when students stood up in the face of 
rifles of the Soviets and the Soviets 
shot them down. It was ruthless, it 
was inhuman, and I regret that it 
seems to be swept under the rug, so to 
speak. There is not a lot of outcry 
about what the Soviets are doing 
there. But I think people everywl:lere, 
and particularly Moslem countries, 
should talk more about it and should 
insist on the Soviets getting out and 
letting the press get in. 

If the world could see what is hap
pening in Afghanistan, I think there 
would be a tremendous outcry. 

In Vietnam, we were at war. Our cor
respondents went in and kept the 
people in the United States and the 
people in other parts of the world well 
informed on what was going on from 
day to day, and I just wish that the 
Soviets had the guts to let the press 
see what is going on in Afghanistan. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I could not agree 
with the Senator more. I think the 
Senator is absolutely correct. 

The difference between our society 
and their society is, of course, we have 
an open society. We encourage the 
press to cover whatever we do. 

When we engaged in war in Viet
nam, the war correspondents were all 
over the place reporting exactly what 
happened. 

In Afghanistan, of course, with the 
closed society, the Soviet Union per
mits no coverage by anyone, including 
their own correspondents, and prints 
exactly what they want to print. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. Even the Soviet 
citizens do not know what is really 
going on in Afghanistan. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Exactly. 
I thank my good friend. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order there will now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business for not to extend 
beyond the hour of 11 a.m. with state
ments therein limited to 2 minutes 
each. 

RAY MEYER-A MAN FOR ALL 
SEASONS 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, May 18, 
1983, has been declared "Ray Meyer 
Day" in illinois by our Governor 
James R. Thompson. The designation 
is appropriate because that evening in 
Chicago, at the Chicago Marriott 
O'Hare, the Hemophilia Foundation 
of Illinois will be saluting Coach Ray 
Meyer and his family in an all-sports 
spectacular. I have the distinct pleas-

ure and honor of serving as an honor
ary member of the dinner committee 
along with Governor Thompson and 
my distinguished colleague ALAN 
DIXON. 

For 41 glorious years, Ray Meyer 
has served with distinction as the head 
basketball coach at one of our Nation's 
outstanding private universities, 
DePaul in Chicago. "Coach" Meyer 
has the distinction of being America's 
winningest active major college coach 
with 676 career victories. Anyone who 
has ever witnessed a DePaul Universi
ty basketball game, as I have, knows 
that Ray Meyer enjoys the support 
and respect of basketball fans across 
the Nation. His commitment to excel
lence, education and sportsmanship 
make him an inspiration to young 
people everywhere. 

Ray Meyer grew up in Chicago and 
had an outstanding basketball career 
himself as a player, at both St. Pat
rick's Academy and Notre Dame. He 
took the helm at DePaul in 1942. Bas
ketball has been such an integral part 
of the Meyer family that two of Ray's 
sons now coach the game, as well. 

Ray has recived his share of honors 
throughout the years. In 1979, he was 
named "Chicagoan of the Year" by 
the Chicago Press Club. 

Mr. President, I join with the thou
sands of Ray Meyer fans and friends 
from across the Nation in paying trib
ute to this good man. The dinner on 
May 18 will raise funds for a most 
worthy cause, the Hemophilia Founda
tion. Mr. William T. Osmanski and Mr. 
Alvern A. Engwall have agreed to 
serve as honorary chairman, and 
chairman of the dinner respectively. 
This will indeed be a glorious occasion, 
saluting a great American on behalf of 
a great cause. 

A COMPANY TOWN 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, in 

recent years the media has been full of 
stories about ailing American mining 
towns. These stories have described 
the bleak circumstances surrounding 
communities that fall victim to de
pressed mineral prices, and the eco
nomic travail which follows corporate 
withdrawals and relocations. 

Anaconda, Mont., has received a 
great deal of media attention in recent 
years. Long a processing center for 
copper mined in nearby Butte, Ana
conda's copper-based economy was 
thrown into disarray 3 years ago when 
the Atlantic Richfield Co., closed the 
town's smelter. This closure threw 
more than 1,100 people out of work-a 
crushing blow to a town with a popula
tion of only 10,000. 

A recent followup article in Business 
Week, "A Company Town Survives 
Without Its Company," gives a rather 
balanced view of Anaconda today. Far 
from going belly up as many observers 
might have predicted, Anaconda has 

shown unusual resilience throughout 
this difficult period. With little out
side help, the town has managed to 
deal with its problems on its own, and 
has maintained a strong sense of com
munity. 

I expect that there are other exam
ples of small towns in America which 
are finding unexpected strength and 
dedication in dealing with difficult 
economic times. However, like most 
Montanans, I am especially proud of 
Anaconda's efforts. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the column be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

A COMPANY TOWN SURVIVES WITHOUT ITS 
COMPANY 

<By Sandra D. Atchison> 
The cold, grimy Anaconda smelter thrusts 

its stack into the gray Montana sky like a 
clenched fist. For three-quarters of a centu
ry the stack symbolized the town's liveli
hood. Now it attests to the town's tenacity. 

Nearly three years ago, Anaconda Miner
als Co., owned by Atlantic Richfield Co., 
closed the smelter, blaming pollution-con
trol costs. The move threw 1,100 people out 
of work in this town of 10,000. Copper 
mined at Butte, 30 mi. away, now goes to 
Japan for smelting. 

When the smelter closed, the people of 
Anaconda wondered if their community 
would survive. So did I when I visited the 
town two years ago to write about the clo
sure <BW-Feb. 23, 1981). But Anaconda has 
held on. It is hardly booming, but it's not a 
ghost town either. And in Anaconda's sur
vival, there is a lesson for other mining 
towns hit by lengthy layoffs or permanent 
closures. "We can adjust. We will get on 
with being Anaconda," says Kirby L. Nave, 
pastor of the First Lutheran Church. 

RETIREES AND WEEKEND FATHERS 

On the surface, Anaconda looks much as 
it did on my last visit. Frank van Meel's fur
niture and appliance store is well stocked 
with gaudy recliner chairs and blaring tele
vision sets. High school students tool 
around town in late-model pickups with 
bumpers stickers boosting their teams, the 
Copperheads. The towering community 
Christmas tree that Anaconda Minerals put 
up each year stood again this winter-erect
ed by volunteers. 

But underneath, Anaconda is a changed 
community. The town no longer is dominat
ed by a single employer. Today, it is made 
up of retirees and weekend fathers, of work
ing wives and families that have lowered 
their standards of living and face new prob
lems. They are less prosperous, and for the 
first time in their lives, a few are accepting 
handouts. Still, Anaconda survives, a testa
ment to the resilience of this diverse mix
ture of Slavic, Irish, Scandinavian, Italian, 
and Cornish immigrants. 

Of the 1,100 laid off by the smelter, some 
250 took retirement. "The biggest payroll 
we have right now is Social Security," says 
Howard R. Rosenleaf, field representative 
for the carpenters' union. An additional 250 
now work in Anaconda Minerals' Butte op
erations, although they will be laid off this 
summer when the company shuts down pro
duction there-again because of low prices. 
About 150 residents are employed in new, 
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lower-paying jobs, opened up through the 
efforts of a community task force. Some 100 
people have gotten jobs in other towns, such 
as Colstrip, Mont., 400 mi. away, where a 
huge power plant is under construction. 
They come home only on weekends. 

In other families, wives have gone to 
work, taking low-paying jobs at a nearby 
hospital, for instance. A few former smelter 
workers have opened "mom and pop" busi
nesses, while others do odd jobs. Several are 
using severance pay for vocational training 
at a college in Butte. Many, of course, 
remain out of work, although Anaconda's 
15-percent unemployment rate (up from 2.4 
percent in 1970> is well below the 39 percent 
at Leadville, Colo., where Amax Inc. has 
closed a molybdenum mine. "There was a 
little more [of al base in the town than 
people thought," James L. Marvin, presi
dent of Anaconda Minerals, says in his 
Denver office. Only about 100 families have 
moved away. "Anaconda is not part of 
mobile America," explains Pastor Nave. 

Anaconda is luckier than other distressed 
mining towns such as Leadville and Kellogg, 
Idaho. Anaconda Minerals gave the town $3 
million, which was put into a community 
task force fund to attract new businesses. A 
third of the fund went for amenities for a 
57 -acre office park built on land also donat
ed by Anaconda Minerals. An additional $1 
million was used as seed money for small 
businesses, such as a boot maker and a cabi
net manufacturer, that now provide 150 new 
jobs. 

But $1 million went to a now-defunct plas
tics company that made dairy containers, 
and the loss of that money has fueled a 
local controversy. "The risk was great, but 
there was the possibility of 300 to 400 jobs," 
explains task force head Kevin M. McNelis, 
a former teacher and native of Anaconda's 
Goosetown neighborhood <so called because 
saloons there once kept geese to be awarded 
to winners of horseshoe tournaments). But 
150 new jobs is not a bad record, McNelis 
points out, and "$3 million is a very small 
amount to reindustrialize a town." 

Merchants such as Van Meel are still 
holding their breath. A family-owned hard
ware store dating back to the turn of the 
century went out of business, but other 
businesses are surviving. Van Meel reports 
that more customers are paying with cash. 
And deposits at the First National Bank of 
Anaconda-Butte have gone up by one-third 
since the smelter closed, reflecting the cau
tious mood of the town's economic survi
vors. 

Some businesses actually are prospering. 
"I know for a fact the bars in this area 
haven't suffered," quips Gary D. Miller, 
president of Anaconda's steelworkers local. 
A shot and a beer at the corner saloon after 
work are as traditional among copper work
ers as Cornish pasties <meat and potatoes 
encased in a crust) once were in miners' 
dinner buckets. Despite the steady stream 
of customers in bars, however, alcoholism 
has not become the problem the town had 
feared. When the full impact of the closing 
hit in late 1981, the number of active cases 
at the Anaconda-Deer Lodge Alcoholism 
Program doubled to about 60, but it has 
since dropped back to 35. "Some people 
found out life was not going to be as bad as 
they thought," says Vernon E. Clawson, di
rector. 

Still, other social problems, among them 
suicide, divorce, and family squabbles, have 
increased. County food stamp expenditures 
have doubled to $41,000 a month, assistance 
cases tripled to 78 since the closing, and in 

January local residents were shocked to see 
the needy in block-long lines for govern
ment-surplus cheese. 

LITTLE OUTSIDE HELP 

Tough times have brought out the best in 
some people. Anaconda's families, whose 
ties go back as far as five generations, are 
looking out for each other. There have been 
few foreclosures on homes, for instance. 
And differences within the community, such 
as a disagreement over a proposed shopping 
center, have been set aside. 

The community is dealing with its prob
lems on its own. With the exception of the 
$3 million grant, the town has received little 
outside help. In Helena, Governor Ted 
Schwinden explains that there is little the 
state can do beyond making itself more re
ceptive to new businesses through its Build 
Montana program. "The survival of Anacon
da and its relatively stable economy are a 
reflection of the determination of the local 
people," he says. 

Ultimately, what keeps Anaconda going is 
what has always kept the West's hard-rock 
mining towns going-hope. Some Anacon
dans believe the defunct plastics plant will 
be reorganized, and there is talk of process
ing the smelter's slag pile for sandpaper and 
sandblasting materials or of jobs disman
tling the smelter. And there is always the 
flicker of hope that copper will come back
as it usually has in the past 100 years. 

Two years ago, Philip R. Rowe, a former 
president of the steelworkers' local union 
and now one of 11 men still employed in 
maintenance work at the smelter, told me: 
" It's a one-horse town, and the horse has 
died." Says Rowe today: "There are still a 
lot of people who think Arco will come back, 
and that that horse will give them one more 
kick." 

COL. REINHOLD J. KRAFI' 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I am 

proud to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues the accomplishments of 
Reinhold J. Kraft, native of Kalispell, 
Mont. Colonel Kraft was promoted 
March 1, 1983, from the rank of lieu
tenant colonel to the rank of full colo
nel in the U.S. Army. The distin
guished career of Colonel Kraft has 
earned the respect of all those familiar 
with his dedicated service to this coun
try. 

I feel privileged in providing a little 
background information on the 
achievements of this man. He joined 
the National Guard in Montana at age 
17% in March 1953 and entered the 
Regular Army in 1963. While a 
member of the Montana National 
Guard, he was selected to carry the 
State flag at the inaugural parade for 
John F. Kennedy, a great honor 
indeed. Further, he has held every 
rank during his career from private to 
colonel. During this same period, he 
had completed a college degree along 
with attending numerous Army com
mand schools. 

Besides these peacetime achieve
ments, Colonel Kraft served with dis
tinction in Korea and Vietnam. He has 
earned many awards during his 30 
years of service, including the NCO 
Academy Medal, the Soldiers Medal, 

the Bronze Star-three oak clusters, 
11-V oak leaf clusters, the Meritorious 
Service Medal-two oak leaf clusters, 
the Army Commandant-four oak leaf 
clusters, the Reserve Medal, the Viet
nam Medal, and the Armed Forces Ex
peditionary Medal. 

Such dedicated service deserves due 
acknowledgment. It is my honor to 
congratulate this Montanan on his 
recent promotion to full colonel and to 
wish him well in the future. 

VICTIMS OF THE HOLOCAUST 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, 

Sunday, April 10, was designated a 
Day of Remembrance of Victims of 
the Nazi Holocaust. During the years 
of the Nazi reign in Germany, over 6 
million Jews were exterminated. It is 
beyond doubt that this was the great
est debasement of human existence in 
the history of mankind. 

This day of remembrance says to the 
world that the people of the United 
States have not forgotten the horren
dous ordeal that their Jewish brothers 
and sisters were forced to endure. The 
State of Alaska, on behalf of the citi
zens of Alaska, has carried the recog
nition of the victims of the Holocaust 
one step further. Gov. Bill Sheffield 
has proclaimed this week, April 10-17, 
as the "Days of Remembrance of the 
Victims of the Holocaust." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Governor Sheffield's execu
tive proclamation may be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the procla
mation was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
STATE OF ALASKA-EXECUTIVE PROCLAMATION 

Less than forty years ago, six-million Jews 
were murdered in the Nazi Holocaust as 
part of a systematic program of genocide, 
and millions of other victims suffered at the 
hands of Nazism. 

The people of the State of Alaska must 
always remember the atrocities committed 
by the Nazis so that such horrors will never 
be repeated, and should continually rededi
cate themselves to the principle of equal 
justice for all. They should remain eternally 
vigilant against all tyranny, and recognize 
that bigotry provides a breeding ground for 
tyranny to flourish. 

April 10 has been designated nationally, 
pursuant to an Act of Congress, and inter
nationally as a Day of Remembrance of Vic
tims of the Nazi Holocaust, and it is appro
priate for the people of the State of Alaska 
to join in the commemoration. 

Now, therefore, I, Bill Sheffield, Governor 
of the State of Alaska, do hereby proclaim 
the week of April10-17, 1983, as: 

Days of Remembrance of the Victims of 
the Holocaust-in Alaska, and urge all Alas
kans to continue to strive to overcome prej
udice and inhumanity through education, 
vigilance, and resistance. 

THE DOLE FOUNDATION 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, today is 

April 14. This day brings special 
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memories for the Senator from 
Kansas, for it was on this day 38 years 
ago that I nearly gave my life in Italy 
in the service of my country. On that 
day long ago, an enemy bullet entered 
my right shoulder, fracturing several 
vertebra and initially paralyzing all of 
my extremeties. I lost over 70 pounds, 
my temperature reached 108.7•-I had 
more than a few tough moments 
during my 39 months in hospitals in 
Europe and at home. 

The point is not what happened to 
me but that, by 1947, I had made 
enough of a recovery to return home 
on my feet to my hometown of Rus
sell, Kans. When my neighbors and 
other citizens of Russell learned that I 
would need additional surgery, they 
established a fundraising effort to 
help with the expenses. One person 
gave $100, I remember. Another gave a 
nickel. 

I will never forget the help I re
ceived from the people of Russell. I 
hope that in some small way I can pro
vide help, and hope, to others who 
may be in similar situations now and 
in the future. 

I take great pleasure today in an
nouncing the formation of the Dole 
Foundation, a public foundation orga
nized primarily for the benefit of 
handicapped citizens in Kansas and 
across the Nation. We all recognize 
that there is a great need in our socie
ty for better education, job training, 
and job placement for our handi
capped and less fortunate citizens. 
Many outstanding programs have been 
endorsed and supported by the Con
gress. While my dedication and sup
port of these programs has not waned, 
there is much that can be done 
through private foundations such as 
the one I am establishing. 

The world has changed in so many 
ways since that day long ago in Italy, 
but the spirit which moved my friends 
in Russell to help we when I needed 
help-the human kindness and gener
osity which gave me hope that there 
would be better days ahead for me-is 
as much alive today in all of us. 

I could have never imagined that I 
would have had the opportunities I 
have had. To serve the people of 
Kansas and to play some role in man
aging the affairs of the Nation has 
truly been beyond my wildest dreams 
of 1945. It is my hope that the Dole 
Foundation can provide clearer focus 
on the public policy questions facing 
the dreamers of today, the leaders of 
tomorrow. 

So on this day I say a simple thank 
you to my friends in Russell for not 
only helping me, but teaching me the 
lessons of a lifetime about human 
kindness. It is my hope that the Dole 
Foundation can help pass those les
sons on to future generations. 

THE UNITED STATES' 
INDUSTRIAL BASE 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
today, we face many problems that are 
of national concern: High levels of un
employment; a record trade deficit; an 
extremely large budget deficit; high 
cost of defense systems; a decline in 
productivity, and a deteriorating in
dustrial base. 

Two years ago, a number of Govern
ment panels, including the House 
Armed Services Committee, warned 
that the U.S. industrial base had dete
riorated to the point that national se
curity was in jeopardy. The report 
characterized our industrial base as 
crippled by declining productivity, 
aging facilities and machinery, short
ages of critical materials, increasing 
leadtimes, skilled labor shortages, in
flexible Government contracting pro
cedures, inadequate defense budgets 
and cumbersome Government regula
tions and paperwork. 

While industrial base considerations 
are important in determining our abili
ty to rapidly increase defense produc
tion in response to a world crisis, that 
is not the only cause for concern. The 
capability and the productivity of the 
industrial base also determine our abil
ity to procure required defense sys
tems in a timely manner and at rea
sonable cost in a peacetime environ
ment. Failure to improve industrial re
sponsiveness will not simply maintain 
the status quo-it will result in further 
deterioration of industry capability 
and, ultimately, higher defense costs, 
longer leadtimes and further dimin
ished defense readiness. 

In the past, a high level of produc
tivity and ingenuity in our manufac
turing processes has enabled the 
United States to truly be the arsenal 
of democracy and to successfully com
pete in the world marketplace. 

Productivity increases in the United 
States are now in a long-term down
trend. Most experts agree that the 
impact of this trend is of crisis propor
tions. America's ability to compete is 
diminishing, and in some industries, it 
is lost. 

Our lagging productivity growth is 
aggravated by low levels of long-term 
investment in technology and modern 
machine tools. For more than 25 
years, our national growth in produc
tivity has traveled hand in hand with 
investment. Whenever we increase our 
investment in more efficient equip
ment, our productivity improves. Fur
thermore, when we invest in new, 
more productive equipment, we 
produce higher quality products and 
all the people of America benefit. 

Given this fact, it is revealing to 
note that the United States is last 
among industrialized nations in invest
ment in new and more productive 
equipment as a percentage of gross na
tional product <GNP>. The effect of 
these years of underinvestment in 

America's manufacturing plant are 
dramatically illustrated by the average 
age of machine tools in use in industri
alized nations. The United States has 
the lowest proportion of machine tools 
less than 10 years old and the highest 
proportion that are more than 20 
years old. 

Our aggressive international com
petitors from Japan have the opposite 
standing. Nearly two-thirds of their 
machine tools are new, modern, and 
ultraefficient. When you consider the 
dramatic improvements that have oc
curred in machine tool productivity 
during the past 10 years, with the ap
plication of computer control to virtu
ally every type of machine tool, is it 
any wonder that Japanese manufac
turers are overrunning some segments 
of our manufacturing economy? 

In short, because of chronic underin
vestment since 1970, America's metal
working industries have been using up 
more capital equipment each year 
than they purchase. This means they 
have, de facto, engaged in unconscious 
and involuntary liquidation, and the 
same probably holds true for many 
other American manufacturing indus
tries. 

The Nation's ability to compete glob
ally in electronics, optics, aerospace, 
and other high-technology industries, 
and to produce advanced weapons for 
national defense depends on the avail
ability of a healthy U.S. machine tool 
industry. Machine tools are needed to 
produce every ship, plane, tank mis
sile, transport vehicle and other arma
ment used by our Armed Forces, as 
well as essential elements of the sup
porting civilian infrastructure. 

In the past 10 years, imported ma
chine tools have taken a massive share 
of the domestic market. Imports' 
share of the domestic market for 1982 
was approximately 27 percent, meas
ured by value, or 44 percent, measured 
by units, and is growing. The Japanese 
Government has followed an industri
al policy of "targeting" the high tech
nology growth segment of the ma
chine tool industry for dominance by 
giving special governmental assistance 
to Japanese machine tool builders. As 
a consequence, imports of numerical 
controlled machine tools in certain 
categories account for more than 50 
percent of the value of current domes
tic consumption and more than 70 per
cent of the units. 

Strengthening American competi
tiveness in world markets must be a 
priority goal of Government, business, 
and labor. An increasingly important 
component of the U.S. economy, ex
ports have increased over the past 
decade from 4 percent of our gross na
tional product to nearly 8 percent. 
One of every five jobs in the United 
States depends on trade. 

The U.S. share of total world ex
ports increased from 12 percent to 13 
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percent between 1975 and 1981, during 
a period when a relatively weak dollar 
made U.S. exports attractively priced 
in foreign currencies. Nevertheless, 
our merchandise trade balance has 
been in deficit for 7 years, and another 
record-breaking deficit is predicted in 
1983. In responding to this situation, 
the United States should look to an 
expansion of exports. quality, price, 
innovation, reliable deliveries, and 
knowledge of foreign markets are es
sential factors in export expansion. 
However, the primary responsibility 
for increased competitiveness rests 
with corporate management and labor. 
Confronted with recessionary condi
tions at home, a slump in worldwide 
demand, and increased foreign compe
tition in every market, managers and 
employees of U.S. companies should 
work within a framework of construc
tive Government policies to stimulate 
greater productivity and strengthen 
American competitiveness. 

Our Nation is losing its competitive 
edge-our competitive stagnation 
threatens both our economic health 
and our National security. As a nation, 
we must make the restoration of U.S. 
competitiveness a national priority, 
and we must examine all avenues and 
options to assure recovery of our basic 
wealth producing industries. 

In the debate over how to generate 
economic growth and strengthen the 
competitiveness of U.S. industry, one 
critical factor needs to be more fully 
addressed-improving the American 
work force. We are presently faced 
with two types of unemployment prob
lems. One is a cyclical problem result
ing from 4 consecutive years of pro
ductivity stagnation. We are in a reces
sion. A revived economy is the only so
lution to this problem. The other un
employment problem is a structural 
one. Old industries are sizing down 
while new industries are ready to ex
plode. This problem can only be ad
dessed by new and well thought-out 
policies. 

The real key to devising appropriate 
policy changes is a broad understand
ing of the current economy and how it 
is evolving. This will eliminate the fear 
factor that often accompanies con
frontation with change. 

To date, public incentives over
whelmingly favor capital and technol
ogy investment over worker training 
as a route to productivity. In fact, in 
1981 the annual expenditure on train
ing by American firms was $300 per 
worker, versus $3,000 per worker in 
capital investment. Even as the Nation 
relies primarily on increased capital 
investment and technological innova
tion for achieving productivity gains, 
advanced technologies and complex 
machines require highly skilled work
ers. Indeed, investment in American 
workers is crucial to our economic re
newal. In order to get the 11.6 million 
currently unemployed Americans back 

to work, and to provide for a growing 
and changing work force., the Nation's 
public and private training programs 
should be encouraged at the Federal, 
State, and local levels. 

In today's fast-paced technological 
environment, university equipment 
and facilities have become obsolete, 
while the feverish advancement has 
made it impossible for industry's man
agers to keep up with the changes in 
their fields. It has become necessary 
for education to occur closer to the 
source of production and service. 

In the last half year or so, I intro
duced legislation to spur community 
colleges and vocational training 
schools to train and retrain workers 
for increasing technical jobs. That leg
islation provides incentives and oppor
tunities for modernizing state-of-the
art technological equipment for learn
ing centers, for improving the exper
tise of their faculty, and for encourag
ing more direct contact between learn
ing centers and industry. 

I have been an outspoken member of 
the Budget Committee for holding 
down the cost of Government not only 
in the social programs, but also in re
ducing the waste and abuse in our de
fense procurement contracts. As a 
member of the Finance Committee, I 
have worked hard toward trying toes
tablish equity in our tax structure for 
both our corporations as well as the 
individual. As a member of the Inter
national Trade Subcommittee, I have 
been active in trying to establish fair
ness in our import and export pro
grams. 

I also requested that the President 
establish an immediate domestic eco
nomic and trade summit in which we 
would bring together our most intelli
gent minds from Government, busi
ness, labor, agriculture, and academia 
to wrestle with the economic and trade 
problems before us and hopefully 
come to a solution by consensus. I 
have even taken this request one step 
further and asked the President to 
suggest the same type of program for 
the participants at the economic 
summit in May to be followed up by 
an international summit. But there is 
only so much we in Government can 
do before our actions become regres
sive rather than progressive. 

We must look back on the history of 
this great Nation of ours and learn 
from our mistakes, repair the founda
tions of our industrial bases that have 
begun to crumble, and tap the ingenui
ty and inventive minds of our citizens 
that have kept us in the forefront of 
technological advancement and mili
tary strength. 

In conclusion, I wish to quote from 
the President's state of the Union mes
sage in which he said: 

Americans have been sustained through 
good times and bad by noble vision, a vision 
not only of what the world around us is 
today, but of what we, as a free people, can 

make it tomorrow. Back over the years, citi
zens like ourselves have gathered within 
these walls when our Nation was threat
ened: Sometimes when its very existence 
was at stake. Always, with courage and com
monsense, they met the crises of their time 
and lived to see a stronger, better, and more 
prosperous country. 

Now is the time to call these same 
forces into play to meet the crises of 
our time so that we and our children 
may live to see a stronger, better and 
more prosperous country and world. 
Mr. President, the American people 
are aware of a fundamental crisis in 
our economy and I believe are ready to 
support extraordinary measures to re
verse it if given the proper motivation 
and tools to compete. 

The welfare of our people-perhaps 
even the prospects for world peace, 
stability, and development-will 
depend on the wisdom and the realism 
with which we and other countries 
adapt to the changed circumstances of 
the eighties. 

I end my statement by quoting from 
the report of the Commission on 
International Trade and Investment 
Policy, dated 1971, in which it states: 

The next few years will determine: wheth
er our people can enjoy the benefits of open 
channels of trade and investment while 
coping with the real human problems of ad
justing to rapid economic change; whether 
the world will drift down the road of eco
nomic nationalism and regional blocs or will 
pursue the goal of an open world economy; 
whether the European community and 
Japan will accept responsibilities commen
surate with their economic power; whether 
we can evolve with our trading partners a 
sound international monetary system recon
ciling domestic and international economic 
objectives; whether developed and develop
ing countries can mobilize the will and re
sources to cope with global problems of pov
erty, population, employment and environ
mental deterioration; whether we can seize 
new opportunities for improved political 
and economic relations with the Communist 
world. 

To meet these challenges, the United 
States must develop new policies that serve 
our national interest-a national interest 
which comprehends a prosperous and conge
nial world. 

In the next few years, Mr. President, 
the challenges faced will not be that 
different from the 1970's. 

I believe that if we in Congress, 
along with all the American people, 
are put to the task, we will be able to 
show the world that there are no 
shortages of creative solutions to 
those challenges in the United States. 

SOVIET VIOLATIONS OF ABM 
TREATY 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, on April 
4, 1983, I sent a letter to the President 
concerned with Soviet violations of 
the SALT I Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty of May 1972. I believe that my 
letter would be of interest to my col
leagues in the other body who will be 
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debating and voting soon on the nucle
ar weapons freeze resolution. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter and the attachments thereto 
may be printed in the REcoRD. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., April4, 1983. 

Hon. RoNALD REAGAN, 
President of the United States, 
The White House, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I strongly congratu
late you on your recent public statements 
that the Soviets are violating five arms con
trol treaties. You have exercised statesman
like leadership in the highest tradition of 
the American Presidency. 

You have made the following positive 
statements on Soviet arms control treaty 
violations: 

( 1) Soviet violation of the unratified SALT 
II Treaty. 

President Reagan, press breakfast, Febru
ary 23, 1983, on Soviet flight testing of a 
second new type ICBM in violation of SALT 
II: ". . . This last one comes the closest to 
indicating that it is a violation ... " 

President Reagan, speech, March 31, 1983: 
"And I am sorry to say, there have been in
creasingly serious grounds for questioning 
their (i.e., Soviet> compliance with the arms 
control agreements that have already been 
signed and that we have both pledged to 
uphold. I may have more to say on this in 
the near future ... " 

The Washington Post of April 1, 1983, 
added: "Administration officials said the 
President was referring to reported Soviet 
deployment of the SS-16 missile and the 
testing of two types of missiles, instead of 
one, in violation of the SALT II Treaty." 
(Emphasis added.) 

The Washington Post of April 3, 1983, 
noted: "An interagency study group is likely 
to report to President Reagan that the 
Soviet Union has violated the terms of the 
unratified SALT II Treaty limiting nuclear 
arms. Administration sources said last night, 
... in the panel's thinking, that test (i.e., 
on February 8 of a second Soviet new type 
ICBM> is a violation . .. "(Emphasis added.> 

(2) Soviet violation of the Kennedy-Khru
shchev Agreement of October 28, 1962. 

This agreement would "halt" further in
troduction of such weapons systems (i.e., 
Soviet offensive weapons which Khru
shchev defined as including Soviet troops) 
into Cuba as "firm undertakings" on the 
part of "both" the U.S. and the Soviet gov
ernments. President Reagan, press confer
ence, May, 1982: " ... You know, there's 
been other things we think are violations 
also of the 1962 Agreement." 

(3) Soviet violation of the Threshold Test 
Ban Treaty of 1974. 

President Reagan stated on March 28, 
1983: " ... We have reason to believe that 
there have been numerous violations ... " 

( 4 and 5) Soviet violations of the Biologi
cal and Chemical Warfare Conventions of 
1975 and 1925. 

President Reagan, January 26, 1983: " ... 
There is overwhelming evidence of Soviet 
violations of international treaties concern
ing chemical and biological weapons." 

President Reagan, June 17, 1982: "The 
Soviet Union and their allies are violating 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925 . . . and the 
1972 Biological Warfare Convention. There 
is conclusive evidence ... " 

Finally, President Reagan made the fol
lowing statement on general Soviet compli
ance with arms control treaties, May 9, 
1982: "So far, the Soviet Union has used 
arms control negotiations primarily as an 
instrument to restrict U.S. defense pro
grams and in conjunction with their own 
arms buildup, as a means to enhance Soviet 
power and prestige. Unfortunately, for some 
time suspicions have grown that the Soviet 
Union has not been living up to its obliga
tions under existing arms control treaties." 

In view of your above positive statements, 
I am puzzled, however, by an article in the 
Washington Post of April 2, 1983. It was re
ported by White House spokesmen that you 
met privately with Soviet Ambassador Ana
toly Dobrynin sometime in February. The 
meeting was intended "to assure him <Do
brynin) of U.S. determination to improve 
East-West relations," according further to 
White House officials. Your above state
ments on Soviet arms control violations sug
gest that it is the Soviets who should be the 
diplomatic demandeurs for better relations, 
not the United States. Indeed, it would be 
disappointing if you did not mention the 
pattern of Soviet arms control non-compli
ance at this meeting. 

In March, 1983, Henry Kissinger, writing 
in Time, said in regard to the Soviet re
sponse to his own arms control proposals: 
". . . One of three conclusions is inescap
able: a) Their <Soviet> arms program aims 
for strategic superiority if not by design, 
then by momentum; b) they believe strate
gic edges can be translated into political ad
vantages; c) arms control to the Soviets is 
an aspect of political warfare whose aim is 
not reciprocal stability but unilateral advan
tage." 

Kissinger's assessment of Soviet arms con
trol behavior, especially as applied to the 
history of arms control, is sound. 

Mr. President, on May 12, 1981, twenty
one Senators wrote to you inquiring about 
whether Soviet construction of five large 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Battle Management 
Radars violated the 1972 ABM Treaty. 
<letter attached.) In early January, 1981, 
the Joint Chiefs or Staff reported to Con
gress that: 

"Soviet phased array radars, which may 
be designed to improve impact predictions 
and target handling capabilities for ABM 
battle management, are under construction 
at various locations throughout the U.S.S.R. 
These radars could perform some battle 
management functions as well as provide re
dundant ballistic missile early warning cov
erage. The first of these radars is expected 
to become operational in the early 1980s." 
<Emphasis added.) 

Article I of the ABM Treaty states: ". . . 
Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM 
systems for a defense of the terrority of its 
country and not to provide a base for such a 
defense . .. "<Emphasis added.) 

The above JCS statement, made at the 
end of the Carter Administration, strongly 
implies that the Soviets are in violation of 
Article I of the ABM Treaty, by deploying 
ABM Battle Management Radars which are 
a base for a defense of its national territory. 

For a year, no answer was received to the 
May 12, 1981 letter from 21 Senators. In 
early 1982, another letter was sent to you 
requesting that you answer the May 12, 
1981letter from the 21 Senators. Still, there 
is no answer to the May 12, 1981 letter
almost two years later. 

On September 15, 1982, the Washington 
Times reported a John Lofton interview 
with the chief architect of the SALT I ABM 

Treaty, Dr. Henry Kissinger. Kissinger was 
asked if the Soviets had ever violated the 
ABM Treaty. Kissinger answered: "On 
actual violations, I'm familiar with one ... " 
This Soviet ABM Treaty violation was, he 
explained, Soviet flight-testing of Surface to 
Air Missiles in the prohibited ABM mode. 
Thus, the Soviets have already violated the 
ABM Treaty, in the opinion of Kissinger, 
whose reference was to over 50 illegal SAM-
5 ABM mode tests between 1973 and 1975. 

On September 16, 1982, three Senators 
wrote to you requesting that you delay the 
second five-year review of the ABM Treaty 
scheduled for last November. <This letter is 
also enclosed.) We requested that the review 
be deferred until after the MX deployment 
decision was made, in order to keep open 
the option to deploy an ABM defense 
around MX. But the recommendation of our 
letter was ignored, and the ABM Treaty 
review proceeded as scheduled, reportedly 
between November 9 and December 15, 1982 
in the SALT Standing Consultative Com
mission. 

The March, 1983 issue of the Heritage 
Foundation's National Security Record re
ports on page 5 that the State Department 
stated: "The United States and the Soviet 
Union . . . announced the completion of 
their review of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Mis
sile Treaty." 

But this review was conducted totally in 
secret with the Russians. Your long stand
ing failure to answer the letter to the 21 
Senators questioning Soviet compliance 
with the ABM Treaty may help to explain 
why the review was conducted in secret. Is it 
possible that the U.S. has again acquiesced 
in Soviet SALT violaltions? But the Senate's 
Constitutional role in treaty-making and ap
propriations for the "Common Defense" 
suggests that a report to the Senate on 
Soviet compliance with the ABM Treaty 
would be warranted. Indeed, there are seri
ous questions raised by the delay in such a 
report and the secret nature of the ABM 
Treaty review. 

Another factor also suggests the advisabil
ity of a report to the Senate on Soviet ABM 
Treaty compliance. Soviet leader Yuri 
Andropov recently unjustifiably stated that 
your recently announced U.S. space-based 
ABM concept is a U.S. violation of the ABM 
Treaty. It would be ironic if it turned out 
that the Soviet Union was violating the 
ABM Treaty today in the present, while 
falsely accusing the U.S. of ABM Treaty vio
lations which were still in the conceptual 
phase and 15 to 20 years from development 
or deployment. Thus, a Presidential report 
to the Senate on Soviet compliance could 
affect the debate over a U.S. space-based 
ABM defense, and other defense and arms 
control proposals. 

There is a further matter of concern. The 
Wall Street Journal of Friday, March 25, 
1983, reported: "There is even a possibility 
that the Soviets themselves are in violation 
of the ABM Treaty, or nearly so, with a mis
sile, the SA-12, soon to be in production, 
that may have the capability of intercepting 
ICBMs." 

Mr. President, the above concerns require 
me to reiterate the questions raised in the 
May 12, 1981letter from 21 Senators, and to 
add some new qustions. I request that you 
answer these questions as soon as possible, 
so that the Senate can more fully deliberate 
on the requirements for the "Common De
fense:" 

(1) Do the five Soviet ABM Battle Man
agement Radar by now almost completed 
provide a base for a Soviet nationwide ABM 
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defense? Do they violate Article I of the 
ABMTreaty? 

<2> Did the numerous ABM-mode tests of 
the Soviet SAM-5 between 1973 and 1975 
violate the ABM Treaty, as even Dr. Kissin
ger has conceded? 

(3) Do the Soviets have in series produc
tion and deployment around Moscow a 
mobile or a rapidly deployable new ABM 
system, the ABM-3? Are mobile ABMs 
banned by the ABM Treaty? Does this pro
duction of a rapidly deployable or mobile 
ABM also provide them with the base for a 
nationwide ABM defense, also in violation 
of Article I? 

(4) Did the Soviets test the SAM-10 in a 
prohibited ABM mode? 

(5) Has the SAM-12 been tested in an 
ABM mode, and is it capable of intercepting 
ballistic missile re-entry vehicles? Does the 
Intelligence Community believe that the 
SAM-12 can intercept Pershing re-entry ve
hicles? Are Pershing re-entry vehicles simi
lar to Poseidon and Trident I SLBM re
entry vehicles? Is the SAM-12 therefore an 
ABM system, which is mobile and about to 
be deployed nationwide? 

(6) Do the five ABM Battle Management 
Radars have the capability to contribute to 
the use of SAM-5s, Sam-lOs, Sam-12s, and 
ABM-3s as ABM interceptors in a nation
wide ABM defense? If the five ABM Battle 
Management Radars and the SAM and 
ABM interceptor systems are being mass 
produced and widely deployed, do the Sovi
ets now have a nationwide ABM defense in 
violation of the ABM Treaty? Have they al
ready broken out of the ABM Treaty? 

(7) Have the Soviets violated the ABM 
Treaty with SAM upgrade tests <as Henry 
Kissinger has conceded), ABM Battle Man
agement Radars, ABM camouflage and con
cealment, creation of a new ABM test range 
without prior agreement, and falsification 
of ABM deactivation? 

(8) If the Soviets have violated the ABM 
Treaty, why have you never answered the 
letter from the 21 Senators? Has there been 
a cover-up of Soviet SALT violations? 

(9) Did the last ABM Treaty review con
clude that the Soviets have violated the 
ABM Treaty? If not, why not? if so, why 
was this not reported to the Senate and the 
American people? 

Thank you, Mr. President, for your 
prompt answers to these important ques
tions. 

Very respectfully, 
STEVE SYMMs, 

U.S. Senator. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., May 12, 1981. 

President RONALD W. REAGAN, 
The White House, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The issue of Soviet 
compliance with the terms of SALT consti
tutes an essential element of your Adminis
tration's thorough review of our nation's 
future participation in nuclear arms control 
negotiations. Indeed, you have, yourself, 
called the Soviets to task for their woeful 
record in complying with the terms of 
SALT. In addition, a major interagency 
review of this matter is in the process of 
being concluded in preparation for the next 
meeting of the Standing Consultative Com
mission <SCC> scheduled for May 27th. 

We are writing to urge you to take a 
strong stance with respect to the issue of 
Soviet compliance at the upcoming sec 
meeting. To do otherwise would, in our view, 
send a dangerous signal of complacency to 

the Soviets, and provide undesirable incen
tives for the Soviets to continue with a 
standard of practice which contradicts the 
very spirit of SALT. This is particularly so 
in light of the two month delay the U.S. has 
already requested in scheduling the sec 
session, and the failure, to date, to appoint a 
Commissioner to head the U.S. delegation 
to this meeting. 

A matter which we find especially discon
certing is the continued Soviet construction 
of ABM battle management radars in appar
ent violation of the 1972 ABM Treaty. The 
Carter Administration refused to confirm 
this activity until a few days before your in
auguration. Then General David Jones, 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, re
ported to the Congress that: 

"Soviet phased array radars, which may 
be designed to improve impact predictions 
and target handling capabilities for ABM 
battle management, are under construction 
at various locations througout the USSR. 
These radars could perform some battle 
management functions as well as provide re
dundant ballastic missile early warning cov
erage. The first of these radars is expected 
to become operational in the early 1980s." 

To the best of our knowledge the Carter 
Administration never raised the construc
tion of these radars as a compliance issue 
with the USSR in the SCC. This omission is 
striking in view of the potential strategic 
implications of these radars. Large radars of 
the battle management type are clearly the 
long lead time element of an ABM system. 
They are potentially the basis of a Soviet 
breakout capability from the ABM Treaty 
that could be exercised within a few years. 

As far back as 1976, the Ford Administra
tion reported that the Soviets were develop
ing a rapidly deployable ABM system based 
upon small mobile radars. Recently there 
have been press reports that the Soviets 
have developed a more effective interceptor 
missile and may be deploying a new ABM 
radar and interceptor system at Moscow. If 
the new radars General Jones noted are of 
the battle management type, the perform
ance of a rapidly deployable ABM would ob
viously be considerably enhanced. 

The Soviet Union apparently engaged in 
an extensive series of experiments aimed at 
upgrading the SA-5 air defense missile into 
an ABM in 1973-1974 and more recently 
appear to have engaged in upgrade experi
ments involving the SA-10, an advanced 
high performance system. The significance 
of these possible SALT violations again is 
based upon the battle management poten
tial of the new Soviet radars. 

We believe the ABM compliance issue 
must be raised with the Soviets at the next 
session of the SCC. The United States is 
paying a significant price, particularly in 
terms of obtaining the most cost-effective 
MX basing mode, in its adherance to the 
ABM Treaty. We are certainly entitled to 
Soviet compliance. Finally, a failure to clari
fy this matter would threaten to undermine 
further the credibility of any future arms 
control agreements. 

Sincerely, 
Jake Gam, Ted Stevens, David Duren

berger, Orrin Hatch, Steven Symms, 
Robert Dole, Warren Rudman, John 
East, Charles Grassley, James Abdnor, 
David Boren, Dennis DeConcini, 
James McClure, Don Nickles, Malcolm 
Wallop, Gordon Humphrey, Mack 
Mattingly, Jeremiah Denton, Mark 
Andrews, Richard Lugar, Jack 
Schmitt, Bob Kasten, and Bill Arm
strong. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., September 16, 1982. 

President RoNALD REAGAN, 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We believe that it is 
strategically and politically unwise for the 
September 1982 ABM Treaty review with 
the Soviets to occur before the December 1, 
1982 MX deployment decision. We request 
that you postpone the ABM Treaty review 
until after the MX deployment decision is 
made, so as to ensure that all options for de
fending America's number one defense pro
gram are protected. 

It is now time to make a hard decision on 
compliance with the unratified SALT II 
Treaty versus MX deployment. In view of 
the Administration's decisions to redesign 
the B-lB bomber to comply with SALT II, 
to unilaterally deactivate 292 strategic deliv
ery vehicles counted in SALT II, to limit the 
MX throw-weight and payload in accord
ance with SALT II, and to accept cancella
tion of deployment of 50 Minuteman III 
ICBMs in accordance with SALT II, we are 
concerned that SALT II may also constrain 
MX Densepack deployment. Are you willing 
to set aside SALT II and renegotiate the 
SALT I ABM Treaty, in order to deploy the 
MX in the densepack mode with an ABM 
defense? 

With warmest personal regards, 
STEVE SYMMS. 
JOHN EAST. 
JESSE HELMS. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D.C., September 23, 1982. 

Hon. STEVE SYMMS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR SYMMs: On behalf of the 
President, I would like to acknowledge and 
thank you for your recent letter, cosigned 
by Senators Helms and East, urging that 
the ABM Treaty review be postponed until 
after the MX deployment decision is made. 

Please know that we are expediting a 
thorough study of the points raised in your 
letter, in coordination with the President's 
national security advisers. I assure you that 
your comments and concerns will receive 
every attention and consideration. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

KENNETH M. DUBERSTEIN, 
Assistant to the President. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D.C., November 10, 1982. 

Hon. STEVE SYMMS, 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR SYMMS: On behalf of the 
President, I would like to respond further to 
your recent letter concerning the ABM 
Treaty Review. As you know, Article XIV of 
the ABM Treaty calls for a review of the 
Treaty every five years. Since the last 
review took place in the autumn of 1977, we 
agreed with the Soviets last June that the 
next review would begin a few days follow
ing the Standing Consultative Commission's 
current session, which began on September 
14. In addition, a review of issues connected 
with Article XI of the Treaty will be con
ducted during the current round of the 
START negotiations which began on Octo
ber 6. 

While it is not feasible or desirable to 
delay initiation of the ABM Treaty Review, 
the United States will not take any actions 
at the review which would restrict our abill-
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ty to provide for the security of our Nation. 
The Administration is approaching this 
review with care and caution to ensure that 
we do not foreclose any options which we 
may want to exercise during our strategic 
modernization program. In this connection, 
it should be noted that, although the cur
rent review will be under way before impor
tant decisions about MX are completed, we 
retain the right to propose amendments to 
the Treaty at any time. Indeed, on the sole 
occasion so far on which the Treaty has 
been modified (by the Protocol of 1974), the 
amendment was proposed and negotiated 
through diplomatic channels and not during 
a formal review conference. 

Thank you again for apprising us of your 
concerns. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

KENNETH M. DUBERSTEIN, 
Assistant to the President. 

Mr. PERCY. 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. 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. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION-NOMINA
TION OF KENNETH L. ADEL
MAN, TO BE DIRECTOR OF 
THE U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND 
DISARMAMENT AGENCY 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I defer 

to the minority leader and the distin
guished manager of the nomination, 
the chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

It is now a few minutes before 11 
a.m. In order to get started and not 
waste the time of the Senate, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now go into executive session for the 
purpose of resuming the consideration 
of the Adelman nomination. 

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

Mr. PERCY. I thank my distin
guished colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order and the unanimous
consent agreement that was just 
agreed to, the Senate will now go into 
executive session and resume consider
ation of the nomination of Kenneth L. 
Adelman, of Virginia, to be Director of 
the U.S. Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency, with the time between 
now and 2 p.m. to be equally divided 
and controlled by the Senator from Il
linois <Mr. PERCY) and the Senator 
from Rhode Island <Mr. PELL). 

Who yields time? 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I yield 

such time as he may need to my distin
guished colleague from Illinois, Sena
tor ALAN DIXON, whose judgment in 
these matters is always sound and 
good. He carefully looks at a matter 
and he has maintained through his 

entire Senate career a bipartisan spirit 
in advancing what he feels is the best 
interest of the country. I am most 
grateful indeed for that spirit that he 
has always evidenced. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished colleague and warm 
friend from Illinois. 

Mr. President, when the President's 
nomination of Ambassador Kenneth 
Adelman as Director of the U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency 
first began to generate controversy, I 
resolved to review the matter thor
oughly before reaching a decision on 
this important vote. 

As I have stated in this Chamber on 
previous occasions, my general view in 
regard to executive appointments 
during my years of service in the Illi
nois Senate and here in the U.S. 
Senate is that, unless there are very 
compelling reasons to the contrary, a 
Governor or a President is entitled to 
have as his chief advisers the people 
he believes will be the most effective 
advocates of his program. 

In the important field of arms con
trol, the President has chosen Ambas
sador Adelman as his nominee. In this 
light, in newspapers, academic jour
nals, and other periodicals. The bibli
ography of his publications, Mr. Presi
dent, runs seven pages, single spaced. 

In addition to reading what he has 
put on the public record for all to see, 
I also took the additional step of invit
ing Ambassador Adelman to my office 
so that I could question, interview and 
evaluate him personally. 

Finally, Mr. President, I have talked 
to individuals who have worked direct
ly with Ambassador Adelman. One of 
those individuals is a former Congress
man and former Secretary of Defense, 
Donald Rumsfeld, and a resident of 
my home State of Illinois. Secretary 
Rumsfeld told me that Ambassador 
Adelman served him ably as his assist
ant with great skill and dedication. 
Secretary Rumsfeld thinks highly of 
Ambassador Adelman. In a letter to 
me, he says this: 

Ken will bring to this post his dedication, 
a fine brain, tremendous energy and creativ
ity, and the intellectual toughness necessary 
to deal with difficult problems and bureau
cratic complexities. I am confident he will 
do a first-rate job for the country. 

I have received similar reports from 
others who have been associated with 
Ambassador Adelman in government 
and at the United Nations. 

My research and . interviews suggest 
to me that Ambassador Adelman has 
the intellectual capacity and determi
nation to do the job for which he has 
been nominated. 

In connection with this view, Ambas
sador Adelman gave me his firm com
mitment, Mr. President, that he is de
termined to pursue arms control vigor
ously and enthusiastically. He further 

gave me his commitment of support 
for the Threshold Test Ban Treaty 
and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions 
Treaty. He also made a commitment to 
aggressively pursue the intermediate 
range nuclear forces proposal, as well 
as the strategic arms reduction talks 
<START>. He likewise assures me he 
feels the SALT process can be modi
fied to make it successful. 

Ambassador Adelman sits in on Na
tional Security Council sessions, so he 
is well briefed and well aware of the 
ramifications and nuances of one of 
our most important concerns in this 
country-our Nation's national securi
ty. 

After looking at his educational 
background, his Government service, 
his publications and his commitments 
made to this Senator, I have conclud
ed, Mr. President, that Ambassador 
Adelman should receive the confirma
tion the President has asked us to 
grant. 

For these reasons, and in light of my 
extensive review of this important 
matter, I have decided to vote for con
firmation of Ambassador Adelman, 
who is, by the way, Mr. President, a 
native son of Illinois. 

I have stated to him in no uncertain 
terms that those of us who support 
him here today expect him to show us 
forthrightly by his performance that 
he is truly committed to arms control, 
and the effective pursuit thereof. 

The burden is now upon him, and 
the President who selected him, to 
demonstrate to those of us who must 
make this decision today, and to all of 
our fellow citizens throughout this 
Nation, that arms control under this 
administration is a goal to be trans
formed into reality. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague very much indeed. It is 
so characteristic of the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois to make his judg
ments after a great deal of research 
and sound reasoning. I might say that 
is contrary to some who came out 
against Ambassador Adelman even 
before the opening of the hearings. 
Others who have come out against 
him have never met him. 

As the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois, Senator DIXON, said, he 
sought out Ambassador Adelman, sat 
down with him, probed his ideas, and 
received from him important commit
ments. On such an important nomina
tion as this, I believe this is the way 
Senators should go about it. I com
mend him on his decision. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the REcoRD at 
this point, an editorial from the Chica
go Tribune of today. I think it appro
priate to follow the remarks of Sena
tor DIXON. It is called "A lesson in MX 
logic • • • and illogic on Adelman." 
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There being no objection, the edito

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Chicago Tribune, Apr. 14, 19831 

.•. AND ILLOGIC ON ADELMAN 

There is no really good, logical reason for 
the Senate to refuse confirmation of Ken
neth L. Adelman as director of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. He is a 
bright man, experienced in diplomacy and 
knowledgeable on arms control. He reflects 
the President's thinking on arms limitations 
talks, which is vital for the success of nego
tiations with the Soviet Union. 

Yet a large number of senators-but not a 
majority-are vigorously opposing his nomi
nation. When the issue comes to a vote, 
probably Thursday afternoon, it is expected 
that he will be confirmed by a narrow 
margin. 

Why the opposition? The main reason is 
presidential politics. The senators are be
having as if the 1984 election is in the offing 
even though it is still more than a year and 
a half away. Most of the Democrats and 
some of the Republicans are beginning to 
maneuver against Mr. Reagan for reasons of 
politics rather than policy, and the Adelman 
nomination serves as a convenient forum. 

But arms control policy is far to impor
tant to become a political football, especial
ly so early in the presidential election 
season. Negotiations are in progress on both 
intercontinental-range missiles and interme
diate-range missiles based in Europe. The 
President's approach to those talks-reduc
tions in arms-is sound and achieveable. Op
position in the Senate can only serve to 
weaken the U.S. position. 

But the goal is achievable only if the 
President can put together a team of nego
tiators to pursue it. He has chosen Mr. Adel
man as the captain of that team, and bar
ring evidence of incompetence or dishonesty 
there is no reason the President should not 
get the man he wants. The senators have 
found no such evidence. They should put 
policy above politics and confirm him by a 
wide margin. 

Mr. PERCY. The editorial reads in 
part as follows: 

There is no really good, logical reason for 
the Senate to refuse confirmation of Ken
neth L. Adelman as director of the U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. He 
is a bright man, experienced in diplomacy 
and knowledgeable on arms control. He re
flects the President's thinking on arms limi
tations talks, which is vital for the success 
of negotiations with the Soviet Union. 

Yet a large number of senators-but not a 
majority-are vigorously opposing his nomi
nation. When the issue comes to a vote, 
probably Thursday afternoon, it is expected 
that he will be confirmed by a narrow 
margin. 

But arms control policy is far too impor
tant to become a political football, especial
ly so early in the presidential election 
season. 

Of course, not every Senator is run
ning for the Presidency, and certainly 
this is not a motivation in the minds 
of all his opponents. I know some of 
them are genuinely concerned about 
the matters they expressed on the 
floor. 

To continue: 
Negotiations are in progress on both inter

continental-range missiles and intermediate
range missiles based in Europe. The Presi-

dent's approach to those talks-reductions 
in arms-is sound and achievable. Opposi
tion in the Senate can only serve to weaken 
the U.S. position. 

But the goal is achievable only if the 
President can put together a team of nego
tiators to pursue it. He has chosen Mr. Adel
man as the captain of that team, and bar
ring evidence of incompetence or dishonesty 
there is no reason the President should not 
get the man he wants. The senators have 
found no such evidence. They should put 
policy above politics and confirm him by a 
wide margin. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum with the time to be equal
ly divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The acting assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PERCY). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield 
to myself such time as may be neces
sary. 

Mr. President, today, the Senate 
continues its consideration of the 
nomination of Kenneth L. Adelman, 
President Reagan's nominee to the po
sition of Director, Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. 

The Constitution confers on the 
President and upon the Senate the 
joint responsibility to determine the 
foreign policy of the United States. 
Article II, section 2 reads in part: 

He shall have power, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, to make 
treaties, provided two thirds of the Senators 
present concur; and he shall nominate, and 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, shall appoint ambassadors, other 
public ministers and consuls, judges of the 
Supreme court, and all other officers of the 
United States, whose appointments are not 
herein otherwise provided for, and which 
shall be established by law • • •. 

Since late January, some of my col
leagues have seized upon this confir
mation process as an opportunity to 
attack President Reagan's policies con
cerning arms control. 

It is my intention to redirect the 
focus of my peers to their constitu
tional task-a review of Ambassador 
Adelman's qualifications for the posi
tion to which he has been nominated, 
rather than the peripheral issues that 
have unduly occupied the attention of 
some of my colleagues. 

Ambassador Adelman's qualifica
tions are indeed meritorious. He has 
worked with the Federal Government 
since 1968 and has been involved in 
international or defense policy issues 
since the mid-1970's. 

Beginning with the Agency for 
International Development. From 
1976-77, Ambassador Adelman served 
as Assistant to the Secretary of De
fense. As a senior political researcher 

at the Strategic Studies Center of 
Stanford Research Institute in Arling
ton, Va., where he was employed from 
1977 to 1981, Ambassador Adelman 
wrote extensively on national security 
affairs. His writings have appeared in 
publications such as Foreign Affairs, 
Foreign Policy, Washington Quarterly, 
the Wall Street Journal, and the New 
Republic. 

For the past 2 years, Ambassador 
Adelman has served as the U.S. 
Deputy Permanent Representative to 
the United Nations. In this capacity, 
he has been intimately involved in 
arms control and disarmament negoti
ations. As an example, Ambassador 
Adelman coordinated the U.S. delega
tion at the Second Special Session on 
Disarmament held by the United Na
tions last summer. As a participant in 
the session, I can attest to Ambassador 
Adelman's outstanding skills as a dip
lomat, negotiator, and manager on 
behalf of American interests. He ran 
the day-to-day operations and devel
oped the U.S. strategy for the session. 
It is noteworthy that half of the U.S. 
staff working during the 2-month ses
sion came from the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. With his direc
tion and ability to negotiate with for
eign governments, the United States 
successfully inserted language in one 
of the major documents of the session 
calling for free expression of opinion 
from all disarmament groups, not only 
in Western countries (as in the origi
nal draft) but also in Red Square. 

I urge my colleagues to consider 
these aspects of Ambassador Adel
man's career. The Director of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency is a foreign policy position; the 
President has a right to have his arms 
controller to institute his policies. I re
spectfully recommend that we permit 
him this prerogative. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll, in accordance 
with the previous understanding that 
the time for any rollcall will be evenly 
divided. 

The acting assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. 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. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would 
like to speak in opposition to the nom
ination of Mr. Kenneth Adelman to 
head the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency. 

ARMS CONTROL 

We are considering this nomination 
at a critical time. Many of us are 
deeply troubled by the direction that 
this administration is heading on arms 
control. 
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Earlier this week, the President's 

Commission on Strategic Forces issued 
its report. The Commission's recom
mendation to deploy 100 MX missiles 
is nothing but a warmed over version 
of a plan we have rejected before. 

We should be developing defense 
budgets that protect our national se
curity without bankrupting the econo
my. Instead, the administration seems 
propelled toward developing more and 
bigger weapons without regard to 
their strategic mission or ultimate 
cost. 

The administration has also left a 
confusing impression at the negotiat
ing table. The administration has not 
developed strong proposals, mobilized 
public support, and challenged the 
Soviet Union to respond. 

Instead the administration has ap
peared negative and defensive. 

The administration should be using 
the arms control process to unify our 
allies and reduce world tensions. In
stead, bureaucratic infighting here has 
created uncertainty abroad. 

The START talks are going no
where. The INF negotiations on Euro
pean-based missiles are stalled. 

There is a crisis in the Western alli
ance. 

The Soviet Union is making an all
out effort to exploit and encourage 
the growing split between the United 
States and our European allies. 

The Soviets are waging a propagan
da war depicting the United States as 
the aggressor, the threat to peace, the 
one unwilling to negotiate in good 
faith. 

The failure of this administration to 
make serious efforts to promote mean
ingful arms control dialog with the So
viets has only fueled the protests in 
Europe and increased the anxiety of 
our allies. 

It would be a strategic disaster of in
calculable proportions if the Soviets 
succeeded in breaking apart the West
ern alliance. 

In the midst of this crisis, what does 
the administration do to improve our 
credibility in Europe and calm the 
mounting public fear? It nominates a 
man to lead our arms control negotia
tions who has no standing in Europe, 
very limited knowledge in the field 
and no negotiating experience. 

MR. ADELMAN'S QUALIFICATIONS 

The Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act describes the position of Director 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency in this way: 

The agency shall be headed by a director 
who shall serve as the principal adviser to 
the Secretary of State, to the National Se
curity Council and the President on arms 
control and disarmament matters. In carry
ing out his duties under this act, the Direc
tor shall, under the direction of the Secre
tary of State, have primary responsibility 
within the Government for arms control 
and disarmament matters as defined in this 
act. 

The position of Director should be 
filled by someone who has a demon
strated commitment to reducing the 
danger of nuclear war by controlling 
the development of nuclear weapons. 

It requires a sophisticated under
standing of the arms control process. 

Mr. Adelman, unfortunately, lacks a 
strong arms control background. His 
most substantial professional and aca
demic achievements are unrelated to 
arms control. 

I do not believe it is appropriate for 
Congress to deny a President's nomi
nation solely on the basis of disagree
ment with the nominee's policies. 

After all, the President has the right 
as an elected officer to institute, enact, 
and execute the policies that he 
thinks are fit. Therefore, he certainly 
has the right to appoint people who 
agree with his policies. 

But under our constitutional form of 
government, we in the legislative 
branch have the right and obligation 
to look at the nominee and to some 
degree pass judgment. We must not 
simply rubber stamp the President's 
nominations. 

Mr. President, in my view there are 
two instances where the Senate has 
the obligation not to confirm a Presi
dent's appointment. One is where 
there is a serious question with respect 
to the nominee's integrity. The other 
is where the nominee is not competent 
to serve. 

The issue today is not whether Mr. 
Adelman is intelligent, or sincere, or 
worthy of our respect. The issue is 
whether he is qualified for the job, 
particularly at this critical juncture in 
our relations with both the Soviet 
Union and our European allies. 

In contrast to the Adelman nomina
tion, the new nominee for administra
tor of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, Mr. Ruckelshaus, is one in 
whom the Senate will have confidence. 
He is a man of stature, integrity, and 
deep experience in environmental 
issues-all necessary qualities to hold 
such a position. 

In my opinion, Mr. Adelman has not 
shown the knowledge, the judgment, 
or the commitment to head the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. 

I very much hope that my colleagues 
and friends on both sides of the aisle 
who share my concerns will join me in 
opposing Mr. Adelman for this post. 
Arms control must not become a 
victim of partisan politics. The stakes 
are too high, the dangers are too 
great, and the cause too important. 

I am hopeful that the President's 
next choice as the nominee for this po
sition is one who will indicate a more 
serious commitment on the part of the 
administration to reducing the threat 
of nuclear war through arms control 
and reductions. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, the 
Senate is considering today a matter 
of profound importance. It goes 

beyond just the normal confirmation 
hearing. The Senate must decide 
whether it is going to insist that arms 
control and the U.S. Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency are to be treated 
seriously or whether the Senate will 
endorse a continuation of the present 
disarray. 

Mr. President, I think the time is 
running out on us in the arms control 
field, particularly with regard to nu
clear weapons. The distinguished Pre
siding Officer of the moment and I 
worked very hard in past years on the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act and 
other efforts in the Foreign Relations 
Committee. Those efforts bore fruit in 
the past and I think set a path that we 
should be following today. 

When I say that we do not have 
much time, Mr. President, what I 
mean is that as time goes on we are 
more likely in the nuclear nonprolif
eration field to have new methods of 
fabricating nuclear weapons and new 
methods of enriching uranium, wheth
er chemical or laser isotope separa
tion. There are quite a number of dif
ferent means that might become com
monplace and mean that any nation 
who wishes to have nuclear weapons 
may well be able to have them. 

So while we have been trying to 
push forward nuclear arms control ne
gotiations with the Soviets, we should 
be trying equally to prevent the 
spread of nuclear weaponry around 
the world and, indeed, to do our very 
best to pull down existing weapon 
stockpiles of conventional weapons as 
well. 

Can we do this? Is there any hope? 
What are the odds? I wish I could 
quote odds and think they would be 
accurate on our ability to control 
weapons at all levels, whether conven
tional or nuclear. But obviously no one 
can give any odds on what the likeli
hood of getting a negotiation success
fully completed would be. 

But I know one thing, Mr. President: 
We had better try, and those of us in 
the Senate today have to have as one 
of our prime purposes our dedication 
toward making arms control a priority 
across this Nation. So for all of those 
reasons we should be putting forward 
at Geneva not someone who can just 
get by, not someone just appointed for 
political reasons, but the finest diplo
matic team, the very finest negotiating 
team we possibly can assemble-be 
putting them together for purposes 
which may well involve the survival of 
the whole world. 

But unless we put the proper em
phasis on this we may well lose one of 
the last hopes of mankind. I think it is 
just that serious. So, to say we should 
treat this matter seriously is an under
statement. 

Now, to the issue at hand. Kenneth 
Adelman, so far as I know, is a very 
fine man, a very pleasant fellow, good 
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personality. But he came before the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and 
he was judged by the Committee on 
Foreign Relations to be unqualified to 
be the Director of ACDA, and we 
voted him down. I voted against him, 
regrettably. 

I have taken part in some of these 
confirmation fights on the Senate 
floor before. In fact, I led one of the 
major ones against one appointment 
of this administration, and after losing 
that fight I felt that, perhaps, it was 
best to just go ahead and let the Presi
dent have his people and swing in the 
wind, more or less, with what came out 
of that. 

But when Mr. Adelman came before 
us and was a person who, according to 
press accounts at least, although he 
denies this, talked about what a sham 
arms control negotiations were as re
cently as 2 years ago, I could not sit 
still and just say "This will be another 
appointment that will automatically 
go through." 

So Mr. Adelman was judged by the 
Committee on Foreign Relations to be 
unqualified to be Director of ACDA, 
and, absent a compelling reason other
wise, that judgment must be allowed 
to stand. 

The extensive debate during the last 
3 days has not provided such compel
ling reason. Indeed, Mr. President, I 
point out that the debate has been 
marked by some rather unusual devi
ations from the normal debate process 
here in regard to confirmations be
cause the debate has been marked by 
a reluctance to jump in and really sup
port Mr. Adelman. 

I would submit if we go back over 
the debate of the past couple of days, 
we would find that most of the sup
port statements for Mr. Adelman have 
been rather mild, rather meek sup
port. 

I, at least, have yet to hear any ring
ing endorsements of Mr. Adelman. 
That is rather unusual because in our 
confirmation debates in the past usu
ally there are those who are very 
staunch proponents and who really 
come in with ringing statements of en
dorsement. Perhaps I have missed 
those, I do not know. But I have not 
heard any such ringing statements of 
support. 

I know Senators who support Mr. 
Adelman today may well be rewarded 
with a very heartfelt "thank you" 
from the White House. But I submit 
to those Senators to think twice be
cause the White House will not be out 
in the country with Senators as they 
try to justify a vote for Mr. Adelman's 
confirmation to a constituency deeply 
concerned over the threat of nuclear 
war. 

The people of this country fear that 
we in Washington are simply not seri
ous about curbing the nuclear arms 
race. 

The development of thermonuclear 
weapons and thousands of missiles, 
and bombers to carry them, have given 
security-like the Roman god Janus
two faces. We must provide weapons 
to deter aggression and yet we must 
with equal vigilance-! repeat with 
equal vigilance-see that these weap
ons are never unleashed. Preserving 
security in an age of nuclear weapons 
is the most sacred and the most 
solemn responsibility we give to 
anyone who leads our Nation. 

Today we and our allies and our ad
versaries together have failed to 
achieve a solid and workable arms con
trol regime, and that failure presents 
us all, friend and foe alike, with a tick
ing timebomb. If we do not solve it 
then our collective achievement may 
be to prove T. S. Elliott wrong, "When 
the world ends not with a whimper 
but with a bang." 

Mr. President, time is fleeting. There 
exists a bipartisan consensus for arms 
control not just in the Congress but 
across this country, and it is not too 
late for major successes. No one in his 
right mind wishes the President to 
fail. I wish him every possible success 
in arms control. As a Democrat, but as 
an American first, I can only hope and 
pray success for the President in arms 
control. I believe the Senate must sup
port the administration in a quest for 
serious arms control. 

The first step is to tum elsewhere 
for a Director for ACDA. The Presi
dent should have in place a Director 
with the stature, the experience, and 
the commitment to serve as the focal 
point for arms control in the adminis
tration, to carry weight in the national 
security deliberations of this Nation, 
and to restore ACDA to effectiveness 
in the councils of this Government. 

There is no question in my mind 
that the Senate would give its advice 
and consent readily, surely, and very 
promptly to a strong, effective, and 
committed Director. There are a 
number of such people in this country 
with whom I believe the President 
could be comfortable. I hope he will 
select such a person after this matter 
is resolved so that with strong biparti
san support we can again move ahead 
in arms control. 

There is too much at stake here for 
the Senate to falter. It must do its 
duty. It is clear that that duty now is 
to refuse to confirm Mr. Adelman. 
That decision will carry with it addi
tional responsibilities which we all 
must recognize. We must do our best 
to insure the preservation of the exist
ing strategic arms limitations regime, 
and we must work toward a mutual 
and verifiable freeze on nuclear weap
ons-underlining any number of times 
the words "mutual and verifiable." 
Those are key in our present arms 
debate. 

I think anyone across this country 
can be for a freeze if it is mutual and 

if it is verifiable, but those are very 
key elements. Can we ever reach those 
levels of mutual and verifiable qualifi
cations? I do not know. But I know we 
had better try. 

We must also strive assiduously for 
reductions in the START and INF ne
gotiations, we must find new and 
better ways to halt the spread of nu
clear weapons, we must bring other 
nations with nuclear weapons into the 
arms control process, and, finally, we 
must address the question of arms 
control in its totality by an expansion 
of efforts to control other nuclear 
weapons and by increasing our efforts 
to reduce conventional armaments in 
Europe, and restrain conventional 
arms transfers. 

Let me expand on those points just a 
little bit. It seems to me if we are after 
arms control, and we are calling for a 
freeze, we have to have a means of get
ting to that freeze. We have to have 
several different points that would 
have to be accomplished to make a 
freeze really mean anything. 

Going back to SALT II days, I op
posed SALT II because it could not be 
verified at that particular time. I took 
a lot of pressure at that time. But to 
me, while SALT II was something that 
set a reasonable balance, unless we 
could verify what the Soviets were 
doing we were not going to just trust 
them to somehow look out for our best 
interests. 

In the meantime we now have new 
means, we now have the satellite capa
bility which we did not have before. 
We now have monitoring places we did 
not have before. 

So SALT II is a good place to start 
and I am sure we can pass it within a 
couple of weeks if the President would 
get behind it. At least that would es
tablish a limit above which we do not 
build. So that is the first point, at 
least limit. 

No. 2, reduce. Put the best negotiat
ing team, the finest diplomats we can 
possibly put together into a team, and 
go to Geneva. Put far more emphasis 
on those talks; get reductions in arms. 
So limit and reduce. 

No.3, prevent the spread. We passed 
in this Senate, and it is the law of the 
land now, the Nuclear Nonprolifera
tion Act of 1978, which will govern the 
transfer of reprocessing and enriching 
equipment around the world. We 
hoped that other nations would follow 
our lead. I think that was a good step 
forward. I hate to see that not being 
emphasized now. If we let time get 
away from us, we will find one of these 
days that any nation in the world that 
wants a nuclear weapons capability 
will be able to get it. So limit, reduce, 
and prevent the spread. 

No. 4, to me this is one of the most 
important ones of all, we must involve 
other weapons states besides the 
Soviet Union and ourselves in these 
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negotiations. It is inconceivable to me 
that the Soviet Union would reduce 
their weapons stockpiles to an appre
ciably lower level even if we do, so 
long as Britain and France and China, 
for instance, are all able to build their 
weapons stockpiles up to unlimited 
heights as they are not now part of 
the limitation process. 

So I think we are making a big mis
take when we do not try and get these 
other nations involved in our nuclear 
negotiations at the earliest possible 
time. I think it is unlikely that we will 
get serious reductions in superpower 
nuclear weapons stockpiles unless 
these other countries are brought into 
that process. 

Is that possible? I do not know. It 
complicates the process tremendously, 
that is for sure, because it means we 
have to bring into this nuclear weap
ons negotiating process nations like 
the People's Republic of China. But 
they are now a major nuclear weapons 
power. So how can we say Britain and 
France, and other powers, China, for 
instance, will be able to build their nu
clear weapons stockpiles to unlimited 
heights and expect the Soviet Union 
to take their stockpiles down to low 
levels? 

Thus I reiterate, as a fourth point, 
we absolutely must attempt, at the 
earliest possible time, to bring other 
nuclear weapons states in. 

As a fifth point, overall arms con
trol. Matters nuclear cannot be consid
ered in some sort of pristine purity off 
on the side as though they had no re
lationship to conventional arms. They 
do. We have used our nuclear weapons 
capacity to balance off Soviet conven
tional power in some areas and they 
have done the same thing against us in 
other areas. So this has to be part of 
overall arms control, although I admit 
that the awesome, horrendous, total 
nature of nuclear arms has and should 
be the area that receives the greatest 
emphasis. 

We must do our best to insure the 
preservation of the existing strategic 
arms limitations regime. We must 
work toward a mutual and verifiable 
freeze on nuclear weapons. We must 
strive assiduously for reductions in the 
START and INF negotiations. We 
must find new and better ways to halt 
the spread of nuclear weapons. We 
must bring other nations with nuclear 
weapons into the arms control process. 
Finally, we must address the question 
of arms control in its totality by an ex
pansion of efforts to control other nu
clear weapons and by increasing our 
efforts to reduce conventional arma
ments in Europe and restrain conven
tional arms transfers. 

Mr. President, these efforts will re
quire our best efforts, not our second 
best, not someone with whom we can 
just try to get by. 

We must devote our energies and 
our most capable people to the task. If 

we do not make the right decision 
today, we will fail before we have even 
started. Accordingly, I urge my fellow 
Senators to make the right choice by 
refusing to approve the Adelman nom
ination. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

HECHT). Who yields time? 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum, the time to 
be equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PELL. 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. PELL. Mr. President, I yield to 
the Senator from Colorado <Mr. HART) 
for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. HART. I thank the distin
guished minority manager. 

Mr. President, President Reagan's 
nomination of Mr. Kenneth Adelman 
to head the Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency reflects a serious lack 
of commitment to pursue arms con
trol. I urge my colleagues to join in op
posing this nomination and in calling 
for a qualified applicant who recog
nizes the value and vital importance of 
arms control negotiations. 

Mr. Adelman has shown he lacks the 
basic philosophy, attitude, and knowl
edge to make an effective ACDA Di
rector. He has demonstrated a lack of 
knowledge of basic arms control issues 
and a lack of thought on many of the 
critical problems facing our negotia
tors. Mr. Adelman appears to be more 
dedicated to an arms buildup than to 
reducing the hazards of unrestricted 
competition. His attitude and lack of 
experience cast serious doubt on his 
ability to deal effectively with the 
Soviet Union, and his skepticism of 
the efficacy of arms control agree
ments would significantly hamper 
progress on this vital issue. 

At no time since the end of World 
War II has there been a greater need 
for a serious, determined effort at 
arms control. Since the first atomic 
bombs were dropped on Nagasaki and 
Hiroshima in 1945, the number of 
atomic and nuclear weapons in the 
world has grown at an alarming rate. 
Their accuracy has indeed become 
frightening. 

One of the most important aspects 
of this worldwide arms race is the 
growth of the nuclear club. From the 
early days when atomic weapons were 
the exclusive domain of the United 
States, Great Britain, and the Soviet 
Union, we have entered an era when 
most countries will feel themselves 
vulnerable without nuclear weapons. 

France has become a formidable nu
clear power; China is rapidly becoming 
one; and there are disquieting reports 
about a plethora of countries from 
Israel and South Africa to Pakistan 
and Brazil developing their own nucle
ar arsenals. 

For more than 30 years, we have 
lived with the reality that, at any 
given moment, on any given day, nu
clear weapons might be unleashed, 
leaving in their aftermath a magni
tude of death and destruction beyond 
the comprehension of the human 
mind. We must constantly remind our
selves that nuclear war is more than a 
continuation of war by other means, it 
is an entirely new form of conflict. 
This simple yet all-important reality 
of the nuclear age compels us to re
verse the arms race, and do it forth
with. 

With this as our goal, it is impera
tive we have strong, knowledgeable 
leadership dedicated to the process of 
negotiating for arms reductions. Arms 
control negotiation is a sensitive proc
ess, requiring skill, knowledge, and the 
conviction that the process is function
al and vitally important. President 
Reagan's nomination of Kenneth 
Adelman signifies a serious lack of 
concern for the efficacy of arms con
trol negotiation. If this nomination is 
confirmed, the process will suffer and 
progress toward continuing world 
peace will be retarded. 

Mr. President, in a world still 
marked by superpower confrontation 
and innumerable regional conflicts, 
the increasing speed, volume, and so
phistication of modern arms is rapidly 
shrinking the margin for error. In 
such an atmosphere, we cannot afford 
to take a casual, unprofessional atti
tude toward control. We must show 
our concern and dedication by ap
pointing a person well qualified and 
dedicated to reducing the global risk 
of an unrestricted arms race. Because 
Mr. Adelman does not live up to these 
necessary standards, we must reject 
his nomination and call on the Presi
dent, to show his genuine concern for 
a peaceful world, a world where nucle
ar arms threats are reduced, by pre
senting a candidate who will enhance 
our chances for securing a peaceful, 
safe world. 

The issue before the Senate, Mr. 
President, in a word, is the President's 
own commitment to arms control. It is 
feared by those of us who oppose Mr. 
Adelman that Mr. Adelman's nomina
tion is merely another symbol that the 
administration is not genuinely com
mitted and concerned about the proc
ess of negotiating limitations and re
ductions in the overall nuclear arse
nals of the world. 

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

yield such time as required to the Sen
ator from New York. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 

with respect to Presidential appoint
ments that require Senate confirma
tion, it has been my view-scarcely an 
exceptional one-that a President 
ought to have advisors who will carry 
out his policies, and that a President's 
judgment in such matters is owed a 
certain deference. To vote to confirm a 
Presidential nominee is in no way to 
vote to endorse that President's poli
cies. Questions of capacity and integri
ty do arise; and also questions as to 
the willingness of an appointee faith
fully to execute the laws entrusted to 
the care of his or her office. In the 
case of Mr. Adelman, I find none of 
these latter impediments. As to the 
former concerns, I was satisfied on 
Monday evening when I received a 
telephone call from Secretary of State 
Shultz expressing his hope that I 
would vote for Mr. Adelman's confir
mation. The Secretary of State is the 
President's principal advisor in foreign 
policy, of which arms control must be 
a central concern. The Director of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, for practical purposes, reports 
to the Secretary of State. Obviously in 
the matter of appointments, the Sec
retary expressed the President's own 
wishes. 

I am familiar with Mr. Adelman's 
previous and considerable Government 
service, and I have read some of his 
writings. His view expressed in 1978 
that the SALT process was not bring
ing about actual reductions in nuclear 
weapons was significantly ahead of its 
time and leads me to hope that should 
he be confirmed, he will bend his un
doubted energies and talents to doing 
just that. 

I might add that the chairman of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations 
expressed his fervent hope that I 
should support this nomination. He 
stated to me that he was convinced 
that if Mr. Adelman is confirmed, the 
administration will cooperate in ob
taining Senate passage of the thresh
old test ban treaty and the peaceful 
nuclear explosions treaty. I accept 
that a comprehensive test ban treaty 
would be preferable to any of these 
more limited measures, and would 
properly bring to fruition the task 
begun 20 years ago with the limited 
test ban treaty, but I feel the urgency 
that many do for some palpable meas
ure of progress meanwhile. The chair
man further expressed his expectation 
that we would see a successful conclu
sion to the two strategic arms treaty 
negotiations now underway. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
will cast my vote against the confirma
tion of Kenneth Adelman as the Di
rector of the Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency with some degree of 
reluctance. I believe that the Presi
dent should be given considerable 

flexibility in filling key positions in his 
administration and I believe that Mr. 
Adelman is an honest man with a re
spectable amount of knowledge and 
experience in the field of international 
relations, in general. 

I base my opposition to this nomina
tion on factors which go beyond the 
general guidelines I have just de
scribed. I believe that the position of 
Director of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency is a particularly 
sensitive one at this point in time, and 
I believe that the Director should have 
a strong background in the arms con
trol area. The importance of specific 
expertise in this area is heightened by 
the fact that the President's two chief 
foreign policy advisers, the Secretary 
of State and the National Security Ad
visor, are not career specialists in 
international politics and must, there
fore, rely on the expertise of others in 
key subordinate positions. Regretta
bly, Mr. Adelman does not have this 
type of expertise. 

Furthermore, when trying to link to
gether the contradictory remarks 
which Mr. Adelman made during his 
confirmation hearings with the re
marks he has been quoted as saying, I 
cannot quite determine his position on 
arms control. At the first hearing, he 
seemed to have no point of view. At 
this second hearing, he was consider
ably more articulate, but only after 
rigorous priming by administration of
ficials who apparently knew more 
about arms control issues than the 
man who would be their superior. If 
his views are as he was quoted in the 
New York Daily News, then Mr. Adel
man is, at the very least, indiscreet
ala the pattern established by Mr. 
David Stockman in Atlantic Monthly
or he is, at the most, dead wrong. I do 
not believe that either of these ex
tremes is tolerable when negotiating 
arms control with the Soviet Union. 

In conclusion, I urge the administra
tion to place a little more emphasis on 
experience in its international affairs 
appointments. It is all well and good to 
nominate individuals who share the 
administration's "wave length" to key 
positions. But, I am confident that if 
the administration explored in greater 
depth the vast number of men and 
women who understand arms control 
policy they would find a nominee who 
combines both the attributes of exper
tise and their particular philosophical 
approach. I am confident that such a 
nominee would easily receive the con
sent of the Senate. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak in favor of the nomina
tion of Kenneth Adelman for the di
rectorship of ACDA, the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency. I do so with 
some enthusiasm. I have heard on the 

floor that Ambassador Adelman lacks 
a commitment to progress in arms con
trol. I do not believe that, having lis
tened to him. I also have heard on the 
floor that he lacks knowledge about 
arms control. I do not believe that, 
having read all that he has written on 
the subject. And I also understand 
that he is accused of only being in 
favor of an arms buildup. I certainly 
do not believe that, having spoken to 
him, and heard him profess a strong 
desire for real arms reduction. 

Actually, Mr. President, I suspect 
that if the first hearing that Ambassa
dor Adelman had before our commit
tee had gone differently, we perhaps 
would not be here in this protracted 
debate about his nomination. Without 
question, his first appearance before 
the Foreign Relations Committee was 
not a very successful one. He was per
haps thrown a little bit off balance 
when one of my collegues announced 
that nothing he could say during the 
course of the hearings could entice 
this particular Senator to vote for 
him. And then apparently he was also 
subjected to some rather poor advice 
on how to appear before our commit
tee. 

Having said all of that, I should like 
to speak a little bit more about his 
thoughts on SALT, on the arms proc
ess and on whether or not he really 
does have a sense that negotiated 
arms reduction is possible and desira
ble. 

On August 2, 1978, he wrote an arti
cle "Can There be a SALT III?" He 
outlined some of the changes that he 
felt had to occur in the arms negotiat
ing process if it was to continue and 
succeed. First, he argued that the 
measurement of the United States
Soviet strategic force must be altered 
and should no longer focus merely on 
launchers. 

As you know, Mr. President, SALT I 
and other negotiations have pretty 
much centered on launchers, or the 
ability to launch the missiles rather 
then the missiles themselves. These 
launchers have included submarines, 
airplanes, and also launchers that are 
put into the ground. The reason for 
this focus is quite clear-launchers can 
be seen from the air, while the weap
ons themselves, the warheads, are 
more difficult to track. 

Launchers were counted, Mr. Presi
dent, because launches can be tracked 
from satellites. Launchers were count
ed because other items in the defense 
equation could not be successfully ob
served. However, during the 1970's the 
entire strategic equation was changed 
because of MIRV'ing, because of mul
tiple targeted reentry vehicles, so that 
on top of one missile you could put 10 
or 14 warheads. Indeed the Russian 
SS-18 is such a powerful missile that it 
may even have the capacity to carry 
30 warheads yet that would be just 
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one launcher as it is counted in the 
process of arms negotiation up to this 
time. 

Ambassador Adelman quite correctly 
pointed out that while moving any 
from counting launchers carries diffi
culties in verification, nevertheless, 
some different approach had to be 
taken because the counting of .launch
ers did not properly reflect threats in
volved in armaments and did not 
really bring about meaningful arms 
control. 

He also pointed out that SALT I, 
which was ratified, and SALT II, 
which has been signed by both parties 
but not ratified by the Senate, really 
did not bring about any reduction in 
either the United States or Soviet stra
tegic arsenals. As a matter of fact, 
people from both sides of the aisle, 
from the most conservative to the lib
eral philosophies here in the Senate, 
opposed SALT II just on that basis, 
that it did not bring about a meaning
ful "builddown" of nuclear weapons. 

So, first and foremost, Ambassador 
Adelman said that there must be new 
measurements of United States-Soviet 
strategic forces in order to bring about 
a meaningful SALT III negotiation. I 
believe that he is quite correct in that 
regard. 

Second, the type of weapons includ
ed in the negotiation must be expand
ed to encompass those based in or tar
geting Western Europe. And, of 
course, this has been done in the INF 
negotiations. 

Mr. President, as you may well 
know, we have several negotiations 
going on all at one time-the START 
negotiations, as the SALT negotiations 
are now called, headed on our side by 
Gen. Edward Rowny; the INF or the 
intermediate nuclear force negotia
tions, headed by Paul Nitze; and then 
we have the MBFR negotiations, 
which are another set of negotiations 
that have not gone very far. 

But in August of 1978, Ken Adelman 
wrote about what has now become the 
INF negotiations. It must be noted 
that prior to this administration, the 
administration that is supposed to be 
opposing arms control, there was no 
such thing as an INF negotiation. The 
current INF negotiations, as have Am
bassador Adelman suggested extended 
beyond the intercontinental capacity 
of missiles. The Reagan administra
tion has started an entirely new set of 
negotiations. Indeed, Ambassador 
Adelman spoke about the necessity of 
such negotiations in August 1978, 
prior to their being begun. 

Third, Kenneth Adelman said that 
the number of actors on the stage of 
nuclear arms negotiation must like
wise be enlarged. 

I agree with that. That, of course, 
makes nuclear arms negotiations 
much more difficult. But I just lis
tened to my friend and colleague, Sen
ator HART from Colorado, speak about 

the fact that other countries must be 
included in the negotiations. That is 
going to make the negotiations consid
erably more difficult, but the truth is 
that there are other countries that 
now have nuclear weapons. There are 
other countries that have deployed 
nuclear weapons, and I agree with Mr. 
Adelman that all we can do should be 
done to include them in negotiations. 

Mr. Adelman, when he came before 
the committee, also spoke about the 
problems of proliferation; that we not 
only have a problem negotiating with 
the Russians or bringing the French 
and the British and other countries 
into the negotiations, but we also have 
a problem of proliferation and that in 
the years ahead many countries will 
suddenly have nuclear capabilities. 
The probability of their being used by 
other countries is much greater than 
the probability of countries such as 
ourselves or the Russians using them, 
since we have a greater feeling and un
derstanding of the scope of what can 
happen from such usage. 

Can you imagine if the Israelis had 
not attacked the Iraqi reactor and if 
the Iraqis had been successful in de
veloping a nuclear weapon? Is there 
any question in our minds that they 
would threaten to use or perhaps actu
ally use such a weapon in their 
present war with Iran which has been 
so destructive? 

That is as much a threat to the 
world as the expansion of the nuclear 
arsenals of the two great powers, 
which at least have communications 
and which at least are negotiating to 
reduce those arsenals. 

Mr. Adelman, in all his writings, has 
talked about the necessity of expand
ing the process of negotiations, has 
talked about the necessity of expand
ing the participants, has talked about 
the realism of counting weapons as 
they exist today and not as they exist
ed at the beginning of SALT I and 
even at the beginning of the SALT II 
negotiations. 

He has written a great deal on the 
business of arms control. For many 
years, he has been part of the Presi
dent's inner circle of foreign affairs 
advisers. He was chosen by the Presi
dent to accompany President Carter, 
when President Carter went to Europe 
after the 1980 election to greet the 
hostages returning from Iran. Ken 
Adelman was the representative of 
President-elect Reagan. 

He has written in Foreign Affairs 
magazine, the most prestigious foreign 
affairs publication in the country, and 
in a number of other prestigious publi
cations. 

In 1976 and 1977, he was an assistant 
to the Secretary of Defense. He has at
tended innumerable National Security 
meetings and participated in the dis
cussions on arms control which have 
taken place in those meetings. 

While he has been the second in 
command of the U.S. delegation at the 
United Nations, he has participated in 
numerous sessions on disarmament 
and has led the disarmament consider
ations that have taken place in our 
delegation to the United Nations. 

Mr. President, Kenneth Adelman is 
a young man who has achieved a great 
deal in just a few years. I think he has 
been nominated to lead an agency that 
is widely considered to be in disarray 
and lacking direction. I believe he will 
bring that direction, that he will bring 
the type of leadership to that agency 
that will make him a strong working 
partner with the administration, a 
strong working partner with Mr. Nitze, 
who is conducting the INF negotia
tions, a strong working partnership 
with General Rowny, who is already 
sending him memos. Indeed, I believe 
he will make an important contribu
tion to our country and to peace in the 
world. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I yield 6 
minutes to the Senator from Oklaho
ma. 

Mr. BOREN. I thank my distin
guished colleage from Rhode Island. 

Mr. President, making a decision 
about how to cast my vote on the nom
ination of Kenneth Adelman to be Di
rector of the Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency has been a particular
ly difficult one for me. 

I have tried my best to reach the 
right decision. In the course of my per
sonal deliberations, I have studied the 
hearing record, read the speeches of 
my colleagues on both sides, read Mr. 
Adelman's own writings, studied news
paper editorials and columns, listened 
to his coworkers from the past, and 
visited with Mr. Adelman personally. 
Those inquiries have pulled me in a 
number of different directions. 

First of all, even in the political 
process, we must not lose sight of the 
fact that we are impacting the life and 
career of a fellow human being who is 
entitled to our sensitive concern and 
fair treatment. In my meeting with 
Mr. Adelman, I found him to be a lika
ble, bright person of good will who ob
viously has a sincere dedication to the 
well-being of this country. 

Second, I was pulled by my own in
clination to allow a President to select 
the personnel for his own administra
tion. As a former Governor, I under
stand clearly that since the Executive 
is held accountable for his administra
tion, he needs to be able to select the 
people to work with him in carrying 
out his own policies. A President is 
elected by the people and whether or 
not he is of my party or my philoso
phy, I believe that he should have the 
ability to respond to the mandate 
given him by the people. 

However, while these factors pulled 
me toward a positive vote on the nomi
nation, there were others that had to 
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be balanced on the other side. In the 
final analysis, they were persuasive to 
me by the closest of margins. In many 
ways, I wish that I could be afforded 
the luxury of voting undecided or for 
a split verdict. The people, however, 
have given me the responsibility to 
cast a vote according to my own best 
judgment. My own sincere best judg
ment is that Mr. Adelman should not 
be confirmed. The selection of another 
person to head the agency would be 
best for Mr. Adelman personally, best 
for the President, and best for the 
Nation. 

As I have said, I believe that the or
dinary standard should be that a Pres
idential appointee should be con
firmed unless he is clearly unfit for 
the position for a very strong reason 
like incompetence or lack of integrity. 
If I were applying the ordinary stand
ard, I would vote in favor of Kenneth 
Adelman's confirmation. 

However, I believe that there are 
special conditions which require a 
higher standard of evaluation. In 
those situations, adequacy is not 
enough. Excellence is demanded. In 
those situations, only the best avail
able persons should be considered. 
Lifetime appointments to the highest 
Federal courts have been held to that 
standard. So have a few other key 
posts in our Government. With the 
grave danger posed to the very exist
ence of the world by the destabilizing 
technical changes in nuclear weapons 
systems of the past two decades and 
with the growing effort of the Soviet 
Union to use the growing fears of nu
clear war in Europe to drive a wedge 
between the United States and her Eu
ropean allies, arms control has clearly 
become a central issue in the entire 
Western World. For that reason, we 
should confirm as Director of that 
Agency only the best possible choice 
and one who will be recognized as such 
not only in the U.S. Senate but by our 
allies in Europe and by our adversaries 
in the Soviet Union as well. 

While Mr. Adelman has performed 
relatively well in subordinate posts, I 
do not believe that anyone would 
argue that his experience or his writ
ings would yet place him in the same 
category of stature and respect as a 
Eugene Rostow, whose successor will 
head the agency, or a Brent Scowcroft, 
who has been rumored as another pos
sible choice, or others that could be 
mentioned. With more time, concen
trating on these issues, he might in 
the future be qualified for this posi
tion. Intelligence is not only required 
but also exceptionally sound judg
ment. This kind of judgment is not a 
matter of how long a person has lived, 
it can come only from experience and 
from living with issues and viewing 
them from every possible perspective. 
Compared with others who might be 
considered, I cannot conclude that Mr. 
Adelman is the best possible choice. 

Whatever the cause, a lack of poise 
and consistency was demonstrated 
during his testimony before the for
eign relations committee including a 
failure to respond to critical questions 
in the first hearing to which he had 
concise glib answers in the second. 

I also want to make it clear that I 
am not opposing him because of his 
past skepticism about SALT II or 
about Soviet intentions. I, too, had se
rious doubts about SALT II, about 
whether it allowed the Soviets an ad
vantage, and about the degree to 
which it really represented any move
ment toward a real reduction of weap
ons. I also have grave concerns about 
Soviet intentions and I, too, believe 
that unilateral disarmament by the 
United States will never bring the So
viets to the bargaining table. 

Even yet, Mr. President, while one 
may believe that it will be very hard to 
get a fair and verifiable agreement 
from the Soviet Union, it is vital that 
the person who will be Chief Adviser 
to the President and the Secretary of 
State on Arms Control matters should 
have a passionate commitment to the 
necessity of making a true and fervent 
effort to find such an agreement. I re
alize that any judgment on my part is 
necessarily subjective, but I do not 
find in Mr. Adelman's writings that 
kind of passionate commitment re
flected. While I agree that there is 
cause for cynicism about Soviet inten
tions, I would like to have read a 
strong statement from Mr. Adelman 
that, nonetheless, for the sake of the 
whole world, we must work with all of 
our will and ability to achieve a bal
anced reduction in nuclear weapons 
and that we must never give up the 
effort. 

It is not only because of the impor
tance of the issue of nuclear war and 
because of the threat posed to the 
Western alliance caused by the debate 
on arms control policy that we must 
have the best possible director. It is 
also because we are facing the tough
est possible adversary in these negotia
tions. They are cunning and quick. 
They can be unyielding. The Soviets 
have an able team on their side of the 
negotiating table with far more conti
nuity of membership than our own. As 
one colleague put it informally: 
"When you're dealing with our Na
tion's vital interests, and you are up 
against the Soviet Union, you should 
only send in the first team." 

I have great respect for the senior 
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STEN
NIS). For many years, he chaired the 
Armed Services Committee of the 
Senate. He is not naive. He believes in 
a strong America. He pointed out yes
terday that arms control issues are 
among the toughest and most diffi
cult. He also pointed out that the Di
rector of the Arms Control Agency is 
the "principal adviser" to the Secre
tary of State, the National Security 

Council, and the President, and arms 
control matters and he has "primary 
responsibility" within the Government 
for arms control and disarmament 
matters. Considering the scope of this 
position, Senator STENNIS concluded 
that he could not support this nomina
tion, and I share his conclusion. 

In closing, Mr. President, I mean no 
disrespect to Mr. Adelman. He is un
doubtedly suitably qualified for many 
positions but not for this one. A 
person could be qualified to be a U.S. 
Senator, or the Cabinet Secretary of 
some departments, or a high Federal 
judge and yet not have the combina
tion of the particular skills, experi
ence, or expertise, required for this po
sition. 

In the past 100 years, on only three 
occasions has the Senate confirmed a 
nominee against the advice of the re
sponsible Senate committee. In this 
case, a bipartisan majority of the For
eign Relations Committee recommend
ed against confirmation. In my opin
ion, we should not add this nomina
tion to this short list of historical ex
ceptions. 

Usually, the President should be al
lowed to have his choice accepted. 
However, when the issue of nuclear 
weapons is the focal point and when 
the decision impacts so severely upon 
the Atlantic Alliance, and when the 
course of negotiations with a tough 
adversary like the Soviet Union is at 
stake, we must only select the best 
possible candidate. If I am to be true 
to my own best judgment, I feel com
pelled to vote against Mr. Adelman's 
confirmation. In conscience, I simply 
cannot support the nomination of Mr. 
Adelman for this post. 

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator from 
Oklahoma for his remarks and know 
that he labored mightily over his deci
sion and stayed up late last night 
thinking about this nomination. 

Mr. President, I believe that the 
Senator from Pennsylvania wishes rec
ognition on his side on the time of the 
Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania is recog
nized. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
have decided to vote in favor of the 
nomination of Ambassador Adelman 
and I think it worthwhile to state my 
reasons for the record. 

My own deliberations on this subject 
have extended through this morning 
so my comments will not have the co
herent organization of a carefully pre
pared presentation. Had there been 
more time between decision and pres
entation, I would have made one. 

I have considered the matter at 
length and conferred with many 
people, both in the administration and 
in the Senate. In reaching this deci
sion, I have reviewed many documents 
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and have interviewed Ambassador 
Adelman at length. 

My own interest in the subject of 
disarmament and relations with the 
Soviet Union began in college as an 
international relations major at the 
University of Pennsylvania where I 
wrote my senior thesis on Soviet for
eign policy. It has extended through 
the years and has been intensified 
since coming to the Senate and work
ing on the Foreign Operations Sub
committee of the Committee on Ap
propriations. I have even made a visit 
to the talks in Geneva where I had an 
opportunity to confer with Ambassa
dor Nitze and Ambassador Rowny and 
to attend briefing sessions both before 
and after the negotiations on START 
and INF. 

When I first saw Ambassador Adel
man on television, I was very con
cerned with his performance before 
the Foreign Relations Committee. He 
was indecisive. He was not well pre
pared. He vacillated. And in his second 
appearance, he directly contradicted 
testimony which he had offered on his 
first appearance. 

On the basis of that testimony, he 
did not present the picture of a man 
who should be entrusted with the 
tough task of negotiating with the So
viets or of leading ACDA. 

When the hearings were concluded, 
I reviewed the transcript and then I 
invited Ambassador Adelman in, and 
we talked for about an hour-and-a
quarter. Based upon that review and 
that discussion, and discussions with 
some others, I wrote to the President 
on February 21 of this year. Under the 
constitutional provision of "advice" as 
well as "consent," I offered the Presi
dent some advice, suggesting that he 
reconsider the nomination of Ambas
sador Adelman. 

While suggesting reconsideration, I 
was so careful not to ask him to with
draw the nomination but to further 
consider it. 

At this time, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
full text of the letter. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., February 21, 1983. 

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

DEAR MR. PREsiDENT: Since the Constitu
tion calls for "advice" as well as "consent" 
from the Senate, I think it appropriate to 
write to you at this time concerning my 
deep reservations about the appointment of 
Ambassador Adelman to be Director for the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 
While some might oppose Ambassador Adel
man for political reasons as you said in your 
Wednesday night news conference, my 
record of having supported your nomina
tions on all 45 roll call votes demonstrates 
the respect and weight which I have accord
ed to your selections. 

Since I wrote my senior college thesis in 
1951 on Soviet Foreign Policy as an interna
tional relations major at the University of 
Pennsylvania, I have closely studied U.S.
U.S.S.R. relations, especially as they relate 
to nuclear arms. I have conferred with Am
bassadors Nitze and Rowny in Geneva last 
November and in Washington last month on 
my continuing study of the issue. 

Last week, I met with Ambassador Adel
man for more than one hour after studying 
the extensive record before the Senate For
eign Relations Committee. While Ambassa
dor Adelman is a man of obvious ability and 
doubtless qualified for most governmental 
positions, I have grave reservations about 
his competency for the ACDA post. Next to 
the Presidency and a few other positions 
such as Secretary of State or Defense, there 
is no other post as critical at this moment in 
our nation's history as Director of ACDA. 

I strongly feel that this position could be 
pivotal on whether arms reduction is 
achieved and therefore potentially critical 
on the prevention of a nuclear holocaust. To 
have anyone in this position other than the 
very, very best would be a grave mistake. 

The public perception of this appointment 
is also very important on support for the 
large Department of Defense budget. Con
tinued support for substantial DoD expendi
tures requires total assurance that every
thing possible is being done to secure arms 
reduction, consistent with national security. 

My considered judgment is that a superior 
appointment could be made and therefore 
urge your reconsideration of the nomina
tion. If Ambassador Adelman's nomination 
reaches the Senate floor, I shall carefully 
consider all factors including your position, 
the Committee report, and the floor debate 
before reaching a final conclusion; but, I do 
feel compelled to volunteer this "advice" at 
this time to urge your reconsideration. 

I am taking the liberty of sending copies 
of this letter to Secretary of State Schultz, 
National Security Adviser Clark, and Am
bassador Adelman so that they will be fully 
informed of my views. 

Sincerely, 
ARLEN SPECTER. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, last 
Friday, while talking to a friend at the 
White House, I was asked to support 
Ambassador Adelman. I responded 
that I was undecided and referred to 
the letter that I had written to the 
President. That may have prompted 
the reply which I received from the 
President dated April 11, 1983. Since it 
concerns a matter of public import 
and responds to the letter that I had 
written him, I think it appropriate to 
include his letter in the RECORD as 
well. I ask unanimous consent to have 
that response printed in the RECORD. 

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

THE WmTE HousE, 
Washington, April11, 1983. 

HoN. ARLEN SPECTER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR ARLEN: I apologize for the delay in 
responding to your letter regarding the 
nomination of Ken Adelman to serve as Di
rector of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency. 

In considering nominations, members of 
the Senate share the serious responsibility 
of enduring that qualified and dedicated in-

dividuals are selected for government serv
ice, and I appreciate the thoughtful and ju
dicious manner in which you approach this 
responsibility. 

I agree wholeheartedly with your observa
tion that the role of the ACDA Director is a 
critical one. As President, I have no higher 
priority than to preserve peace for our 
people, and I am personally dedicated to the 
goal of achieving genuine and mutual arms 
reduction consistent with protecting our na
tional security. For this reason, I have given 
very careful thought to filling the ACDA 
post, and I am confident that Ambassador 
Adelman would be a strong and effective ad
vocate of arms control within this Adminis
tration. 

As you know from your own discussions 
with Ken, he has a wide-ranging knowledge 
of the technical aspects of arms control and 
has written extensively in this field. In addi
tion, he has an excellent understanding of 
the international political environment in 
which the arms control talks are being con
ducted. Finally, let me assure you that Ken 
has the respect and support of other mem
bers of my Administration involved in the 
arms control area. 

If confirmed by the Senate, I am confi
dent that Ken will make a significant con
tribution to the arms control effort, and I 
hope you will see fit to support his confir
mation. 

Sincerely, 
RoN. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in 
reaching my decision on this nomina
tion I have conferred with a number 
of people in the executive branch. 

President Reagan called to urge me 
to support Ambassador Adelman, and 
we talked for perhaps 5 tor 10 minutes 
on the telephone. I told him that I 
would consider the matter. I expressed 
to him my concern about the overall 
policy of the United States on arms 
control and expressed to him my keen 
interest in seeing a summit between 
President Reagan and Premier Andro
pov. I reminded the President that I 
had sponsored a sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution for a summit about a year 
ago, which had passed by a decisive 
vote. I noted that the reasons which 
had been advanced by the administra
tion last year for not having a summit 
seemed to me no longer applicable. 

At that time, in discussion with then 
Secretary of State Haig and others in 
the administration, I was informed 
that the administration did not want 
to have a summit unless it was careful
ly prepared and amounted virtually to 
a signing ceremony. 

In the intervening year, that has not 
occurred. As I said earlier this week 
when I introduced the sense-of-the
Senate resolution again calling for a 
prompt summit, I believe that in Presi
dent Reagan we have a remarkable 
communicator and a remarkable 
leader. We should utilize his talents 
while they are available. In my judg
ment, 1984 may well be too late for a 
summit because there will already 
have been deployment of the Pershing 
II and cruise missiles, and by 1984 
President Reagan will either be a can-
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didate for reelection or a President 
about to retire. 

I mentioned the summit in my con
versation with President Reagan; and 
I emphasize it here today because I 
think these issues are all closely relat
ed because if we have an active policy 
on arms control and on disarmament 
then Ambassador Adelman may well 
be well qualified to carry out such a 
policy. If not, then we may well need 
someone with greater initiative, great
er experience, greater intensity, and 
greater advocacy skills than Ambassa
dor Adelman. 

In the last 2 days I have talked at 
length with National Security Adviser 
William Clark, again with Ambassador 
Nitze, again with Ambassador Rowny, 
and once again with Ambassador Adel
man. Although the conversations with 
Judge Clark, Ambassador Nitze, and 
Ambassador Rowny were in person it 
was only by telephone that I talked 
this morning with Ambassador Adel
man. 

My net conclusion is that the Presi
dent's nomination should be con
firmed. I say that because of my con
clusion that in fact there is a very 
active administration effort on arms 
control and arms reduction. 

I have supported the President's ap
proach on the so-called two-track di
rection: Seeking strength and seeking 
arms reduction at the same time, be
cause my studies of Soviet foreign 
policy have convinced me that we have 
to be strong in order to give the Sovi
ets appropriate inducement to accept 
mutual arms reduction. 

I have been encouraged to hear that 
the President presides personally over 
the White House discussions on arms 
reductions, a practice that I under
stand to be a change from that of his 
predecessors. Likewise, I have been en
couraged to learn that the President is 
now spending more time on foreign re
lations and arms control than on all 
other subjects that occupies his time. 

I believe that, on balance, it is more 
in the interest of arms control and 
arms reduction to confirm Ambassador 
Adelman and to let this process move 
ahead than to reject Ambassador 
Adelman and send the President and 
his advisers back to the drawing board 
in search of a replacement nominee. 

The entire process relating to this 
confirmation I think has focused nec
essary attention on this issue. There 
has been extensive debate on this floor 
on whether it is appropriate to send 
someone or other some message or 
other, and it may be that the Senate 
sends messages that ought not to be 
sent or sends conflicting messages. But 
I believe it is our function in this nom
ination process to advise the adminis
tration on how we feel, and there is a 
significant impact resulting from all of 
the discussions which many of us have 
with the key people of the administra
tion, including the President. 

I am concerned about challenges to 
the President's leadership in the field 
of international relations. I am con
cerned about the status in El Salvador, 
although I insisted, along with my col
leagues on the Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee, on tight restrictions as 
a precondition to aid there. 

I am concerned about the situation 
in Nicaragua. 

I am concerned about the MX mis
sile. While I am supportive of the ad
ministration generally on arms ex
penditures, I voted against the rough
ly $990 million for the MX last year 
because there was no plan of deploy
ment. 

I am concerned about the discussion 
on the freeze, which is complicated, 
and I shall not digress into that at this 
time. 

It is important that the Soviet 
Union not misunderstand what is hap
pening in the United States on any of 
these issues and especially on the issue 
of Ambassador Adelman's confirma
tion. 

There is value in supporting the 
President, although our system, in my 
judl;ment, derives its greatest strength 
from discussions like these and from 
disagreements with the President, 
even on matters of international af
fairs and foreign policy, where the ex
ecutive branch has the paramount re
sponsibility under the Constitution. 

Our strength is derived from these 
discussions. When we come to a con
clusion and a consensus, it is an agree
ment freely arrived at by free men ex
pressing themselves in an independent 
way. That expresses the character of 
the country, which is 230 million free 
men and women who elect their offi
cials to the Senate and the House of 
Representatives, and the officials in 
turn exercise their independent judg
ment, which is all far different from 
the monolithic approach of the Soviet 
Union. Although we may not have 
their kind of unity or cohesiveness or 
single direction, we have much greater 
strength as a result of the processes 
we have here. 

Even though we may disagree with 
the President on a number of issues, 
we stand behind him once a decision is 
made. 

Finally, in my discussion with Am
bassador Adelman this morning, I told 
him that I was inclined to support his 
nomination but wanted his assurance 
on one important point: His commit
ment to be an advocate for arms con
trol and arms reduction. 

If you look at the way the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency 
functions and its interrelationship 
with the Defense Department, the 
State Department, the CIA, and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, it is not easy to 
see the line of authority along which 
the decisions proceed to the President 
or to delineate the responsibilities of 
potentially competing agencies. 

But as I understand the structure, 
and as it has been confirmed to me by 
the members of the executive branch 
in authority, the main function of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency Director, the position for 
which Mr. Adelman is now being con
sidered, is to be an advocate for disar
mament and arms control. That is 
somewhat different from the Joint 
Chiefs or the Defense Department 
where their bias may be somewhat 
more in favor of greater comparative 
military strength for the United 
States, although these are all relative 
because no one expects anyone to 
make unwarranted or unwise conces
sions. 

But in this mix, it is my understand
ing that the ACDA Director is sup
posed to be the advocate, and it has 
been my concern that Ambassador 
Adelman might not have the experi
ence, the stature, or the toughness to 
carry forward that line of advocacy 
within the administration. 

I asked him point blank if he was 
committed to be an advocate for disar
mament and an advocate for arms con
trol, and he said positively that he was 
and he would regard that as his mis
sion. 

The process, I think, is useful when, 
before decisions are made with finality 
or announced, that a Senator can call 
a nominee and put that kind of a ques
tion to him and get that kind of a com
mitment. I do think it has value on 
how a person will later carry on his re
sponsibility, just as a candidate for the 
Senate must take positions before a 
great many people, must face up to a 
lot of questions, must make commit
ments, and all within the realm of dis
cretion as being executed on votes, be
cause situations do change, and none 
of the commitments is binding if new 
factors should come into play. 

But just as those situations impact 
on a Senator's decisions so, I think, it 
is useful to have the kind of a conver
sation that I had with Ambassador 
Adelman this morning to impact on 
his decisions. 

In sum, I am persuaded of the Presi
dent's commitment to arms reduction. 
I have always been persuaded to that 
commitment but have been concerned 
about the intensity of his own person
al involvement, and I have been reas
sured on that subject. And I have been 
reassured on the specifics of the ad
ministration's policy and program to 
achieve arms control and arms reduc
tion. 

Based on those assurances, I believe 
the Ambassador Adelman does have 
the capability to carry out a policy, as
suming or concluding as I now do that 
that policy is clearly delineated and 
clearly defined and has sufficient af
firmative qualities to it. 

Given the assurances that Ambassa
dor Adelman considers himself an ad-
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vocate for arms reduction as well as 
arms control, I intend to vote for his 
confirmation when the roll is called at 
2 o'clock this afternoon. 

I thank the Chair and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I yield 6 
minutes to the Senator from Georgia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DANFORTH). The Senator from Georgia 
is recognized: 

Mr. NUNN. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. President, I would like to make a 

short statement on the matter of the 
nomination of Ambassador Kenneth 
Adelman for the position of Director 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency. 

There have been many statements 
by both supporters and opponents 
about Dr. Adelman's integrity and ca
pabilities. I have studied the hearing 
transcript in detail; I have read a large 
number of articles he has written over 
the years; I have discussed the hear
ings and the record with many Sena
tors involved in the process; and I 
have met personally with Dr. Adelman 
and his supporters. 

In my judgment, the record does not 
support the contention that Dr. Adel
man has compromised his integrity or 
is not a capable individual. I have read 
the factsheet circulated with summa
ries of Dr. Adelman's answers to com
mittee questions at the first hearing 
on this nomination. Several of the an
swers on this circulated sheet were not 
complete, and I ask unanimous con
sent that a more accurate summary be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
HEARING TRANSCRIPT EXCERPTS PROVIDED TO 

MEMBERS OF THE SENATE AND FuLL TRAN
SCRIPT ExCERPTS 
Circulated excerpt: Senator Pell asked 

whether nuclear war could be limited. He 
said: I just have no thoughts in that area 
... " (page 40). 

Complete excerpt: Senator PELL. Do you 
believe that war can be limited, or do you 
think both sides would then use their total 
arsenals: 

Ambassador ADELMAN. Senator Pell, I just 
have no thoughts in that area, and I will tell 
you why. I think it would be such a time of 
extreme human stress and extreme condi
tions that I think any predictions on what 
leaders around the world would do in that 
kind of situation would just not be accurate 
or not be based on anything that I know (p. 
40). 

Circulated excerpt: Senator Pell asked 
whether either side could prevail. He evaded 
an answer (pages 42 to 43). 

Complete excerpt: Senator PELL. If there 
were a full-scale exchange with the Soviet 
Union, do you believe that either country 
could survive or prevail, which would seem 
to be the current term in use, to any sub
stantial degree? 

Ambassador ADELMAN. I entirely agree 
with the President that there could be no 
clear winners in a nuclear war. 

Senator PELL. I'm delighted to believe 
that the President said that. But I thought 

the word "prevail" was creeping into the 
lexicon these days and that the Administra
tion's view was that one side or the other 
could prevail. I am delighted to hear that is 
your view and that the Administration be
lieves neither side would prevail. 

Ambassador ADELMAN. Senator, as you say, 
I have read in the newspaper about sup
posed defensive guidance leaks that have 
prevailed on prolonged nuclear war. I per
sonally have not seen that kind of defense 
guidance in the classified form. I do not 
know if the wording is correct or what the 
situation is. It has not been an area of re
sponsibility of mine at the U.N. 

Senator PELL. Would you agree that nei
ther side would prevail? 

Ambassador ADELMAN. Senator, you are 
asking me to look at a word that has been 
used in a context supposedly because of 
these newspaper reports of a defense guid
ance that I just have never seen, and you 
are asking me to judge that word in a larger 
context. I don't know what the context is. I 
trust it is an accurate reflection of what the 
defense guidance is, but I have never seen 
the context and I don't know the document 
(pages 41 to 43). 

Circulated excerpt: Senator Helms asked 
him what the United States' response would 
be if the Soviets offered to have a verifiable 
elimination of nuclear weaponry altogether. 
He responded that that thought was some
thing "I just have never thought about in 
my life ... "(pages 90-91). 

Complete excerpt: Senator HELMS. Sup
pose Ed Rowny were to get from the Soviet 
Union an offer to have a verifiable elimina
tion of nuclear weaponry altogether. What 
do you think the United States response 
would be to that? 

Ambassador ADELMAN. Senator, I would 
not be honest if I did not tell you that is a 
thought I just have never thought about in 
my life. I would have to really look at that 
and explore it. It seems a breathtaking type 
of endeavor and may we be blessed with 
such a problem in the future (pages 90-91>. 

Circulated excerpt: Senator Pell asked 
whether the societies could survive, he re
plied: ". . . so, again, I am sorry to tell you I 
just have no strong opinion" (pages 42-43). 

Complete excerpt: Senator PELL. Now, in 
the case of a full exchange, do you believe 
that either country could survive in any 
governable form? 

Ambassador ADELMAN. Senator Pell, again 
over the years I have been acquainted with 
some of the literature, but not very much of 
the literature, on those kind of scenarios 
and the pro and con, kind of looking at the 
figures back and forth. But it has not been 
an area that I personally have been engaged 
in. So, again, I am sorry to tell you I just 
have no strong opinion on that. 

Senator PELL. Would you agree with me 
that the Director of ACDA should develop 
very quickly very strong views on this sub
ject, because it is your job to be the protago
nist of the arms control and disarmament 
views? 

Ambassador ADELMAN. I think that a Di
rector of the ACDA should have very strong 
views on the structure of the arms control 
agreements, to go after the problem of in
stability in the nuclear field. I think that 
addressing the most destabilizing systems 
on both sides, like the START proposal 
does, the systems that are the most threat
ening to each side, that are most vulnerable, 
that are the land-based systems, the most 
rapid, the biggest problem in the world, I 
think that would be a very important re
sponsibility for an ACDA director. 

Circulated excerpt: Senator Pressler asked 
whether he would argue for an immediate 
resumption of the Anti-satellite talks. He re
sponded that he would have to examine 
that. (pages 78-79 and 153). 

Complete excerpt: Senator PREssLER. Do 
you agree with me that we must give arms 
control a try before military developments 
make it extremely difficult to reach a verifi
able arms control agreement? 

Ambassador ADELMAN. I do agree with you, 
Senator, that the fact that the Soviets have 
an operational ASAT capability-antisatel
lite capability-is very worrisome. It is not 
only worrisome for our national security, let 
me say, but in what Senator Cranston-to 
follow up to his remarks-it is ver~ worri
some from an arms control point of view. 

So much of our success or our prospects 
for arms control through the years have de
pended, as you know, on national technical 
means. If there is some threat to systems of 
national technical means, that will throw 
back the prospects for real reductions, for 
verification, for success in arms control sig
nificantly. 

Senator, that is not an area that I have 
looked into. It is not an area I am knowl
edgeable about at all. 

Circulated excerpt: Senator Cranston 
pressed him on the question of possible 
Soviet cheating on SALT II and Mr. Adel
man said in effect that one has to know ex
actly what the treaty requires. Asked 
whether he knows all that, he responded no 
(pages 100-101). 

Complete excerpt: Senator Cranston. 
Well, I too am astounded that you do not 
have a view of whether the Soviets are 
cheating or not. 

Ambassador ADEI.MAN. Senator Cranston, 
that is a very important subject. That is a 
very delicate subject and delicate in the 
sense that you have to look at it, what you 
have to know to answer that question is <a> 
what is the specific provisions of SALT II 
itself, <b> what is the legislative history of 
the treaty. 

In other words, did one side or another 
side make a unilateral interception of a pro
vision? Did we mean this by the intercep
tion? The other side says we accept that 
interception of that provision or do not 
accept that interception. 

Three, you would have to look at the veri
fication techniques and the verification of 
them. That is a very, at times, uncertain 
area, so you have to know what it is that 
you have agreed to. You have to know what 
it is that the other side and your side agreed 
to at the time. 

Senator CRANSTON. Do you know all that? 
Ambassador ADELMAN. No, I do not, Sena

tor (pages 100-101>. 
Circulated Excerpt: Senator Boschwitz 

pressed him on the question of Soviet ad
herence and he said that this "is not an 
issued I have a judgment about, and I just 
cannot give you a judgment if I do not have 
a judgment about it" (pages 100-102). 

Complete excerpt: Senator BoscHWITZ. In 
your judgment perhaps we should ask the 
question, has SALT II been adhered to by 
the Russians, and if not, why not? 

Ambassador ADELMAN. Senator Boschwitz, 
let me just tell you, in all frankness, that 
that is not an issue that I have dealt with at 
the U.N. It is not an issue I have a judgment 
about, and I just cannot give you a judg
ment if I do not have a judgment about it. I 
know it is very important. I would think 
that any ACDA Director, into his term, who 
had the responsibility of compliance, of ver-
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ification in his mandate, would be derelict if 
he did not know the answer to that. 

I do not think a Deputy Permanent Rep
resentative of the United States to the 
United Nations would be derelict in his re
sponsibilities if he could not answer that. I 
can assure that this is an area I would look 
into, I would be in touch with you about. It 
is going to be an important area and it is an 
important consideration. 

Senator CRANSTON. Do you know ... 
whether we have ever submitted evidence in 
the form of a complaint to the Standing 
Consultative Commission that they are vio
lating, cheating on SALT II. 

Ambassador ADELMAN. Yes (pages 102-
104). 

Circulated excerpt: Senator Cranston 
asked him whether a freeze on the testing 
and deployment of strategic nuclear weap
ons is verifiable. He replied, " . . . I do not 
know, Senator" (pages 142-143). 

Complete excerpt: Senator CRANSTON. Do 
you believe a freeze on testing and deploy
ment of U.S. and Soviet strategic weapons is 
verifiable? 

Ambassador ADELMAN. On the testing and 
deployment, I do not know Senator. I do not 
think it <a freeze) would be wise, because, 
Like I said this morning I think what we 
should really be looking at, and I would 
hope that all of the people interested in 
arms control through the years, like you 
have been with your Cranston meetings 
that I have heard about, for instance, when 
I joined the government., looking at arms 
control in a serious way, would be for real 
reductions if we can get real reductions 
(pages 142-143). 

Circulated excerpt: Senator Cranston 
asked him how submarine based cruise mis
sile limitations could be verified and he said 
that I do not have the answer (page 143). 

Complete excerpt: Senator CRANSTON. 
How would we verify cruise missile limita
tions if the Soviets follow suit with their 
cruise missiles on submarines. 

Ambassador ADELMAN. That is a technical 
question I just do not have the answer to 
now. I would be happy to look into it for 
you, Senator. I would be happy to discuss it. 

Senator CRANSTON. Well, it is highly tech
nical, but incredibly important. 

Ambassador ADELMAN. I agree with you, 
Senator. The whole question you raise 
there, Senator, on the amount of verifiabil
ity for cruise missiles and technologies in 
the future is a very essential question, and I 
think it is a question that a lot of arms con
trol will turn on (page 143). 

Circulated excerpt: Senator Pell asked 
whether he supported the Outer Space reso
lution that the Senator had sponsored in 
the North Atlantic Assembly. He said I 
would have to look at it (pages 174-176). 

Complete excerpt: Senator PELL. Do you 
have a reaction to this resolution? Would 
you be in support of it? The main thrust of 
which is, as it says, to limit the deployment 
of offensive weapons in space? 

Ambassador ADELMAN. I would really have 
to look at a resolution like that. My feeling 
is to address the problems of having the So
viets with an ASAT capability or anti-satel
lite capability is a very dangerous thing, not 
only for security but also for arms control. 
And if we could solve that problem through 
an arms control device, or help solve it 
through that, I think it is well worth ex
ploring. 

Senator PELL. But you would not be able 
to support that? You could not say you sup
port that as of now? 

Ambassador ADELMAN. Senator Pell, I 
would have to look at it. I would have to 

know the history, and I just would not want 
to give you an answer right now and have 
someone say, well this language goes against 
the Outer Space Treaty III words and, 
therefore, it is going to cause something 
else. 

I have had some experience in the U.N. at 
looking at different resolutions, and you 
have to do it on the basis of the legislative 
history on a lot of these things (pages 174-
176). 

Mr. NUNN. In my judgment, Dr. 
Adelman has demonstrated in his writ
ings, his testimony for the most part, 
and his experience that he is a bright, 
capable individual. 

Were this debate occurring at the 
beginning of the Reagan administra
tion, I have no doubt that Dr. Adel
man would be confirmed by the 
Senate with little controversy and 
would be in a position to make a real 
contribution to the administration's 
arms control policies. That is obvious
ly not the case today. 

While Dr. Adelman has the requisite 
capabilities to do a good job at ACDA 
under normal circumstances, these 
times are not normal. In my mind, 
then, the issue is not really Dr. Adel
man's integrity or his capabilities. The 
issue is the long-term best interests of 
this country in the arms control arena. 

There is a growing focus, both in 
this country and abroad, of the need 
to move arms control to the front and 
center in the search for peace and sta
bility. There is a growing pressure and 
impatience for some signs of progress 
and continuity. In fairness, the 
Reagan administration has put for
ward several sound proposals in this 
area. From the outset of this adminis
tration, however, the path to progress 
has been littered with unwarranted 
and unneeded rhetoric which has 
caused considerable controversy and 
confusion both in this country and 
abroad. For every step forward it 
seems we take two steps backward. 

Arms control in 1983 is one of our 
most important foreign policy objec
tives. More than ever before, other im
portant foreign policy and national se
curity goals are intertwined with our 
arms control proposals. Progress in 
this area, which is essential to many of 
our national security objectives, de
pends on the European citizenry, as 
well as our own, believing that this 
country's leadership is serious about 
arms control. If the European public is 
not convinced, then the European po
litical leaders are going to have diffi
culty deploying . the Pershing II and 
ground launched cruise missiles. If the 
Soviets perceive that NATO will not 
deploy those missiles, there will not be 
an intermediate range nuclear force 
agreement. If we do not reach an INF 
agreement, the prospects for START 
diminish considerably. We are in a 
battle for the hearts and minds of the 
European public as well as the Ameri
can public. It is important that our 
friends and our adversaries believe 

that U.S. arms control policies have 
broad bipartisan support with continu
ity from administration to administra
tion. The Adelman nomination and 
this debate certainly does not encour
age that belief. 

I would have preferred that Presi
dent Reagan withdraw Dr. Adelman's 
nomination without prejudice and 
nominate someone who would enjoy a 
broad bipartisan consensus. Despite 
his impressive general qualifications, 
Dr. Adelman has admitted that he is 
not a recognized expert with interna
tional standing in the arms control 
field. The President, however, as is his 
prerogative, has not withdrawn this 
nomination, and the Senate is now 
faced with deciding between two unde
sirable choices: Confirming or defeat
ing the nomination by a small margin. 
In my view, our Nation loses either 
way. 

Mr. President, I am convinced that 
there will be no success in arms con
trol unless the Soviets are firmly con
vinced that U.S. arms control policies 
have continuity and strong bipartisan 
support and will not significantly 
change in 1985 whether President 
Reagan is in office or not. This is a 
major challenge for the Reagan ad
ministration during the remainder of 
this term. 

In my judgment, the Adelman nomi
nation is a move away from this essen
tial national goal. I will, therefore, 
vote "no" on this confirmation. 

Whatever the outcome of today's 
vote, it is imperative that both the ad
ministration and Congress begin to ap
proach our national security and arms 
control policies on a bipartisan basis. 
Unless this is done, there will be little 
chance of providing continuity in our 
arms control efforts. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time to the Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. PELL. I yield 3 minutes to the 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend, the ranking member on the 
Foreign Relations Committee. 

Mr. President, I have been agonizing 
over this vote for a long time. Unfortu
nately, I have been tied up the last 
few days with the night-and-day ses
sions in the Senate Budget Committee 
and therefore have not been able to be 
on the floor to the extent that I would 
have liked to listen to the debate to 
try and help inform me on how I 
should vote on this nomination. 

As I said when I was on the floor a 
couple of days ago and had a chance 
to listen to some of the debate then, 
during that time I became involved in 
the debate and I said I felt that prob
ably this was the most important vote 
or one of the most important votes 
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that I probably will cast as a Member 
of this body. 

I listened with interest to my friend 
from Georgia and the remarks that he 
made. Generally speaking, I would like 
to associate myself with what he had 
to say. 

It seems to me that the arms control 
failure or success by the present ad
ministration is going to go a long way 
to write their chapter in history as to 
whether it was basically a good or less 
than good administration. Therefore, I 
generally in the past have given the 
support to most or all of the nominees 
that have been sent over here by not 
only this President but the previous 
one, because I do believe that general
ly speaking we should go along with 
the President's wishes. 

However, some of the remarks that 
have been made that we should give 
Mr. Adelman the stamp of approval 
just because he was sent over by the 
President, it seems to me, violates that 
very important part of our Constitu
tion that gives the Members of the 
Senate the right to look at these indi
viduals and the right of advise and 
consent. Therefore, because this is a 
very important issue, I have been 
wrestling with it long and very hard. 

About 3 weeks ago, I had a visit in 
my office for about an hour with the 
nominee. Certainly I found him to be 
a very interesting, a very articulate, 
and a very impressive man indeed. But 
I have concerns about what happened 
following his nomination to this 
highly important position by the 
President of the United States. 

I suspect, frankly, Mr. President, 
that what Mr. Adelman said in his 
second hearing in front of the Foreign 
Relations Committee was what he 
should have said and probably wanted 
to say when he was there for the first 
hearing. We all agree, including Mr. 
Adelman and his strongest supporters, 
that his testimony in the first hearing 
was a disaster in front of the Foreign 
Relations Committee which recom
mended against this nomination. 

Mr. President, I think the question 
comes that if my suspicions are cor
rect, then why was it that a man that 
we expect to sit down and bargain 
across the table with the Soviet Union 
was so inarticulate and evasive in the 
first hearing in front of the Foreign 
Relations Committee and why was he 
not as forthright and forthcoming as 
he was to most questions in the second 
hearing? I guess that is what, above 
everything else, above and beyond his 
qualifications, which are obvious and 
highly good in some areas and not 
quite so obvious or quite so good in 
others, especially with regard to expe
rience. 

But if I could ask the ranking 
member of the committee what expla
nation is there from his perspective as 
to the question that I have. Why was 
it that Mr. Adelman was so evasive, if 

that is the right term, in the first 
hearing and not evasive in the second? 
The key question I am trying to 
answer in my mind is: Was there a 
valid reason that he was not forthcom
ing and forthright in the first hearing 
as he seemed to be in the second? Can 
the Senator enlighten me at all? 

Mr. PELL. It is very hard to put one
self in the skin of another individual. 
But I think my own presumption was 
that he was nervous, certainly, with us 
on that first day, and overly cautious. 
I think he had a very hard drill with 
the administration as to how he 
should have handled himself and that 
drill was given to him after the first 
day instead of, as should have been 
the case, before. That would be my 
own explanation as to the difference. 

Mr. EXON. The answer that the 
Senator gave me confounds and com
pounds my concerns more than an
swers it. Because I would think that a 
man of his experience that had done 
considerable writing on a whole series 
of subjects would not need prompting 
or coaching on most of the questions 
that I read or heard that he was asked 
in the Senator's committee. 

In fact, my friend from Rhode 
Island asked one of the questions. I do 
not remember exactly what it was, but 
it had something to do about, "Had 
you, Mr. Adelman, thought about the 
survivability of either nation in the 
event of a nuclear exchange?" And the 
answer came back, "Well, frankly, I 
had never thought about that." 

That statement is very hard for me 
to understand because I think most 
people in the United States have 
thought about what would happen to 
this country and the whole world in 
regard to a nuclear exchange. It wor
ries me when a man said to be experi
enced says he has never thought about 
it. 

Mr. PELL. I think that is the reason 
why a majority of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee voted not to support 
the nomination, and it is also the 
reason why earlier, by a 15-to-2 vote, 
the committee voted to postpone the 
decision for a week to give the Presi
dent an opportunity to send up some
body who was more forthcoming, 
forthright, and articulate. That is, I 
think, basically the reason as to why 
that particular vote occurred the way 
it did in our committee. 

Mr. EXON. One more question, 
please. Assume that Mr. Adelman 
made a mistake. Let us say he made a 
mistake. We have all made mistakes in 
our lives. I certainly do not want to 
vote against him because of just one 
mistake on one question. 

In the view of my friend from Rhode 
Island, and I would be happy to hear 
anyone else who may be on the other 
side of this issue respond if they wish, 
was that the overriding reason that, in 
the opinion of the Senator from 
Rhode Island, the committee cast the 

negative vote in the end, or were there 
other reasons? 

Mr. PELL. That was one reason. An
other reason in my case was that I did 
not feel that he had that burning fire 
in his belly which, in my opinion, you 
should have in arms control, if you are 
going to lead that Agency. Also, I did 
not think he had the national stature 
or depth of experience in this field 
that he should have. It is a combina
tion of all of these factors which had 
to be overcome for us to support the 
President's choice, which, as the Sena
tor knows, we all like to do. 

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to my friend from 
Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have 
been listening carefully to the com
ments of my colleagues opposed to Dr. 
Kenneth Adelman who is President 
Reagan's choice to be Director of the 
Arms Control Agency, and it seems to 
me that the reasoning used by Dr. 
Adelman's opponents is complex and 
interesting. 

They say that they have met him 
and they like him. They say he is in
telligent, even brilliant. They say he 
has written impressively for many 
prestigious journals. They say he has 
had experience not only as deputy rep
resentative to the United Nations but 
also as Secretary of Defense Donald 
Rumsfeld's special assistant at the 
Pentagon. They say he would be quali
fied for any other job in the adminis
tration but this one. They say that the 
President ought to have the right to 
his choice of political appointees 
except for this one. 

Mr. President, I was puzzled by 
these arguments because of what Dr. 
Adelman's opponents do not say. To 
justify opposition to Dr. Adelman they 
would have to make more persuasive 
arguments than they have. They do 
not say he has a criminal record. They 
do not say he is mentally incompetent. 
They do not say he lacks experience in 
foreign policy and arms control. They 
do not say he has a conflict of interest. 
They do not say he is immoral. They 
do not say that he had some sort of 
secret plan to purge career officials at 
the Arms Control Agency which he 
tried to conceal in his testimony 
before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

Dr. Adelman's opponents do not say 
these things because they are not true 
and there is no evidence for any of 
them. What then is the essence of the 
case Dr. Adelman's opponents have 
made against him? 

When I listen closely, I think I can 
hear an echo of earlier debates here in 
the Senate into which Dr. Adelman's 
opponents have tried to drag him. 
First, having failed to obtain approval 
of the SALT II treaty in 1979 some 
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Senators seem to be arguing that an
other Arms Control Agency Director 
less faithful and less loyal to President 
Reagan's views will be able to lobby 
and pressure the White House toward 
the kinds of arms control policy repre
sented by the Carter administration 
and the SALT II treaty. They do not 
want Dr. Adelman, in other words, be
cause he has written against the SALT 
II treaty, and more than that he 
mocked the Carter administration's 
pathetic efforts to sell the SALT II 
treaty to the Senate in a witty and 
provocative article entitled "Rafshoon
ing the Armageddon." I have heard 
this article mentioned by Dr. Adel
man's opponents probably because by 
its tone it adds insult to the injury suf
fered by the supporters of the SALT 
II treaty here in the Senate. So this is 
one key point in the case against Dr. 
Adelman. These last 2 days have been 
a chance to refight the SALT II 
debate and to appeal for an ACDA Di
rector who will lobby the President on 
arms control and somehow reverse 
President Reagan's long-standing view 
that the SALT II treaty is fatally 
flawed and that deep reductions in 
strategic weapons must be sought in 
negotiations with the Soviet Union in
stead. 

The second key point in the oppo
nents' case against Dr. Adelman seems 
to be that he lacks the kind of experi
ence in arms control matters that his 
opponents believe is required for an 
ACDA Director. No Senator has speci
fied in detail what this great experi
ence should be that Dr. Adelman 
lacks, but I suspect what his oppo
nents have in mind is that Dr. Adel
man did not experience either the sell
ing of the SALT II treaty or the nego
tiating of this treaty. It is this lack of 
experience which his opponents are 
actually lamenting. Many of Dr. Adel
man's supporters, however, probably 
including President Reagan, count Dr. 
Adelman's nonparticipation in the sell
ing and negotiating of SALT II as one 
of his highest qualifications to serve as 
Director of ACDA. Indeed, how could 
anyone tainted with guilt by associa
tion with SALT II successfully serve 
our President who made it clear in the 
campaign against President Jimmy 
Carter that the SALT II treaty was fa
tally flawed? 

What is the evidence for my hunch 
about the case against Dr. Adelman 
that his opponents have not dared to 
state clearly and openly? The names 
they whisper as possible replacements 
are those who worked on SALT II 
during the Nixon and Ford adminis
trations or those who did not publicly 
and forthrightly oppose the ratifica
tion of the SALT II treaty 

This then is the secret hope of Dr. 
Adelman's opponents. They want us to 
vote him down and instead find some
one whose policy views are to the left 
of President Reagan. At the least they 

hope to embarrass the President and 
feed the minority perception that the 
President is not serious about arms 
control. 

I must advise Dr. Adelman's oppo
nents as chairman of the Subcommit
tee on the Constitution that they 
would find interesting reading in the 
Federalist Papers on the subject of 
why the Senate should give its advice 
and consent to Presidential appoint
ments. This is a debate we should have 
another day. And I intend to raise the 
comments of Dr. Adelman's opponents 
on that day, should it ever come, when 
another President in the distant 
future, perhaps even a member of the 
Democratic party, nominates a fanatic 
zealot for arms control at any price to 
be his Director of the Arms Control 
Agency. On that future day, I ask my 
colleagues should the Senate rise up in 
opposition and seek to replace that 
future liberal President's nominee 
with a hawk who is skeptical about 
Soviet violations of arms control 
agreements? On that day, should I live 
so long, I will read the words of Dr. 
Adelman's opponents into the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD and ask them to 
vote down that future President's 
nominee, if that is their understanding 
of our Constitution and the meaning 
of the Senate's power of confirmation 
of Presidential appointments. 

Mr. President, I will vote enthusi
astically today to confirm Dr. Adel
man who is an outstanding choice. I 
might add my personal view that the 
experience he has suffered these last 
few weeks at the hands of his critics is 
not a bad thing but a useful tempering 
experience that he may look back 
upon with fondness and relief that he 
was put to the test by the President's 
opponents and that he passed the test 
and earned greater respect, admira
tion, and sympathy than if he was a 
mere bland, noncontroversial figure in 
a field which seems to excite such pas
sion from both liberals and conserv
atives; namely, the field of arms con
trol and disarmament. 

Perhaps there was a time when arms 
control was an unpleasant subject for 
conservatives who looked only to 
America's military might to defend 
our people, but today conservatives 
must be interested in and familiar 
with arms control issues. I commend 
those Senators who have visited the 
arms control negotiation that Dr. 
Adelman will be supervising. I visited 
the MBFR, INF, START, and CSCE 
negotiations and believe more conserv
atives should do so to make plain to 
the Soviets that the Senate stands 
behind President Reagan's negotiating 
offers and will accept nothing less 
than strict verification of any agree
ments. 

I thank my colleague from Idaho. 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 

yield myself 8 minutes. 

ARMS CONTROL POLICY: WHERE HAVE WE BEEN? 
WHERE ARE WE GOING? 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, arms 
control has been a major thrust of 
U.S. foreign and defense policies for 25 
years, and a top American priority for 
the past 10. Unfortunately, notwith
standing a few notable successes, the 
results have been disappointing. The 
arms control process has not produced 
stability around the world, better rela
tions between the United States and 
the Soviet Union, enhanced security, 
or an end in the growth of nuclear 
arms. 

Today, more than ever before, dis
satisfaction with arms control is in
tense. Perhaps because of the past dis
appointments, there is an increased 
sense of urgency and pressure to nego
tiate, to reach agreement, to end the 
nuclear arms race. This pressure is 
substantial, coming as it does not only 
from Congress and the media, but 
from town meetings as well. 

The situation is critical because the 
problems associated with agreements
systems, definitions, verification, and 
so forth-are all more difficult than 
they have been at any time in the 
past. Pressing for an agreement in 
1983, or 1984, is tantamount to asking 
for more and better accomplishments 
in 1% or 2 years than were achieved in 
7 years of negotiating SALT II, when 
the issues were technologically less 
difficult. 

Mr. President, the arms control 
process is not working, as I will show. 
And, when business as usual is not 
working, it is time for change. I believe 
we need to take a hard look at the 
past, preserve what is good, and intro
duce some new ideas-ideas that take 
into account why the past approach 
has failed. 

Today, as we consider the nomina
tion of Dr. Kenneth Adelman to head 
the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, it is an especially good time to 
review this past and suggest some im
provements. In reviewing the past, one 
of the agreements I will bring up is 
the little known basic principles of re
lations, which was part of SALT I and 
SALT II. In this agreement, both sides 
agreed not to seek to gain unilateral 
advantage. 

But, if there is a common thread to 
the Soviet approach to arms control, it 
has been to gain unilateral advantage, 
beginning with the first arms control 
initiative, the nuclear test moratori
um. As I will discuss, this has also 
been the case with the Threshhold 
Test Ban, the ABM Treaty, the Inter
im Agreement, SALT II, the Geneva 
Protocol, and the Biological and 
Toxins Weapons Conventions. Soviet 
violations and circumventions have de
stroyed all of the basic objectives we 
had in entering into these treaties. 

Clearly, the horrible consequences 
associated with today's weapons of war 
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are of such a magnitude that in spite 
of the past disappointments, we 
cannot afford to discard the process. 
But changes are definitely called for. I 
believe Dr. Adelman has the wisdom 
to identify and retain the positive as
pects and the imagination and courage 
to identify and put forth new initia
tives. 

Mr. President, the problem of com
pliance has to be dealt with as a 
matter of highest priority. I also 
would like to remind the Senate of the 
seven most militarily significant viola
tions and circumventions, to which Dr. 
Adelman will surely give his intense 
attention. These seven Soviet viola
tions are: 

First, Soviet deployment of heavy 
ICBM's replacing light ICBM's, ena
bling them to quintuple their counter
force capability. 

Second, Soviet ICBM rapid reload/ 
refire, stockpiling of extra missiles, 
covert soft launch, and mobile ICBM 
capability, circumventing all SALT 
launcher ceilings, and also adding a 
strategic reserve with strong counter
force capabilities. 

Third, Soviet flight-testing of two 
new type ICBM's, in violation of SALT 
II, which adds to an already over
whelming counterforce capability. 

Fourth, Soviet violation of the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty in militari
ly significant ways, which also adds to 
their counterforce capability. 

Fifth, Soviet development of a na
tionwide ABM defense, through their 
construction of ABM battle-manage
ment radars, three types of SAM's for 
ABM mode use, and a mobile or rapid
ly deployable new ABM in mass pro
duction. All of these capabilities give 
the Soviets a real ABM breakout capa
bility. 

Sixth, Soviet violation of the biologi
cal warfare and chemical weapons con
ventions. 

Seventh, Soviet deployment of of
fensive weapons to Cuba, in violation 
of the Kennedy-Khrushchev agree
ment of 1962. 

President Reagan himself has ac
cused the Soviets of four of the above 
arms control violations. The Scrow
croft MX Commission report men
tioned one, Dr. Henry Kissinger has 
referred to one as "sharp practice," 
and the Defense Department has ex
pressed concern over one. 

Another requirement in looking 
toward the future that I will discuss is 
patience. The rush to seek agreement 
for immediate political gains has di
rectly contributed to the failure of 
SALT I and SALT II. Certainly, if 
there is any quality Dr. Adelman has 
displayed over the past few months, it 
is that of patience-and, to his great 
credit, I might add. 

I will also propose several major new 
initiatives to help deal with the diffi
cult question of verification, and I will 
strongly support the need to focus 
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much more attention on how wars 
start, that we may better prevent their 
occurrence. Dr. Adelman's training in 
political affairs and his impressive 
writings prepare him eminently well to 
lead serious efforts in these areas. 

Above all, the arms control process 
needs leadership and direction on a 
continuing, day-to-day basis. Someone 
who is mindful of the past and realis
tic about the future. I believe that Dr. 
Adelman fits that bill and should be 
confirmed by the Senate. 

Mr. President, with this brief intro
duction, I would like to turn now and 
review the accomplishments of our 
past arms control efforts with the 
Soviet Union. 

The 1958 nuclear test moratorium 
can be taken as the first real United 
States-Soviet arms control agreement. 
This informal agreement was actually 
just a succession of unilateral public 
statements in which both sides agreed 
to cease nuclear testing. This morato
rium lasted until September 1, 1961, 
when the Soviets unilaterally resumed 
atmospheric nuclear testing with the 
most extensive series of nuclear tests 
the world has ever experienced, in
cluding tests at high altitude and 
yields in excess of 50 megatons. 

In examining this Soviet breakout of 
the moratorium, three observations 
are worth making. 

First, it is highly probable that the 
Soviets intended to violate the agree
ment from the beginning. The tests 
were too extensive, too well planned, 
and too great an extension of the prior 
art to be viewed as a mere Soviet de
fensive move undertaken in response 
to French atomic tests in early 1961. 

Second, the United States knew in 
advance that the Soviets were going to 
resume testing, but did nothing to pre
pare the United States to respond 
either with its own test series or with 
a propaganda barrage. It was not until 
some time after the Soviet test series 
was finished that the United States 
decided to resume atmospheric testing, 
which it did in April1962. 

The third observation concerns the 
arms control protest responsg in the 
U.S. media. President Kennedy had 
expected an outpouring of U.S. media 
protest when the Soviets broke the 
moratorium and was surprised when 
only a dribble came forth. The U.S. 
outcry did not emerge until the United 
States decided to resume testing the 
following spring. 

The moratorium enabled the Soviets 
to leapfrog ahead of the United States 
in the design of high-yield weapons 
and to gain critical knowledge of 
weapon effects associated with high 
altitude explosions. At that time, high
yield designs were important to over
come accuracy deficiencies associated 
with the attack of hardened targets. 
Understanding the effects of high alti
tude nuclear explosions since has been 
determined to be very significant in 

designing ballistic missile defenses and 
in assessing the vulnerability of elec
tronics and the changes in communi
cation propagation paths caused by 
the high-altitude burst electromagnet
ic pulse phenomena. 

The second United States-Soviet 
arms control agreement was the 1962 
Kennedy-Khrushchev Cuba agree
ment. On October 27, 1962, Khru
shchev proposed "to remove those 
weapons from Cuba which you regard 
as offensive weapons." In his response, 
President Kennedy made it quite clear 
that the weapons not only be removed, 
but "further introduction be halted." 
The "weapons" not only referred to 
bombers and missiles, but troops as 
well. As had been acknowledged by 
Khrushchev the previous day, "troops 
are by Soviet definition offensive 
weapons." Finally, Kennedy stated 
that the series of letters should be re
garded "as firm undertakings on the 
part of both our Governments." 

While there is some doubt as to 
whether or not all the Soviet offensive 
missiles and bombers were actually re
moved at the time, there is no doubt 
that since then, Cuba has been trans
formed into a Soviet military base that 
is now as significant a danger to the 
United States as it was about to 
become in the fall of 1962, perhaps 
more significant. The offensive mili
tary capabilities that have been intro
duced gradually into Cuba include a 
combat military brigade that could be 
specially trained Spetsnaz forces for 
sabotage, special operations, or nucle
ar weapons security forces; nuclear 
submarine docking and supply facili
ties, expanded air base facilities; and 
associated basing and operations of re
connaissance and, more importantly, 
nuclear capable aircraft, namely Mig-
23's and TU-95 Bear bombers. 

Cuba also has been turned into the 
main base-or revolutionary center to 
use Soviet terminology-for training 
revolutionary forces and exporting 
these forces and equipment to Central 
America and throughout the Caribbe
an. Cuban intelligence, totally a Soviet 
KGB surrogate, has been identified as 
active in intelligence operations within 
the United States and in supplying 
heroin and other illegal drugs to crimi
nals in the United States. 

In the fall of 1963, a formal agree
ment banning all atmospheric tests, 
the Limited Test Ban Treaty, was 
signed and ratified. The objectives 
were to stop polluting the atmosphere 
and to put a cap on the development 
of high-yield designs. Underground 
testing was permitted provided that no 
radioactive debris would be allowed to 
escape into the atmosphere and be 
carried across national boundaries. 

Since the treaty went into effect, the 
United States has had one case of 
minor "venting" of debris that was de
posited locally and did not pass any 
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national boundaries. In contrast, the theater nuclear systems, all of which 
Soviet Union has repeatedly vented- were canceled. 
30 known times-with sufficient inten- During this same period of time, the 
sity that the radioactive debris was 1960's, the Soviets deployed their first 
carried beyond the Soviet boundaries. significant array of strategic nuclear 
The United States has repeatedly com- systems. This deployment was well un
plained, but with no apparent effect. derway in 1964. It was sufficiently 

These are serious incidents, but ·massive that Secretary Clifford in his 
public statements and discussions have last speech as Secretary of Defense in 
never raised the level of public under- January 1969, warned that the Soviet 
standing of the nature of the threat or Union would surpass the United States 
the extent of the Soviet violations. in strategic nuclear capability later 
Our reactions, Soviet disdain, and our that year. This change in the balance 
almost total failure to pursue the obvi- was also reflected in President Nixon's 
ous patterns, have nearly rendered the shift from having strategic superiority 
treaty void on one side. While we have as an objective, one that he cam
adhered to it, they certainly have not. paigned for in 1968, to a "sufficiency" 

Throughout the 1960's, the most sig- objective in March 1969. 
nificant nuclear arms control efforts The U.S. policy in the 1960's of let
were unilateral American initiatives. ting the Soviets catch up and attain 
In this time frame, we greatly expand- strategic parity had been achieved by 
ed our nuclear capability with the de- 1969. Additional expansion of Soviet 
ployment of 1,000 Minuteman missiles theater nuclear capability followed 
and 41 Polaris submarines with 656 and later, in the mid to late 1970's 
missiles. both their strategic and theater nucle-

But, these deployments should not ar capabilities were still further ex
be allowed to mask the more dominant panded-U.S. unilateral restraint in 
long-range actions that were undertak- both areas notwithstanding. 
en in the early 1960's to "put the nu- The last significant arms control 
clear genie back in the bottle." action in the 1960's, again, a unilateral 

The Minuteman and Polaris deploy- U.S. action, came in November 1969 
ments were mainly the last vestige of when President Nixon renounced the 
momentum of the nuclear weapons use of biological weapons and declared 
programs of the 1950's. The Minute- that the United States would destroy 
man deployment actually was a signifi- its stockpile of such agents and weap
cant cutback from what had been pre- ons. This action was extended in Feb
viously planned and funded. The pro- ruary 1970 to include toxins. Within 2 
curement was to have been 4,000 mis- years, the Soviet Union and the 
siles. This was cut back to 1,000 mis- United States, and a variety of other 
siles, which was selected as the small- nations, signed the Biological and 
est number Secretary McNamara felt Toxin Weapons Convention, which 
he could get through Congress and get went into effect in March 1975. By 
the Air Force to accept. The Polaris that time, the United States had al
program also was cut back somewhat. / ready destroyed all its stocks of biolog-

Also, beginning in 1964, the United ical and toxin agents and weapons, al
States shut down 10 nuclear weapons though some minor quantities were 
material production reactors, explicit- later learned to have been retained in
ly to limit the availability of critical advertantly by the CIA. This action 
nuclear material, and in that manner, was accompanied by parallel unilateral 
place a ceiling on the future size to disarming actions by the United States 
which the U.S. nuclear stockpile could in the chemical warfare area that left 
expand. At about the same time, the the United States essentially unarmed 
new B-70 strategic bomber that was to in the chemical area by 1975. The 
have succeeded the B-52 was canceled. United States now has no offensive bi
And finally, weapon system design ef- ological or toxin capability, essentially 
forts having first strike capabilities, no chemical offensive capability, and 
for example high yield and high accu- very weak defenses to use to counter
racy, were discouraged, along with act a Soviet biological or chemical 
ABM development efforts. attack. 

In addition to these "strategic" ac- What few people know is that the 
tions, there also was a strong effort to 1969 U.S. decision to disarm unilateral
"put the theater nuclear genie back in ly had been preceded by a secret, 
the bottle." Immediately following Soviet invitation for mutual restraint 
President Kennedy's inauguration, the in chemical and biological warfare 
NATO policy review group was formed that was passed to President Nixon via 
to review and revise U.S. theater nu- a Soviet double agent. This deceptive 
clear policy. The thrust of the new invitation was responsible for the 
policy, officially adopted in late April President's decision. 
1961, was to shift NATO strategy and However, notwithstanding this 
capability from nuclear to convention- Soviet invitation and the U.S. disarm
a! defense. The implementing actions ing initiatives, beginning in roughly 
had significant impact on personnel, 1972 the Soviets began a major expan
deployments, posture, plans, technical sion of their chemical, biological, and 
assistance to allies, and especially on toxin research, development, produc
the development of new tactical and tion, and testing programs. Then, in 

the late 1970's the Soviets are believed 
to have employed and assisted others 
in employing lethal chemical agents 
and toxins in Southeast Asia and Af
ghanistan in direct violation of both 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the 
1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons 
Convention. Finally, in 1979, it became 
apparent that the Soviets were con
tinuing to manufacture and store bio
logical warfare agents, also in deliber
ate violation of the 1972 convention. 

The Soviet Union has denied all 
charges of violations in Southeast Asia 
and Afghanistan. Moreover, in retalia
tion the Soviet Union countercharged 
that the United States was the source 
of the contaminants and, further, that 
we ar~experimenting with biological 
warfare in Afghanistan. Further, the 
Soviet Union has obstructed the 
United Nations efforts to investigate. 

In sum, the United States has been 
able to do nothing other than raise 
the issue through a series of de
marches and, after those proved inef
fective, through public complaints, 
that have been equally ineffective. 

This is the only situation in which 
the top U.S. leadership have explicitly, 
unanimously, and publically accused 
the Soviets of deliberate arms control 
violations. It is interesting that this 
also is the only area where the United 
States, in entering into the treaty, ac
knowledged that means of verification 
were totally inadequate and then dis
counted the need to verify, perhaps 
because the United States previously 
had decided to disarm unilaterally and 
perhaps because, as stated during the 
hearings on the treaty, the weapons 
were not considered strategically sig
nificant. This, of course, was mislead
ing because at that time, eminent sci
entists privately and publically warned 
that developments in the new field of 
genetic engineering soon would make 
biological and toxin weapons very stra
tegically significant. 

The major watershed in United 
States-Soviet nuclear arms control 
agreements in the 1970's came in May 
1972, an election year, when SALT I 
and the basic principles of relations 
were signed in Moscow. SALT I had 
two parts, the ABM Treaty and the In
terim Agreement. The ABM Treaty 
was to limit each party to two ABM 
deployment areas, later reduced to 
one, and to limit ABM technology de
velopment. The Interim Agreement 
was to limit competition in offensive 
strategic arms for 5 years while fur
ther negotiations were conducted. 
Competition was to be limited by plac
ing a ceiling on the number of ICBM 
and SLBM launchers and by limiting 
conversion of light launchers into 
launchers for modern heavy ICBM's. 
In addition, both sides agreed not to 
interfere with the national means of 
technical verification, and not to use 
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deliberate concealment measures to 
impede verification. 

Before examining Soviet and U.S. ac
tions covered by these two agreements 
over the ensuing years, it is useful first 
to consider the third agreement, the 
Declaration of Basic Principles of Re
lations that was signed 3 days after 
SALT I, but which is usually ignored
it is not even contained in the annual 
Arms Control Agency's "arms control 
and disarmament agreement" publica
tion-even though it is explicity cited 
in the preamble of subsequent agree
ments, such as the prevention of nu
clear war agreement and SALT II. 

In the declaration of basic principles 
of relations, the United States and the 
Soviet Union, among other things, 
agreed to "do their utmost to avoid 
military confrontation" and to "exer
cise restraint." The declaration clearly 
states: 

Both sides recognize that efforts to obtain 
unilateral advantage at the expense of the 
other, directly or indirectly, are inconsistent 
with these objectives. 

The parties agreed to "continue to 
make special efforts to limit strategic 
armaments." 

Furthermore, they agreed "to pro
mote conditions in which all countries 
will live in peace and security and will 
not be subject to outside interference 
in their internal affairs." This certain
ly lays the basis for valid subsequent 
concern over diplomatic "linkage." 
Good behavior is explicitly called for 
in the SALT I Declaration of Basic 
Principles of Relations. This declara
tion is very important to consider in 
deciding how to interpret possible vio
lations or circumventions, as well as 
other misbehavior of concern. 

In interpreting the various Soviet ac
tions as violations or circumventions, 
two additional important consider
ations are the significance of the ac
tions and whether they relate to the 
spirit or letter of the treaty. 

If an action is not militarily signifi
cant, is it still important? The prob
lem, of course, is the word "signifi
cant." To many articulate and influen
cial experts in the arms control area, 
very little at present is militarily sig
nificant because the levels of arma
ments are so high. Anything over a 
few hundred weapons is deemed insig
nificant according to this view. 

This view is then directly carried 
over into verification and specifically 
into the "adequacy" or "sufficiency" 
of the verification, where adequacy 
and sufficiency are determined by 
one's beliefs concerning "significance." 
In the minimum deterrence view, veri
fication is really a nonproblem; several 
thousand warheads more or less is in
significant. 

Equally subjective is the question of 
whether it is the letter or the spirit of 
the agreement that the signatories 
should be held accountable for, and in 
the case of spirit, this would include 

how unilateral statements should be 
treated. Some of the most serious 
problems or disagreements that have 
arisen have been questions of interpre
tation, questions of "sharp negotiating 
practices," and negotiating "decep
tion." 

One school of thought is that the 
spirit of an arms control agreement is 
a U.S. invention, and something to 
which the Soviets cannot be held ac
countable. On the other hand, in most 
cases, it is clear that the Soviets were 
aware of the U.S. concerns, knew at 
the time they would be violated and 
kept silent or deliberately misled 
American negotiators. Is this in keep
ing with the basic principles of rela
tions, specifically the principles of co
operation and no efforts to obtain uni
lateral advantage? 

Either way, from the American 
point of view in evaluating the entire 
arms control process, what has to be 
most important is the extent to which 
our national security interests are 
being served and safeguarded. If objec
tives are not met, if the treaty in ret
rospect is regarded as a bad bargain, 
then, the entire process is placed at 
risk. 

Therefore, in the following review of 
United States and Soviet action under 
SALT I, and later under SALT II, the 
criteria for evaluation is the combina
tion of military significance, specific 
treaty terms, and the basic principles 
of cooperation, mutual restraint, and 
no efforts to gain unilateral advantage 
as agreed to in the 1972 declaration of 
basic principles of relations. 

Following the SALT I agreement, 
the United States scrupulously com
plied with all aspects of the ABM and 
the interim agreement. The main issue 
raised by the Soviets concerned small 
environmental covers placed over Min
uteman silos for weather protection 
purposes. These were removed follow
ing Soviet complaints. 

The situation with Soviet actions 
was not as simple; nor were their reac
tions to U.S. complaints so responsive. 
There have been a variety of technical 
treaty violations by the Soviet Union, 
including failure to stay within the 
upper limit on launchers allowed, de
ployment of ICBM's in disallowed 
areas, for example, SS-ll's at SS-4 
sites and operational SS-9's at test 
ranges, opening a new ABM test range 
without prior notification, and testing 
three air defense systems-both radars 
and missiles-in an ABM mode. 

Most of these technical violations do 
not appear to be of any immediate sig
nificance, although some people might 
question the illegal basing of SS-9 and 
SS-11 missiles and the testing of air 
defense systems in an ABM mode as 
not only strategically significant, but 
also as a major threat to stability. Part 
of the problem in assessing signifi
cance in such cases, is that the signifi
cance really may not be apparent until 

a much later time. This is especially 
true in regard to testing air defense 
systems in an ABM mode. If the test 
leads to subsequent models that have 
a significant capability against ICBM 
or SLBM warheads, the basis for ana
tionwide defense is established. And, 
with the recent tests of the SAM-12 in 
an ABM mode, this is exactly what ap
pears to have happened. 

The SAM-12 is a new mobile air de
fense system that has been tested in 
an ABM mode. This system has been 
tested against IRBM's and MRBM's 
and has been assessed as effective 
against pershing and missiles aboard 
Poseidon and Trident submarines. The 
SAM-12 is expected to go into produc
tion shortly and have an initial operat
ing capability in the mid-1980's. With 
the SAM-12, the Soviets have a rela
tively cheap ABM system that can be 
proliferated. As a replacement for cur
rent air defense systems, this suggests 
the procurement of thousands of dis
crete point defense systems, which 
when internetted may provide an ef
fective nationwide BMD capability. 
Because it is mobile, it is essentially 
covert and nontargetable, which is 
precisely as called for in the classified 
Soviet general staff literature in the 
late 1960's. 

The seriousness of this Soviet viola
tion of the ABM Treaty is further in
creased by two additional Soviet ac
tions that, if correctly analyzed, also 
could be very significant violations. 
These are the construction of radars 
with assessed battle management ca
pability at five locations and the ap
parent development of a rapidly de
ployable mobile ABM. Together, they 
also could provide a second base for a 
nationwide ABM capability. 

These combined developments mean 
the Soviets should be expected to have 
a two-layered nationwide BMD capa
bility coming into existence within 5 
years. And, as the Soviets themselves 
have stated, the development of a na
tionwide ABM capability would be a 
most strategically significant develop
ment, one that would have major 
impact on the balance of power. In the 
just released bipartisan Scrowcroft 
Commission report on strategic pro
grams, there are three references to 
the Soviet capability to now breakout 
of the ABM Treaty. 

The most significant Soviet violation 
or circumvention, labeled a "sharp 
practice" by Henry Kissinger, was the 
Soviet deployment of their new SS-19 
missile, clearly a heavy missile as de
fined by SALT I, as a replacement for 
the light SS-11 missile. This has been 
acknowledged as significant by numer
ous top U.S. officials, as clearly out
side the spirit of the agreement, and, 
as revealed in reports from sensitive 
intelligence sources, to have been 
known and considered by the Soviet 
officials during the negotiations-spe-
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cifically in stonewalling U.S. efforts to 
define "light" and "heavy" and in not 
responding to U.S. unilateral state· 
ments. Indeed, Soviet statements ac· 
tively misled the United States about 
the SS-19. 

Through this action more than any 
other, the Soviet Union achieved sub· 
stantial unilateral advantage in offen· 
sive strategic nuclear capabilities 
during the 1970's. It is hard to view 
this action as in any sense being con· 
sistent with the basic principles of re· 
lations or with U.S. arms control ob· 
jectives. 

The final Soviet indiscretion during 
the SALT I Agreement, was a steady 
increase in the use of deliberate cam· 
ouflage, concealment, and deception 
designed to interfere with our national 
technical means of verification. The 
known measures employed include 
camouflage of ICBM testing, produc· 
tion, and deployement; concealment of 
ballistic missile submarine construe· 
tion and berthing, including the 
famous "rubber submarine"; and the 
encryption of missile telemetry. 

Because the treaty forbids new con· 
cealment and deception practices, not 
continuation·of·old practices, one can 
argue that all the preceding examples 
were merely continuation of prior 
practices and do not constitute viola· 
tions. One also can argue that the pre· 
ceding examples were not violations 
because national technical means are 
not defined and because the Soviet 
Union still considers U.S. satellite sur· 
veillance as illegal spying. 

However, there is no question about 
what the United States meant during 
the negotiations, and the importance 
the United States places on verifiabil· 
ity. Consequently, it is difficult to 
label these Soviet actions as anything 
other than significant violations of the 
basic principles of relations and of 
SALT I, particularly because they 
gradually and increasingly have been 
expanded over the ensuring years, a 
Soviet practice that will be discussed 
further under SALT II. 

The second major nuclear arms con· 
trol agreement of the 1970's was the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty, which 
limited underground nuclear tests to a 
maximum yield of 150 kilotons. Since 
the treaty yield limit went into effect 
in 1976, the Soviets are reported to 
have conducted over 15 tests in excess 
of the 150·kiloton threshold. In two re· 
ported cases, even the lower uncertain· 
ty bound on the yield calculation was 
in excess of 150 kilotons, with one re· 
ported to have been 400 kilotons, 
grossly in excess of the prescribed 
limit. 

The United States has repeatedly 
complained, but to no avail. The Sovi· 
ets continue to maintain that there 
have been no violations; and, the Sovi· 
ets turned down the U.S. proposal to 
allow on site inspection at each others 

test sites to help resolve the compli· 
ance disagreement. 

The last event of the 1970's was 
SALT II. Negotiations began in No· 
vember 1972, and ended with the sign· 
ing of the agreement in Vienna on 
June 18, 1979. The principal U.S. ob· 
jectives were to correct the launcher 
number inequalities registered in 
SALT I, establish equal limits on the 
number of strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles, begin to reduce those num· 
bers, and restrain further qualitative 
developments that might threaten 
future stability. 

SALT II negotiations encountered 
numerous difficulties in trying to deal 
with different forces, systems, and 
concepts. Trying to corral the entire 
panoply of Soviet delivery vehicles, 
and do so in a manner that was verifia· 
ble, perhaps was the treaty's undoing. 
And when SALT II was presented to 
the Senate for its advice and consent, 
it quickly became apparent that the 
treaty was in trouble. 

Before considering the U.S. and 
Soviet actions under SALT II, it is 
worth reviewing the main reasons why 
the Senate and the public would not 
support the treaty, which then caused 
the President to defer its active con· 
sideration. First, the treaty was simply 
too complex, and exactly those factors 
that made the treaty complex were 
such that a party not wanting to be 
constrained by the treaty, was not. 
The loopholes were said to be suffi· 
ciently large to drive a Mack truck 
through. This was judged especially 
important to those who opposed the 
treaty because of the actions by the 
Soviet Union that were clearly outside 
the spirit of SALT I, such as SS-19 de· 
ployment, SAM testing in ABM modes, 
and increased use of concealment and 
deception measures. 

The consensus was that SALT I had 
been to the disadvantage of the United 
States, and that SALT II put no signif· 
icant constraints on the Soviets and 
was even more disadvantageous to 
America. 

The feeling of inequality, which was 
made a major public issue by the com· 
mittee on the present danger, was 
heightened by a growing concern over 
the general misbehavior of the Soviet 
Union. 

By 1979, it was clear that SALT I did 
not stop the buildup in Soviet nuclear 
capability. This buildup took on an es· 
pecially ominous character with the 
deployment of the SS-18 and SS-19 
missiles and the newly revised assess· 
ments of Soviet missile accuracy, both 
of which raised concerns of Soviet first 
strike intentions and potential. 

It was also clear that detente, SALT 
I, and SALT II had not resulted in im· 
proved U.S.·Soviet relations or in a 
more peaceful, secure world. Soviet in· 
stigation and active support of revolu· 
tionary movements in Third World 
areas :=tnd sabotage of U.S. relations 

with those countries, had taken on a 
new and greatly expanded dimension 
in the 1970's. The declaration of basic 
principles of relations notwithstand· 
ing, there certainly was no diplomatic 
"linkage" in the Soviet mind, or at 
least not the type the United States 
had expected to be associated with de· 
tente and continued arms control ne· 
gotiation, as spelled out in the declara· 
tion. 

The three events that sealed the 
fate of SALT II, at least up to the 
present, were first, the revealing in 
July and August 1979, of the presence 
of a combat brigade in Cuba; second, 
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 
December 1979; and 2 months later, 
the revealing of a large scale anthrax 
accident that had taken place at 
Sverdlovsk the previous April and that 
indicated that the Soviets were active· 
ly violating the biological and toxin 
weapons convention that had taken 
effect only 4 years earlier. And, woven 
in amongst these "indiscretions," was 
the emergence of evidence that strong· 
ly suggested that the Soviets were vio· 
lating or circumventing SALT I in the 
variety of ways mentioned earlier. 

All the above, coupled with the prob· 
lems of the SALT II treaty language 
itself, caused the administration and 
the proposed treaty to lose credibility. 

SALT II, although not officially 
withdrawn from Senate consideration, 
was set aside and the treaty has yet to 
be ratified. Consequently, there is con· 
siderable question of how to view 
Soviet and U.S. actions following sign· 
ing of the treaty. Are violations chal· 
lengeable or not? 

At times, there have been questions 
whether either the Soviet Union or 
the United States felt bound by the 
treaty. The U.S. policy is not to under· 
cut SALT II as long as the Soviets 
show equal restraint. The Soviets are 
not known to have made a high·level 
commitment to observe SALT II, but 
have informally indicated they have 
been complying with the terms of the 
treaty. 

Rather than get lost in the legal 
morass, or likewise in the technicali· 
ties of the treaty itself, it seems more 
useful to examine subsequent actions 
as indications of intentions and for the 
lessons that possibly can be drawn. 

The United States has clearly com· 
plied with all aspects of the SALT II 
treaty. Internal DOD directives ad· 
dress all the terms and insure that de· 
velopers and planners understand that 
they are as constrained by the terms 
of SALT II as much as they would be 
had it been ratified. Numerous specific 
actions regarding deployed weapon 
systems have been taken that further 
reflect this adherence. 

With the Soviet actions, again, sever· 
al major concerns have arisen. The ac· 
tions of greatest concern have been 
rapid reload and refire exercises of the 
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SS-18 missile; concealed deployment 
of banned mobile SS-16 missiles at the 
Plesetsk Test Range; deployment of 
long range air-to-surface cruise mis
siles on TU-95 Bear intercontinental 
bombers and on Backfire bombers, 
which greatly increases their intercon
tinental attack capability; almost total 
encryption of the telemetry associated 
with the testing of all significant mis
siles:. development of two new types of 
ICBM's; testing of a new mobile air de
fense system, SAM-12, in an ABM 
mode; further increased strategic cam
ouflage, concealment, and deception 
designed to interfere with the U.S. na
tional means of technical verification; 
and finally, evidence of direct attack 
on one of the U.S. national technical 
means with blinding laser radiation. 

The implications of this panoply of 
Soviet indiscretions are quite simple: 
Verification of Soviet compliance is 
now an obvious major problem for the 
United States. More and more, it ap
pears that the arms control process 
has had little effect on Soviet nuclear 
weapons programs, and the declara
tion of basic principles of relations is 
clearly ineffective and inoperative. 

Verification is a major problem for 
two main reasons. First, the telemetry 
encryption prevents accurate assess
ments of Soviet missile capabilities, 
such as range and payload. In terms of 
capabilities, this is significant. 

For example, Soviet telemetry en
cryption prevents assessment of criti
cal SS-20 parameters. We cannot 
assess whether the SS-20, whose de
ployment continues, has an interconti
nental capability. There is consider
able disagreement over the SS-20 
range-it could be greater than the 
5,000-km range that is most often asso
ciated with it. A mere 10-percent in
crease would put the SS-20 into the 
SALT II ICBM category. The missile 
range clearly becomes intercontinental 
if the payload is reduced to one war
head. And, in this regard, it is impor
tant to recall that each of the three 
warheads said to make up the current 
SS-20 payload is larger than most 
Minuteman warheads. It is also an 
intercontinental missile if it is de
ployed northward into the Kola Pe
ninsula or Kamchatka area, from 
which the missile can reach most of 
the United States. 

The SS-20, with either 1, 2, or 3 war
heads, could be an excellent land
based strategic reserve, and also could 
play a major role in a Soviet surprise 
first strike because of its ability to 
launch out of unexpected areas, thus 
confusing the defense satellite warn
ing system. Moreover, there is no 
target base in Europe that comes even 
close to justifying the system, both in 
terms of quantity and quality. 

The second problem of verification is 
the result of mobile missiles, the SS-
16, SS-20, and perhaps the most 
recent PL-5, which is described as an 

intercontinental mobile missile follow
on to the SS-20 or SS-16. Since the 
early 1960's, the Soviets have stressed 
the need for mobile missiles for surviv
ability. Because of their ability to 
change location and their relative ease 
of concealment and camouflage, sur
vivability is achieved because the 
enemy cannot effectively find and 
target the missiles. 

This makes verification a serious 
problem in two ways: First, the mis
siles are almost impossible to find and, 
hence, to verify. Verification of pro
duction probably is even harder. 
Second, they bring into question the 
SALT I practice whereby counting 
silos was considered tantamount to 
counting launchers, and that, in turn, 
to counting mjssiles. In this latter 
sense, mobile missiles do not make ver
ification more difficult, they only 
make non-silo-based missiles more dif
ficult to ignore. Now, to verify the 
number of strategic offensive missiles, 
it becomes necessary to recognize and 
account for the thousands of extra 
missiles known to exist but not con
tained in the silos. Further, it will be 
difficult to estimate with credibility 
quantities of mobile missiles merely by 
counting buildings within which they 
are "believed" to be stored. 

The two new Soviet ICBM's PL-4 
and PL-5, are also significant in that 
they further support the argument 
that the arms control process has not 
had any appreciable effect on the 
Soviet arms development process or 
schedule. The Soviet system continues 
to turn out new and improved capabili
ties, contrary to U.S. expectations for 
the strategic arms limitation process. 

Nor are the Soviet developments the 
result of a "mindless momentum," 
often attributed to the Soviet system. 
The capabilities that emerge are well 
designed and carefully planned to sup
port Soviet military doctrine in an ef
ficient and coherent manner. About 
the only thing they do not fit is the 
U.S. mirror image doctrine often at
tributed to them. 

In addition to the above actions that 
can be considered as challenging, if 
not conflicting with the terms of the 
SALT II treaty, all the Soviet actions 
in areas that contributed to the defer
ral of the treaty from active Senate 
consideration in 1980 have continued 
through 1983 and, in most cases, have 
become all the more alarming. In the 
case of Cuba, nuclear capable aircraft 
<Mig-23's and TU-95 Bear bombers) 
are now based and being staged 
through the island. Nuclear subma
rines of the Golf and Echo class have 
been identified at the Cienfuegos Sub 
Base. 

The Soviet war against Afghanistan 
continues. The use of toxin and lethal 
chemical weapons in Laos, Kampu
chea, and Afghanistan has been inten
sified. Most recently, there has been 
the Soviet invasion threat and imposi-

tion of martial law in Poland and asso
ciated restrictions in individual free
doms, which is only one of a continu
ing succession of blatant violations by 
the Soviet Union of the Helsinki 
Agreement. 

Finally, there is the ominous cloud 
of suspicion associated with the possi
ble Soviet involvement in the attempt
ed assassination of the Pope. 

Looking back over the past 25-year 
history of arms control, the U.S. objec
tives for the most part have been 
honest and sincere. The best encapsu
lation of the U.S. objective has been, 
as best expressed by President Kenne
dy, to "put the nuclear genie back in 
the bottle." 

At the same time, in assessing the 
Soviet objectives, it is becoming in
creasingly difficult not to give consid
erable credence to the conclusions 
from a 1973 British intelligence report 
on a meeting of high level East Euro
pean officials at which the Soviet Gen
eral Secretary, Leonid Brezhnev, ex
plained that detente was really a ruse 
designed to better enable the Soviets 
to gain overall military superiority. 
This report was suppressed by high 
U.S. officials at the time because it ran 
counter to U.S. detente policy. 

Last month, Henry Kissinger, in a 
time magazine article, wrote, 

If the Soviets refuse to discuss such a pro
posal (his new approach to arms control), 
one of three conclusions is inescapable: <A> 
Their arms program aims for strategic supe
riority, if not by design, then by momentum; 
(B) they believe strategic edges can be 
translated into political advantages; <C> 
arms control to the Soviets is an aspect of 
political warfare whose aim is not reciprocal 
stability but unilateral advantage. 

Mr. President, looking back, it would 
seem to me that all three of these con
clusions already should have been 
reached. 

Having reviewed the somewhat sorry 
accomplishments of our arms control 
efforts over the past 25 years, I would 
like to sum up the lessons we should 
have learned and then suggest some 
changes that I would like to see the 
new Arms Control Director seriously 
consider. 

The principal conclusions are first, 
the product of the past has been dis
appointing and therefore changes in 
expectation or in approach or both are 
called for, second, rushing to achieve a 
treaty by a certain date has been 
counter-productive, third, there are 
very few areas where the meaningful 
mutuality of interest essential for real 
progress appears to exist, fourth, veri
fication of Soviet compliance is unat
tainable with current approaches and 
new approaches need to be identified, 
and fifth, the arms control process ap
pears to suffer badly from a lack of ef
fective leadership in policy formula
tion and direction. 

In reviewing the accomplishments of 
the arms control process, it is hard to 
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conclude that it has served United 
States national security interests well. 
The process has not contributed to 
stability or to better United States
Soviet relations. It has not resulted in 
any change in Soviet international be
havior. It has not had any significant 
effect on Soviet weapon acquisition 
policy. 

On the other hand, the process has 
been accompanied by a substantial de
cline in relative U.S. military 
strength-the result of simultaneous 
U.S. restraint in the face of continuing 
Soviet expansion. 

This does not mean that arms con
trol efforts should cease. The dangers 
of nuclear weapons and nuclear war 
are too severe not to continue a major 
arms control effort. The above conclu
sion only means that the product of 
the past has been disappointing and 
that changes in expectations or ap
proach are warranted, if not essential, 
to achieve meaningful progress. 

One serious problem in our ap
proach to arms control has been the 
rush to achieve results for immediate 
political payoff. This has been coun
terproductive. Most serious problems 
could have been <or were) anticipated 
during the negotiation processes, but 
were not resolved in the haste to reach 
agreement. This was clearly true of 
the interim agreement and SALT II. 

The failure to resolve differences, if 
anything, has damaged the process be
cause subsequent actions that were 
considered "at odds with the spirit of 
the treaty," in retrospect were directly 
related to the negotiating problems. 
This, in turn, resulted in attacks of 
"sharp practices" and "negotiating de
ception," which have the effect of dis
crediting the entire process. 

That is, the problem in the approach 
is not just that the Soviets cheat, but 
also that the United States sacrifices 
care and assumes unnecessary risks to 
its security in the name of progress
progress that has turned out to be illu
sory and contrary to U.S. national se
curity interests. 

And, this problem of reconciling dif
ferences during negotiations should be 
expected to grow more severe. The 
shear complexity of SALT-II and the 
problems in start are worse-indicates 
that unless both sides share roughly 
mutual interests and intentions, it 
may be quite difficult to negotiate a 
safe and equitable agreement on a rea
sonably encompassing or comprehen
sive treaty. This may be especially se
rious because both sides do not appear 
to share many mutual interests or in
tentions. 

In fact, there appears to be very 
little mutuality in United States and 
Soviet foreign policy and arms control 
interests or objectives. In assessing in
terests or intent, it is important to ex
amine actions not words. In examining 
actions, the results of the process 
speak for themselves. It is difficult to 

find much congruence of interests or 
intent. 

Assessing interests or intent is fur
ther a problem because of Soviet ideol
ogy. In particular, the meanings they 
assign to words, is alien to most Ameri
cans. Words such as "peace," "peace
ful coexistance," "defense," "noninter
ference," simply do not have meanings 
in American dictionaries that are in 
any sense similar to their Soviet coun
terparts. The failure of many U.S. ne
gotiators to recognize and understand 
this is obvious in the very language of 
many agreements, for example the 
basic principles of relations and the bi
ological and toxin weapons conven
tion. 

Unpleasant as the thought may be, 
our objective to "put the nuclear genie 
back in the bottle," may be unrealistic, 
given the political and ideological dif
ferences between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. 

This is not a call to build arms. It is 
merely warning that U.S. security in
terests, including arms control, might 
be better served by channeling efforts 
into areas where there might be some 
prospect for meaningful agreement, 
rather than continuing to try to nego
tiate nuclear weapons out of existence. 
The results of the arms control proc
ess over the past 25 years suggests 
that the weapons are not about to go 
out of existence. It may even be unre
alistic to expect to achieve substantial 
reductions. These possibilities, albeit 
unpleasant, need to be faced. 

In reviewing the various arms con
trol problems, two areas where there 
may be common interests are nonpro
liferation and reducing the risks of ac
cidental war. In regard to the second, 
there has been a small but growing 
recognition that instead of focusing 
almost sole attention on numbers of 
weapons, we should direct increased 
attention to the problem of how nucle
ar war or other wars might start, and 
look for ways to guard against that 
event or reduce its likelihood. This is 
an area that deserves greatly increased 
attention. 

To place verification in the proper 
perspective, it is essential to recognize 
that verification is only half of the 
problem. Enforcing compliance is the 
other half. Another observation is 
that there is no way of enforcing com
pliance against the will of the noncom
plying party, which generally will be 
the case when the noncomplying party 
is deliberately noncomplying. 

Perhaps the more serious complaint 
levied against the overall approach of 
the current administration has been 
the apparent lack of a definite policy, 
and of little central direction. The ad
ministration is being subjected to pres
sures from a variety of directions to 
get moving seriously on arms control, 
and, except for the President, no one 
appears able to respond effectively. 

Policies appear to be developed 
mainly to counter pressure from Con
gress and the media. INF and START, 
to all outward impressions, are valid 
examples of this reactive problem. Im
portant issues appear to be left to the 
inevitable compromises of bureaucrat
ic politics, which produces ample iner
tia, but little progress. The verifica
tion/compliance and chemical/biologi
cal/toxins areas are two good exam
ples of this problem. 

Verification was not a serious issue 
in the past, because of the mystique 
associated with national technical 
means; because of a widespread belief 
that, while the Soviets might exploit 
every loophole and technicality, they 
would not deliberately cheat; and be
cause there was no history, that is, no 
data base or experience, to draw upon. 

All these perceptions have changed, 
and it should be clear that verification 
has rapidly become the Achilles' heel 
of arms control. Yet, no one has taken 
charge, or has been allowed to take 
charge, of this area, and congressional 
concern over the types of violations 
and circumventions previously men
tioned is rapidly mounting. 

The chemical, biological, and toxin 
area, as discussed earlier, is the main 
area where the Soviets have been di
rectly and unequivocally accused by 
the Reagan administration of deliber
ate violations. It seems that this 
should have important implications 
for the entire arms control process; 
yet the administration has not estab
lished any policy or course of action 
designed to bring about compliance or 
deal with the consequences of compli
ance failure. 

As indicated above, the reasons for 
suggesting new initiatives to improve 
the arms control process and increase 
the likelihood of achieving meaningful 
progress in a desirable direction while 
simultaneously avoiding the types of 
disappointments and threats to U.S. 
security that have resulted from the 
arms control process over the past two 
decades. 

Clearly, the ongoing INF and 
START negotiations are well defined 
and should not be disturbed without 
major cause. The original objectives 
set by President Reagan, in INF to 
eliminate intermediate systems entire
ly, and in START to reduce strategic 
nuclear arms to significantly lower 
and equal levels, certainly appear to be 
valid and meritorious. There is no 
reason that the United States cannot 
continue to strive to achieve these 
original INF and START objectives, 
while carefully evaluating possible 
conceptual improvements or alterna
tive guidelines. 

The INF objective, to eliminate in
termediate range systems, is good for 
three reasons: It is a simple concept, 
noncompliance is probably easiest to 
identify, and follow-on actions, for ex-
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ample, elimination of short-range mis
siles, are easy to envision. 

But, pressure has already caused the 
Reagan administration to back off of 
this "zero base" option, which if suc
cessful would result in a treaty that 
suffers from most of the defects of the 
past. The current yielding in process, 
proposing an interim agreement in 
route to the zero base, is reminiscent 
of the SALT I interim agreement and 
should be expected to be equally inef
fective. However, while such a treaty 
would be technically deficient and un
verifiable, because most of the pres
sure is coming from European NATO 
countries, a bad treaty that NATO de
cides it wants, at least would not be 
disharmonious insofar as the alliance 
is concerned. 

The START objective, to reduce the 
levels · of strategic nuclear arms, is 
good because it recognizes the need to 
reduce the stockpiles if meaningful ac
complishments are to be achieved and 
especially because as a collateral con
dition the need for cooperative meas
ures of verification visibly brings out 
the severe disabilities of the national 
technical means of verification. How
ever, insofar as there are substantial 
questions regarding what is to be re
duced and what is meant by coopera
tive measures, START appears headed 
for serious trouble. 

START appears to be headed back 
into many of the SALT I and SALT II 
traps-lack of attention to equality, 
limits that are not limits, an absence 
of verifiability, and a failure to com
prehend the impact on national securi
ty-and also SALT I and SALT II, in 
large measure the result of haste to 
see results. 

Therefore, the best suggestion for 
START and INF is to recognize these
rious inherent difficulties in the proc
ess and stop raising false expectations 
by placing artificial time constraints, 
such as an INF treaty by the end of 
1983 or a START agreement "in time" 
for the 1984 election. These artificial 
time constraints are most serious as 
they apply to START. 

In START, the actual nuclear capa
bilities and intentions of the parties 
are expected to dominate the process. 
At the same time, it might be appro
priate to review the priorities of nego
tiating the "systems" terms or verifi
cation terms. A major portion of the 
negotiating effort should address the 
problems of verification and compli
ance. Agreement on system defini
tions, numbers, and deployments will 
be of little avail without satisfactory 
means of handling verification and 
compliance. There is not even agree
ment on what are national technical 
means or what constitutes interfer
ence, or what camouflage, conceal
ment, cover, and deception is allowed 
and what is not allowed. None of the 
negotiations have taken the time tore
solve these types of critical questions. 

In reviewing the potential for flexi
bility in the "systems" terms of 
START, achieving substantial reduc
tions in one step along the lines of the 
START proposal simply may not be in 
the cards. Further, considering the 
past, negotiating substantial reduc
tions in one step easily could be con
sidered too risky. 

An alternative approach to consider 
is a longer term approach composed of 
a sequence of discrete and well-spaced 
smaller, less substantial steps. This ap
proach would enable the parties in be
tween steps to assess the other side's 
intentions and behavior at minimal 
risk. 

One guideline might be to not agree 
to any restraints that the United 
States is not willing to undertake uni
laterally; that is, agree to no restraints 
that would be judged to be detrimen
tal to United States national security 
interests, assuming the Soviet Union 
does not undertake similar restraints. 
In this approach, the future prospects 
become based on satisfaction with past 
performance rather than on specula
tion about Soviet behavior or inten
tions or on the politics of achieving 
substantial immediate results. 

This same approach might help ease 
the verification and compliance prob
lem. That is, it may be more sensible 
to seek agreements where verification 
and compliance are used to judge the 
possibility of moving forward as much 
as to assess the past. 

A related worthwhile, if not essen
tial, effort is to make verification and 
compliance a two-way street. This 
problem is presently only a U.S. prob
lem. The Soviets have no problem. A 
major effort of the verification activi
ties should be to shift the verification 
burden off the back of the United 
States national technical means and 
onto the back of Soviet secrecy and de
ception where it belongs. There are 
many actions available to support such 
a conceptual shift, but few if any have 
been undertaken or even examined. 
There has not even been a comprehen
sive study of Soviet secrecy, cover, and 
deception practices. Considering the 
problems of SALT I and SALT II and 
the inherent importance of verifica
tion, which can be viewed as the art of 
penetrating Soviet secrecy, cover, and 
deception, such a study would seem to 
be of the highest priority. 

As a general recommendation, there 
is a strong need to develop a full 
awareness of the past. In Western bu
reaucracies, there is a strong tendency 
to forget the past, that is, to look for
ward, not back; do not cry over spilt 
milk. This tendency is especially 
strong in the United States. However, 
unless the mistakes of the past are 
surfaced and understood, they are 
bound to be repeated. This is exactly 
what happened in SALT II and it is 
beginning to happen in START. We 
cannot make informed decisions on 

changes unless the past is understood 
and corrected. 

The need for a critical and continu
ing review of the past in the process of 
managing the present and formulating 
future plans and priorities cannot be 
overestimated. This is especially appli
cable to violations and circumventions. 
The U.S. practice of continuing to 
forget the past in order to move for
ward does not enable true forward 
movement, and quite likely signals 
Moscow that the United States is 
really not serious about the need for 
bilateral arms control. 

Does it make sense for the United 
States or any other nation to continue 
to talk about a new chemical warfare 
treaty at Geneva when the 1925 
Geneva protocol and 1975 Biological 
and Toxin Weapons Convention are 
being actively violated by the Soviet 
Union and its allies or when these 
treaties are even suspected of being 
violated? How can START or INF 
move forward with credibility when 
SALT I and SALT II have been violat
ed, or are suspected of being violated? 
How can one plan to reduce the al
lowed nuclear test threshold when the 
current threshold is being exceeded? 

As a matter of priority, compliance 
and enforcement issues deserve critical 
high-level attention. The tendency to 
forgive and forget the evidence, look 
for reasons to excuse or downplay the 
issues, change the measure <the 
"shrinking ruler"), and counterefforts 
to raise the issues by admonishing the 
"wolf-cryers" that their rhetoric is 
"anti-Soviet" and counterproductive, 
have not worked and should be dis
carded. 

A new approach is called for. It 
should not just look forward. The 
future is critically dependent on the 
past. It is crucial to begin by recon
structing the past and resolve all past 
issues with satisfaction while dealing 
with the present and future. 

The Swedish diplomatic effort, sup
ported and encouraged by the United 
States, to reconvene the BW /CW 
States Parties Convention to address 
future compliance rather than the 
1976-83 violations and inspection prob
lems is a good example of evading the 
real problem and, in effect, assisting 
the Soviet cause by rendering ineffec
tive exactly that mechanism that 
should be used to deal with the prob
lem. 

A case file on each incident-both 
violations and circumventions-should 
be opened. Circumventions should be 
treated as violations under the 1972 
Basic Principles of Relations Agree
ment. This file should be kept open 
for 20 years or until the incident is re
solved. Incidents can take a long time 
to develop sufficiently for the total 
significance to be understood and as
sessed. Two good examples of this are 
SAM testing in ABM modes and mis-
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sile test telemetry encryption. In both 
cases, the significance of mid-1970's 
violations did not really get wide
spread appreciation until 1983. 

Each incident should be examined 
from both a pro and con perspective. 
Because the natural tendency of the 
bureaucracy is to want to find compli
ance and not raise problems, an exter
nally constituted "Red Team" should 
be used in this evaluation. This team 
should contain expertise in areas of 
United States military strategy, Soviet 
political and military strategy, tech
nology, intelligence, and especially 
Communist ideology. 

The Red Team should review all rel
evant original source data, identify 
specific additional data to collect or 
search for, and determine when noth
ing is really wrong or when the evi
dence is such that the burden of proof, 
insofar as the United States is con
cerned, has shifted to the Soviets to 
show they are complying. In the latter 
case, the Red Team should be used to 
help develop a specific strategy for the 
United States to implement to gain 
compliance or, alternatively, advise 
the President whether or not the 
United States should withdraw from 
the treaty. 

As indicated earlier, the two areas 
where United States and Soviet inter
ests appear to be most alined are non
proliferation and reducing the risk of 
accidental war. Efforts in these two 
areas, especially the latter, could be 
significantly expanded. The accidental 
war problem could well be the most 
important area for arms control re
search and analysis. The problem will 
not be easy because it is so closely re
lated to the surprise attack problem, 
and requires a detailed understanding 
of Soviet concepts and practices. 
Soviet surprise attack scenarios in use 
in the West are unimaginative, do not 
reflect Soviet thinking as expressed in 
their literature, or the importance ac
corded the topic in their doctrine and 
in their strategic capabilities. A great 
deal of research and analysis is essen
tial in this area before concrete pro
posals are formulated or proposed for 
bilateral discussion. This work also 
should begin as soon as possible. 

The need to examine how war might 
start, rather than continuing to focus 
on numbers, necognizes that numbers 
are a very limited part of capability 
and can be misleading. This is not 
meant to say that numbers are unim
portant and should be ignored, but 
rather, that when exclusively relied 
upon, lead to overly simplistic analy
sis. 

Nuclear capability is as much deter
mined by factors that can not be quan
tified in a simple manner. Command 
and control, leadership, morale, and 
strategy are just as important determi
nants of capability as are the number 
of warheads or throw weight. The 
problem in not just weapons, but war. 

SALT I and SALT II begin with a rec
ognition of the devastating conse
quences nuclear war would have for all 
mankind. The hope then expressed is 
that the treaty will reduce the risk of 
outbreak of nuclear war. 

Increased analysis of the nature of 
such war and how it might come about 
is worth far more attention, both to 
identify measures that might more di
rectly reduce the risk and to better un
derstand what systems and system 
variables-that is, what numbers-are 
significant. 

Another general suggestion is to use 
the red team to provide devil's advo
cate analyses of all potential treaties. 
This could be an integral part of all 
negotiations, which should not be ter
minated until all uncertainties have 
been resolved and all unilateral state
ments have been reponded to. 

President Reagan came to Washing
ton believing that the arms control 
process was failing and that new ap
proaches were required. The seeming
ly interminable personnel staffing 
delays at the Arms Control Agency 
has resulted in a policy planning 
vacuum, or rather, has ceded control 
of the process to the very forces re
sponsible for the prior failures. As an 
example of the slowness of the proc
ess, the ACDA assistant director re
sponsible for verification was not con
firmed until last month, and still no 
one responsible for strategic and thea
ter nuclear matters has even been 
nominated. 

The resultant vacuum has helped 
make the administration vulnerable to 
pressures that, for all practical pur
poses, are forcing the process directly 
into the mold of the past-pressures to 
lower U.S. objectives, ignore the prob
lems of the past, not upset the Soviets, 
and reach an agreement soon. 

The apparent objective of turning 
President Reagan into a "peace candi
date," while well intentioned, appears 
to discount dangerously the past and, 
in the process, run an unnecessary risk 
of leading him and the arms control 
process directly into an election year 
"buzz saw" not entirely dissimilar to 
what President Carter experienced 
with Salt II. 

The alternative is obvious. As a 
matter of urgency, arms control 
should be accorded the high and seri
ous management priority it deserves. 
People and policies are needed to pro
vide reasonable direction and response 
to the serious political and public pres
sures. The bureaucracy is in dire need 
of a focus, and, as I stressed at the be
ginning, one that is mindful of the 
past and realistic about the future. 

Mr. President, I believe the best 
course of action now, and one that 
should not be put off any longer, is to 
bring in someone new, someone with 
drive and ideas, with sensitivity to the 
ongoing process, but someone who is 

not wedded to the past, who is free to 
consider new ideas from the outside. 

Dr. Adelman is exactly that type of 
professional. His background makes 
him eminently well qualified. He will 
be a Director whom I believe will bring 
new ideas into the arms control proc
ess and set about to achieve real 
progress. 

The Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency has been floundering for half 
a year, some would say much longer. 
The Senate should end that problem 
now by confirming Dr. Adelman. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I yield to 
the Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. 
TSONGAS) 2 minutes. 

Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, I 
should like to read from a letter that 
was inserted into the RECORD by Sena
tor SPECTER, of Pennsylvania. The 
letter was sent by him to the Presi
dent. Let me read part of it. 

While Ambassador Adelman is a man of 
obvious ability and doubtless qualified for 
most governmental positions, I have grave 
reservations about his competency for the 
ACDA post. Next to the Presidency and a 
few other positions such as Secretary of 
State or Defense, there is no other post as 
critical at this moment in our nation's histo
ry as Director of ACDA. 

I strongly feel that this position could be 
pivotal on whether arms reduction is 
achieved and therefore potentially critical 
on the prevention of a nuclear holocaust. To 
have anyone in this position other than the 
very, very best would be a grave mistake. 

I could not agree more, Mr. Presi
dent. I regret that we came out on dif
ferent sides of the issue. 

Let me address, finally, one other 
point. The issue has been raised that 
we have to support the nominee and 
get on with what is happening in 
Geneva. Nothing is happening in 
Geneva, because the Soviets believe 
that they can take Europe away from 
the United States by using propagan
da and the Adelman nomination plays 
right into their hands, The best thing 
to do to get progress in Geneva is to 
have a competent, qualified, credible 
arms control Director and let us then 
win over the European hearts and 
minds and force the Soviets to aban
don their political objective, to finally 
sit down and negotiate. I hope that 
the Senators, those who are wavering, 
would call a European of your choice 
and ask them how they feel about this 
nominee. 

I thank the Senator from Rhode 
Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to my distinguished colleague 
(Mr. WEICKER). 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 
have pondered the nomination of Ken
neth Adelman to direct the U.S. Arms 
Control Agency for many weeks now. 
Arms control is without doubt one of 
the paramount issues of our time and 
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its pursuit is one of the most impor
tant responsibilities of this or any gov
ernment. 

Amid the controversy over Mr. Adel
man's qualifications for the job, one 
central truth has become ever clearer 
to me. That is that if President 
Reagan is truly committed to an arms 
control agreement with the Soviet 
Union, then we will have one. If he is 
not, such an agreement will never ma
terialize, no matter who is in charge of 
the Arms Control Agency. In the final 
analysis, the responsibility for forging 
and executing our arms control policy 
lies not with an arms control ambassa
dor but with the President of the 
United States. 

The evidence to date seems to indi
cate that this administration lacks the 
commitment necessary to achieve a 
sound and timely arms control agree
ment, but that judgment is still only a 
partial one, the final verdict cannot be 
delivered until 1984. At that time, the 
American people will get to judge for 
themselves the depth and sincerity of 
this administration's approach to arms 
control. 

In the meantime, I want this admin
istration to have no excuse for failing 
to achieve some tangible results. I do 
not want this administration to be 
able to excuse its record on the basis 
that its nominee for this post was re
jected and that it had to expend all its 
energies dredging up another. I do not 
want this administration to justify the 
paucity of results on the grounds that 
the President was not allowed to 
choose his own person for the job-be
cause I intend to hold this President 
and this administration accountable 
on the arms control issue and I expect 
the American people will too. 

Therefore, I do not think it appro
priate to turn Mr. Adelman's nomina
tion into a referendum on the Reagan 
arms control policy. While admitting 
that policy leaves a lot to be desired, I 
believe the Congress should give Mr. 
Adelman a chance to achieve the re
sults that have not been forthcoming 
from the administration to date. As a 
result, Mr. President, I shall cast my 
vote in favor of Kenneth Adelman to 
become our arms control Ambassador. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ex
press my deep appreciation to my col
league for his statement. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, after 
debate on the Senate floor lasting 3 
days, Senators will shortly have to 
decide whether Kenneth L. Adelman 
is qualified to be the Director of the 
United States Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency. I urge each of my 
fellow Senators to vote on the basis of 
the judgment made on that question. 
If each Senator does that, Mr. Adel
man will surely not be confirmed. 

In the course of this debate, I have 
not heard a single argument which 

has contradicted the finding of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations that 
Mr. Adelman is not qualified to serve 
as the Director of ACDA. 

Mr. President, in winding up the 
debate, I think we should consider 
that the committee held three lengthy 
hearings on the nomination and dis
cussed the issue extensively. After the 
first two hearings, the committee de
cided, in a 15-to-2 vote, to delay action 
for a week to allow the President to re
consider the nomination. 

I think this shows what the real sen
timents of our committee members 
were toward the advisability of con
firming Mr. Adelman for this impor
tant job. Despite those sentiments, the 
President stood firm, and the majority 
of the committee decided reluctantly 
that they had no choice other than to 
recommend to report the nomination 
unfavorably. I believe that the com
mittee gave Mr. Adelman every rea
sonable chance to prove himself. He 
simply failed the test. 

The majority of the committee con
cluded: 

The exhaustive hearings established, in 
our view, that Mr. Adelman is not qualified 
to hold the important position of ACDA Di
rector. His interest in arms control was re
vealed to be more general than specific, his 
familiarity with the broad range of arms 
control issues limited, his background in 
twenty years' history of negotiations shal
low, his approach political rather than sub
stantive. 

Some Senators have chosen to say 
that there is no compelling evidence 
that Mr. Adelman is unqualified to 
serve as Director of ACDA. This is an 
odd, an Alice-in-Wonderland standard 
to apply to any nominee. The commit
tee chose a higher and more proper 
standard. In a fair-minded and careful 
fashion, the committee attempted to 
ascertain the positive, whether he is 
qualified-not is he not qualified, or is 
he the most qualified, or is he well 
qualified? Our conclusion was that he 
most definitely is not qualified. It is 
now the responsibility of the Senate to 
decide whether Mr. Adelman is quali
fied. It is simply not enough to ask 
whether there is compelling evidence 
that a nominee is not qualified. 

The argument has been made that 
the President deserves to be supported 
in his choice. Normally I would agree, 
unless there is a compelling reason to 
decide otherwise. There is such a com
pelling reason in this case. Surely 
there is no Senator here who believes 
that the President would be dealt an 
irreparable blow if Mr. Adelman were 
not confirmed. The President is resil
ient. He would know what to do. I 
have a sneaking suspicion he might 
make the right choice given the 
second chance, as he did when the 
nominee for Assistant Secretary of 
State for Human Rights was rejected 
by the committee and as he did when 
the Environmental Protection Agency 

was in disarray. I think he would do 
the same thing here. 

The argument has been made that 
this vote is a referendum on the Presi
dent's arms control policies. Those 
who have been here for the discus
sions on the floor, as I have, will know 
that such a view is simply wrong. 
There will be times and places for 
such referendums. Those who have 
visited with their constituents lately 
know full well that there will be such 
referendums. The object here was 
much more confined-to pass on the 
qualifications of Kenneth Adelman. 
To pretend otherwise is to obscure the 
point that Mr. Adelman failed the test 
of competence. 

Mr. President, I hope that Senators 
appreciate that the Committee on For
eign Relations reached its judgment 
only after the most thorough and 
careful consideration. This is the first 
nominee reported unfavorably by the 
committee since 1925. The committee 
has only once voted down a nominee 
in that period, and the nominee with
drew almost immediately after the 
vote. We gave the President and Mr. 
Adelman every chance to withdraw. 
That opportunity was not taken ad
vantage of. 

This is only the 13th time in that 
period that a committee has recom
mended rejection of a nominee. Only 3 
of the previous 12 have been con
firmed. 

Against such a history, I urge most 
strongly that Senators consider very 
carefully their decisions. We must 
think of the duty of the Senate under 
the Constitution. Our duty is not to 
rubberstamp decisions; our duty is to 
consider most carefully whether to 
advise and consent. In this case the 
choice is clear. The committee's judg
ment should be upheld. 

Our forefathers did not give the 
Senate this responsibility and obliga
tion to be treated lightly. It is a 
solemn trust. We must not fail that 
trust. 

Mr. President, I realize this is a very 
tough vote for many of my colleagues. 
I just ask them to search their con
sciences and ask themselves if they 
really believe they should not only 
advise but consent to the nomination 
of Mr. Adelman, if he is the best 
choice, a man with a burning desire 
for arms control, a forthright man, 
and a man who will stand up on a toe
to-toe basis with those representatives 
of governments of high rank and stat
ure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois is recognized. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, during 
the past 2 days I have listened very 
carefully to the debate on the nomina
tion of Kenneth Adelman to be Direc
tor of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency. About one-fifth of the 
Senate, more than 20 of my col-



8602 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE April 14, 1983 
leagues, have come to the floor to ex
press their views in this Presidential 
appointment, and I greatly appreciate 
their interest in this matter. 

Having had the full benefit of this 
discussion, it is clear to me that one 
issue rises above all others-and this is 
the paramount question facing man
kind-whether the confirmation of 
Ambassador Adelman will be an im
pediment to serious arms control or, 
instead, will be a catalyst for further 
progress in this vital area of national 
and international security. 

I am convinced, in light of the exten
sive debate in these chambers, that his 
confirmation will be a major step in 
the right direction and vigorously 
move the Reagan administration 
toward achieving arms control agree
ments that can win the approval and 
praise of the Senate. 

Ambassador Adelman is well known 
to the President, who has repeatedly 
expressed his confidence in him and 
has made it very clear that he wants 
him to be the next ACDA Director. 
The President's judgment of Ambassa
dor Adelman's abilities is shared by 
some of the most eminent people in 
this country. 

President Ford has spoken strongly 
of Ambassador Adelman. He knows 
him well, and has contacted me indi
cating his strong support for the nomi
nee. Former Secretary of State Kissin
ger holds Ambassador Adelman in the 
highest regard. Former Secretary of 
Defense Donald Rumsfeld has con
veyed to me his full support for the 
nominee, having worked with Ambas
sador Adelman in the Department of 
Defense where Ambassador Adelman 
was a close aide of his. 

Ambassador Kirkpatrick has written 
to me that Ambassador Adelman has 
done an outstanding job as her princi
pal deputy at the United Nations. She 
indicated: 

He did a first-class job, won the respect 
and friendship of his colleagues in the mis
sion and among other delegations. 

I know that Secretary Shultz agrees 
with this assessment. He wants Am
bassador Adelman in this job and has 
indicated that he intends to work 
closely with him. He feels that this 
nomination will advance the cause of 
arms control more than any other 
nomination at this time. His immedi
ate predecessor, the distinguished 
Eugene Rostow, has indicated publicly 
that he has "high regard" for Ken 
Adelman and that he had enthusiasti
cally asked Ambassador Adelman to 
take a senior job in the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency. 

In light of these strong endorse
ments from such outstanding people, I 
believe Ambassador Adelman should 
be confirmed. 

The nominee has gone on record 
that he will be a strong and consistent 
advocate of arms control. He testified: 

If confirmed . . . my overriding obligation 
would be to serve as an advocate of arms 
control to the President and to tell him that 
it is an objectively important subject in the 
world. 

Ambassador Adelman also pledged 
that his commitment to arms control 
will take priority over his personal al
legiance to the administration and 
that he would resign his office if he 
became convinced that his values and 
principles conflicted with administra
tion policy. I interpret this statement 
to mean that if he is "stonewalled," as 
Director Rostow was before him in his 
arms control efforts or if his ability to 
counsel the President on arms control 
is rendered ineffective, that he will 
step aside rather than go back on his 
commitment to the Senate. 

Mr. President, I believe that almost 
all of my colleagues will agree that 
any further resignations from the 
Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency would not be productive for 
the administration. This factor will 
give Ambassador Adelman the neces
sary "leverage" to which Senator 
TSONGAS referred during the nomina
tion hearings to press hard within the 
administration for negotiable arms 
control agreements. 

Yet, just as Ambassador Adelman 
will enjoy increased leverage, he also 
will bear the direct burden of proof 
that he can get the job done and that 
he can be effective in achieving sub
stantial results in this field. In a sense 
then, those of us who support the 
nominee will enjoy a certain degree of 
leverage as well. Ambassador Adelman 
will owe it to his supporters and to the 
American people to prove their judg
ment of his character and ability to be 
sound. And rest assured, this Senator 
will look to the nominee to make good 
on this vote of confidence if he is con
firmed by the Senate. 

It is also very clear to me that the 
administration, as a whole, must 
achieve real progress on arms control 
in the near term if it is to retain its 
credibility and influence on such mat
ters among concerned Americans as 
well as among our allies. Simply put, 
the world will be looking to President 
Reagan and his team of arms control 
advisers and negotiators and to Chair
man Andropov and his arms control 
team for results. Words alone will no 
longer satisfy all of us who want so 
badly to reduce the risks of a nuclear 
holocaust. 

Mr. President, I take note of a 
recent development that I find very 
encouraging. The Scowcroft Commis
sion, consisting of some of our most 
distinguished thinkers on defense and 
arms control issues, has put forward a 
prudent and imaginative plan for pro
ceeding with strategic force modern
ization in a new and more stabilizing 
arms control framework. It is my hope 
that the acceptance of the Commis
sion's recommedations can be the be-

ginning of a new bipartisan consensus 
on the direction in which U.S. arms 
control policy should move. I believe 
that confirming Ambassador Adelman 
will greatly improve the prospects for 
sustaining this effort at bipartisan 
arms control policy formulation. 

Moreover, let us not forget that two 
of the administration's foremost nego
tiators, Secretary of State Shultz, and 
Deputy Secretary of State Dam, will 
be intimately involved in the develop
ment of our arms control proposals. 
Clearly, their involvement will help to 
assure that our arms control efforts 
get the highest priority attention pos
sible within this administration. 

Other important commitments have 
been obtained since Ambassador Adel
man was nominated to be the ACDA 
Director. Priority is being given to re
moving the last obstacles blocking 
ratification of the Threshold Test Ban 
and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Trea
ties. Ambassador Adelman has pledged 
to get the best possible people avail
able to fill the vacancies that have 
plagued ACDA for 2 years, and it is ex
pected that extensive and substantive 
use will be made of the fine career pro
fessionals who already are serving at 
ACDA. 

Mr. President, if we reject this nomi
nation today, we undercut all of the 
commitments that have been made on 
behalf of arms control since Ambassa
dor Adelman was nominated to be 
ACDA Director almost 3 months ago. 
Such a negative vote will only make it 
possible for the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency to flounder once 
again without the top leadership it so 
desperately needs. Let us not lose the 
momentum for real arms control 
progress that the committee hearings 
and this debate have made possible. I 
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of 
the nomination of Kenneth Adelman. 

I wish also to thank my distin
guished colleagues who opposed the 
nomination for not offering a motion 
to recommit it to the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. We deeply appreci
ate that courtesy since it is clear that 
no hearings would have been held, and 
it would have languished in commit
tee. 

It was a far better course of action 
to have an up-and-down vote. I believe 
that this is in keeping with the great 
tradition of the Senate on a nomina
tion of this importance. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Illinois, the chair
man of our committee, for his gracious 
remarks. 

At this point, I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from California. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the 
most important responsibility we have 
as legislators and leaders is to provide 
for the security of the United States. 

We face today a mounting threat to 
the very survival of our country. We 
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and the Soviet Union pile up nuclear 
weapons on a hair trigger than can de
stroy both countries and conceivably 
wipe out humanity. 

Our country is supposed to be led in 
this struggle by the President, who 
has the exclusive power of the United 
States to initiate and conduct diplo
matic negotiations designed to half 
the nuclear arms race. 

To be successful in these efforts, the 
executive branch must gain the bene
fit of experienced counsel on arms 
control issues. Yet, today there is no 
Cabinet-level official in the executive 
branch with any prior professional or 
academic experience in arms control 
endeavors. I do not believe that arms 
control experts alone can solve the 
mammoth problem that confronts us 
in the nuclear age, but I believe that 
the national interest demands that we 
in the Senate seize the opportunity 
before us to express our view that we 
need a committed and competent 
expert on arms control at the head of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency. 

No Member of this body can serious
ly make the case that Kenneth Adel
man is such a man. No Senator has 
even tried to make that case. With an 
astonishing lack of enthusiasm, the 
supporters of this nomination have 
argued that we should give the Presi
dent his choice. That is not what arti
cle II, section 2 of the Constitution 
states. The Founding Fathers did not 
give the President his choice. They 
conferred upon Senators the right and 
responsibility to advise on these nomi
nations and to ratify or reject Presi
dential nominations. 

It should be a cause of deep concern 
to us that no one in the executive 
branch controlling policy in this 
matter has the experience of their 
counterparts in Moscow. The Soviets 
have a Foreign Minister who has dealt 
with more than a dozen Secretaries of 
State. With the nomination of a 
novice like Kenneth Adelman, this ad
ministration appears to be unilaterally 
disarming in the contest of compe
tence with the Soviet Union. It is a 
cause of deep concern to many of us in 
this body that the nomination and the 
approval of Kenneth Adelman would 
give ammunition to those in Europe 
who criticize America and who doubt 
our commitment to arms control. 

Mr. President, the Constitution of 
the United States confers on the 
Senate the solemn responsibility to ap
prove or disapprove Presidential nomi
nees for senior posts in the executive 
branch. This serious obligation re
quires each Member of the Senate to 
consider thoroughly the competence 
and the commitment of a nominee to 
fulfill the statutory mission of the 
post for which he has been named. 

The nomination last January by 
President Reagan of a new Director 
for the Arms Control and Disarma-

ment Agency presents the Senate with 
an extremely important task. We are 
charged as individuals with the duty 
to decide whether or not confirmation 
of this nomination is in the best inter
ests of our country. 

The nomination of a new ACDA Di
rector is always a serious business. The 
Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency was established by congres
sional initiative in 1961 with the dis
tinct mission of providing leadership 
in, expertise on, and advocacy of arms 
control as an instrument of national 
security policy. Congress created 
ACDA to insure that an expert's per
spective on the great promise and 
problems of arms control would be 
voiced within the senior councils of 
the excutive branch. 

Mr. President, the most important 
responsibility we have as legislators 
and leaders is to provide for the securi
ty of the United States. Today we face 
a mounting threat to the very survival 
of our country. Over the past four dec
ades the American and Soviet Govern
ments have produced and deployed nu
clear weapons around this planet suffi
cient to obliterate our entire human 
civilization in one nuclear spasm. 

These ever-growing nuclear arsenals 
have confronted our generation with a 
duel with destiny-a struggle for our 
very survival as a civilization. 

Our country is supposed to be led in 
this struggle by the President, who 
has the exclusive power in the United 
States to initiate and conduct diplo
matic negotiations designed to halt 
the nuclear arms race. In the execu
tive branch also lies the power to pro
pose initiation of new arms programs 
or the curbing of existing arms pro
grams after weighing, among other 
factors, the impact of these proposals 
on hopes for arms control. 

To be successful in these efforts, the 
executive branch absolutely must gain 
the benefit of experienced counsel on 
arms control issues. And yet today 
there is no Cabinet-level official in the 
executive branch with any prior pro
fessional or academic experience in 
arms control endeavors. This is an es
sential fact which each Member of 
this body must weigh as we consider 
the pending nomination of Kenneth 
Adelman to be Director of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. 

I do not believe that experts alone 
can solve the mammoth problem of 
halting and reversing the nuclear arms 
race. But I believe that the national 
interest demands that we seize the op
portunity before us to express our 
view that we need a committed and 
competent arms control expert to 
head the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency for this administration. 

No Member of this body can serious
ly make the case that Kenneth Adel
man is such a man. No Senator has 
tried to. 

With an astonishing lack of enthusi
asm, the supporters of this nomination 
have argued that we should "give the 
President his choice." 

But what about article II, section 2 
of the Constitution? Our Founding Fa
ther's did not say "give the President 
his choice." Rather they conferred 
upon Senators the right and the re
sponsibility to advise on these nomina
tions-and to ratify or reject the Presi
dent's nominee. 

I believe our national security inter
ests oblige us to take the latter course 
in the case before us and to reject the 
nomination of Kenneth Adelman to 
headACDA. 

Our Nation is currently confronted, 
along with the Soviet Union with the 
critical challenge of ending the nucle
ar arms race before it ends us. 

It can only harm our efforts to meet 
this challenge if we add to Reagan ad
ministration Cabinet councils yet an
other key official bereft of expertise in 
the intricacies of arms control negotia
tions. 

Our Nation is currently engaged in a 
crucial contest with the Soviet Union 
for the support of European peoples 
concerned about controlling nuclear 
arms. 

It can only harm our chances in this 
contest to confirm as our leading arms 
control advocate a man who has given 
wide distribution to his disparaging 
view of all arms control efforts. 

Our Nation is currently driven by an 
anxious debate over the future course 
of our arms policies. 

It can only harm our efforts to heal 
these divisions and to form a biparti
san consensus on security policy if we 
put in place a man who has in his pre
vious writings and interviews-heaped 
scorn on those in public and private 
life who have advanced the cause of 
arms control. 

It should be a cause of deep concern 
to all Senators that the current arms 
control policymakers in the executive 
branch have none of the experience of 
their counterparts on Moscow. The 
Soviets have an arms negotiating team 
in place which has been working pro
fessionally on these issues for decades. 
And they have a foreign minister who 
has dealt with more than a dozen 
American Secretaries of State. Mean
while the Reagan administration is 
beset with serious disarray in its arms 
control policymaking team. With the 
nomination of an arms control novice 
like Kenneth Adelman, this adminis
tration appears to be unilaterally dis
arming in the contest of competence 
in this area. 

It is also a cause of deep concern to 
me that Mr. Adelman's writings pro
vide such effective ammunition for 
those in Europe who criticize Ameri
can arms and defense policies and 
question our national commitment to 
arms control. We are engaged in a dip-
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lomatic struggle with Soviet leaders 
who must carry the heavy water of 
their actions in Afghanistan, Poland, 
domestic repression, SS-20 deploy
ment and other fields. And yet, inex
cusably, our Government finds itself 
on the defensive in the contest of 
minds in Europe. Senators deeply con
cerned about the NATO alliance 
would do well to consider the impact 
in Europe of confirming as our Na
tion's No. 1 arms control advocate a 
man who has expressed scorn for the 
very idea of arms control. His nomina
tion lends credence to widespread sus
picions that the Reagan administra
tion is not serious about reaching an 
arms control agreement with the 
Soviet Union. Confirmation of Mr. 
Adelman could provide a propaganda 
bonanza for the Soviets in Europe. 

The ACDA post has never been a 
partisan position; experts of such stat
ure as Gerard Smith, Paul Warnke, 
Fred Ik.le, and Ralph Earle have ad
vanced arms control negotiations 
under both Democratic and Republi
can administrations. And yet we now 
have before us a man who will only be 
confirmed if partisan political pres
sures from the White House succeed 
in bludgeoning the Senate to reject 
the bipartisan majority of the Foreign 
Relations Committee that has found 
Mr. Adelman wanting in both experi
ence with and commitment to the 
arms control process. 

I believe confirmation of Mr. Adel
man would be a betrayal of the hopes 
of tens of millions of Americans for 
swift progress toward a mutual, bal
anced, verifiable end to the United 
States-Soviet nuclear arms race. 

And I fear confirmation could be 
seen as an abandonment of the three
decade-long bipartisan congressional 
commitment to an effective role for 
ACDA in senior executive branch 
councils. 

The conclusion of the bipartisan 
Foreign Relations Committee majority 
is clear: 

The exhaustive hearings established, in 
our view, that Mr. Adelman is not qualified 
to hold the important position of ACDA Di
rector. His interest in arms control was re
vealed to be more general than specific, his 
familiarity with the broad range of arms 
control issues limited, his background in 
twenty years' history of negotiations shal
low, his approach political rather than sub
stantive • • •. 

His testimony confirmed suspicions that 
he does not regard on-going efforts to 
achieve mutual, verifiable arms control 
agreements in a number of areas as an im
portant aspect of strategic planning, but is 
rather inclined to see them, first of all, as 
an impediment to expansion of the defense 
budget. He did not display the informed, co
herent, professional approach to these 
highly complex questions, that the nation 
needs in the Director of the ACDA • • •. 

However, capable and accomplished a citi
zen Mr. Adelman may be, we have conclud
ed that he is not qualified, in the words of 
the statute, to be "the principal adviser to 
the Secretary of State, the National Securi-

ty Council, and the President on arms con
trol and disarmament matters" and, under 
the direction of the Secretary of State, to 
have "primary responsibility within the 
Government for arms control and disarma
ment matters." We urge the Senate to sus
tain this judgment. Republicans and Demo
crats alike must be concerned to ensure that 
our nation has the leadership to carry for
ward the continuing efforts to achieve arms 
control and arms agreements that truly 
serve the national interests. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's 4 minutes have expired. 

Mr. PELL. I yield the Senator from 
California as much time as I have re
maining. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Sena
tor very much. 

Mr. President, I do not take lightly 
the matter of rejecting a Presidential 
nomination. I hold to the general rule 
that the President should be given the 
benefit of the doubt on nominations. 
For that reason, I was one of the 
Democrats on the Foreign Relations 
Committee who voted to confirm the 
nomination of Alexander Haig as Sec
retary of State. Not all Democrats on 
the committee did that. I entered 
those hearings with doubts about the 
advisability of voting for Alexander 
Haig. I expected to vote against him. I 
wound up voting for him after the 
hearings. 

I was the only Democrat on the For
eign Relations committee to vote for 
the nomination of William Clark as 
Deputy Secretary of State. I felt that 
the President was entitled to have at 
close hand the man he wanted in that 
position, a man whom he knew very 
well, with whom he had worked close
ly over many years. 

However, I submit that the Adelman 
nomination is just "too much." Why 
put a novice in arms control in charge 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, a novice who will be dealing in 
matters vital to our security and to 
our survival, with the Soviet arms con
trol experts who have spent years, dec
ades, learning all there is to know 
about arms control, defense, and for
eign policy? 

I say that the President's advisers 
have not served him well in recom
mending Kenneth Adelman for this 
position, nor are the President and his 
advisers wise in insisting on staying 
with him, despite the adverse recom
mendation of the Foreign Relations 
Committee. But because the President 
has made a mistake is no reason for 
the Senate to compound that mistake. 
We should reject the nomination of 
Kenneth Adelman. 

I yield 30 seconds to the Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank my friend 
from California. 

Mr. President, President Reagan 
should not have contemplated Ambas
sador Adelman for appointment as the 
Director of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency. It embarrasses me 

that the President has made this nom
ination. My reasons follow. 

One of the most important individ
uals in the process to provide a 
method of reducing the threat of nu
clear destruction will be the next Di
rector of the Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency. 

The Agency's Director plays a lead
ing role to devise a means to prevent 
nuclear holocaust. The Director must 
have the expertise, experience, stat
ure, and intellectual prowess to formu
late arms control policies, as well as 
the determination to aggressively rep
resent the cause of arms control at the 
highest level of decisionmaking in our 
Government. 

The single question that faces us 
today is, "Has Kenneth Adelman dis
played these qualities?" 

There can be no doubt that Mr. 
Adelman has a sound education and 
has worked hard to develop a career as 
a specialist in international affairs, 
both in and out of Government. That 
is not enough. 

Mr. Adelman served less than 2 
years as Deputy Permanent Repre
sentative of the United States to the 
United Nations. As has been pointed 
out in both the Foreign Relations 
Committee report and in testimony 
here on the Senate floor, Mr. Adel
man's duties at the United Nations, re
lated to arms control, have involved 
less the development of arms control 
policies than their explanation and de
fense. In short, for less than 2 years 
he has been a part time spokesman for 
arms control but not a decisionmaker. 
That is not enough. 

Prior to serving at the U.S. Mission 
to the United Nations, Mr. Adelman 
was employed at the Departments of 
Defense, State, and Commerce and 
worked as a senior political analyst at 
the Stanford Research Institute. That 
is not enough. 

None of Mr. Adelman's earlier Gov
ernment service during the Nixon and 
Ford administrations related directly 
to arms control. He has been an Afri
can affairs specialist and writer in his 
years of non-Government employ
ment. His writings are largely in fields 
removed from arms control. That is 
not enough. The President has sug
gested that he is confident of Ambas
sador Adelman. That too, is not 
enough. 

By his own testimony, Mr. Adelman 
has a very limited view of what he sees 
as his own role if confirmed. He has 
said that he sees himself as a "contact 
point" rather than a focal point for 
arms negotiations. 

The truest measure of the standards 
we have set for our ACDA Director 
can be seen by looking at Mr. Adel
man's predecessors. 

There have been seven Directors of 
the ACDA since it was established on 
September 26, 1961. Without excep-
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tion, all of the previous Directors have 
been men of stature and professional
ism who were credible advocates and 
spokesmen for arms control. Most of 
them had had significant negotiating 
experience on arms control matters 
prior to their appointment as Director. 

The Agency's first Director, William 
C. Foster (1961-69) had been Deputy 
Secretary of Defense shortly before 
being appointed as Director. In theca
pacity of Deputy Secretary, he headed 
the U.S. delegation to the 1958 Geneva 
Conference of Experts who were fo
cusing on the question of reducing the 
possibility of surprise attack. When he 
became ACDA Director, he also 
became the chief arms control negotia
tor and either negotiated or was inti
mately involved in the negotiations for 
the hotline agreement, the Limited 
Test Ban Treaty, the Outer Space 
Treaty, and the Nuclear Non-Prolif
eration Treaty. He left a distinguished 
arms control legacy. 

Gerard Smith, who served from 
1969-73, had had even more extensive 
negotiating experience prior to his ap
pointment. He had worked for nearly 
20 years in various capacities in the 
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission and 
the Department of State, and he was a 
part of the U.S. delegation involved in 
the first Atoms for Peace Conference 
in 1957, the Four-Power Conference 
on Berlin in 1959, and the Paris 
Summit Meeting of 1960. He is cred
ited as having been instrumental in 
the negotiation of the hotline agree
ment. As Director, he also left a distin
guished record encompassing the ne
gotiation of the ABM Treaty and the 
SALT I interim agreement on offen
sive arms. 

Fred C. Ikle was Director from 1973-
77. He had come from a post at the 
Rand Corp. where he had written a 
seminal article entitled "Can deter
rence Last Out the Century?" which 
had just been published in Foreign Af
fairs magazine. One of his major 
achievements as Director of ACDA 
was the negotiation of the protocol to 
the ABM Treaty which reduced the 
number of permitted ABM sites. 
During Director Ikle's term of office 
the Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful 
Nuclear Explosions Treaties were ne
gotiated with the Soviet Union. Ikle is 
also credited with having provided ef
fective guidance to Ambassador U. 
Alexis Johnson, chairman of the 
SALT II delegation, and to Ambassa
dor Stanley Resor, who headed the 
mutual balance force reduction negoti
ations. 

Paul Warnke was the fourth Direc
tor of the ACDA, serving from 1977-
78. He came to the post from the De
partment of Defense, where he had 
served as Assistant Secretary of De
fense for International Security Af
fairs in the 1960's. He brought with 
him significant negotiating experience 
from that position. 

George Seignious, who was Director 
from 1978-80, had negotiating experi
ence gained from serving on the U.S. 
delegation to the quadripartite negoti
ations on the status of Berlin, and as 
public member of the U.S. SALT II 
delegation in 1977-78. During his term 
as Director, the SALT II negotiations 
were completed. 

Ralph W. Earle II, Director from 
1980-81, came to the post from chair
manship of the U.S. SALT II delega
tion. Prior to that, he was deputy 
chairman of the SALT II delegation 
from 1977-78, and the ACDA member 
of the SALT II delegation from 1973-
77. He also served as the defense advis
er at NATO Under Secretary Laird 
from 1969-73, gaining negotiating ex
perience working with NATO allies. 

Eugene V. Rostow <1981-83) had had 
extensive experience in Government 
prior to his selection as ACDA Direc
tor. As Under Secretary of State from 
1966-69, he was in a highly visible 
policy position. During his term in 
office, the START and INF negotia
tions commenced. 

Each of these ACDA Directors had 
extensive experience and expertise in 
Government and arms control before 
assuming the position of ACDA Direc
tor. Another aspect of the men on this 
list is that they all had close ties with 
the various Presidents they served, 
and there is very little doubt that they 
could effectively make their case di
rectly to the President for arms con
trol. 

Ambassador Adelman was a foreign 
policy adviser to Governor Reagan 
during the 1980 Presidential campaign 
and was a member of the President's 
transition team following the election. 
He also served as the President's rep
resentative during the release of the 
U.S. hostages from Iran. But that is 
not enough. 

Paul Warnke was the fourth Direc
tor of the ADCA, serving from 1977-
78. He came to the post from the De
partment of Defense, where he had 
served as Assistant Secretary of De
fense for International Security Af
fairs in the 1960's. He brought with 
him significant negotiating experience 
from that position. 

George Seignious, who was Director 
from 1978-80, had negotiating experi
ence gained from serving on the U.S. 
delegation to the quadripartite negoti
ations on the status of Berlin, and as 
public member of the U.S. SALT II 
delegation in 1977-78. 

In the law establishing the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, 
Congress clearly intended the Director 
of ACDA to be one of the most senior 
officials in Government and an indi
vidual who could hold his own with 
the Secretary of Defense or any other 
official in any contest or dispute on 
arms control. 

Mr. Adelman falls short of the quali
ties and stature we need in our next 

Director of ACDA. My vote will be 
"no" against his appointment. 

I am left with the sense, both from 
Mr. Adelman's testimony before the 
Foreign Relations Committee and the 
other information presented on him, 
that he is really meant to "fill in" as 
Director of the ACDA-to be a "care
taker." In a less troubled time, a time 
where there was less urgency in ob
taining an end to the nuclear arms 
race, this in itself would not disqualify 
a Presidential nominee. We cannot 
afford a caretaker in this most impor
tant Government position. We must 
have the best individual we can find. 
The ACDA Director must be qualified 
and immediately ready to play a vigor
ous role in developing and pressing for 
arms control policies which further 
the national security interests of the 
United States. This is a job of prime 
importance. This is a position of re
sponsibility, of great significance-and 
we must have an individual that fills 
that description. 

For all of the people of this country 
the Senate should vote "no" on this 
nomination and give the President a 
second chance on another nomination. 

I believe we should vote "no" on the 
nomination. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I yield 
30 seconds to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I sup
port the nomination of Kenneth Adel
man to be Director of the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency. 

I am convinced he has the necessary 
qualifications for the position, includ
ing clear support of the President's 
sound goals for arms reductions. 

On November 18, 1981, President 
Reagan outlined three policy guide
lines for future arms control policy. 
They are: First, substantial, militarily 
significant arms reductions; second, 
equal ceilings for similar types of 
weaponry; and third, adequate provi
sions for verification. 

Every arms reduction proposal that 
the President has made since Novem
ber 1981, has embodied those clear 
first principles. 

On the occasion of that landmark 
speech, the President proposed the so
called zero option as an opening U.S. 
position in the intermediate-range nu
clear force talks that began on Novem
ber 30 of that year. The President cor
rectly focused on the major threat to 
nuclear stability in the European The
ater: The threat posed by over 300 
highly accurate SS-20's deployed by 
the Soviet Union beginning in the late 
1970's. By offering to scrap the 
planned deployment of Pershing II 
and ground-launched cruise missiles if 
the Soviets agreed to dismantle all of 
their SS-4's, SS-5's and SS-20's, the 
President had in effect proposed elimi
nating the Soviet margin of superiori
ty in the most critical weapons catego-
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ry and restoring a more stable balance 
in Europe. 

On May 9, 1982, the President once 
again focused on militarily significant 
reductions in the one category of stra
tegic nuclear weapons that is curently 
most destabilizing: intercontinental 
ballistic missiles. In his commence
ment address to Eureka College, the 
President presented a plan for the 
gradual reduction to equal levels of 
the missile arsenals of the United 
States and the Soviet Union. 

Last month, the United States sub
mitted a draft treaty for negotiations 
to provide for a complete ban of chem
ical weapons and production over a 10-
year period. The administration has 
also decided to move forward with the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the 
Peaceful Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. 
The President has proposed ratifica
tion as soon as new protocols improv
ing verification procedures can be ne
gotiated. 

The issue of verification in arms con
trol with the Soviet Union cannot be 
emphasized too much. The examples 
of Soviet violations of international 
treaties are legion. One need only re
flect on the history of the Soviet viola
tions of the Yalta agreements to the 
recent compelling evidence of the 
Soviet use of chemical weapons in Af
ghanistan and Laos, to understand 
that the Soviets cannot be trusted to 
abide by international agreements 
unless adequate verification provisions 
are included. In the case of arms con
trol agreements, this must include 
onsite inspection in some form. 

The need for guaranteed onsite in
spection is a direct result of the rela
tive openness of U.S. society compared 
with the very serious restrictions 
placed on foreigners in the Soviet 
Union. William F. Scott, in an article 
entitled, "The Myth of Free Travel in 
the U.S.S.R.," which was published in 
the March issue of Air Force maga
zine, has stated: 

In the U.S., practically every county is 
crisscrossed by roads over which trained 
Sovet observers may travel without restric
tion. It is improbable that any sizeable 
movement of military personnel or equip
ment could take place without detection by 
a Soviet agent. The travel assymetry be
tween the two nations makes for a serious 
imbalance in arms control verification. 

The arms control agreements with 
onsite inspections are the only means 
of insuring mutual confidence and 
trust with the Soviet Union. Despite 
the propaganda and rhetoric, the 
Soviet Union has responded to the 
President's initiatives with construc
tive, if inadequate, counterproposals, 
as well as providing unprecedented in
formation on the composition of their 
armed forces. The far-reaching pro
posals of President Reagan, combined 
with the flexibility shown in his 
March 30, 1983, interim proposal for 
intermediate-range nuclear force re
duction proposal, are very likely to 

result in a long-term stable nuclear 
balance. 

Now the Senate must decide if Dr. 
Adelman's views on arms control are 
consistent with the very serious ap
proach in this area taken by President 
Reagan and whether he can be consid
ered, on the basis of education and ex
perience, to be qualified to manage 
our arms control policy and execution. 

Senator LAXALT very wisely inserted 
a series of articles and speeches by 
Dr. Adelman in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD during the debate on Wednes
day. This collection, which covers a 
period from 1979 through the present, 
is the most reliable source we have of 
Kenneth Adelman's views on the 
proper role of arms control in national 
security policy. It is therefore useful 
to compare the views expressed in 
them with those principles which 
serve as the basis for President Rea
gan's arms control policy. 

In an article taken from the Ameri
can Spectator, December 1979, Dr. 
Adelman provided a thorough critique 
of the thinking that led to the SALT 
II and the military situation in which 
the United States found itself as the 
Senate debated ratification of the 
treaty. In that piece, he argued force
fully that arms control agreements are 
not ends in themselves, but that they 
must be in accord with existing de
fense policies and place restraints on 
the military buildup of our potential 
adversary, the Soviet Union. 

In the summer 1981 issue of Policy 
Review, Dr. Adelman underscored this 
point further when he wrote: 

President Reagan has advocated a 
"margin of safety" for the United States, in
cluding, of course, the overall strategic bal
ance. But the problem pressing his Adminis
tration is not the development of such a 
"margin" but, in fact, the removal of the So
viets' looming "margin". . . 

These views are wholly consistent 
with the arms control agenda laid out 
by the President. 

Mr. President, Kenneth Adelman is 
equipped by both experience and edu
cation to fill the Arms Control Direc
tor's post. He has behind him 10 years 
of public service in a wide variety of 
positions, including serving in the De
partment of Defense, and, most re
cently, as Deputy Permanent Repre
sentative to the United Nations where 
he has led the U.S. Delegation to the 
Second Spe.cial Session on disarma
ment. Dr. Adelman's career in public 
service has been supported by exten
sive scholarship in national security 
and foreign policy issues, including his 
work as a senior political scientist at 
the Strategic Studies Center of the 
Stanford Research Institute. 

In closing, I would like to point out 
the final, very important qualification 
of Dr. Kenneth Adelman. He has the 
confidence of the President of the 
United States, whose policies he must 
faithfully execute. The American 

people elect the President and the 
Senate must ratify arms control trea
ties, but it is upon our President, 
Ronald Reagan, that the negotiation 
of arms control agreements must rest. 
Kenneth Adelman should be con
firmed. He is qualified and the Presi
dent has chosen him to carry on his 
arms control agenda. 

DR. ADELMAN'S PRIOR ARMS CONTROL 
NEGOTIATING EXPERIENCE 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I have 
heard some criticism to the effect that 
Ambassador Adelman should not be 
confirmed because he lacks arms con
trol negotiating experience. This is a 
specious argument on at least three 
counts. 

First of all, he does have relevant 
international experience by virtue of 
his position as Deputy Permanent 
Representative of the United States to 
the United Nations. This has been es
tablished by Ambassador Kirkpatrick 
and by his record. Second, the position 
for which he was nominated is that of 
Director of the Agency, not chief ne
gotiator. Third, predecessors with no 
more arms control negotiating experi
ence have some of the best track 
records in arms control achievements 
while serving as Director. 

The distinction between being nomi
nated Director and being nominated to 
head a U.S. delegation to a particular 
arms control negotiation was illustrat
ed by the confirmation debate and 
vote over Paul Warnke in 1977. In 
1977 he was nominated for two differ
ent positions: ACDA Director, and 
chief negotiator including Chairman 
of the U.S. SALT II delegation. The 
Senate vote on these jobs was sepa
rate. He was confirmed as Director by 
a vote of 70 to 29, but after long 
debate, he was confirmed as chief ne
gotiator by the much closer vote of 58 
to 40. 

As for the relevance of arms control 
negotiating experience to being Direc
tor, Fred Ikle was among those exam
ples of a good Director cited by Sena
tor PELL during Mr. Adelman's confir
mation hearing. Fred Ikle had no prior 
negotiating experience. Nevertheless, 
during his incumbency he negotiated, 
through the Soviet Embassy in Wash
ington, the protocol to the ABM 
Treaty which reduced the number of 
permitted ABM sites under the ABM 
Treaty from two to one. Also while he 
was Director he gave effective guid
ance to Ambassador U. Alexis John
son, Chairman of the SALT II delega
tion; he also assisted in getting the 
MBFR negotiations under Ambassa
dor Stanley Resor underway. During 
Director Ikle's term of office the 
Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful Nu
clear Explosions Treaties were negoti
ated with the Soviet Union. ACDA 
played a major role in supporting 
these negotiations. Also the negotia
tion of the Environmental Modifica-
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tion Treaty was completed in 1976. 
The U.S. delegation was headed by an 
ACDA official. Finally, Director Ikle 
was an outstanding spokeman on the 
important subject of U.S. nuclear non
proliferation policy. 

General Seignious, who served effec
tively as Director from 1978 to 1980, 
had very little prior negotiating expe
rience, and Bill Foster, the first Direc
tor of. ACDA, had considerable foreign 
affairs experience but very little nego
tiating experience prior to becoming 
Director. Yet under his tenure as Di
rector, Ambassador Foster either ne
gotiated or was intimately involved in 
the negotiating process that resulted 
in the "Hot Line" Agreement, the Lim
ited Test Ban Treaty, the Outer Space 
Treaty, and the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty. 

Mr. President, I submit to you and 
to my colleagues that Ambassador 
Adelman has every bit as much, and in 
some instances more, experience and 
background relevant to being good at 
the job of Director as many of his 
predecessors. And some of those pred
ecessors with little or no arms control 
negotiating experience made some of 
the most distinguished records of 
progress during their incumbency. I 
submit Ambassador Adelman will do 
the same and deserves our support for 
confirmation as Director of ACDA. 
The real question is, Can we afford an
other hiatus in leadership in this key 
Agency at a time like this, a hiatus 
that would come if we denied our con
sent to confirmation and another can
didate had to be found and put for
ward to run the confirmation course? I 
put it to you: If arms reduction is so 
important to national and world secu
rity, and it is so important, can we 
afford the luxury of a further pro
longed gap in leadership in the Agency 
this Congress made the focal point in 
Government for arms controls? I say 
we do not have that luxury. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
the requirement that the Senate con
firm the appointment of the Director 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency is one means we have for shap
ing the arms control and defense poli
cies of the United States. This prerog
ative flows from the law which estab
lished the Agency in 1961. 

For the last few days, the Senate has 
been debating the nomination of Ken
neth L. Adelman to be the Director. In 
doing so, we are exercising our respon
sibility to pass on this Presidential ap
pointment and acting under the larger 
advice and consent function given the 
Senate by the Constitution. 

The Presidential power of appoint
ment is broad, Mr. President, as is his 
discretion. But neither is to be exer
cised alone. The power of the Senate 
is narrower, but real, and not to be ab
dicated. It is a check on Presidential 
power and was intended to be so. 

Under the 1961 law establishing the 
Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, the Director is to have clear 
duties as "principal adviser" with "pri
mary responsibility within the Gov
ernment for arms control and disarma
ment matters." The Director is not to 
be just one of many working in this 
area. He or she is to be the advocate 
for arms control within the Govern
ment, the counterweight to other na
tional security actors. 

Background, relevant experience, in
tegrity, temperament, intellect and 
good judgment are required for any 
Director to be successful in fulfilling 
this broad and difficult mandate. And 
these are the characteristics we must 
weigh in the nomination before us. 

The Committee on Foreign Rela
tions held 3 days of hearings in Janu
ary and February to review the Presi
dent's appointment. The committee 
reported to the full Senate that Mr. 
Adelman's initial appearance before it 
was marked by his lack of information, 
ambiguity, and confusion. The com
mittee reported that it did not find 
Mr. Adelman's experience in the arms 
control sphere to be substantive. The 
committee reported that Mr. Adelman 
was less than candid in response to 
some of the committee's inquiries. 

A review of Mr. Adelman's responses 
and comments before the Committee 
on Foreign Relations and of the com
mittee's unfavorable report must give 
us pause. 

But there is a responsibility beyond 
examining the personal characteristics 
of a nominee. It is our duty as elected 
representatives to determine whether 
a nominee appreciates fully the broad 
national objectives forged by the Con
gresses and the Presidents of the 
United States over time. 

In this case there is a broad national 
objective that places arms control in 
the forefront of our national security 
policy. It is our duty to evaluate 
whether a nominee, this nominee, 
shares the commitment of the Ameri
can people to halting and reversing 
the arms race. 

Tens of millions of Americans, Mr. 
President, are raising their voices 
now-for their fellowmen and for 
themselves-to bring an end to the fu
tility of the arms race and to make 
peace more than just an absence of 
open warfare. We must know whether 
this nominee would raise his voice. 

It is regrettable that the committee 
instead suspected that Mr. Adelman's 
commitment to arms control was more 
rhetorical than real. 

It is regrettable that the committee 
found Mr. Adelman's voice not strong 
and clear in support of arms control, 
but vague and evasive. 

It is regrettable that Mr. Adelman 
seems all too willing to find more logic 
in proceeding unchecked in the arms 
race than in furthering the arms con-

trol consensus of the decades since the 
first atomic bomb. 

Mr. President, I am convinced that 
the United States must be active in its 
efforts to end the nuclear arms race. I 
believe we must negotiate with the 
Soviet Union wherever progress in this 
area seems possible. I arrive at these 
positions as a hard realist. It is the 
tens of thousands of nuclear weapons 
on all sides that place the very future 
of this planet and every person on it at 
risk. We can only reduce the risk of a 
nuclear holocaust by reducing the ca
pacity of all states to wage nuclear 
war. 

Our need just now is not for a great
er effort to manage public opinion. 
Our need is not for a redoubled effort 
to build up the threat from our adver
saries or to justify new weapons as 
symbols of our resolve. Our need is for 
bold leadership on the issues in a time 
when we, our allies, and our adversar
ies together are floundering, strug
gling for forward movement on arms 
control. 

Mr. President, the duties and re
sponsibilities of the Director of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency proceed from the law that es
tablished the Agency in 1961, not from 
the discretion of the President. The 
Director has clearly assigned duties to 
be an advocate. These are duties that 
require stature, respect, and commit
ment to arms control. 

A majority on the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, reviewing these 
duties and our needs, find Mr. Adle
man to be unqualified to be the Direc
tor of the Agency. This is true despite 
the fact that a majority of members of 
that committee are from the Presi
dent's own party. 

For me, Mr. Adelman has not dem
onstrated that he could or would as 
Director "give impetus to the U.S. 
goals of a world which is free from the 
scourge of war and the dangers and 
burdens of armaments." This is what 
the law requires and this is what ,the 
people demand. 

I will oppose confirmation of Mr. 
Adelman. 

If Mr. Adelman is not confirmed, 
Mr. President, I hope the President of 
the United States will use his power to 
nominate the most distinguished and 
capable person he can find to assist 
him in shaping a more credible, coordi
nated, and successful arms control 
policy. 

If Mr. Adelman is confirmed, I pray 
that the President will take heed of 
the clear goals established by law for 
the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency and of the deep reservations in 
the Senate over this nomination. 
e Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
I will vote against the nomination of 
Kenneth L. Adelman to be Director of 
the Arms Control and Disarmanent 
Agency. 
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I believe a President is generally en

titled to have his nominees confirmed, 
to have his choice of men and women 
to advise and counsel him. But the 
Senate also has a responsibility over 
nominations, and perhaps the most 
important aspect of that responsibility 
is knowing when to exercise it in order 
to disapprove a nominee. 

U.S. arms control policy is currently 
in disarray. Our European allies are 
uncomfortable. U.S. citizens or various 
political persuasions are dissatisified. 
Twenty years of efforts by both Re
publican and Democratic Presidents to 
make arms control a central part of 
strategic policy are threatened. 

They are threatened at a time, per
haps the last time in the immediate 
future, when a new agreement is feasi
ble. Technological developments and 
potential deployments could well take 
us into an era where controls and veri
fication could become increasingly dif
ficult. 

In such a climate, the Director of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency can-and must-play a crucial 
role. The agency is no place for a 
nominee who demonstrated in a con
firmation hearing an amazing lack of 
knowledge and opinion on a subject in 
which he was supposedly versed. The 
fact that a subsequent appearance 
sought to remedy the unfavorable im
pression created at the first does little 
to erase the initial imprint or to over
ride the fact that Mr. 'Adelman appar
ently misjudged the level of prepara
tion necessary for that first appear
ance. We in the Senate have the right 
to have expected more. 

The agency is also no place for a 
nominee swathed in controversy who 
more than likely would have to spend 
more time replying to the controversy 
swirling around him than addressing 
the substance of arms control. It is 
time to move ahead with the impor
tant business or arms control and arms 
reduction. To do so, we need a strong, 
experienced, and knowledgeable head 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency. Mr. Adelman's own appear
ances before the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee indicate we need 
someone else for that task.e 
• Mr. BIDEN, Mr. President, I deeply 
regret that this debate is taking place, 
for this controversy is not helpful to 
Kenneth Adelman, nor to President 
Reagan, nor to U.S. foreign policy, nor 
to the search for effective arms con
trol. When former Director Eugene 
Rostow was fired, the President had
and still has-an opportunity to name 
another experienced, well-regarded in
dividual who fully shares his views on 
the Soviet Union and on arms control. 

Instead he chose Kenneth Adelman, 
an obviously bright and articulate in
dividual, well-qualified for any number 
of foreign policy posts, but who had 
little background in the complex and 
demanding issues of arms control. 

In three appearances before the For
eign Relations Committee, Mr. Adel
man demonstrated uneven competence 
on arms controls issues and a curious 
hesitation to express his views. He also 
failed to show the strength and stat
ure which I believe the Director of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency should have. 

Congress created ACDA because it 
wanted that Agency and its Director 
to be a powerful advocate for arms 
control, not a sideline observer or 
mere contact point. That role is espe
cially important now, since no one else 
in the key foreign policy positions in 
this administration has substantial 
knowledge or experience of arms con
trol issues. I suspect that arms control 
may have been one of the matters Sec
retary of State Shultz had in mind 
when he said that he was concerned 
about the importance of issues which 
he did not have time for. 

Mr. President, good intentions are 
not enough. In order to reassure our 
allies and the American people, we 
need a serious, sustained, visible com
mitment to negotiations and agree
ments which could reduce the risks of 
nuclear war. To that, we also need a 
distinguished and effective Director of 
A CD A. 

The Foreign Relations Committee, 
at my urging, tried to give the Presi
dent a nonconfrontational chance to 
reconsider his appointment of Mr. 
Adelman by delaying our formal and 
negative vote for a week. I still regret 
that the President did not seize that 
opportunity. 

Now we face a no-win situation. If 
we reject Mr. Adelman's nomination, 
that action is likely to be construed as 
a personal rebuff to the nominee and 
the President, rather than as a warn
ing and an opportunity to name a dif
ferent person who could command 
widespread bipartisan support. If we 
confirm Mr. Adelman, it will be a 
narrow victory, with our lack of confi
dence in the nominee and administra
tion policy painfully evident. 

Over the years I have given the ben
efit of the doubt to Presidential nomi
nees. Only in rare circumstances have 
I voted against confirmation. In this 
case, after careful consideration, I 
have concluded that Mr. Adelman 
lacks sufficient background experience 
and also lacks sufficient unambiguous 
commitment to the arms control proc
ess to perform the duties of ACDA Di
rector as Congress intended.e 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
oppose the nomination of Kenneth L. 
Adelman to be Director of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency 
<ACDA). 

I agree with the chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
Senator PERCY, who, on the first day 
of Mr. Adelman's confirmation hear
ings, said, 

The question which must be responsibly 
addressed with respect to this or any other 
nomination for the position of ACDA direc
tor, is whether the nominee possesses the 
specific experience, capabilities, and com
mitment to arms control envisioned by Con
gress when it created the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. 

In my judgment, the evidence before 
the Senate establishes clearly and con
vincingly that Mr. Adelman does not 
possess the requisite experience, capa
bilities, or commitment to arms con
trol. 

The post for which Mr. Adelman has 
been nominated is an important one. 
The Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency sits at National 
Security Council meetings and pre
sents his views and recommendations 
directly to the President. He is also 
the Secretary of State's chief adviser 
on arms control issues. 

ACDA and its Director, however, are 
supposed to do more than simply 
advise the President and Secretary of 
State. 

The law which established the 
Agency specifically requires it to per
form a vital and major advocacy func
tion. Senator PELL, who was an author 
of the law, recently emphasized the 
importance of this function. He 
stressed that ACDA was intended 
". . . to play the role of an advocate 
for arms control as a complement to, 
and sometimes as a substitute for, 
arms programs, as a way to enhance 
our national security." 

I have carefully reviewed Mr. Adel
man's background and career. That 
review discloses no familarity with the 
range of arms control issues with 
which the agency must deal. Nor does 
it disclose any commitment whatso
ever to arms control; to the contrary, 
it discloses a hostility to, and cynicism 
about, arms control. 

These deficiences were highlighted 
during the 4 days of hearings on Mr. 
Adelman's nomination. The hearing 
record contains numerous passages 
which support the conclusion that Mr. 
Adelman, though an intelligent 
person, is not qualified to advise the 
President on arms control, to advocate 
arms control, and to implement the 
important provisions of the Arms Con
trol Act. Consider Mr. Adelman's re
sponses to the following questions 
posed by members of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

When asked if, in the case of a full 
nuclear exchange, he believed that 
either the United States or U.S.S.R. 
could survive in any governable form, 
Mr. Adelman responded: "I just have 
no strong opinion on that." 

When asked by Senator HELMs what 
the U.S. response would be if the Sovi
ets proposed to eliminate nuclear 
weaponry altogether, Mr. Adelman 
said: " ... that is a thought I have just 
never thought about in my life. I 
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would have to really look at that and 
explore it." 

When asked whether a freeze on the 
testing and deployment of strategic 
nuclear weapons is verifiable, he re
plied: "I do not know." 

When asked if he would consider 
separating out from negotiations the 
pursuit of a "confidence-building" 
measure <in this case, a proposal that 
each superpower would have to notify 
the other in advance of all nuclear 
warhead tests and ICBM tests), Mr. 
Adelman stated: "You mean separate 
it out from the START negotiations or 
something? I just do not know, Sena
tor." 

When asked the extent to which the 
President ought to be able, by a unilat
eral course of action, to preclude the 
involvement of Congress in arms con
trol decisionmaking, Mr. Adelman re
sponded: 

That is a question I would have to seek 
legal counsel to answer and look at the 
precedents in law and the kinds of legal 
judgment that would have to be rendered to 
answer that kind of question. 

The questions and answers which I 
have cited deal with first the objec
tives of arms control, second an under
standing of the ability to verify, third 
arms control negotiating practice, and 
fourth the policy making relationship 
between the executive and legislative 
branches. The President and Secretary 
of State's primary arms control advis
er and our Government's primary ad
vocate for arms control should possess 
substantial knowledge of these sub
jects. 

Mr. Adelman does not possess that 
level of knowledge. The transcript of 
the committee's hearing makes this 
clear. In more than 20 different in
stances, his answers reveal uncertain
ty, and a lack of basic arms control un
derstanding and experience. 

We should also be concerned about 
Mr. Adelman's May 1981 interview 
with Mr. Ken Auletta, a New York 
Post reporter. During that interview, 
Mr. Adelman said that, first, he could 
not"* • • think of any negotiations on 
security or weaponry that have done 
any good"; second, "one reason not to 
rush into negotiations • • • is that in a 
democracy, these negotiations tend to 
discourage money for defense pro
grams"; and third, a major reason to 
enter into arms control negotiations 
would be to placate our allies and 
American public opinion. Mr. Adelman 
said about arms control: "My policy 
would be to do it for political reasons 
• • • I think it's a sham." 

When the Foreign Relations _ com
mittee questioned Mr. Adelman about 
these comments, he did not deny 
having made them, though he said he 
could not recall the interview. After 
reviewing the reporter's notes and 
questioning the reporter under oath, 
the committee stated in its report: 
"The majority of the members con-

eluded that Mr. Adelman's denials did 
not stand up to scrutiny." 

It seems almost incredible that the 
United States would appoint, and the 
Senate would confirm, as the Director 
of an agency devoted to arms control a 
person who has expressed views so 
hostile to, and cynical about, arms 
control negotiations. 

We must bear in mind another epi
sode as we consider Mr. Adelman's 
nomination. At tbe Januray 27 hear
ing, in response to a question by Sena
tor PELL, Mr. Adelman said that he 
had not thought about ACDA person
nel matters. Subsequently, the com
mittee learned that on January 14, 
Mr. Adelman had sent to Mr. Robin 
West, another administration official, 
a memo concerning ACDA personnel 
written by arms control negotiator 
Edward Rowny. Attached to the memo 
was an Adelman note which read: "Ed 
Rowny's very confidential real views 
on people." The following day, Mr. 
Adelman sent a second communication 
to Mr. West in which he discussed the 
timing of appointments, kinds of ap
pointments, and the types of people 
he wanted for ACDA. In light of these 
communications, it is reasonable to 
conclude that Mr. Adelman misled the 
committee in his answers about per
sonnel matters. 

Finally, the views of the Foreign Re
lations Committee must be given great 
weight in our deliberations. After 
lengthy hearings and extensive delib
eration, that committee recommended 
rejection of this nomination. The vote 
was not wholly partisan; the majority 
of the committee is, after all, Republi
can. 

In this century, the Senate has con
sidered hundreds of thousands of 
nominations, most of them routine, 
but surely thousands of them signifi
cant. In only three instances has the 
Senate failed to accept a negative rec
ommendation from the relevant com
mittee. Ordinarily, protracted delay 
based upon strong bipartisan opposi
tion has been sufficient to persuade 
the President to withdraw a nomina
tion. Unfortunately, the President re
fuses to withdraw this nomination. It 
remains, then, the task of the Senate 
to reject it. 

The Senate's history is replete with 
confirmation battles in which the 
votes focused not on the nominee's 
qualifications but on some other sub
ject-some Presidential policy or ap
proach, or the fact that someone else 
wanted the position. All too often, 
Senate confirmation proceedings dete
riorate into partisan wrangling. 

The Senate's role is to gauge qualifi
cations and fitness, and we should not 
be diverted from this task. In this par
ticular instance, the President's nomi
nee has failed the fitness test, and I 
therefore urge my colleagues to 
oppose his nomination. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, today 
the Senate must decide whether Mr. 
Kenneth Adelman should be con
firmed as the Director of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. 
This is an important decision: National 
security policy, of which arms control 
is one component, is being questioned 
today from all sides-by the American 
public, by the Congress, and by our 
allies. We must strive to reestablish a 
consensus for a strong national securi
ty policy that is capable of gathering 
the support of these same groups. Is 
Mr. Adelman the man to play a role in 
the reestablishment of that consen
sus? 

The arms control component of na
tional security policy is extraordinari
ly complex. On the one hand, it ap
peals to our American idealism: We 
hope to make the world a better place 
to live by somehow limiting the nucle
ar arms race. We must reduce the 
number of nuclear weapons on both 
sides. The nuclear freeze resolution is 
a symbol of this fervent hope. On the 
other hand, to be effective, we must 
temper our hopes with realism. Arms 
control must not be oversold; it is not 
a panacea for the ills of the world. It 
will not make the Soviets less adven
turesome, or less oppressive. It will not 
eliminate international conflict. We 
will still need to spend national re
sources to maintain a credible nuclear 
and conventional deterrent. 

But in the area of nuclear weapons, 
we continue to hope that a negotiated, 
verifiable arms control agreement will 
bound the arms race and make both 
sides-and hence the world-more 
secure. 

Negotiating that agreement is a dif
ficult task for any individual, any 
team, any government, but it is espe
cially challenging for the U.S. arms 
control negotiators. They must face 
their Soviet counterparts who repre
sent stubborn, sometimes rigid, some
times paranoid, always clever adver
saries. The Soviet negotiators need not 
worry about Russian public opinion; 
the U.S. negotiators must always con
sider American public opinion. The 
Soviet negotiators need not worry 
about ratification of a treaty; the U.S. 
negotiators must consider the opinions 
of the Senate. The Soviet negotiators 
need not worry too much about the 
opinions of their allies or even public 
opinion in Warsaw Pact nations; the 
U.S. negotiators must consider the in
terests of the NATO Alliance and the 
strong and volatile public opinion in 
each NATO country. The U.S. negotia
tors, Mr. President, have an immense
ly difficult job. 

Arms control policy is further com
plicated by the technical intricacies of 
weapons systems-current and 
future-and verification techniques. 
The negotiator must know what limits 
on weapons systems can be verified 
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and which cannot. He must know what 
level of variance from an agreement 
can be tolerated, if any, and then de
termine whether the means of verifi
cation is able to detect such a varia
tion. 

Further, the U.S. negotiator must be 
prepared to walk away from an agree
ment if it does not pass the crucial 
test: Is the United States more secure 
or less secure as a result of this treaty? 
On the other hand, we should not 
walk away from an agreement just be
cause the Soviets refuse to unilaterally 
disarm. Even if we do not get immedi
ately everything we might desire out 
of a particular arms control agree
ment, if it increases our security, we 
should be prepared to sign it. We 
should not allow the best to be the 
enemy of the good. 

The job of the Director of ACDA at 
this time in history and in this admin
istration is especially demanding. 
Since 1962, the Soviet Union has been 
engaged in a massive arms buildup; so 
much so that they have essentially 
caught up with us in overall military 
capabilities. The Director of ACDA 
has a difficult task to promote arms 
control in such an environment. Fur
ther complicating his job is this ad
ministration's ideological view of 
Soviet-United States relations. Policy
making in arms control in this admin
istration is indeed a challenge. 

Does the administration recognize 
the complexities of national security 
policy and how arms control fits in? 
This week's Time cites the "partial 
vacuum of experience, expertise and 
interest in arms control that exists at 
the highest levels of the Government, 
including the Oval Office." Time goes 
on to say: 

Not since World War II has American na
tional security policy been presided over by 
a group with so little grounding and stand
ing in the field. National Security Adviser 
William Clark is a transplanted California 
judge and loyal Reagan staffman; Director 
of Central Intelligence William Casey is a 
seasoned businessman and an energetic Re
publican campaigner; Casper Weinberger 
does not have the background in defense 
policy to match his zealous commitment to 
the goal of rearming America. If confirmed, 
Kenneth Adelman will be the least qualified 
Director in the 21-year history of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. 

That is Time magazine speaking. . 
Now, Mr. President, I normally sup

port the prerogative of the President 
to put his own people in positions of 
authority. I have not voted against 
any of this President's more controver
sial appointments. However, this ap
pointment is different in several re
spects. 

First, unlike every previous nomina
tion, the relevant committee has rec
ommended that this nominee not be 
confirmed. 

Second, this administration's nation
al security policy in general-and the 
arms control component in particu-

lar-is in disarray. This week, I have 
talked to three different officials of 
the administration, including repre
sentatives from the White House and 
the Defense Department and Mr. 
Adelman himself. I have heard three 
different, contradictory descriptions of 
the role of ACDA in this administra
tion. On one hand, I was told that this 
nomination is crucial, all or nothing, a 
part of a seamless web of national se
curity policy that all fits together-it 
includes the MX, the START and INF 
talks, the defense budget. On the 
other hand, I was told that ACDA is 
not an important player in national se
curity policymaking; the Director does 
little more than make speeches. One 
person said that the Secretary of State 
would be the principal architect of 
arms control strategy; another told me 
that the START and INF negotiators 
would report directly to Mr. Adelman. 

Support for defense is eroding in the 
Congress and among American citi
zens. If changes are not made and poli
cies are not clarified, this erosion of 
support for the Nation's defense 
threatens to weaken the security of 
this country. Men and women of the 
highest stature must be brought in to 
bring balance and substance back to 
national security policy and thereby to 
begin to restore the measure of con
sensus so essential to any foreign and 
national security policy. We cannot 
afford to wait. 

Third, I fear that the extraordinary 
controversy surrounding Mr. Adel
man's nomination, some of which he 
and his legislative advisers brought on 
him at his first hearing, will keep him 
from accomplishing his mission as Di
rector of ACDA. The President would 
be well advised to choose a person of 
high stature and wide respect to fill 
this job. There is no dearth of accepta
ble candidates who support a strong 
national defense and an aggressive 
arms control policy. Such a person 
could begin to gather the support for 
U.S. arms control policies from the 
American people, the Congress, and 
our allies. Mr. Adelman is not incom
petent or unqualified but the chal
lenge demands a person of deep 
proven ability, and of commanding au
thority. Mr. Adelman is not yet that 
person. 

I urge the President to reconsider 
this nomination. I will vote against 
Mr. Adelman. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
rise with some reluctance to express 
my concern and opposition to the 
nomination of Kenneth Adelman to be 
Director of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency. 

Let me say at the outset that I share 
the same ambivalent feelings about 
voting to reject the President's arms 
control nominee as do many other 
Senators. I respect the desire of the 
President to have at the helm of our 
Nation's crucial arms control effort 

someone he can trust, someone he is 
confident can do the job, someone he 
feels shares his philosophy on arms 
control and his views of how the 
United States should go about negoti
ating with the Soviets to attain that 
crucial goal. 

In other words, it is usually the deci
sion of the Senate, in carrying out its 
advice and consent role under the 
Constitution, to give the President the 
benefit of the doubt on his nomina
tions. In many instances, after in
depth committee consideration of 
nominees has left certain questions 
unanswered or unsatisfactorily an
swered, reasonable doubts about the 
nominee are almost always decided in 
favor of the nominee and the Presi
dent. The key phrase here, Mr. Presi
dent, is reasonable doubt. In the case 
of Mr. Adelman, the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee could not over
look a number of glaring and substan
tial doubts that had surfaced about 
the ability of Mr. Adelman to ade
quately fill the post of Arms Control 
Director. These concerns and ques
tions about the nominee went beyond 
reasonable doubt and provided the 
basis for the committee's decision to 
report the nomination to the full 
Senate with an unfavorable recom
mendation. 

Critics of the committee's decision 
have argued that the committee broke 
historic precedent by recommending 
that the Senate not honor the custom
ary right of the President to select 
high officials whom he believes will 
best implement his policies. In my 
view, however, the committee fulfilled 
its proper constitutional role in evalu
ating and passing judgment on the 
nominee's qualifications to hold the 
high post of Director of the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency, on his 
experience in the arms control field, 
and the circumstances surrounding his 
nomination, particularly the current 
status of the administration's arms 
control efforts. 

With respect to Mr. Adelman's quali
fications and experience, the commit
tee expressed its deep concern that 
the nominee has not had the level of 
involvement in arms control which 
would give him the ability to carry out 
the duties of the ACDA Director, 
which is to be the President's principal 
adviser on arms control and disarma
ment issues. To his credit, Mr. Adel
man does not have a background in 
arms control demonstrated by his vari
ous writings in the field and his serv
ice over the past year and a half as 
Deputy Permanent Representative of 
the United States to the United Na
tions. 

However, the Foreign Relations 
Committee, in its report on the nomi
nee, points out the fact that Mr. Adel
man's experience at the U.N., in par
ticular his work with the Second Spe-
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cial Session on Disarmament, had very 
little to do with actual formulation of 
administration arms control policy. 
His lack of firsthand, intimate knowl
edge of the intricacies of past and 
present arms control initiatives and 
current strategic issues were apparent 
in his testimony before the committee 
and have been referred to and repeat
ed during this debate by a number of 
Senators. 

Mr. President, Mr. Adelman's lack of 
sufficient qualifications and experi
ence were central to the committee's 
decision to reject the nomination and 
very important in persuading me to 
cast my vote in opposition. 

Mr. President, in my judgment, Mr. 
Adelman lacks the stature and experi
ence necessary to effectively direct our 
Nation's arms control efforts, particu
larly at this critical juncture in our 
strategic nuclear relationship with the 
Soviet Union. The nominee also ap
pears to have a far too limited view of 
what his role would be if confirmed as 
arms control chief. Furthermore, 
there are serious questions which have 
yet to be satisfactorily dispelled as to 
the degree of Mr. Adelman's support 
for arms control treaties and negotia
tions and, very importantly, his com
mitment to pursuing new and mean
ingful arms control initiatives with the 
Soviets. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
Director of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency is one of our Gov
ernment's most highly visible officials 
abroad, symbolizing the commitment 
of the United States to halting the nu
clear arms race and preventing a nu
clear holocaust. He must also be the 
President's foremost adviser on arms 
control negotiations and he must have 
the skill, the expertise, the stature, 
and the stamina, to deal with the Pen
tagon on strategic arms and arms con
trol and to successfully contest the So
viets at the bargaining table. The 
Arms Control Director must also be in 
a strong enough position within the 
administration to be able to shield his 
Agency against budget cuts and per
sonnel purges which might cripple its 
mission. 

What I believe the Reagan adminis
tration needs is a distinguished ap
pointee who would be able to hold his 
own with the Pentagon, with the Sovi
ets, and with the White House, over
coming the administration's former 
disdain for arms control, and compen
sating for the inexperience in arms 
control of its top officials. I think it is 
widely recognized that neither the 
President, nor his National Security 
adviser, nor his Secretaries of State 
and Defense, has ever wrestled with 
the complexities, the intricate diplo
macy, and the intellectual problems 
associated with the controlling of nu
clear arms. And I believe that the For
eign Relations Committee has correct
ly determined that the President's 

nominee for Arms Control Director, 
Kenneth Adelman, does not have the 
qualifications or the experience neces
sary to make up for this lack of arms 
control knowledge at the highest 
policy levels of the administration. 

Mr. President, beyond Mr. Adel
man's personal qualifications, I am 
also deeply concerned that the Sen
ate's confirmation of Mr. Adelman will 
send the wrong signal to both the So
viets and our allies in Europe about 
the intentions of the United States on 
arms control. At the present time, we 
are at a stalemate with the Soviets at 
the strategic arms reduction talks, and 
we are at a similar stalemate at the 
medium-range Euromissile talks. 

Last week, the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee received testimony 
from the administration's top arms ne
gotiators that in the foreseeable 
future there does not appear to be any 
chance for an accord in either of these 
crucial negotiations. This is, indeed, 
discouraging news, but news that was 
not totally unexpected. Certainly, the 
Soviets can be rightly blamed for their 
intransigence, but I think the Reagan 
administration, by virtue of its lack of 
enthusiasm, its lack of positive action 
over the long haul, and it'5 lack of con
sistent leadership and direction in 
arms control, must bear a great deal of 
responsibility. 

The nomination of Kenneth Adel
man has without a doubt added to the 
administration's serious lack of credi
bility on arms control in Europe. 
Europe, of course, is the principal 
focus of mP~h of our strategic policies 
and our current arms control negotia
tions. The Europeans see the Presi
dent's nominee as a lower-level diplo
mat with little hands-on arms control 
experience and even less standing with 
the European arms control communi
ty. 

It has been argued, and quite cor
rectly in my view, that if the United 
States does not win the hearts and 
minds of the people of Europe, if we 
do not convince them that we are seri
ous about arms control, we will make 
little headway in arms negotiations 
with the Soviets. Most observers agree 
that the Soviet Union is presently sit
ting back waiting to see what we do 
here in the Senate on this nomination. 
Some argue that it might be in the 
best interest of the Soviet Union for 
us to confirm Kenneth Adelman be
cause of the negative signal it will 
send to our European allies about our 
commitment to arms control and stra
tegic reductions in Europe. That, of 
course, remains to be seen. 

However, it is a fact that the Soviets 
are hoping that continued conflict be
tween President Reagan and Europe 
over the direction and approach the 
allies should take on arms control will 
place a wedge between the United 
States and NATO. I must say that the 
confirmation of Kenneth Adelman 

does not bode well for a change in the 
administration's approach to the nego
tiations in Europe. For this reason, I 
believe that the Senate should reject 
the Adelman nomination, thereby 
urging the President to nominate an 
arms negotiator of credibility and stat
ure, both with the Soviets and with 
the Europeans, who can speak force
fully and eloquently for the United 
States and Europe in the strategic 
arms talks. 

I sincerely hope that the Senate will 
have the courage to do what is neces
sary to insure that arms control is our 
highest foreign policy priority. With
out a doubt, the President will incur a 
certain amount of political damage if 
his nominee is rejected by the Senate. 
However, I believe that it could be 
greatly minimized and be only momen
tary if the administration acts quickly 
thereafter to name an acceptable, dis
tinguished nominee. In the short run, 
the President will lose a little ground 
politically, but in the long run he will 
gain badly needed stature and techni
cal skill for his arms control team. 

Mr. President, I think a great many 
of my colleagues believe that what we 
are voting on here today is no less 
than the future direction of this ad
ministration's arms control policies. If 
we confirm Mr. Adelman, I am con
vinced that we will not see a great deal 
of substantive progress in arms control 
during the remainder of President 
Reagan's term in office. I say this be
cause it seems clear that Mr. Adelman 
will merely carry on the administra
tion's ambivalent approach to arms 
control, which has been badly misin
terpreted abroad, strongly opposed at 
home, and which threatens to place us 
firmly on the path of an accelerated 
arms race. 

I ask my colleagues to consider the 
alternative of rejecting this nominee, 
limiting the political rhetoric that 
would usually accompany such a set
back for a President, and working with 
the White House on appointing a Di
rector of the Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency who will command 
the respect of the Soviets and our 
allies and insure that our Nation has 
the leadership it needs to carry for
ward our continued efforts to achieve 
true and meaningful arms reductions 
with the Soviet Union. 

I urge a "no" vote on Mr. Adelman's 
nomination. 

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, I 
rise today to speak in favor of the 
nomination of Kenneth Adelman to be 
the Director of .Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency. I have reviewed 
the Foreign Relations Committee's 
report with care because of the impor
tance I place on the issue of arms con
trol. I support Ambassador Adelman 
because I believe that the defeat of his 
nomination will terribly damage the 
prospects for achieving timely and 
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meaningful arms control agreements 
that will enhance our national securi
ty, world stability, and at the same 
time reduce the threat of nuclear war. 
Ambassador Adelman has the qualifi
cations necessary to fulfill his duties 
in a way that will contribute to the 
arms control process, and the defeat of 
this nomination will further delay and 
disrupt efforts to achieve significant 
arms control agreements. 

In addition, I believe that Ambassa
dor Adelman is well qualified to 
assume the directorship of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. 
Most important, he is strongly dedicat
ed to the cause of arms control. His 
convictions about the need to sharply 
reduce the nuclear arsenals of both 
the Soviet Union and the United 
States are evident in his public state
ments and published writings. And he 
put these convictions into action as 
the head of our delegation to the 
United Nations' Special Session on 
Disarmament. Furthermore, Ambassa
dor Adelman is the man the President 
and the Secretary of State want to fill 
this important post. He is the man 
they feel comfortable working with on 
the issues of arms control and I be
lieve that it is important for the Presi
dent to have the man on his team who 
he believes is best qualified. After all, 
the ultimate outcome of our arms con
trol negotiations is the President's re
sponsibility. Finally, Ambassador 
Adelman is experienced in a wide 
range of national security and foreign 
policy issues. I believe that this equips 
him with a fuller understanding of the 
implications of arms control on the na
tional interest. I believe this broader 
perspective is strong argument in 
favor of Ambassador Adelman. 

While the qualifications and abilities 
of Ambassador Adelman are critical 
considerations in making a prudent de
cision on his confirmation, it is also es
sential that we examine the conse
quences for arms control of rejecting 
Ambassador Adelman's nomination. I 
am convinced that the rejection of 
this nominee will hinder, not help, 
achieve meaningful arms control. The 
rejection of Ambassador Adelman will 
further delay the quick establishment 
of needed leadership in the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency. It will 
undermine the sense of unity so criti
cal to any international negotiation. 
And it will restrict the administra
tion's ability to freely negotiate with 
the Soviets on arms limitation. Thus, I 
urge those who are most concerned 
about the need for an arms control 
agreement and reducing the threat of 
nuclear war to recognize that their in
terests and mine are best served by the 
approval of this nominee. 

Mr. President, the question before 
us today is whether this nominee, 
Kenneth Adelman, is qualified to fill 
the post of Director of the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency. We can 

debate the merits of the administra
tion's approach to arms control but we 
should not let that debate spill over 
into this issue. We cannot allow these 
policy debates to deprive our Govern
ment of the ability to function 
smoothly. I sincerely hope those in 
this body who favor different ap
proaches to arms control will realize 
that they have nothing to gain by re
jecting this nomination. Government 
paralysis is too high a price to pay es
pecially over issues as important as 
arms control. Mr. President, I strongly 
urge my colleagues to approve this 
nomination thereby serving our na
tional security, the cause of arms con
trol, world stability, and peace. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, the op
position to Mr. Adelman's nomination 
has been disingenuous-until quite re
cently. For months we have been led 
to believe that the opposition to Mr. 
Adelman was based on misgivings 
about him as a person, on disagree
ments with his own publicly expressed 
views on various aspects of public af
fairs. But none of this ever rang true. 
Yes, Dr. Adelman is young. But the 
Senate has recently confirmed people 
for equally high diplomatic posts who 
are just as young -and lack Adelman's 
impressive academic credentials. Yes, 
Dr. Adelman has written much. Pub
lished writings invite people to lend 
fault and to state more persuasive 
cases for opposing views. But those op
posed to Dr. Adelman have not coun
tered with attempts at academic dis
sections of his published works. They 
have not tried to argue that his views 
are so inconsistent with the standard 
of right which they proposed that he 
ought not to be confirmed. This in not 
to say that the opposition has not 
been based on Dr. Adelman's views. 
Indeed it has. 

But the views which the opposition 
opposes are not peculiarly Kenneth 
Adelman's. They are views of the man 
who appointed him-President 
Reagan. Those who oppose Dr. Adel
man have had no trouble supporting 
other nominees of this President's, 
even very young ones-so long as they 
had reason to believe these nominees 
agreed more with them than with the 
President who appointed them. But 
Dr. Adelman's views are the Presi
dent's views. Hence the attack. Dr. 
Adelman has been the occasion of an 
attack directed not at him, but at the 
President. 

In recent days, this has at last 
become explicit. Hence today the op
position is a bit more honest. But not 
totally so. The opposition has used 
this nomination to advance the most 
invidious innuendos about President 
Reagan. The President, so the story 
goes, is increasing the danger of nucle
ar war. Mind you, the Soviet buildup is 
not increasing that danger, but Presi
dent Reagan's attempts to restore the 
U.S. military position are increasing 

that danger. This is worse than politi
cal malice. This is outright falsehood. 

When the United States enjoyed 
strategic superiority over the Soviet 
Union there was no danger of war. 
Does anyone argue otherwise? That 
danger has arisen as the Soviet Union 
has built a force of ICBM's clearly de
signed to disarm the United States 
with a fraction of its number, while 
holding us hostage with the rest. The 
peace of the world will not be safe so 
long as the Soviets hold this tempting 
offensive advantage. Those who argue 
we should let the Soviets enjoy this 
threatening posture bear a heavy 
burden. The opposition to the nomina
tion of Dr. Adelman have not argued 
this explicitly. They have implied it. 
That is less honest and more perni
cious. 

How shall we escape from our cur
rent predicament, a predicament that 
is dangerous, unstable, and surely 
evolving toward greater and greater 
Soviet ability to threaten our lives and 
freedoms? We could try to reduce the 
numerical balance by building the 
equivalent of the Soviet ICBM-large, 
fixed, counterforce missiles. But the 
Soviets' lead in this field may not be 
surmountable. Success would mean a 
situation in which not only the Soviet 
Union, but now also we ourselves, 
would be tempted to launch before the 
other struck. That does not seem to be 
a goal worth striving for. The Presi
dent has decided not to go down that 
road. But what shall we do? Again, 
who will argue publicly that we ought 
to follow the strategic policies of the 
late 1960's and 1970's? We must 
change course. Unless we do, the 
present course of events may well lead 
us to war. 

The President has chosen the only 
other way out: We can deny to the 
Soviet ICBM's the ability to disarm us 
on the ground without preparing to 
strike them on the ground. We can do 
it by defending ourselves against 
Soviet missiles if and when they are 
ever launched against us. In short, we 
can protect ourselves. This ability to 
deny to the Soviets their present capa
bility to disarm us and hold us hostage 
will make it less likely that they will 
try. The President does not propose to 
acquire the ability to attack their 
weapons except after those weapons 
are launched against us. They can 
keep them in all safety. They just 
would not be able to shoot at us suc
cessfully. Why should they be able to? 
These are the President's views. 
Anyone who disputes them should do 
so openly and openly argue that the 
peace of the world requires that ordi
nary American citizens peacefully 
going about their business be defense
less hostages to Soviet nuclear weap
ons. Let the argument be on substance 
rather than by innuendo. 
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The opposition has charged that the 

President is not serious about arms 
control. Well, the President is as seri
ous about arms control as he can rea
sonably be. The Constitution, which 
he is sworn to defend, commits him
and all of us-to the common defense. 
His job and ours is to protect the 
American people. Arms control is one 
means among many to do this. De
fense-safety-are the ends. Arms con
trol is something to be pursued insofar 
as it helps us achieve safety. It is not 
to be pursued in ways that endanger 
us. 

The point of all this is that certain 
kinds of arms control are better-and 
some are worse-than others. The 
President and his nominee are not 
committed to arms control in the way 
that the last President and his nomi
nees were. That does not mean they 
are wrong. The arms control policies 
of the 1970's were tried-and how they 
were tried. They bore bitter fruit. The 
American people rejected them in the 
election of 1980. This President has 
his own priorities. The President's em
phasis on protection of the population 
will affect our arms control policy, and 
it should. In the past our arms control 
policy has been shaped by the overall 
policy of mutual assured destruction 
followed by the U.S. Government 
since the days of Robert McNamara. 
Therefore in SALT I and II we sought 
to limit the number of launchers, fully 
knowing that most launchers would 
launch multiple warheads and perhaps 
multiple missiles. We sought to keep 
the launchers fixed and we succeeded. 
We sought-unsuccessfully-to limit 
accuracy. We sought to insure that 
neither side could impede the arrival 
of the other's missiles on target. We 
have succeeded in keeping ourselves 
vulnerable while the Soviets have built 
greater and greater protection for 
themselves. Clearly we have come to 
the end of a road. 

Technology has changed. While we 
Americans, for the sake of arms con
trol and MAD, did not take advantage 
of the technology of the 1970's-coun
terforce missiles-Soviet forces took 
advantage of that technology as they 
grew. Now we find ourselves vulnera
ble to being disarmed by a fraction of 
Soviet forces and threatened by the 
rest. What can arms control do about 
this? Will the Soviets be moved to re
lease us from this predicament by the 
sweet reasonableness of our negotia
tors? What sort of arguments should 
our negotiators use? What arguments 
by someone other than Dr. Adelman 
would persuade the Soviets to deprive 
themselves of hard-won advantage? I 
suggest that such arguments do not 
now exist. 

But technology-and our aerospace 
industry-can provide new and differ
ent arguments. We could agree each to 
build numerous defensive weapons, 
thereby automatically devaluing each 

other's ICBM forces. Then cuts in 
those forces would become possible. 
The prerequisite for all this of course 
is the existence of American space
based laser ABM stations. No one 
should doubt that the Soviets are 
working on them as hard as they can. 
True arms control would not be served 
if the United States were to decide not 
to take advantage of the technology of 
the 1980's even as it decided not to 
take advantage of the technology of 
the 1970's. 

In order to contribute to our securi
ty, arms control must break out of the 
intellectual mold of mutual assured 
destruction, take into account new 
technology, and pursue new approach
es. The President has new approaches 
in mind. That is why he is appointing 
new people. 

If the opposition to Dr. Adelman 
were fully honest, it would seek to 
show why the policies of the 1970's 
would lead the Soviets to give up the 
advantages they have worked and paid 
for. The opposition would try to show 
that those policies, which have led us 
to the point for the first time in our 
history, where we legitimately fear 
war and defeat, should be continued. 
But the opposition is not fully honest 
precisely because it does not believe it 
can carry that heavy burden. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, most 
nominations requiring the advice and 
consent of the Senate are processed 
through this body routinely, with 
little or no controversy. Occasionally, 
however, a major controversy erupts 
around a nomination as in the case of 
Mr. Kenneth Adelman. The controver
sy may not be based entirely on the 
nominee's fitness viewed in abstract. 
When the Government function itself, 
the nominee would be called upon to 
manage, is subject of a broad national 
controversy it is to be expected that 
the Senate takes a particularly hard 
look at the candidate's qualifications 
to step into that position with author
ity, to bring order into the area afflict
ed by disarray. In other words, the 
Senate's function cannot be viewed as 
that of a fine scale operating in 
vacuum. The Senate has to exercise its 
collective judgment in a particular his
torical moment, under the then exist
ing national political conditions. 

It would be unfair to blame Mr. 
Adelman for all the problems that 
cluttered his path to his confirmation. 
He is a very talented individual with a 
distinguished career. One can think of 
a whole range of government posi
tions for which he would ordinarily 
have no difficulty in gaining the ap
proval of the Senate. 

This, however is not an ordinary 
nomination, and is certainly not con
sidered under ordinary circumstances. 
Both among the American public as 
well as our allies there is a strong con
cern that this administration is not 
dedicated to the cause of arms control, 

its protestations to the contrary not
withstanding. 

We cannot base the security of our 
Nation solely on trying to outspend 
the Soviet Union in building more and 
more nuclear arms. A prudent national 
security policy has to establish a judi
cious balance between arms procure
ment and arms control initiatives. 
These two components presuppose and 
complement each other. For far too 
long, the President seemed to recog
nize only the armament side of this 
equation. He allowed his spokesmen to 
make imprudent statements on limited 
nuclear war or on nuclear war-fighting 
that understandably alarmed the 
people of the United States and our 
European allies. As a result, the con
sensus behind the President's defense 
policies evaporated. To arrive to a sig
nificant arms control agreement with 
the Soviet Union is a task of enormous 
complexity and difficulty. With a new 
Soviet leader who may still be in the 
process of establishing his authority 
vis-a-vis the military this task is even 
more arduous. Under these circum
stances we have no chance at that ne
gotiating table unless we have a Presi
dent whose authority is intact and 
who has a comprehensive and credible 
arms control policy with a national 
consensus behind it. The President's 
principal advisers have a crucial role 
in establishing that authority, in fash
ioning that policy. At present, among 
the President's principal officers on 
national security matters there is no 
one who has in-depth experience in 
the arms control field. This is no time 
for another trainee-on-the-job. In the 
present situation we need an ACDA di
rector with an impeccable record of 
commitment to arms control and a 
well-established expertise in the tech
nical as well as the political aspects of 
the field. 

It is perhaps unfair to Mr. Adelman 
to be judged, at least in part, on the 
basis of circumstances that he did not 
create, nor does he control. It is fair, 
however, to point out that during the 
last 3 months he utterly failed to es
tablish to the members of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, the informed 
public, indeed, to the whole Nation 
the genuineness of his commitment to 
the cause of arms control and the 
depth of his expertise in the field. The 
considerable body of writings on the 
subject that is so often cited by his 
supporters consists of little more than 
abrasive political philippics against 
supporters of arms control efforts. He 
was given ample opportunity before 
the committee to demonstrate his 
mastery of the technical, as opposed 
to the political, aspects of the issue, 
but he declined to rise to the chal
lenge. 

In sum. Mr. Adelman does not have 
sufficient credibility in this field, nor 
does his expertise measure up to the 
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very high standards that are called 
for. In the Nation's best interest and 
even in his personal political interest 
the President should have seized the 
opportunity offered to him by the For
eign Relations Committee and replace 
Mr. Adelman with one of the many 
outstanding Republican figures who 
would have no difficulty in gaining the 
trust of the Senate and the Nation. 

Mr. President, for the above reasons 
I cannot vote for the confirmation of 
Mr. Adelman. Precisely because I want 
the President to be able to launch a 
successful and effective arms control 
effort I urge my colleagues to vote 
against the present nominee. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I yield 
the remainder of our time to the dis
tinguished majority leader, Senator 
BAKER. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the chairman. 
Mr. President, the Senate has now 

spent a great amount of time debating 
the Adelman nomination. 

May I begin by expressing my appre
ciation to the minority leader, to the 
ranking minority member of the com
mittee, and of course to the chairman 
and all other Senators for entering 
into a unanimous-consent agreement 
that permitted us to reach the point 
we are about to reach-that is to say, 
an up-and-down vote on the Adelman 
nomination at 2 p.m. I think it is in 
the highest and best traditions of the 
Senate, in the execution of its advise 
and consent constitutional responsibil
ity, that the matter has been handled 
in the way it has. 

Notwithstanding the fact that the 
nomination was controversial-and 
indeed, the Foreign Relations Commit
tee recommended that the Senate dis
approve the nomination-the Foreign 
Relations Committee reported the 
nomination for the consideration of 
the full Senate. That is in keeping 
with previous precedents of that com
mittee and of the Senate, and I com
mend the members of the committee, 
particularly the chairman and the 
ranking minority member, for agree
ing to that procedure. 

There has been a full, fair, and thor
ough examination of this nomination, 
as there should be; and I am com
vinced that the Senate should confirm 
the nomination of Kenneth Adelman. 
I am sure that there are questions 
that remain in the minds of many Sen
ators. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time 
of the majority leader has expired. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
the majority leader have an addition
al-

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, do I cor
rectly understand that the time for 
the vote is 2 p.m.? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor is correct. 

Mr. BAKER. Is it the statement of 
the Chair that time of the Senator 
from Illinois has expired? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor's time has expired. The Senator 
from Rhode Island has 3 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. PELL. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there 

are 2 minutes remaining before 2 
o'clock. I thank the Senator from 
Rhode Island for yielding from his 
time so that I can complete these re
marks. 

Mr. President, the Senate's consider
ation of the nomination of Ambassa
dor Kenneth Adelman to become the 
Director of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency has consumed more 
of the Senate's time than I would have 
expected when the nomination was re
ceived. I am pleased that we now have 
the opportunity for the Senate to ex
press its will on this matter. 

In the past several months I have 
had the opportunity to spend a consid
erable amount of time with Ambassa
dor Adelman. During that time I have 
come to know him quite well and I be
lieve I have a good understanding of 
his views on national security and the 
importance of arms control as a funda
mental element of our security. In the 
normal course of events it would be 
my inclination to support him as the 
President's nominee; in this instance, I 
not only support him, I am convinced 
that Ambassador Adelman has the will 
and capacity to become an outstanding 
advocate of the arms control process. 
Because I believe deeply in that proc
ess, I believe it vitally important that 
the Senate confirm his nomination. I 
am encouraged ~o believe, Mr. Presi
dent, that the Senate will. 

Mr. President, we all know that this 
nomination has been embroiled in a 
variety of issues that go far beyond 
the examination of Ambassador Adel
man's qualifications for this position. 
The Washington Post characterized 
these as "largely ephemeral side 
issues." I would be less than candid if I 
did not confess a similar degree of 
frustration at the number of seeming
ly unrelated issues with which we and 
Ambassador Adelman have had to 
deal. The question the Senate should 
be asking, and I trust will ask, is 
whether this nominee is qualified for 
the position. I am absolutely con
vinced that he is. 

I will readily concede that an essen
tial element of the qualifications of 
this nominee is his commitment to the 
arms control process, and I have heard 
it said that since Ambassador Adelman 
was critical of the SALT II agreement, 
his commitment to the process is less 
than enthusiastic. Mr. President, that 
simply is not true. I and many others 
in this Chamber shared the Ambassa
dor's belief that the SALT II agree
ment, as submitted to the Senate, was 
both a detriment to the security of 

this country and to the long term 
prospects of achieving an arms control 
agreement that in a meaningful way 
reduced the risk of a nuclear war. I 
assure you, Mr. President, that opposi
tion to SALT II in no way reflects, 
either for me or for this nominee, a 
belief that meaningful arms control is 
not essential to our national security. 

There have been, as well, questions 
raised with respect to the President's 
commitment to arms control. While 
these questions do not bear directly on 
this nomination, I think it important 
to say that I am equally convinced of 
the President's commitment and belief 
in the importance of arms control. 
This, too, I can say from personal ex
perience, having talked with the Presi
dent on many occasions on this sub
ject. Moreover, I know that Ambassa
dor Adelman enjoys the trust, confi
dence, and respect of the President, as 
well as that of the Secretary of State, 
Secretary of Defense, and others with 
whom he will have to coordinate the 
Nation's arms control policies. I am 
confident, therefore, that he will be an 
able and effective advocate for arms 
control and highly competent in the 
execution of the responsibilities en
trusted to his agency. 

Finally, Mr. President, I understand 
the deep commitment of many in this 
Chamber to arms control and their 
concern that there seems to be little 
progress in the negotiations that are 
underway. Although I am more in
clined to fault the Soviet Union for 
that lack of progress, that is a subject 
for an entirely separate speech. I, too, 
want progress on those negotiations 
and I believe the greatest contribution 
this Chamber can make to that effort 
is to confirm this nominee-a nominee 
in whom the President has the highest 
confidence-and give the President a 
full team with which to seek these im
portant agreements. ACDA has been 
too long without effective leadership 
and I would be terribly concerned 
should this Chamber take any action 
that will contribute further to that 
problem. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge my 
colleagues to examine this question 
carefully and thoughtfully. I believe 
the Senate should consent to his con
firmation and I believe it important 
that we do so. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to consider favorably the nomination 
of Kenneth Adelman. I believe our 
confidence in him to assume this im
portant position will be fully justified. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the nomination. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques

tion is, Will the Senate advise and con
sent to the nomination of Kenneth L. 
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Adelman, of Virginia, to be Director of 
the U.S. Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency? On this question the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. · 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. PAcKwooD) 
is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 57, 
nays 42, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 55 Ex.J 

YEAS-57 
Abdnor 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Boschwitz 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
East 
Gam 
Goldwater 
Grassley 
Hatch 

Andrews 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bid en 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chiles 
Cranston 
DeConcini 
Dodd 

Hatfield Nickles 
Hawkins Percy 
Hecht Quayle 
Heflin Randolph 
Heinz Roth 
Helms Rudman 
Humphrey Simpson 
Jackson Specter 
Jepsen Stafford 
Johnston Stevens 
Kassebaum Symms 
Kasten Thurmond 
Laxalt Tower 
Long Trible 
Lugar Wallop 
Mattingly Warner 
McClure Weicker 
Moynihan Wilson 
Murkowski Zorinsky 

NAYS-42 
Eagleton Matsunaga 
Ex on Melcher 
Ford Metzenbaum 
Glenn Mitchell 
Gorton Nunn 
Hart Pell 
Hollings Pressler 
Huddleston Proxmire 
Inouye Pryor 
Kennedy Riegle 
Lautenberg Sarbanes 
Leahy Sasser 
Levin Stennis 
Mathias Tsongas 

NOT VOTING-1 
Packwood 

So the nomination was confirmed. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The major

ity leader is recognized. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I yield 

to the chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
nomination was confirmed. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, may we 
have order? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 
will be in order. 

The majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, may I 

take this opportunity to express my 
appreciation to both sides of this issue 
for their unfailing cooperation. I con
gratulate the distinguished chairman 
of the Foreign Relations Committee. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the ma
jority leader is entitled to more order 
than he is getting. I ask that there be 
order in the Senate Chamber and in 
the galleries. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 
will be in order. The galleries will 
please be in order as guests of the 
Senate. Will the Senate be in order? 

The majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if Sena

tors would give me their attention, 
what I want to try to do is see if we 
can work out a schedule of activities 
for the Senate for the next day or so. 
If I could have the attention of the 
Senators on my right and on my left, 
we will try to do that. 

But before I do, let me continue 
what I began. 

I wish to express my deep apprecia
tion to both those who supported and 
opposed this nomination for permit
ting the Senate to act as it now has 
acted and express its will in respect to 
this nomination. 

Mr. President, I particularly wish to 
congratulate the distinguished chair
man of the committee <Senator PERCY) 
for his good work over a long period of 
time in presenting this matter to the 
Senate and in managing the propo
nents' case. 

Mr. President, the Senator from 
Rhode Island <Senator PELL) deserves 
special high marks for his manage
ment as well. In addition, Senator 
TsoNGAS deserves recognition as per
haps the principal opponent. He han
dled himself like a real pro, which 
indeed he is. I wish to congratulate 
him for a job well done, notwithstand
ing that his position did not prevail. 

Mr. President, I wish to say that 
there is much work yet to be done by 
the Senate. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me before he changes 
the subject? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I express 

my compliments and my thanks to Mr. 
PERcY and Mr. PELL. I think it was 
very wise not to have a filibuster con
ducted on this nomination. I think it 
was very wise not to have a motion to 
recommit. I think the President was 
entitled not to just anybody he 
wishes-the Constitution does not say 
that-but I think the President was 
entitled to a vote up or down on his 
nominee. 

I congratulate the committee. They 
did not kill the nomination. They re
ported it out so that the Senate could 
have its say and the nominee could 
have his day in court. 

I congratulate the committee and I 
thank the distinguished majority 
leader for yielding. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the minority leader. 

ADELMAN NOMINATION 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the Senate 
has just taken the highly unusual 
action of giving its advice and consent 
to a nomination despite the negative 
recommendation of the relevant com
mittee. This has happened on only 
three previous occasions during this 

century, the last time being 33 years 
ago. 

Having been the beneficiary of this 
highly unusual action, Mr. Adelman in 
my view is under a heavy obligation to 
prove by his future actions that the 
judgment of the full Senate was cor
rect and that our committee's contrary 
judgment was wrong. As one who op
posed Mr. Adelman's confirmation, I 
very much hope that my lack of confi
dence in Mr. Adelman's commitment 
to arms control and in his ability to be 
an effective advocate of arms control 
will prove to be unfounded. As my col
leagues on the Foreign Relations Com
mittee are aware, it was with great dif
ficulty that I came to the judgment 
that Mr. Adelman is not qualified to 
be the Director of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency. I like Mr. 
Adelman as a person and respect his 
personal integrity and intelligence. I 
therefore hope that these positive as
pects, which made my decision diffi
cult, will prove to have been justified
and I say that with the utmost sinceri
ty. 

The Senate's decision in this matter 
was clearly a close judgment call, just 
as it was in the Foreign Relations 
Committee. It is a rare event whenever 
more than 40 votes are cast against a 
nominee; and in the case of Mr. Adel
man, the 42 votes cast against him 
constitute the highest negative vote 
on any nominee for ACDA Director in 
the Agency's history. Today's vote 
will, I am confident, be widely inter
preted at home and abroad as a sign of 
deep concern in the Senate about the 
future course of the administration's 
arms control policy. 

That is a heavy burden for Mr. Adel
man to bear as he takes office, but 
that burden is not necessarily a source 
of despair; it could just as well turn 
out to be a source of hope. Let me 
briefly amplify that point. 

I hope that Mr. Adelman, having 
squeaked through the Senate, will be 
sensitized to the need to make real ac
complishments in the field of arms 
control, just as Elliott Abrams was 
sensitized to the need to make positive 
contributions to the advancement of 
human rights after Ernest Lefevre 
withdrew in the wake of his rejection 
by the Foreign Relations Committee. 

I hope that Mr. Adelman will be as 
tenacious and imaginative in his advo
cacy of arms control as he was in his 
pursuit of Senate confirmation. I 
would be greatly comforted if I knew 
that such spirited perseverance would 
be put to work in the cause of revers
ing the arms race in its many dimen
sions. 

I hope that Mr. Adelman's confirma
tion will, as Senator PERcY suggested, 
serve to speed up the arms control 
process. Clearly, we have dallied too 
long in the quest for meaningful arms 
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control agreements with the Soviet 
Union. 

I hope that Mr. Adelman will, as 
Senator MATHIAS proposed, visit Hiro
shima so that he will gain a firsthand 
appreciation of what a nuclear holo
caust is like. 

I hope that Mr. Adelman will reverse 
the decline in effectiveness and morale 
of the Agency which he is about to 
head. Whether or not he puts his new 
house in order quickly will be a good 
indication of where he is headed on 
matters of policy. 

Finally, I would like to reiterate my 
hope that I will be proven wrong in 
opposing this nomination. I would like 
nothing better than to rise one day in 
this Chamber in order to praise Mr. 
Adelman for advancing the cause of 
arms control and peace in the world. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I think 
it is a sad day for America that Ken
neth Adelman's nomination was con
firmed by the Senate. Now that he is 
in this position, the only way we can 
remove him is by removing Mr. 
Reagan from the Presidency. I am 
very much of the opinion that in 1984 
our Nation, for a variety of reasons, 
will take that step and we will in fact 
elect a new President. In so doing, we 
will not only put the Presidency into 
new and more capable hands but 
afford ourselves the chance to then 
select on behalf of our Nation some
one to head the arms control effort 
who brings the qualification and the 
professional standing and the aware
ness of the issues that this vital, abso
lutely critical issue requires. 

In a sense, I suppose the confirma
tion today draws the issue even more 
clearly, and that is the problem of a 
lack of movement on arms control and 
in the end is a problem of inadequate 
Presidential leadership. 

I think it is time for us now to deal 
with the problem-of President 
Reagan; when this term is up, to re
place him with a President that can 
perform this job at a higher standard 
and in a much better way. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I never 
made any statement to the Senate 
prior to the vote on the nomination 
today. I thought that was a bipartisan 
matter, and I felt that had I spoken 
against the nomination, it might be 
viewed as a partisan issue. I feel that a 
thing or two should be said, however. 

As I read the Constitution, article II, 
section 2, paragraph 2, it is as follows: 

He-
Meaning the President-

shall have Power, by and with the Advice 
and Consent of the Senate, to make Trea
ties, provided two-thirds of the Senators 
present concur; and he shall nominate, and 
by and with the Advice and Consent of the 
Senate, shall appoint Ambassadors, other 
public Ministers and Consuls, Judges of the 
supreme Court, and all other Officers of the 
United States, whose Appointments are not 
herein otherwise provided for, and which 
shall be established by law ... 

I do not read the Constitution, Mr. 
President, as saying that the Senate 
has to rubberstamp every nominee or 
any nominee of any President, of any 
party. Over the years, T have heard 
the argument made many times to the 
effect that, "Well, it's the President's 
nominee. He should have whomever 
he wishes." 

That is not with what the Constitu
tion says. Each of us takes an oath, as 
we begin our holding of this office as a 
United States Senator, to uphold the 
Constitution. 

I simply wish to say for the record 
that this is one Senator who will never 
subscribe to the view that any Presi
dent-this President, a Democratic 
President or a Republican President
is entitled automatically to have his 
choice as nominee for any office. 

I do not say that that is not a factor 
in my thinking when I approach my 
vote on a nomination. It is a factor 
and has some degree of validity, but it 
should not be the overriding factor; 
because if it is the overriding factor, 
the Constitution might as well be ex
purgated of the words I have just read, 
which should be taken out of the Con
stitution. That can be done only by a 
constitutional amendment. 

Our Founding Fathers were con
cerned about extending a President 
such inordinate power. They feared 
that giving a President such unfet
tered power would allow him to place 
in office any person of his choice, no 
matter how unqualified or how incom
petent, to conduct the important busi
ness of our Government. They were 
concerned that this would accord to 
the President the very monarchial 
powers against which our Founding 
Fathers rebelled. 

History indicates that the framers of 
the Constitution intended that respon
sibility for foreign policy be shared be
tween Congress and the President. In 
this connection, the Senate was ac
corded a special advisory role under 
the Constitution. 

I think we make a mockery of the 
role for the Senate that is written into 
the Constitution, by simply voting 
automatically for a nominee once the 
nomination comes up. 

The requirement that ambassadors, 
ministers, and consuls be subject to 
Senate confirmation appears to have 
been intended as a basic part of the di
vision of foreign relations powers be
tween Congress and the President. 
The power-sharing was structured in 
this manner as recognition that the 
Senate also had a special advisory role 
in the treaty making processes of our 
Government. Therefore, it was logical 
to our Founding Fathers that there 
was a connection between requiring 
the advice and consent of the Senate 
in the making of treaties and requiring 
the advice and consent of the Senate 
for the appointment of representatives 
of our Government responsible for 

overseeing treaty negotiations and 
those who would participate in the 
actual negotiations themselves. 

The requirement for Senate confir
mation of nominees also serves the 
purpose of keeping up the caliber of 
appointees by providing a check on 
the choices and an opportunity for 
scrutiny. In the foreign affairs field, it 
provides a means for the Senate to 
assure that the United States is ably 
represented. It also provides a channel 
of communications between Senators 
and executive branch officials on the 
problems and goals of U.S. foreign 
policy. And finally, the hearings and 
nominations are a method of oversee
ing the administration of foreign 
policy by the executive branch. 

So if we subscribe to the notion that 
a President should have whomever he 
wishes, why should he even send the 
name up to the Senate? Why should 
the appropriate committee that may 
have jurisdiction over the nomination 
bother to have hearings? If it is an 
automatic thing, committees are wast
ing their time, the Senate is wasting 
its time debating the nominations, and 
the President is wasting his time in 
bothering to send the nomination up 
to the Senate. 

I certainly do not find any reason to 
criticize any Senator for voting one 
way or the other on nominations, as 
we saw today. 

I voted against the nomination for 
various reasons, one of which was that 
the President stated publicly that "If 
they could not see the light up there, 
they would feel the heat." I resented 
that statement. It is not a matter of 
feeling the heat. It is a matter of ful
filling our constitutional duties, and 
they are clear-that the President 
shall appoint, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. 

I was offended, on behalf of this in
stitution, that the President made 
that statement. I hope that no future 
President-or this one, either-will 
make such a statement again. I can 
understand his doing everything he 
can in favor of a person nominated by 
him, and I can understand his contacts 
with Senators in his efforts to get a 
nominee confirmed. I have no objec
tion to that. But to make a public 
statement that "If they cannot see the 
light, they can feel the heat," leaves 
me cold-cold. I am talking about ab
solute zero when I say "cold," absolute 
zero being minus 459 degrees Fahren
heit. 

I do not subscribe to that kind of 
public statement, nor do I subscribe to 
the idea that this Senate, under this 
Constitution that I have here in my 
hand, should automatically confirm 
any nominee that any President sends 
up for any position. We cannot give 
any President just any old nomination 
he wants just because he is President; 
it is the responsibility of the Senate to 
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determine whether or not the nominee 
is qualified and competent. And in the 
case of Mr. Adelman the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, by a bipartisan 
vote, determined that he was not 
qualified to assume the position as Di
rector of the Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency. 

I am glad that the committee did 
report the nomination to the Senate. I 
think the President is entitled to have 
a Senate vote on his nominee. The 
Constitution does not say that he shall 
appoint by and with the advice and 
consent of a Senate committee. It is 
"by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate." So I compliment the 
committee-even though it reported 
the nomination adversely, I compli
ment the committee on reporting the 
nomination, and I commend all Sena
tors for not engaging in a filibuster 
and for not moving to recommit the 
nomination. 

I think both the President and Mr. 
Adelman were entitled to a vote up or 
down on the nomination. 

As Mr. PELL pointed out, in almost 
60 years rarely has the Senate Com
mittee on Foreign Relations reported 
a nominee unfavorably. Only once 
during that period of time has the 
committee voted down a nomination, 
and in that case the nominee withdrew 
almost immediately. In addition this is 
only the 13th time in this century that 
any Senate committee has reported an 
executive branch nomination unfavor
ably and on only three occasions has 
the full Senate overturned the judg
ment of the committee responsible for 
judging the qualifications of the indi
vidual being nominated. 

So the recommendation of the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Rela
tions should not be taken lightly. 

I think that among those issues sur
rounding this nomination, one of 
those issues was that this is an institu
tional matter. 

But I wish to say that it was a fine 
debate; it was bipartisan in nature. 
The Senate has spoken. I wish the 
nominee well, just as I wished Mr. 
Haig well after I had voted against his 
nomination and after the Senate had 
confirmed him for the office of Secre
tary of State. 

I believe that to vote for a nominee 
just because there is a feeling that the 
President should have his own team 
no matter how unqualified those indi
viduals may be is not a responsible ex
ercise of our institutional duty under 
the Constitution. Each Senator has to 
determine for himself where his re
sponsibilities are, how he should view 
them and how he should approach 
them, but the words of the Constitu
tion are clear. The Founding Fathers I 
think were wise in according the 
Senate this responsibility. They knew 
all too well that it would serve as a 
check on the President if the Senate 
demonstrated that there were risks in 

nominating questionable aspirants for 
positions of responsibility in the Gov
ernment of the United States. 

If we finally come around to the 
view that we give any President any 
nominee that he wishes, why then we 
are going to undermine the Constitu
tion and we are going to undermine 
the intentions and deliberate words 
that the Founding Fathers wrote into 
the Constitution and in the long run 
we will remove a check on a President 
if we succumb to the idea that just 
any old body, any old guy, any old 
nominee that he sends to the Senate 
could have Senate confirmation just 
because the President wants it. 

It will not make any difference 
whether it is a Democratic President 
or a Republican President. It is a duty 
of the Senate to fulfill its responsibil
ity under the Constitution, and I hope 
that Senators will agree with me that 
there is that responsibility. We cannot 
avoid it because of the oath that we 
take when we enter upon our office. 
As I say, if that is going to be the posi
tion of the Senate, then there will be 
no check on the nominees that future 
Presidents may send or wish to send to 
the Senate, and we will have abdicated 
our own responsibility. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the President 
be immediately notified that the 
Senate has given its consent to this 
nomination. 

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
now return to legislative session. 

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

SENATE SCHEDULE 
Mr. BAKER. Mr President, if I may 

have the attention of Senators for a 
moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader is entitled to the at
tention of all Members of the Senate. 
Those who are carrying on conversa
tion will find other places to do that. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, under 
the order previously entered, the 
Senate on tomorrow will turn to the 
consideration of the reciprocity bill, at 
which time the Kasten amendment 
will be the pending question before 
the Senate. I do not know, of course, 
but I anticipate that the proponents 
of the Kasten amendment may wish to 
file a cloture motion to limit debate on 
that subject. That, of course, interacts 
pretty intimately with the question of 
how we schedule the activities of the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, I would like to see if 
we could also work in the consider
ation of the bankruptcy bill. The 
Chief Justice of the United States has 
urged on many occasions that we con
sider this measure as soon as possible. 
It is urgent, I believe, that we clarify 
the law in respect to bankruptcy in 
view of the expiration of certain prior 
statutory provisions. 

I may say to my friend, the minority 
leader, that what I would like to do for 
the remainder of this day, if we can do 
it, is to try to go to the bankruptcy 
bill, to spend some time on that this 
afternoon, if the chairman of the com
mittee is agreeable and others, and to 
return to the consideration of that 
measure tomorrow until a reasonable 
time, say 1 or 2 o'clock, at which time 
we would-could I inquire of the 
Chair, what time does the order pro
vide we will go to the reconciliation 
bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate is scheduled to go to the trade 
reciprocity bill 1 hour after the Senate 
convenes. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, at that time, we will 

begin the consideration of the reci
procity bill. 

Mr. President, I would also like to 
see if there is a possibility that we 
could avoid a Saturday session by pro
viding that Saturday would count as 
the intervening day in the case of rule 
XXII to permit a vote on Monday, if 
that is the wish of those who propose 
it, or on Tuesday, if that seems prefer
able, and to provide a regular schedule 
of votes for next week based on the 
maximum convenience of Senators 
and circumstances involved. 

Mr. President, let me say that on the 
reciprocity bill, I indicated to the 
Senate, and more particularly to the 
Senator from Wisconsin, Senator 
KAsTEN, that, notwithstanding that I 
do not support his amendment and 
indeed that I will vote against cloture, 
I will cooperate with him in every way 
to see that he has an opportunity to 
present that motion and to schedule it 
in an appropriate way. I will do that. 

I also indicated, I believe, in my ear
lier remarks, that I would see that he 
had an ample opportunity to try to 
prevail on his initiative. 

Mr. President, I would like to elabo
rate on that now, even before we get 
to the subject, with this addition. 
What I had in mind at that time, and 
what I wish to offer at this time, is 
that if cloture is not invoked on the 
first try, and it may be, but if it is not, 
I will cooperate with the Senator from 
Wisconsin, if he wishes, in the matter 
of providing for a second cloture vote. 
If he does not get cloture on that, and 
he very well may, I will cooperate with 
him in trying to get a cloture vote on a 
third cloture vote, but it would not be 
my intention to go beyond three clo-
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ture votes. There is so much to be 
done by the Senate that I think that is 
a fair opportunity under the circum
stances. 

So, Mr. President, on tomorrow, we 
will go, under the order previously en
tered, to the Kasten amendment as an 
amendment to the reciprocity bill. 

I would like to inquire of the minori
ty leader if we can arrange a schedule 
of those cloture votes so that they suc
ceed one after the other, if that is nec
essary to meet the maximum conven
ience of Senators to avoid a Saturday 
session, and to get on with the consid
eration in the interim of the bankrupt
cy bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will re
spond to the majority leader that I 
discussed this matter in the caucus on 
yesterday and indicated that the ma
jority leader might wish, or someone 
may wish, to enter a cloture motion 
on--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the minority leader withhold? Either 
there is a deficiency in the President's 
hearing or there is a rather loud hum 
in this Chamber. The Presiding Offi
cer, therefore, would advise both Sena
tors and the people who continue to 
move in the galleries that it is very dif
ficult for the Members of the Senate 
to listen to their leadership as we at
tempt to negotiate a time schedule for 
the next several days. 

The minority leader is recognized. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I com

mend the Chair, because, under the 
rules, the Chair has the responsibility 
and the duty to get order and to keep 
order without a point of order being 
made from the floor. Not many times 
do we see the Chair taking the initia
tive in doing that. That is precisely 
what the Chair ought to do under the 
rules. Any Senator who wants to read 
the rules, can do it for himself. But 
that is one reason why we do not have 
better order around here is that the 
Chair just simply does not enforce the 
rule-maybe he does not know the 
rules. But it is his responsibility to get 
order in the Chamber and maintain 
order without a point of order being 
made from the floor. I congratulate 
the present occupant of the Chair on a 
job well done. 

Mr. President, in replying to the ma
jority leader, I took this matter up in 
caucus the other day and I said that a 
cloture motion might be introduced on 
Friday and it was the majority leader's 
wish to vote on Monday if such oc
curred and that the majority leader 
also would want a cloture vote on 
Tuesday. 

I indicated that the majority leader 
would like to try to get a unanimous
consent order that both cloture mo
tions would be offered on Friday, if 
that is his wish, and that the Senate 
would not be in session on Saturday 
under the order if the majority leader 
prevails in getting unanimous consent 

and that there would be a cloture vote 
on Monday and one on Tuesday. 

Mr. President, I have heard no ob
jections to the procedure which the 
majority leader has indicated. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority 
leader. Let me yield to the Senator 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KASTEN. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. I thank the majority 
leader for his assistance in this regard, 
even though we are on different sides. 

I agree that we want to facilitate the 
work of the Senate and also invoke 
the least inconvenience to Senators. I 
hope also we can avoid a Saturday ses
sion. 

It is my understanding that there is 
a number of Senators who would 
prefer the vote on cloture to occur on 
Tuesday afternoon. We may be able to 
set a specific time for that vote to 
occur. I would not object to that. It 
would be my intention tomorrow, 
sometime during the debate on the 
trade reciprocity bill and the Kasten 
amendment, to in fact file a cloture 
petition. I would be happy to work 
with the majority leader with the aim 
of a vote on Tuesday next and without 
the necessity of a Saturday session, 
without the vote occurring on Monday 
because it will create a conflict with a 
number of Senators with whom I have 
spoken. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator. I 
have no problem with the vote occur
ring on Tuesday. If the minority 
leader has no objection, I am prepared 
to offer a unanimous-consent request 
in that regard. 

Mr. BYRD. I have no objection. I 
suggest the majority leader proceed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me 
complete the check on my side before 
I do that. 

Mr. President, I anticipate we will be 
able to do that and that there would 
be no need for a Saturday session or a 
unanimous-consent request, either 
one. If the Senator files his petition on 
tomorrow, the vote would automatical
ly occur on Tuesday. 

While we are checking the cloak
room on that, could I inquire of the 
minority leader if there would be any 
objection on his side to proceeding to 
the consideration of the bankruptcy 
bill today and tomorrow until we turn 
to the consideration of the reciprocity 
bill and to lay aside that measure 
when, under the previous order, we 
are obligated to take up the reciproci
ty bill? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the ma- · 
jority leader has asked me a question. 
Before I respond, I note the distin
guished Senator from Ohio is on his 
feet. I would like to hear what he has 
to say. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the 
distinguished minority leader. 

I have no problem with the basic bill 
nor any amendment in connection 
with that bill, as such. However, as the 

majority leader and the minority 
leader both know there are two bank
ruptcy matters pending. One has to do 
with the matter of filling of vacancies 
and the problem that exists from the 
standpoint of the courts, and the 
other bankruptcy bill has to do with 
the substantive law. 

I have raised this question in the Ju
diciary Committee where the substan
tive matter is presently pending. I in
dicated at that time that I wanted 
some assurances that there would be 
no effort to attach the substantive law 
measure to the pending bankruptcy 
bill. 

It is my understanding that this bill 
that the leader wishes to proceed with 
is not that controversial, although I do 
believe the junior Senator from North 
Carolina may have one amendment. If 
the Senator from Ohio could have 
some assurances that the substantive 
law bill would not be attached, or an 
effort made to attach it as an amend
ment, then I have no objection what
soever. Absent that, I do have prob
lems and would want to discuss them 
at length. 

Mr. BAKER. I understand the Sena
tor does not mind us taking up the 
bankruptcy bill which deals with pro
cedure but not the one which deals 
with substantive law and they are two 
separate measures. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me 
see if we can do that. I will consult 
with the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee. I will perhaps have a re
quest to make later. I will say to my 
friend from Ohio that it is my inten
tion to go to only the procedure 
matter at this time. I am perfectly 
willing to limit my unanimous-consent 
request, if I can get that consent, on 
any amendments that can be offered 
to the bill. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. So there may 
be no misunderstanding, it is my un
derstanding that the Senator from 
North Carolina has an amendment to 
the bill the majority leader wants to 
proceed on, and that is not a matter of 
my concern. My concern is with the 
substantive law. The substantive law 
questions are contained in a bill being 
sponsored by Senator DoLE with a 
number of cosponsors, as well as a 
companion measure by the Senator 
from Ohio and the Senator from Mas
sachusetts. It is S. 445, the substantive 
law bill. I know Senator DoLE and Sen
ator THURMOND understand my posi
tion with respect to this matter. I do 
not believe there is any controversy 
about it, but I thought we ought to get 
it clarified to see if we do it by unani
mous consent. As far as I am con
cerned, the bill which the majority 
leader wishes to proceed on this after
noon is not, I believe, very controver
sial. 
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Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, S. 445 is 

a bill dealing with "future income." I 
will consult with the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas and the chair
man of the committee, the Senator 
from South Carolina. I will maybe be 
in a position to make that request in a 
little while. 

Senators should be on notice that it 
is the desire of the leadership to try to 
get to the bankruptcy bill for a while 
this afternoon and for a brief time to
morrow before the reciprocity bill. 

Mr. BYRD. If the Senator will yield, 
Mr. HEFLIN is to manage the bill on 
our side and I have been advised by 
Mr. HEFLIN that he is not prepared to 
take up that bill this afternoon. 

Mr. HEFLIN. If the Senator will 
yield, I did not know this matter was 
coming up, but I would like to talk to 
my staff person, who has now arrived, 
and perhaps we can agree to do it. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, perhaps 
we would all be better served by dis
cussing this matter at 3 p.m. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there 

may be Senators who wish to speak. I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
between now and 3 p.m. be devoted to 
routine morning business during 
which Senators may speak for not 
more than 2 minutes. 

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

PHILLIP BURTON, A CHAMPION 
OF PACIFIC PEOPLE 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, 
news of the unexpected passing of a 
friend and classmate always comes to 
us as a shock and leaves us with sober
ing thoughts. We learn, and experi
ence, in tandem with out colleagues at 
each stage of life's continuing educa
tion. So it was when the report of Con
gressman Phillip Burton reached me 
in Hawaii over the weekend. Phil 
Burton and I were Members of the 
class of '88, freshmen Members of the 
88th Congress 20 years ago. Until I 
joined this body I served as president 
of the 88th Congress Club, while Phil 
collected our dues as treasurer. Al
though we shared many legislative 
aims in the House, we worked most 
closely since my election to the Senate 
because of his chairmanship of the 
House National Parks and Insular Af
fairs Subcommittee of the Interior 
Committee and my membership on 
the Senate Energy and Natural Re
sources Committee. We shared a 
common interest in the welfare of the 
people of our Pacific islands. With his 
well established credentials as a leader 
in environmental legislation he was as 
sensitive as I that we not make the Pa
cific a dumping ground for nuclear 
waste. He was keenly interested in Pa
cific island issues and spearheaded 

successful moves for official delegate 
representation in the U.S. Congress 
for Guam and American Samoa, and 
commonwealth status for the North
ern Marianas. A mercurial champion 
of the poor, he has also left the Nation 
a legacy in our park systems that we 
are honorbound to maintain. He was 
an outstanding lawmaker who will be 
sorely missed, Mr. President. To his 
wife, Sala, and daughter Joy, I exent 
heartfelt condolences. 

I ask unanimous consent that a news 
article written by David Shapiro on 
the death of the late Phillip Burton, 
published in the Honolulu Star-Bulle
tin of April 11, 1983, and an editorial 
of April 12, 1983, from the same news
paper, be printed in the RECORD, so 
that readers of the RECORD may be 
better reminded of his accomplish
ments, in his memorial. 

There being no objection, the mate
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Honolulu Star-Bulletin, Apr. 11, 

1983] 
CALIFORNIA CONGRESSMAN PHILLIP BURTON 

DIES AT 56 
<By David Shapiro> 

Rep. Phillip Burton, D-Calif., the long
time "godfather of U.S. policy in its island 
territories, died yesterday at St. Francis 
Hospital in San Francisco. 

Burton, 56, who last year won election to 
his lOth term in Congress, was admitted to 
the hospital late Saturday might complain
ing of chest pains. He died two hours later. 

A heart attack or blood clot was the sus
pected cause of death, but a coroner's 
spokesman said "there will be no way of 
knowing until an autopsy today." 

Burton is survived by his wife, Sala, and 
his daughter, Joy. 

The eulogies in Congress will center on 
Burton's national achievements, particular
ly on environmental and labor issues. 

A leader of House liberals, he came within 
one vote in 1977 of being elected majority 
leader-the second highest position in the 
House leadership. In recent years, he won 
passage of the biggest expansion of the Na
tional Parks system in history, and has been 
a point man in organized labor's fight 
against the Reagan administration. 

But nowhere will Burton's passing be felt 
as much as in the U.S. territories-an invisi
ble empire that stretches from the Virgin Is
lands and Puerto Rico in the Caribbean to 
Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands and 
American Samoa in the far reaches of the 
Pacific. 

As chariman of the House territories sub
committee in the 1970s, Burton became a 
champion of these distant and often voice
less Americans. Through Burton, the terri
tories gained an important measure of 
power in a Congress generally indifferent to 
their interests. 

"He was like a godfather to the island 
people," said Edward Pangelinan, the 
Northern Marianas' representative in Wash
ington. "Despite his national responsbilities, 
Phil took it upon himself to be the spokes
man for the island people. We are going to 
miss him-his leadership, his warmth and 
his generous heart." 

In the last decade, Burton won common
wealth status for the Northern Marianas, 
representation in Congress for Guam, the 

Virgin Islands and American Samoa, and 
struggled to assure that territories benefit
ted from the full range of federal social and 
economic programs available to other Amer
icans. 

A master parliamentarian, Burton could 
often be found on the House floor quietly 
slipping through bills that exempted the 
territories from new federal taxes, forgave 
loans to the islands and swept aside federal 
trade barriers that hampered local develope
ment. 

Burton's affinity for the islands even ex
tended to Hawaii, a fully represented state 
where he had no official responsibilities. 

In 1980, he won approval of a new nation
al historical park at Honokohau-a project 
that Hawaii's congressional delegates had 
tried to get for years, without success. And 
in 1980, he played a key role in ordering a 
federal study of native Hawaiians' land 
claims against the government. 

Burton had to give up his territorial post 
in 1980, when labor leaders prevailed upon 
him to focus on the Education and Labor 
Committee, where he could help fend off 
Reagan's agenda for changing U.S. labor 
law. 

But Burton saw to it that his territories 
chairmanship was passed on to Del. A. B. 
Won Pat of Guam-the first non-voting ter
ritorial delegate ever to chair a House sub
committee. And Burton continued to play a 
major behind-the-scenes role on island 
issues. 

Just last month, he announced plans to 
fight major provisions in the Reagan admin
istration's proposed compact to grant semi
independence to the Micronesian states, 
claiming the Micronesians were being short
changed. 

Won Pat, who has built his political career 
around his close ties to Burton, called Bur
ton's death "a crushing blow for me person
ally, and for the territories." 

"Congressman Burton was one of our 
most powerful allies in Congress," Won Pat 
said. "He was tremendously helpful in 
bringing millions of dollars in additional 
federal aid to Guam. We will have to work 
even harder to fill the void left by the death 
of this remarkable man." 

Hawaii Rep. Cecil Heftel today recalled 
the San Francisco lawmaker's concern for 
Hawaii. 

"Congressman Phil Burton was a great 
friend of Hawaii, and a source of leadership 
and inspiration to me," Heftel said. "It was 
to him I turned to for guidance when there 
was a threat to Hawaii's sugar industry and 
the jobs it provides for Hawaii's people. 

"The nation and the Congress will miss 
him. But, most of all, the people of his dis
trict and of Hawaii will feel the loss of this 
truly great and compassionate leader." 

Burton's intense interest in island affairs 
was not without controversy. 

In 1980, many local leaders became in
censed when Burton injected himself into 
hot congressional races in Guam, the Virgin 
Islands and American Samoa. 

In Guam, where Democrat Won Pat was 
facing a tough challenge from Republican 
Tony Palomo, Burton suggested that Con
gress might become less generous with 
Guam if Won Pat were defeated. As an ex
ample of what could happen, Burton cited a 
loss in federal aid suffered by the Virgin Is
lands after Republican Del. Melvin Evans 
had replaced DeLugo. 

Burton's statements brought cries of out
rage from Republicans in both territories, 
who accused him of using bullying tactics to 
interfere in local affairs. But Burton won on 
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both fronts when Won Pat handily defeated When we succumb to the adoption of to
Paloma, and DeLugo won his rematch talitarian methods of European practices 
against Evans. that we sought to defeat in World War II 

we diminished our spiritual security to th~ 
[From the Honolulu Star Bulletin, Apr. 12, extent that we endangered our physical se-

1983, Editorial] curity. 
PHILLIP BURTON 

Over the last decade or so, a California 
congressman made a reputation for himself 
as an authority on the United States' island 
territories. He was Phillip Burton, who died 
Sunday at age 56. 

Most members of Congress have little in
terest in and less knowledge of the problems 
of the territories. Certainly there is little 
political profit for them in such issues. 

That was true of Burton, too, but as chair
man of the House Territories subcommittee 
he made himself an expert on island affairs 
and a champion of their interests. He gave 
up his chairmanship in 1980 to focus on the 
Education and Labor Committee, but main
tained an influential role behind the scenes. 

Burton was a liberal Democrat with inter
ests in labor and environmental issues who 
came within one vote of being elected House 
majority leader in 1977. But in Guam, 
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands and the 
Trust Territory he will be remembered as 
t:tle congressman who appreciated and 
fought for the interests of the territories in 
the face of widespread apathy. 

A HERITAGE UNSHARED 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, 

last month my friend and colleague, 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM), rose on this 
floor to speak on the subject of J"apa
nese American civilian internment 
during World War II, a matter I had 
addressed earlier on the occasion of 
the release of the findings of the Com
mission on Wartime Relocation and 
Internment of Civilians. Senator 
METZENBAUM had read the Commis
sion's full report from cover to cover 
and was moved to organize a 2-hour 
special order of floor speeches on this 
subject. His keen sensitivity to the 
subject of civilian internment by mili
tary forces no doublt is based in his 
cultural heritage. 

Similarly, I was deeply moved by the 
recent gathering of the survivors of 
the Holocaust and their recital of 
their incredible, nightmarish experi
ences. Somehow, as the years bring a 
degree of wisdom, we begin to see 
more clearly the truth of the old Ori
ental maxim: "Deeper understanding 
of human values cometh only through 
personal suffering." 

In a recent letter to the two major 
Honolulu daily newspapers, the presi
dent of the Jewish Federation of 
Hawaii, Mr. Alex Weinstein, wrote as 
follows: 

We who belong to a people which still 
bear the scars and memories of oppression 
in contemporary times are grateful that the 
injustices and errors which were practiced 
against our Japanese fellow citizens during 
World War II by the United States Govern
ment are finally being acknowledged. 

In his lengthy and thoughtul letter, 
Mr. Weinstein also observed: 

Mr. Weinstein's observation are well 
taken, and I am grateful that he saw 
fit to make them publicly. I must con
fess, however, that after reading the 
agonizing prose of writer Elie Wiesel 
in last Sunday's Washington Post, "A 
Plea for the Survivors," I find it diffi
cult to consider the suffering of 
120,000 Japanese Americans in World 
War II in the same breath with the ex
termination of 6 million Jews in 
Europe during that war. 

The enormity of it has no precedent 
in recorded history. As Wiesel wrote: 

Accept the idea that you will never see 
what they have seen-and go on seeing now 
that you will never know the faces that 
haunt their nights, that you will never hear 
the cries that rent their sleep. Accept the 
idea that you will never penetrate the 
c~s~d and spellbound universe they carry 
Withm themselves with unfailing loyalty. 

If there are any parallels to be de
tected in these two events-as dispro-
portionate as they are-it is in the 
question whether Auschwitz and Bu
chenwald are the insane consequences 
to be expected of a policy leap from 
that of racial enslavement to one of 
racial annihilation. The answer is in 
the affirmative. If it be so, is not the 
prospect of such a leap of nonfaith in 
humankind always present when one 
group seeks to enslave another? Histo
rians can offer evidence that such can 
be the case but never on the mam
moth scale of the Holocaust that even 
to this day-four decades later-we 
find so difficult to comprehend or 
even imagine. And yet we know that 
technol.ogically, if not ideologically, we 
are qmte capable of such genocide 
today-many times over, in fact. Per
haps that is the rub. Will it really 
matter, in any moral sense, that we 
bring a civilization to an end by a 
bang, rather than a whimper? 

(During Mr. MATSUNAGA'S remarks 
the following ocurred:) 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sena
tor is entitled to be heard. I ask for 
regular order in the Senate. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I ask unanimous 
consent that the remainder of my 
statement be printed. 

Mr. BYRD. I object to the dispens
ing with further reading. I want to 
hear it, but I want order in the Senate 
so I can hear it. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I agree 
with the Senator. I care to hear it as 
well. 

Mr. BYRD. I insist on hearing all of 
it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask that 
we not proceed further until there is 
order in the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. The members of 
the Judiciary Committee and anyone 
else who is meeting this afternoon 
may do so in another part of the 
Chamber, and we look forward to the 
comments of the Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I thank the Sen
ator for his concern. I had not heard 
the Senator. I thought perhaps he was 
anxious to get moving to other busi
ness. 

(Following Mr. MATSUNAGA'S re
marks:) 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
t~e Senator for indulging my objec
tion to his dispensing with the reading 
of his statement. I think it is well that 
he read it. I learned from listening to 
it. I thank him. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I thank the mi
nority leader {or his comments. I cer
tainly appreciate them. It is good to 
know that there are people on the 
floor listening to what you say. 

I am happy to yield now to the Sena
tor from Michigan. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President I 
should like to make a comment to 'the 
Senator from Hawaii and then per
haps seek the floor in my own right. 

However, I commend him on his re
marks today and on his outstanding 
leadership in this body and, before 
service here, in the House of Repre
sentatives. I find the remarks of the 
Senator deeply meaningful and impor
tant. I appreciate the statement that 
the Senator has made. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Michigan <Mr. 
RIEGLE), with whom I served in the 
House prior to our joining together in 
the Senate. We came to the Senate at 
the same time. I must say that Michi
gan made a right choice by electing 
him, for he has certainly been one of 
the true leaders in the area of civil 
rights. This is the subject of our talk 
today. And as was said by the Vice 
President, Mr. BusH, earlier today in 
dedicating two Federal buildings for 
the construction of a memorial to 
those who died in the Holocaust, the 
issue is civil rights, that if we fail to 
observe and to work toward attain
ment of civil rights, then we will in 
effect permit what happened during 
World War II to happen again. 

I again thank the minority leader 
and the Senator from Michigan for 
their comments. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

TRIBLE). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR 
ROUTINE. MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time for 
the transaction of routine morning 
business be extended under the same 
terms and conditions until no later 
than 4 p.m. today. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GLENN. 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. 

ACID RAIN 
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, the 

problem of acid rain has presented a 
dilemma for Congress for many years. 
There is no question that acid deposi
tion on lakes and streams with water
sheds having little capability to neu
tralize acid causes severe adverse ef
fects. There is growing evidence of 
possible damage to crops, drinking 
water, and human health. As addition
al information is gathered, the effects 
of acid deposition of lakes, forests, 
crops, and cities is being seen as in
creasingly serious. This issue will not 
go away. All the evidence suggest that 
the arguments for control will contin
ue and become stronger. It is time that 
all of us realize that there will be legis
lation in this area. It is important to 
be sure that we have the right legisla
tion. 

The acid rain control programs I 
have seen thus far would induce many 
utilities to engage in the practice of 
fuel switching; that is, replacing east
ern coal with lower sulfur western 
coal, but with the additional cost of 
long-distance shipment from source to 
site of use. This could disrupt coal 
markets severely and adversely impact 
the families and communities which 
depend on coal mining. Not only would 
many thousands of jobs be at risk in 
the Midwest, but any environmental 
gains made in the East as a result to 
such fuel switching could be offset to 
a degree by the sudden and uncon
trolled expansion of strip-mining in 
the West. In addition, some acid rain 
control programs would place the 
costs of control predominantly on the 
industrial Midwest, which is already 
suffering from excessive unemploy
ment. More jobs would be lost as a 
result. 

We need an acid rain control pro
gram that will clean up the environ
ment in the East as well as protect the 
environment in the West. We need an 
acid rain control program that will 
allow the expansion of eastern coal, 
not its substitution by something else. 
We need an acid rain control program 
that will protect and expand jobs and 
industry, not contract them. Finally, 
we need an acid rain control program 
whose cost burden does not fall too 
heavily on any persons' shoulders, in
cluding the people of our industrial 
heartland who have devoted their lives 
to mining coal to support our coun
try's need for energy and to produce 
steel and automobiles to support our 
country's need for transportation, as 
well as other vital industrial use. 

I believe that such an acid rain con
trol program can be designed. 

America has the technology to burn 
coal cleanly as opposed to requiring 
fuel switching to meet environmental 
concerns. New technologies are emerg
ing that will enable this to be done at 
very low cost. By designing a program 
that promotes the use of such technol
ogy, we can both reduce acid rain and 
make our coal and other industries, 
stronger than they have been in years. 

A just completed study by the Con
gressional Research Service, initiated 
at my request, indicates we can meet 
the goal of a 10-million-ton reduction 
in sulfur-dioxide emissions over the 
next 12 years in the 31-State area con
stituting the Eastern United States at 
reasonable cost and without mining 
and industrial dislocation. This goal 
can be met by requiring that such re
ductions be accomplished by reliance 
on technology rather than disruptive 
shifts in fuels. Since all fossil-fuel
fired powerplants contribute to the 
production of sulfur-dioxide or nitro
gen oxides, and since approximately 75 
percent of total sulfur-dioxide emis
sions and 35 percent of nitrogen-oxide 
emissions are produced by electric util
ities, it is reasonable for a program of 
emission reductions to focus on this 
particular source. 

The crux of the acid rain cleanup 
problem has always been the cost of 
cleanup and who should bear it. I 
firmly believe that the problem should 
not be seen as pitting the Midwest 
against the Northeast or as coal plants 
versus other fossil fuel plants. The 
problem of acid rain is shared by all 
those in the Eastern United States and 
the benefits to all States of cleanup, 
whether through preservation of natu
ral resources, better health, or greater 
crop yields, will likewise be shared by 
all. Thus, to insure that no State or in
dividual suffers as a result of our deci
sion to solve this broad regional acid 
rain problem, the CRS report indi
cates feasibility of the establishment 
of an acid rain superfund through a 
small fee of 3 mills per kilowatt hour 
< 1 mill equals one-tenth of 1 cent) on 

electricity sales from fossil-fuel-fired 
powerplants in the 31-State area of 
the Eastern United States to fund the 
capital costs of sulfur-dioxide and ni
trogen-oxide control technologies. 

The CRS report, which I am releas
ing today, is entitled: "Distributing 
Acid Rain Mitigation Costs: Analysis 
of a 3-mill User Fee on Fossil Fuel 
Electricity Generation." The author is 
Dr. Larry B. Parker, an economist and 
analyst in energy policy for the Envi
ronment and Natural Resources Policy 
Division of CFS. The CRS analysis in
dicates that the phased-in 3-mill-per
kilowatt-hour fee will produce an acid 
rain superfund that will cover the cap
ital costs of a 12-year, 8-million-ton 
S02/NOx reduction program using ex
isting commercial technologies, with
out dependence on the emerging new 
technologies for the clean burning of 
coal. However, I am convinced that 
new technologies, such as Limestone 
Injection Multi-stage Burners <LIMB) 
or fluidized bed combustors will be 
available if the Federal Government 
will cooperate with industry in moving 
these technologies more quickly into 
the marketplace. The CRS study indi
cates that the availability of the new 
technologies reduces capital costs suf
ficiently so that a 12-year, 10-million
ton reduction can also be funded with 
a 3-mill-kilowatt-hour fee without run
ning a significant risk of an extended 
payback period. 

Mr. President, it is my intention to 
communicate with all of the interested 
groups in the acid rain controversy
industry, labor, the enovironmental 
community, and governmental 
bodies-to turn this proposal into leg
islation. 

Mr. President, we will all share in 
the benefits of this program. Our 
lakes and streams and the fishing and 
other recreation they support will be 
protected from further damage. One 
of the things I have learned is that 
these damages are not just confined to 
a few lakes in the Adirondacks and 
Canada. According to the Congression
al Office of Technology Assessment, 
23 of the 27 States east of the Missis
sippi contain lakes and streams sensi
tive to acid rain. 

Not many sensitive lakes and 
streams are located in my State of 
Ohio, but Ohio and other Midwestern 
States are at risk from acid rain 
damage. Acid rain, and the pollutants 
that produce it, fall on our buildings, 
homes, roads, and bridges causing cor
rosion and other damages. Acid rain 
falls on our crops. One study calcu
lates a possible 10-percent reduction in 
soybean yield from current levels of 
acid rain; such damage alone would 
amount to a loss of hundreds of mil
lions of dollars each year in the East
ern United States. 

There is also evidence of damage to 
forests. 
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The West German Government, 

which until recently had defended the 
idea that not enough was known about 
the problem to warrant control ac
tions, has now adopted a new policy of 
reducing S02 emissions following dis
turbing revelations linking acid deposi
tion, including the dry deposition of 
S02, to significant damage in forests 
over widespread areas of West Germa
ny and to the almost complete de
struction of large stands of trees in 
the neighboring high-elevation forests 
of Eastern Europe. 

The pollutants that cause acid rain 
are ones that are visibly with us in the 
Midwest. We can reduce our summer 
haze and smog problems as one of the 
dividends of an acid rain control pro
gram. We all breathe these same pol
lutants every day in the Eastern 
United States, regardless of the States 
we live in. Some respected scientists 
have concluded these pollutants are 
the cause of significant health damage 
that shortens the lives of many of our 
citizens. Others may argue that these 
effects have not been proven. But, 
surely, breathing these pollutants 
cannot be good for us. Reducing these 
pollutants under an acid rain control 
program is an added value as a preven
tive health insurance measure. 

This program could produce real 
benefits for coal mining and other 
hard-hit industries. By using technolo
gy, the program may help to stop the 
loss of markets for eastern U.S. coal, 
especially our abundant reserves of 
higher sulfur coal. Using our technical 
knowhow will give this coal a new 
lease on life. The jobs associated with 
building this technology will help our 
depressed steel and heavy manufactur
ing industries as well, much of them 
located in the Midwest where our un
employment problems are most acute. 

Finding new and less expensive ways 
to burn American coal cleanly will give 
us a large boost in the world coal mar
kets. We have to wake up to the fact 
that other countries won't buy our 
coal in the future if it cannot be 
burned cleanly and cheaply. The new 
technology stimulated by acid rain 
controls will make American coal the 
fuel of choice for the 20th and 21st 
centuries. 

There is another path. We could 
argue for years more that we don't 
know enough to act on acid rain. I am 
convinced that this argument is 
wrong. It is also the worst path to take 
if we want to promote the use of 
American coal. Without an acid rain 
control program, today's consumers of 
coal will become more and more con
cerned about new commitments to 
long term reliance on coal. More years 
of uncertainty about the shape of an 
inevitable acid rain control program 
will hurt today's coal suppliers and 
users, not help them. 

It is time to end the uncertainty. 
Technology can protect our environ-

ment and enable coal resources to be 
more effectively used. We need only 
decide to use it. Mr. President, in light 
of the report, it is my intention to 
move as rapidly as possible to discus
sions with all interests concerned with 
this problem, with a view toward early 
introduction of legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the CRS study that I am re
leasing today be printed in the RECORD 
in its entirety at the end of my re
marks. 

I thank the Chair. 
There being no objection, the study 

was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 
DISTRIBUTING AciD RAIN MITIGATION COSTS: 

ANALYSIS OF A THREE-MILL USER FEE ON 
FOSSIL FuEL ELECTRICITY GENERATION 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This paper examines the feasibility of im
posing a phased-in fee on electricity gener
ated by fossil fuel-fired power plants within 
a 31-State area <either east of or bordering 
on the Mississippi River) to fund the capital 
costs of sulfur dioxide <SOz> and oxides of 
nitrogen <NO,) control technologies. The 
fee is imposed on a per kilowatthour <kwh) 
basis and begins immediately upon passage 
of acid rain mitigation legislation, continu
ing for ten or twelve years, depending on 
the specific program. The monies collected 
accumulate in an interest-earning fund for 
several years, and then, toward the end of 
the program are used to construct the nec
essary control equipment. 

The analysis indicates that the capital 
costs of a twelve-year, eight million ton 
SOdNO, reduction program can be funded 
through a phased-in 3 mill per kwh fee. 
Indeed, if new technologies are available to 
reduce capital costs, a twelve-year, ten mil
lion ton reduction can also be funded with
out running a significant risk of an ex
tended payback period. For a twelve-year, 
ten million ton reduction without the bene
fit of new control technologies, an addition
al 1 mill increase in the fee might be neces
sary in 1991 to endure payback by the start 
of operations in 1996, although the ex
tended payback period beyond completion 
of construction might not be considered ex
cessive without it (estimated at three years>. 

Secondly, the paper suggests that new 
technologies (Limestone Injection Multi
stage Burners <LIMB> in this analysis> could 
reduce capital costs by a sufficient amount 
to fund removal of an additional two million 
tons of SOz by flue gas desulfurization 
<FGD>. Such savings could also be used to 
reduce the cost of compliance by eliminat
ing the potential need for the 1 mill in
crease in 1991. Congress may wish to consid
er this potential if it opts to enact an acid 
rain reduction program. 

Finally, the maximum increase in residen
tial electricity bills resulting from the 3 mill 
fee is estimated to be under 7 percent. Typi
cal increases are estimated to be less than 4 
percent in the most expensive year. All per
centage increases will decline in succeeding 
years assuming other factors drive up the 
cost of electricity. 

BACKGROUND 

In an effort to begin mitigating the acid 
rain problem, several bills have been intro
duced in the Congress to reduce S02 and 
NO, emissions by utilities and industry in 
the thirty-one States east of or bordering on 
the Mississippi River. These bills vary both 

in terms of quantity of S02 emissions to be 
removed <eight, ten, or twelve million tons) 
and the time given to achieve those reduc
tions <ten or twelve years). They also vary 
in their treatment of NO, emissions, with 
some proposing a NO, emissions ceiling and 
others allowing two for one trading of NO, 
emissions for S02 emissions. 

Because midwestern States emit more S02 
and NO, per capita than other areas within 
the region, the cost of such a program 
would fall primarily on them unless the fed
eral government provides some financial as
sistance. The cost to the Midwest would be 
both in terms of increases in electricity 
rates and unemployment resulting from de
creased demand for t.he region's high-sulfur 
coal. Those unconcerned with such cost dis
tributions state that this is reasonable: the 
area that pollutes the most should pay the 
most. They also point out that the Midwest 
currently has electricity rates considerably 
lower than in the Northeast and therefore 
any electricity rate increases would tend to 
equalize the cost of electricity between the 
regions. 

People concerned with the impact that 
such a program would have on the Midwest 
respond with three arguments: < 1 > the eco
nomically-depressed Midwest is incapable of 
withstanding the initial price shock of an 
acid rain program; (2) the region's costs are 
compounded by unemployment impacts in 
the region's high-sulphur coal areas; and, 
(3) acid rain is a national problem and 
therefore should be dealt with on a national 
basis. 

Drawing upon the analogy between acid 
rain mitigation and nuclear waste disposal, 
one proposal to redistribute the cost is to 
fund the program through a user fee on 
fossil fuel-fired power plants. 1 The resulting 
fund would be used to finance the capital 
cost of various technology-based control 
methods, actively discouraging the switch
ing of facilities to low-sulfur coal. The fee 
would prevent the sharp rate increases in 
the earlier years of operations before signif
icant depreciation of the control equipment 
has occurred. It would leave the individual 
utilities or industry to pick up the cost of 
operations and maintenance for the equip
ment for the rest of its useful life. The fee 
would involve some subsidizing of the Mid
west by other parts of the country since the 
emissions rates of midwestern plant are, on 
average, higher than in other parts of the 
region. However, assuming the fee was small 
(3 mills per kwh), the projected benefits to 
the region as a whole might justify the 
small additional cost to assist the Midwest 
in financing the reductions. 

This paper examines the potential for 
funding the capital costs of an eight, ten, 
and twelve million ton reductions in SOz 
and NOx emissions over either ten or twelve 
years through a phased-in 3 mill per kwh 
user fee on fossil fuel electricity genera
tion.2 The fee is assumed to be phased-in be
ginning in 1984 (1 mill in 1984, 1 additional 
mill in 1985 and an additional mill in 1986) 
and run for either ten or twelve years (de
pending on the specific program) when con
struction of control equipment is mandated 
to be completed. The paper also assumes 
that a two-for-one substitution of NOx emis
sions reductions for SOz emissions reduc-

' Utilities are not the only emitters of so. and 
NO,. However, there has been no proposals yet to 
include a fee on fossil fuel burning industrial plants 
as a part of an acid rain mitigation program, and 
this paper does not examine this possibility. 

2 Fossil fuels include oil, natural gas, and coal. 
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tions will be allowed. In addition, the poten
tial of new combustion technologies for re
ducing the cost of a technology-based imple
mentation strategy is evaluated. Finally, 
projections of increases in electricity bills 
are made. 

METHODOLOGY 

Projecting into the future is a risky busi
ness. Various assumptions have to be made 
about financial conditions, control costs, 
electricity demands, and the implementa
tion of an acid rain program. To hedge 
against this uncertainty, conservative as
sumptions about most of these parameters 
have been made, and possible revenue en
hancement downstream provided for if the 
need arises. However, the future is uncer
tain and the actual result could fall outside 
of the parameters chosen for this analysis. 

Fund Administration 
Analysis of three S02 reduction proposals 

<eight, ten, and twelve million tons) is con
ducted using two different time scenarious: 
<1> a ten-year program, and, <2> a twelve 
year program. A phased imposition of the 
user fee is assumed to begin immediately 
(i.e. 1984) and continue until the program 
has paid off all its expenses. It is assumed 
that a dedicated fund will be established 
within the Treasury Department to collect 
receipts from the proposed user fee. These 
receipts are assumed to be invested by the 
Treasury in short- and mid-term govern
ment securities at the beginning of each 
year after their collection. 3 Such invest
ment and reinvestment is assumed to con
tinue throughout the duration of the pro
gram with all interest remaining in the fund 
for future disbursement. 

In order to maximize interest collections, 
it is assumed that money will nto be dis
bursed from the fund until four years 
before the program's implementation dead
line. This will provide the fund with six to 
eight years to accumulate funds and inter
est before expenditures are made. Of the 
total amount to be spent, it is assumed that 
15 percent will be spent in the first year of 
construction (seventh or ninth year of pro
gram), 30 percent in each of the second and 
third years, and 25 percent in the last year. 
During this time, interest is calculated on 
the previous year's balance after current 
year expenditures have been made.4 

Financial parameters 
For programs "Qeing funded through a flat 

rate, the three most important financial pa
rameters are inflation, the weighted cost of 
capital, and the interest rate on funds col
lected. Inflation is important because while 
all costs incurred here are assumed to rise 
with it <and indeed, in excess of it), the flat 
fee will not increase. Hence, relative to the 
fee, inflation could make the aggregate 
fixed fees collected inadequate to do the 
job. The weighted cost of capital is impor
tant because the technology-based strategy 
is a capital intensive one. The interest rate 
on funds accrued is important because it 
acts as a second revenue stream which 
could, perhaps, offset the effect of inflation 
on the fund. Indeed, if inflation is minimal, 
it could reduce the size of the fixed fee re
quired. 

1982 is used as the base year for calcula
tions. This assumption results in an histori-

3 This is done to simplify calculations. In reality, 
funds would be invested almost immediately upon 
arrival. 

4 This is done to simplify calculations. In reality, 
funds would be invested until the last possible 
moment. 

cally high weighted cost of capital (6.6% in 
real terms), high interest rate, and high dis
count rate. <See Table 1) The use of the 
short-term treasury bill rate as the rate for 
invested funds is based on the assumption 
that the fund will be required to invest its 
money in short- and mid-term government 
securities throughout the duration of the 
program, accumulating and compounding 
interest. The discount rate represents the 
government's long-term cost of money, 
given a 6 percent inflation rate. The 6 per
cent inflation rate represents both the 1982 
rate and that currently projected by DRI 
for the period in question. 

Revenues 
Revenues for the acid rain program would 

come from two sources: < 1) a user fee on 
fossil-fuel electricity generation; and <2> in
terest on moneys collected. To avoid sudden 
increases in electricity rates, it is assumed 
that the fee will be phased-in on the sched
ule shown in Table 2. A total fee of 3 mills 
per kilowatthour is assessed as of 1986 and 
continues until all costs of the program are 
paid. Electricity generation from fossil fuel 
sources is assumed to increase at a 1.5 per
cent annual rate throughout the duration of 
the program. 

TABLE !.-FINANCIAL PARAMETERS 

Parameter Rate Source 

Inflation ............................................ . 
Discount rate .................................. .. 
Interest rate for funds accrued ........ . 

6 Data R'!SOurces Incorporated 
13 1982 10-yr. Treasury bill rate 
12 1982 short-term Treasury bill 

rate 

TABLE 2.-SCHEDULE OF FEES 
[In mills per kilowatt hours] 

Year Increase 

1984 ............................................................................ . 
1985 ............................................................................ . 
1986 ............................................................................ . 
1987 through duration of program ............................. . 
Optional increase in 1989 (10-yr. program) or 

1991 (12-yr. program) if necessary ..................... .. 

Cumulative 
total 

As an hedge against uncertainty, an op
tional 1 mill additional increase in the fee is 
provided for to cover negative contingencies 
in the availability of emerging technologies 
to control emissions and where a high ton
nage reduction program is pursued. Gener
ally, it provides an alternative to those who 
would prefer to shorten the payback period 
of some of the proposals analyzed here. 

The second revenue stream is interest on 
these funds. The assumptions and adminis
tration of this source of revenues have been 
discussed earlier. 

Cost 
As noted earlier, the purpose of the fund 

is to pay the capital cost of buying and in
stalling S02 and NOx emission control tech
nologies in fossil fuel-burning plants. The 
capital cost estimates for this paper are 
those used by the Environmental Protection 
Agency and are presented, along with the 
theoretical maximum reduction of each 
technology, in Table 3. Where a range of es
timates was available, the highest estimates 
were used. The resulting capital costs are 
considerably higher than those projected by 
the Department of Energy in their analysis 
of S02 reduction costs. 5 

• Department of Energy. Cost to Reduce Sulfur 
Dioxide Emissions. March 1982. 

For each of the proposed reduction levels 
(8, 10, and 12 million tons), two cost scenar
ios were developed. These are shown in 
Table 4. One is a scenario which assumed a 
technology such as Limestone Injection 
Multistage Burners <LIMB> would be avail
able in time to assist in the reduction effort. 
The scenario assumed that technologies 
would be employed from least cost <LIMB> 
to most expensive <FGD) to a limit of about 
50 percent of their theoretical maximum re
duction capability as estimated by EPA and 
shown in Table 3. This assumption is similar 
to the one employed by DOE in their analy
sis. After seven and one-half million tons of 
S02 equivalent has been removed, all future 
reductions are assumed to be achieved 
through FGD. 

TABLE 3.-COST OF CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES USED IN 
STUDY 

Technology 

Umestone mjettion multistage burner ................ . 
low NO. burners ............................................... . 

~~rr:r~z~~;:.~:: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

capital 
cosll 

0.58 
1.00 
2.00 
2.15 
3.13 

Theoretical 
maximum 
reduction 

capability• 3 

6.35 
1.3 
2.3 
6.9 
8.3 

1 In billions of dollars per million tons of SO. equivalent removed. 
• Assumes retrofit of SO. control technologies to all Eastern U.S. utility boilers 

whose primary fuel is coal with greater than 1.5 percent sulfur. 
3 ln millions of tons of SO. equivalents removed annually. 
Source: Environmental Protection Agency, UMB/ LOW NO, Burners-EPA's 

Program to Develop low Cost SO./NO, Controls for Coal-fired Boilers. Revised 
March 1983. 

TABLE 4.-REDUCTION SCENARIOS 

Qn millions of tons of SO. equivalent and billions of December 1982 dollars] 

Reduction level: Technology 

8,000,000-ton reduction: 
UMB .................................. 
low NO, burners ............... 
Physical coal cleamng ........ 

~:~~~~t~"rto::::::::::: 
Total .......................... 

10,000,000-ton reduction 
(additional amount6: 
Ume/limestone FG ........... 

Total .......................... 
12,000,000-ton reduction 

(additional amount6: 
Ume/limestone FG ........... 

Total .......................... 

Amount of 
reduction 

0.0 
.5 

1.0 
3.0 
3.5 

8.0 

2.0 

10.0 

2.0 

12.0 

Cost 

0.0 
1.0 
2.0 
8.25 

10.96 

22.21 

6.26 

28.47 

6.26 

34.73 

Amount of 
reduction 

3.0 
.5 

1.0 
3.0 
.5 

8.0 

2.0 

10.0 

2.0 

12.0 

Cost 

1.74 
1.0 
2.0 
8.25 
1.57 

14.56 

6.26 

20.82 

6.26 

27.08 

The second scenario assumed that LIMB 
would not be available and that reductions 
would have to be made with current tech
nology. Basically, this resulted in a substitu
tion of emissions reductions by LIMB tech
nology with much costlier reductions 
through FGD. 

Although specific technologies have been 
chosen, it should not be inferred that these 
are the only ones available. Other technol
ogies, such as Atmospheric Fluidized Bed 
Combustion may very well be available in 
time to assist in the reduction effort. How
ever, the lack of reliable cost estimates ex
cluded them from this analysis. 

To reflect inflation and real escalation in 
construction costs, all capital costs listed 
earlier are escalated at an 8 percent per 
year rate beginning in 1983. This escalation 
represents a general inflation rate of 6 per-

Note.-DOE's numbers are in 1980 dollars. 
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cent and an additional 2 percent per year 
for construction cost escalation. 

ANALYSIS* 

The following discussion analyzes three 
aspects of the user fee question: (1) payback 
period, <2) impact of new technologies, and 
(3) impact on residential electricity bills. 

Payback period 
Twelve-year program.-A twelve-year user 

fee program will inherently have a shorter 
payback period after equipment installation 
than a ten-year program because of its abili
ty to collect revenues two years longer 
before expenditures are necessary (all else 
being equal). Based on the assumptions 
made earlier, Table 5 presents the balance 
of the proposed user fee fund as of January 
1, 1996, the date when all construction is 
mandated to be completed and controls in 
operation. If the fund is running a deficit at 
this time, the number of additional years 
the fee would have to be in effect to pay off 
the balance is estimated. 

As indicated, a 3 mill fee is more than suf
ficient to cover the cost of an eight million 
ton reduction regardless of the control sce
nario employed. Indeed, the surplus is so 
large that the user fee could be halted at 
least a year early <several years if LIMB is 
available) and still the balance would 
remain positive. <See also Tables A-1 and A-
2 in the Appendix.) 

TABLE 5.-PAYBACK PERIOD FOR 12-YR PROGRAM 
WITHOUT ADDITIONAL 1-MILL FEE 

[In billions of current dollars) 

Reduction level 

8,000,000 tons ................ . 
10,000,000 tons .............. . 
12,000,000 tons .............. . 

Current technology with Current technology with 
LIMB scenano LIMB scenano 

Balance of 
fund Jan. 
I, 1996 

Years to 

~ra~! 
+ 34.91 Surplus 
+ 14.87 Surplus 

(' ) ..................... . 

Balance of 
fund Jan. 
I, 1996 

+10.44 
-9.74 

-30.08 

Years to 

~ra~! 
Surplus 

3 
20 

'N~t calculated. Resu~ would be similar to a 10,000,000-ton reduction 
employing the current technology approach. 

For a ten million ton reduction, the con
trol scenario determines whether the pro
gram runs a surplus or requires an addition
al one mill fee to pay the costs by the imple
mentation deadline. If new technology is 
available, a 3 mill fee appears adequate to 
fund the cost of reduction. If such technolo
gy is not available <and assuming no addi
tional fee is provided), the fund would have 
to borrow funds and the 3 mill fee would 
have to be imposed for three additional 
years beyond the implementation date of 
the reduction program to recover costs. 
However, as shown in Table 6, the addition 
of a fourth mill in 1991 would reduce the ex
tended payback period from three years to 
less than one for the current technology 
scenario. <See also Tables A-3, A-4 and A-6 
in the Appendix.) 

For a twelve million ton reduction, the ad
ditional fee prevents the user fee from be
coming an almost permanent addition to 
consumers' utility bills. Even with the addi
tional fee, considerable borrowing is neces
sary to meet expenditures, the interest on 
which extends the payback period. <See 
Tables A-5 and A-7 in the Appendix.) 

• Program balance sheets for all calculations are 
provided in the appendix. 

TABLE 6.-PAYBACK PERIOD WITH ADDITIONAL 1-MILL FEE 
FOR CASES EXCEEDING 12-YR PAYBACK PERIOD 

On billions of current dollars] 

Current technology scenario 

Reduction level ~~~~a~~ Years to pay 
I, 1996 off balance 

10,000,000 tons....................................................... - 0.89 
12,000,000 tons....................................................... - 21.17 

In sum, a 3 mill fee can provide, with some 
confidence, sufficient funds to cover the 
cost of an eight million ton reduction within 
twelve years. For a ten million ton reduc
tion, an additional 1 mill fee in 1991 may be 
necessary to provide sufficient funds to pay 
off the costs before operations begin of 
LIMB is not available. For a twelve-million 
ton reduction, the additional mill will most 
likely be necessary to fund the program 
during any circumstances and, unless new 
technologies are available, that addition 
may be insufficient for the fund to recover 
all costs before 1996. 

Ten-year program.-As noted, a ten-year 
program is expected to present a more diffi
cult situation for a user fee than a twelve
year program. As shown in Table 7, this ex
pectation turns out to be correct, with all 
current technology scenarios showing nega
tive balances at the beginning of 1994. In 
the case of the eight million ton reduction 
the deficit is not serious and would be elimi: 
nated in the following year. However, for 
the ten and twelve million ton reduction, 
the importance of new technologies to cut 
costs become very evident, with the prospect 
of extended payback periods for the current 
technology scenarios. <See also Tables A-8 
through A-12 in the Appendix.) 

TABLE 7.-PAYBACK PERIOD FOR 10-YR PROGRAM 
WITHOUT ADDITIONAL 1-MILL FEE 

[In billions of current dollars] 

Reduction level 

8,000,000 tons ................ . 
10,000,000 tons ..... ......... . 
12,000,000 tons .............. . 

Current technology with 
LIMB scenariO 

Balance of 
fund Jan. 
I , 1994 

Years to 

~ra~! 
+ 17.85 Surplus 

+.62 Surplus 
( ') ..................... . 

Current technology 
scenario 

Balance of 
fund Jan. 
1, 1994 

- 3.24 
- 20.64 
- 37.85 

Years to 

~ra~ 
I 
8 

Never 

' Not calculated. Result would be similar to a 10,000,000-ton reduction 
employing the current technology approach. 

The 1 mill additional fee in 1989 improves 
the payback situation to some extent as 
shown in Table 8. However, both the 'ten 
and twelve million ton reductions using cur
rent technologies would entail significant 
borrowing for several years as the 4 mill fee 
chips away at the deficit. <See also Tables 
A-13 and A-14 in the Appendix.~ 

In sum, a 3 mill fee is probably adequate 
to fund a ten-year, eight million ton reduc
tion. However, the fee does not appear ade
quate for either a ten-year, ten or twelve 
million ton acid rain program unless new, 
more efficient, technologies are available to 
cut capital costs. An additional 1 mill in
crease in the fee in 1989 would reduce pay
back periods, but the fund would have to 
borrow for several years before the 4 mill 
fee eliminates the deficit. 

TABLE 8.-PAYBACK PERIOD WITH ADDITIONAL 1-MILL FEE 
FOR CASES EXCEEDING 10-YEAR PAYBACK PERIOD 

[In billions of current dollars] 

Current technology scenario 

Reduction level Balance of 
fund Jan. I, 

1994 

10,000,000 tons....................................................... - 11.99 
12,000,000 tons.................................................... ... -29.39 

Impact of new technologies 

Years of 
pay~ff 
balance. 

As suggested by the preceding section 
new technologies could have a significant 
impact on the cost of an acid rain mitigation 
program, assuming they can remove S02 or 
NO,. less expensively than current technolo
gy. For this paper, LIMB technology has 
been singled out as an illustrative example 
of such technology, although other signifi
cant technologies also exist. 

To evaluate the impact of new technology 
on program costs, the net present values of 
the twelve-year, eight and ten million ton 
scenarios have been calculated. The net 
present value of these scenarios after twelve 
years is presented in Table 9. As indicated, 
LIMB offers a significant cost advantage 
across both reduction levels. Using the cost 
estimates assumed here, the effect of LIMB 
is to reduce costs by the equivalent cost of 
reducing two million tons of S02 by FGD. 
Hence, a ten million ton reduction using 
LIMB equates roughly to the cost of an 
eight million ton reduction using more con
ventional technologies. 

Such projected savings could be the basis 
for increasing research, development and 
demonstration of emerging new tedhnol
ogies now in order to promote their avail
ability for an acid rain mitigation program. 
Savings achieved could be used either to in
crease the quantity of SOdNO,. removed, 
or to reduce the cost of compliance by elimi
nating the potential need for the 1 mill fee 
increase in the middle of the program. Con
gress may wish to consider this if it opts to 
enact an acid rain mitigation program. 

TABLE 9.-NET PRESENT VALUE OF 8,000,000 AND 
10,000,000 TON REDUCTION SCENARIOS 

[13-percent discount rate, 1984 I year, in billions of dollars] 

Current 
ReducUon level 

Current 
technolo
gy with 

LIMB 
scenario 

technolo- Difference 
gy . 

~o~~~o~~~ot~~;;: : : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ! ~U~ 

scenano 

+13.33 
+ 7.92 

6.56 
6.60 

Impact of fee on residential electricity bills 
The most important factor in estimating 

the potential proportional (dollar) impact of 
a 3 mill fee on consumers is inflation. The 
maximum effect of the fee will occur in 
1986, the first year of the full 3 mill fee. To 
determine the maximum impact of a 3 mill 
fee imposed in 1986 on a January 1982 elec
tricity bill, the proposed 3 mill fee was dis
counted to reflect projected inflation for 
the period from 1982 to 1986 using two dif
ferent rates. The results are presented in 
Table 10. The projected increase could be 
considered a "worst case" situation since it 
assumes a totally fossil fuel-dependent utili
ty and a complete passthrough of the fee. 
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TABLE 10.-IMPACT OF 3-MILL INCREASE IMPOSED IN 

1986 ON 1982 MONTHLY ELECTRICITY BILLS 
[In January 1982 dollars] 

Monthly use of electricity 

Monthly cost of 3 mill fee 
in 1986- Annual inflation 

rate 

4 percent 6 percent 

500 kWh ................................................................ .. 1.28 
2.57 

Li9 
2.38 I ,000 kWh ......... .. ................................................ .. 

Estimates of the potential maximum per
centage increase in an residential electricity 
bill within the 31-State region depends on 
two factors: < 1) estimated 1986 electricity 
bills, and, <2) the percentage of a utility's 
electricity generated by fossil fuels. To com
pute the worst-case situation, calculations 
have been made with the lowest typical elec
tricity bills available in the region, accord
ing to the Department of Energy. 6 It is em
phasized that the resulting percentages are 
increases in electricity bills, not rates. Con
sumers' utility bills may include charges be
sides kWhs used, such as taxes. These other 
charges may influence the potential impact 
of the fee. 

The results of this comparison are pre
sented in Table II. As indicated, the maxi
mum impact of a 3 mill fee is under 7 per
cent, an impact which may decline if other 
factors drive up the cost of electricity. The 
typical increase is estimated to be under 4 
percent of consumers' 1986 electricity bills. 

TABLE 11.-IMPACT OF USER FEE ON SELECTED 
RESIDENTIAL ELECTRICITY BILLS 

[500 kWh consumption per month] 

Company · 

Southwestern Electric Power Co.: 
4-percent inflation ......................................... .. 

Union 6~~~~n~tion .......................................... . 

4-percent inflation ......................................... .. 
6-percent inflation ......................................... .. 

Nationi!~~~~f~~flation ......................................... .. 
6-percent inflation .......................................... . 

Jan. I, 
1982 

electric bill 

$20.28 
20.28 

25.15 
25.15 

37.26 
37.26 

Maximum 
percent 

increase due 
to user fee 
(in 1986) 1 

6.3 
5.9 

5.1 
4.7 

3.4 
3.2 

1 Because DOE includes some taxes, but not others, the resulting percent
ages may be slight underestimates. 

APPENDIX 

The following tables are the program bal
ance sheets for the various scenarios exam
ined in this study. 

TABLE A-I.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 12-YEAR, 8-
MILLION-TON REDUCTION USING CURRENT AND LIMB 
TECHNOLOGY (NO ADDITIONAL FEE) 

[Billions of current dollars unless otherwise noted] 

Eslirnat-
ed kWhs Reve- Interest Cumula-general- noes on Expend~ live 

ed' from balance lures balance (tril- fees 
lions) 

Date: 
1984 .......................... 1.22 1.22 ............. ....................... 1.22 
1985 .......................... 1.24 2.48 .15 .................. 3.85 
1986 .......................... 1.25 3.75 .46 .................. 8.06 
1987 .......................... 1.27 3.81 .97 .................. 12.84 
1988 .......................... 1.29 3.87 1.54 .................. 18.25 

s Department of Energy. Typical Electric Bills, 
Jan. 1, 1982. Energy Information Administration, 
October 1982. 
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TABLE A-I.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 12-YEAR, 8- TABLE A-4.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 12-YEAR, 10-
MILLION-TON REDUCTION USING CURRENT AND LIMB MILLION-TON REDUCTION USING CURRENT TECHNOLOGY 
TECHNOLOGY (NO ADDITIONAL FEE)-Continued ONLY (NO ADDITIONAL FEE) 

[Billions of current dollars unless otherwise noted] 

Estimat-
ed kWhs Reve- Interest Cumula-general- nues on Expend~ live ed ' from balance tures balance (tril- fees 

lions) 

1989 .......................... 1.31 3.93 2.19 .................. 24.37 
1990 .......................... 1.33 3.99 2.92 .................. 31.28 
1991 .......................... 1.35 4.05 3.75 39.08 
1992 ............ .. ............ 1.37 4.11 4.12 4.72 42.59 
1993 .......................... 1.39 4.17 3.89 10.18 40.47 
1994 .............. ............ 1.41 4.23 3.54 11.00 37.24 
1995 ............. ............. 1.43 4.29 3.28 9.90 34.91 

1 From Fossil-fired plants. Initial estimate derived from Edison Electric 
Institute data. 

TABLE A-2.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 12-YEAR, 8-
MILLION-TON REDUCTION USING CURRENT TECHNOLOGY 
ONLY (NO ADDITIONAL FEE) 

[Billions of current dollars unless otherwise noted] 

Date: 
1984 ......................... . 
1985 ........................ .. 
1986 ......................... . 
1987 ........................ .. 
1988 ...... .. 
1989 ........................ .. 
1990 ......................... . 
1991 ......................... . 
1992 ......................... . 
1993 ........................ .. 
1994 ........................ .. 
1995 ........................ .. 

Estimat
ed Kwhs 
generat-

ed ' 
(tril

lions) 

1.22 
1.24 
1.25 
1.27 
1.29 
1.31 
1.33 
1.35 
1.37 
1.39 
1.41 
1.43 

Reve
nues 
from 
fees 

Interest 
on 

balance 

Expendi- eut:la-
tures balance 

1.22 ................................... . 
2.48 .15 ........... .... .. . 
3.75 .46 ................ .. 
3.81 .97 ................. . 
3.87 1.54 ................. . 
3.93 2.19 ................. . 
3.99 2.92 ................ .. 
4.05 3.75 ................ .. 
4.11 3.83 7.19 
4.17 2.92 15.53 
4.23 us 16.78 
4.29 .66 15.10 

1.22 
3.85 
8.06 

12.84 
18.25 
24.37 
31.28 
39.08 
39.83 
31.39 
20.59 
10.44 

1 From fossil-fired plants. Initial estimate derived from Edison Electric 
lnsUtute data. 

TABLE A-3.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 12-YEAR, 10-
MILLION-TON REDUCTION USING CURRENT AND LIMB 
TECHNOLOGY {NO ADDITIONAL COST) 

[Billions of current dollars unless otherwise noted] 

Date: 
1984 ......................... . 
1985 ........................ .. 
1986 ........................ .. 
1987 ......................... . 
1988 ......................... . 
1989 ......................... . 
1990 ........................ .. 
1991 ......................... . 
1992 ........................ .. 
1993 ........................ .. 
1994 ........................ .. 
1995 ........................ .. 

Estimat-
ed Kwhs 
general-

ed' 
(tril-

lions) 

1.22 
1.24 
1.25 
1.27 
1.29 
1.31 
1.33 
1.35 
1.37 
1.39 
1.41 
1.43 

Reve- Interest nues on Expendi-
from balance lures 
fees 

1.22 ...... .. ......................... . 
2.48 
3.75 
3.81 
3.87 
3.93 
3.99 
4.05 
4.11 
4.17 
4.23 
4.29 

.15 ................. . 

.46 ................ .. 

.97 ................. . 
1.54 ................. . 
2.19 ................. . 
2.92 ................ .. 
3.75 ................ .. 
3.88 6.74 
3.09 14.56 
2.08 15.73 
Li3 14.76 

Cumula-
live 

balance 

1.22 
3.85 
8.06 

12.84 
18.25 
24.37 
31.28 
39.08 
40.33 
33.03 
23.61 
14.87 

1 From fossil-fired plants. Initial estimate derived from Edison Electric 
Institute data. 

[Billions of current dollars unless otherwise noted] 

Estimat-
ed Kwhs Reve- Interest Cumula-general- nues on Expend~ live 

ed' from balance tures balance (tril· fees 
lions) 

Date: 
1984 .......................... 1.22 1.22 .................................... 1.22 
1985 .......................... 1.24 2.48 .15 .................. 3.85 
1986 .......................... 1.25 3.75 .46 ...... .... ........ 8.06 
1987 .......................... 1.27 3.81 .97 .................. 12.84 
1988 .......................... 1.29 3.87 1.54 .................. 18.25 
1989 .......................... 1.31 3.93 2.19 .................. 24.37 
1990 .......................... 1.33 3.99 2.92 .................. 31.28 
1991 .................... -.... 1.35 4.05 3.75 .................. 39.08 
1992 .......................... 1.37 4.11 3.58 9.22 37.55 
1993 .......................... 1.39 4.17 2.12 19.91 23.93 
1994 .......................... 1.41 4.23 .29 21.51 6.94 
1995 .......................... 1.43 4.29 -1.61 19.36 -9.74 
1996 .......................... 1.46 4.38 -1.27 .................. - 6.63 
1997 .......................... 1.48 4.44 -.86 .................. -3.05 
1998 .......................... 1.50 4.50 - .40 .................. 1.05 

1 From fossil-fired plants. Initial estimate derived from Edison Electric 
Institute data. 

TABLE A-5.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 12-YEAR, 12-
MILLION-TON REDUCTION (NO ADDITIONAL FEE) , USING 
CURRENT TECHNOLOGY ONLY 

[Billions of current dollars unless otherwise noted] 

Date: 
1984 ........................ .. 
1985 ......................... . 
1986 ......................... . 
1987 ........................ .. 
1988 ........................ .. 
1989 ......................... . 
1990 ......................... . 
1991 ..................... .. 
1992 ........................ .. 
1993 ........................ .. 
1994 ......................... . 
1995 ........................ .. 
1996 ........................ .. 
1997 ........................ .. 
19982 ....................... . 

Estimat-
ed Kwhs 
General-

ed' 
(tril-

lions) 

1.22 
1.24 
1.25 
1.27 
1.29 
1.31 
1.33 
1.35 
1.37 
1.39 
1.41 
1.43 
1.46 
1.48 
1.50 

Reve- Interest Cumula-nues on Expend~ live from balance tures balance fees 

1.22 .................................... 1.22 
2.48 0.15 .................. 3.85 
3.75 .46 .................. 8.06 
3.81 .97 .................. 12.84 
3.87 1.54 .................. 18.25 
3.93 2.19 .................. 24.37 
3.99 2.92 .................. 31.28 
4.05 3.75 .................. 39.08 
4.11 3.34 I 1.25 35.28 
4.17 1.32 24.30 16.47 
4.23 -1.27 26.24 -6.81 
4.29 -3.95 23.61 -30.08 
4.38 -3.91 .................. - 29.61 
4.44 -3.85 ............ ...... - 29.02 
4.50 - 3.77 .................. - 28.29 

1 From fossil-fired plants. lniUal estimates derived from Edison Electric 
lnsUtutes data. 

2 Payback period estimated at 20 years. 

TABLE A-6.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 12-YEAR, 10-
MILLION-TON REDUCTION {ADDITIONAL FEE), USING 
CURRENT TECHNOLOGY ONLY 

[Billions of current dollars unless otherwise noted] 

Estimat-
ed Kwhs 
General-

ed' 
(tril-

lions) 

Dale: 
1984 .......................... 1.22 
1985 .......................... 1.24 
1986 .......................... 1.25 
1987 .................. ........ 1.27 
1988 .......................... 1.29 
1989 ........................ .. 1.31 
1990 .......................... 1.33 
1991 .......................... 1.35 
1992 .......................... 1.37 
1993 .......................... 1.39 
1994 .......................... 1.41 
1995 .......................... 1.43 

Reve- Interest nues on Expendi-
from balance lures 
fees 

1.22 ................................... . 
2.48 
3.75 
3.81 
3.87 
3.93 
3.99 
5.40 
5.48 
5.56 
5.64 
5.72 

0.15 .. .............. .. 
.46 
.97 ................ .. 

1.54 ................. . 
2.19 ....... ......... .. 
2.92 ................ .. 
3.75 ................. . 
3.50 9.22 
2.46 19.91 
.84 21.51 

- .76 19.36 

Cumula-
tive 

balance 

1.22 
3.85 
8.06 

12.84 
18.25 
24.37 
31.28 
40.43 
40.43 
28.54 
13.51 
- .89 

1 From fossil-fired plants. Initial estimates derived from Edison Electric 
Institute data. 
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TABLE A-7.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 12-YEAR, 12- TABLE A-10.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 10-YEAR 10- TABLE A-13.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 10-YEAR, 10-

MILLION-TON REDUCTION (ADDITIONAL FEE), USING MILLION-TON REDUCTION USING CURRENT AND LIMB MILLION-TON REDUCTION USING CURRENT TECHNOLOGY 
CURRENT TECHNOLOGY ONLY TECHNOLOGY (NO ADDITIONAL FEE) ONLY (ADDITIONAL FEE) 

[Billions of current dollars unless otherwise noted] 

Estimal· 
ed Kwhs Reve- Interest Cumula-general- nues on Expendi- live edl from balance lures balance (tril- fees 

lions) 

Dale: 
1984 ········· ··········-······ 1.22 1.22 .................................... 1.22 
1985 .......................... 1.24 2.48 0.15 .................. 3.85 
1986 ... ....................... 1.25 3.75 .46 .................. 8.06 
1987 ·························· 1.27 3.81 .97 .................. 12.84 
1988 ·························· 1.29 3.87 1.54 .................. 18.25 
1989 .......................... 1.31 3.93 2.19 .................. 24.37 
1990 .......................... 1.33 3.99 2.92 .................. 31.28 
1991 .............. ............ 1.35 5.40 3.75 .................. 40.43 
1992 .......................... 1.37 5.48 3.50 11.25 38.16 
1993 .......................... 1.39 5.56 1.66 24.30 21.08 
1994 .......................... 1.41 5.64 - .67 26.24 - 0.19 
1995 .......................... 1.43 5.72 - 3.09 23.61 -21.17 
1996 .......................... 1.46 5.84 -2.75 ·················· - 18.08 
1997 .......................... 1.48 5.92 -2.35 .................. - 14.51 
1998 .......................... 1.50 6.00 -1.89 .................. - 10.40 
1999 .......................... !.52 6.08 -1.35 .................. - 5.67 
2000 ....................... ... 1.55 6.20 -.73 .................. -.20 

1 From fossil-fired plants. Initial estimates derived from Edison Electric 
Institute data. 

TABLE A-8.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 10-YEAR, 8-
MILLION-TON REDUCTION (NO ADDITIONAL FEE) USING 
CURRENT AND LIMB TECHNOLOGY 

[Billions of current dollars, unless otherwise noted] 

Estimat-
ed Kwhs 
general-

edl 
(lril-

lions) 

Date: 
1984 .......................... 1.22 
1985 .......................... 1.24 
1986 .......................... 1.25 
1987 ·························· 1.27 
1988 ·························· 1.29 
1989 .......................... 1.31 
1990 .......................... 1.33 
1991 .......................... 1.35 
1992 .......................... 1.37 
1993 .......................... 1.39 

Reve- Interest nues on Expendi-
from balance lures 
fees 

1.22 ............. .-..................... . 
2.48 .15 ................. . 
3.75 .46 ................. . 
3.81 .97 ................. . 
3.87 1.54 ·················· 
3.93 2.19 
3.99 2.44 4.04 
4.05 2.16 8.73 
4.11 1.78 9.43 
4.17 1.47 8.49 

Cumula-
live 

balance 

1.22 
3.85 
8.06 

12.84 
18.25 
24.37 
26.76 
24.24 
20.70 
17.85 

1 From fossil-fired plants. Initial estimates derived from Edison Electric 
Institute data. 

TABLE A-9.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 10-YEAR, 8-
MILLION-TON REDUCTION USING CURRENT TECHNOLOGY 
ONLY (NO ADDITIONAL FEE) 

[Billions of current dollars unless otherwise noted] 

Date: 

Estimat
ed Kwhs 
generat-

ed' 
(tril

lions) 

1984 ......................... 1.22 
1985 .......................... 1.24 
1986 .......................... 1.25 
1987 .......................... 1.27 
1988 .......................... 1.29 
1989.......................... 1.31 
1990 ·························· 1.33 
1991.......................... 1.35 
1992 ··············· ··········· 1.37 
1993 .......................... 1.39 
1994 .......................... 1.41 

Reve- Interest 
nues on 

from fee balance 

Expeodi- eut:a-
tures balance 

1.22 .................................... 1.22 
2.48 0.15 .................. 3.85 
3.75 .46 .................. 8.06 
3.81 .97 .................. 12.84 
3.87 1.54 .................. 18.25 
3.93 2.19 24.37 
3.99 2.18 6.17 24.37 
4.05 1.32 13.32 16.42 
4.11 .24 14.38 6.39 
4.17 - .85 12.95 -3.24 
4.23 -.42 .................. .57 

1 From fossil fuel-fired plants. Initial estimates derived from Edison Electric 
Institute data. 

[Billions of current dollars, unless otherwise noted] 

Estimat-
ed Kwhs Reve- Interest Cumula-general- nues on Expendi- live ed' from fee balance lures balance (tril-

lions) 

Date: 
1984 .......................... 1.22 1.22 ···································· 1.22 
1985 .......................... 1.24 2.48 0.15 .................. 3.85 
1986 .......................... 1.25 3.75 0.46 .................. 8.06 
1987 .......................... 1.27 3.81 0.97 ·················· 12.84 
1988 .......................... 1.29 3.87 !.54 .................. 18.25 
1989 .......................... 1.31 3.93 2.19 24.37 
1990 .......................... 1.33 3.99 2.23 5.78 24.81 
1991 .......................... 1.35 4.05 1.48 12.49 17.85 
1992 .......................... 1.37 4.11 0.52 13.48 9.00 
1993 .......................... 1.39 4.17 -0.41 12.14 0.62 

1 From fossil fuel-fired plants. Initial estimates derived from Edison Electric 
Institute data. 

TABLE A-lL-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 10-YEAR 10-
MILLION-TON REDUCTION USING CURRENT TECHNOLOGY 
ONLY (NO ADDITIONAL FEE) 

[Billions of current dollars unless otherwise noted] 

Date: 
1984 ......................... . 
1985 ......................... . 
1986 ......................... . 
1987 ......................... . 
1988 ......................... . 
1989 ......................... . 
1990 ...... ................... . 
1991 ......................... . 
1992 ......................... . 
1993 ......................... . 
1994 ......................... . 
1995 ......................... . 
1996 ......................... . 
1997 ·························· 
1998 ......................... . 
1999 ......................... . 
2000 ......................... . 

Estimat-
edKwh 
general-

ed' 
(tril-

lions) 

1.22 
1.24 
1.25 
1.27 
1.29 
1.31 
1.33 
1.35 
1.37 
1.39 
1.41 
1.43 
1.46 
1.48 
!.50 
!.52 
!.55 

Reve- Interest Cumula-nues on Expendi- tive from balance lures balance fees 

1.22 ........ ·························· 1.22 
2.48 .15 .................. 3.85 
3.75 .46 ······· ··········· 8.06 
3.81 .97 ·················· 12.84 
3.87 1.54 ·················· 18.25 
3.93 2.19 .................. 24.37 
3.99 1.98 7.90 22.44 
4.05 .64 17.07 10.06 
4.11 - 1.09 18.44 -5.36 
4.17 -2.85 16.60 -20.64 
4.23 - 2.68 .................. -19.09 
4.29 -2.48 .................. -17.28 
4.38 - 2.25 .................. -15.15 
4.44 - 1.97 .................. -12.68 
4.50 - 1.65 .. .... ............ -9.83 
4.56 - 1.28 .................. -6.55 
4.65 -.85 .................. -2.75 

1 From fossil fuel-fired plants. Initial estimates derived from Edison Electric 
Institute data. 

TABLE A-12.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 10-YEAR 12-
MILLION TON REDUCTION USING CURRENT TECHNOLOGY 
ONLY (NO ADDITIONAL FEE) 

[Billions of current dollars unless otherwise noted] 

Estimat-
ed Kwhs Reve- Interest Cumula-general- nues on E.xpendi- live edl from balance lures balance (tril- fees 

lions) 

Date: 
1984.......................... 1.22 1.22 .................................... 1.22 
1985 .......................... 1.24 2.48 .15 ·················· 3.85 
1986 .......................... 1.25 3.75 .46 ·················· 8.06 
1987 .......................... 1.27 3.81 .97 .................. 12.84 
1988 .......................... 1.29 3.87 1.54 .................. 18.25 
1989 .......................... 1.31 3.93 2.19 ·················· 24.37 
1990 .......................... 1.33 3.99 1.77 9.62 20.51 
1991 .......... .............. .. 1.35 4.05 - .04 20.83 3.69 
1992 .......................... 1.37 4.11 - 2.25 22.49 -16.95 
1993 ·························· 1.39 4.17 -4.83 20.24 -37.85 
1994 2 •••••••.• •••.• . •••••••• 1.41 4.23 - 4.92 ........... ....... -38.54 

1 From fossil fuel-fired plants. Initial estimates derived from Edison Electric 
Institute data. 

•Interest payments are greater than revenues collected from user fee. 
Hence, the fee can never pay off the debl 

[Billions of current dollars unless otherwise noted] 

Reve- Interest Cumula-Estimated Kwhs nues on Expendi- live generated 1 (trillions) from balance lures balance fees 

Date: 
1984 ....... 1.22 1.22 .................................... 1.22 
1985 ....... 1.24 2.48 0.15 .................. 3.85 
1986 ....... 1.25 3.75 .46 .................. 8.06 
1987 ....... 1.27 3.81 .97 ·················· 12.84 
1988 ....... 1.29 3.87 !.54 18.25 
1989 ....... 1.31 5.24 2.19 :::::::::::::::::: 15.68 
1990 ....... 1.33 5.32 2.13 7.90 25.23 
1991 ....... 1.35 5.40 .98 17.07 14.54 
1992 ....... 1.37 5.48 -.51 18.44 1.07 
1993 ······· 1.39 5.56 - 2.02 16.60 - 11.99 
1994 ....... 1.41 5.64 - 1.56 .................. - 7.91 
1995 ······· 1.43 5.72 - 1.03 ..... ............. -3.22 
1996 ....... 1.46 5.84 -.42 .................. 2.20 

1 From fossil-fired plants. Initial estimate derived from Edison Electric 
Institute data. 

TABLE A-14.-PROGRAM BALANCE SHEET OF 10-YEAR, 12-
MILLION-TON REDUCTION USING CURRENT TECHNOLOGY 
ONLY (ADDITIONAL FEE) 

[Billions of current dollars unless otherwise noted] 

Estimat-
ed Kwhs Reve- Interest Cumula· general- nues on E.xpendi- live ed' from balance tures balance (tril- fees 

lions) 

Date: 
1984 .......................... 1.22 1.22 ···································· 1.22 
1985 .......................... 1.24 2.48 .15 .................. 3.85 
1986 .......................... 1.25 3.75 .46 .. ................ 8.06 
1987 .......................... 1.27 3.81 .97 .................. 12.84 
1988 ·························· 1.29 3.87 1.54 ·················· 18.25 
1989 .......................... 1.31 5.24 2.19 .................. 25.68 
1990 ·························· 1.33 5.32 1.93 9.62 23.31 
1991.......................... 1.35 5.40 .30 20.83 8.18 
1992 .......................... 1.37 5.48 - 1.86 22.49 - 10.69 
1993 .......................... 1.39 5.56 - 4.02 20.24 - 29.39 
1994 .......................... 1.41 5.64 - 3.82 ·················· - 27.57 
1995 .......................... 1.43 5.72 - 3.58 .................. - 25.43 
1996 .......................... 1.46 5.84 - 3.31 .................. - 22.90 
1997 ················· ········· 1.48 5.92 - 2.98 .................. - 19.96 
1998 ·························· 1.50 6.00 - 2.59 .................. - 16.55 
1999 .......................... 1.52 6.08 - 2.15 .................. - 12.62 
2000 .......................... 1.55 6.20 - 1.64 .................. - 8.06 

1 From fossil-fired plants. Initial estimate derived from Edison Electric 
Institute data. 

HOUSE ACTION ON THE 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS FREEZE 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, yes
terday the House of Representatives 
completed a second full day of debate 
on the joint resolution for a nuclear 
weapons freeze and reductions. De
spite concerted administration efforts 
to defeat the freeze initiative, Mem
bers of the House once again demon
strated their commitment to an imme
diate and comprehenisve freeze by de
cisively rejecting alternative proposals 
for nuclear reductions and a mutual 
"builddown" of nuclear warheads, that 
would also permit a nuclear weapons 
buildup. 

In the course of yesterday's debate, 
an important new poll by Louis Harris 
was circulated, which confirmed that a 
79 to 16 percent majority of Ameri
cans-incuding a 72 to 23 percent ma
jority of Republicans and an 83 to 13 
percent majority of Democrats-wants 
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Congress to pass a nuclear freeze reso
lution. 

In addition, seven Governors, includ
ing Michael Dukakis of my State, 
wrote a letter calling for passage of 
the nuclear weapons freeze and reduc
tions resolution, in which they stated: 

There is no more urgent work facing Con
gress today; and further delay tactics and 
parliamentary maneuvers to weaken or 
amend the freeze will not be tolerated by 
the millions of Americans who want an end 
to this nuclear madness. 

Finally, five former State Depart
ment, Defense Department, Central 
Intelligence Agency, and Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency officials
George Ball, Clark Clifford, William 
Colby, Averell Harriman, and Paul 
Warnke-have written to "strongly 
urge Members of Congress to approve 
this resolution, and oppose any efforts 
to dilute and distort it." 

Mr. President, I strongly agree with 
these distinguished Americans and the 
millions of their fellow citizens who 
are calling upon the Congress to enact 
the nuclear weapons freeze and reduc
tions resolution. I request that Mr. 
Harris' report and the letters from the 
Governors and former administration 
officials be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

AMERICANS FAVOR PASSING NUCLEAR FREEZE 
RESOLUTION 

(By Louis Harris> 
A 79-16 percent majority of Americans 

wants Congress to pass a resolution that 
"would call upon the United States to nego
tiate a nuclear freeze agreement with the 
Soviet Union under which both sides would 
ban the future production, storage, and use 
of their nuclear weapons." Despite the con
troversy that has surrounded the nuclear 
freeze issue, key groups of the public now 
would favor passage of such legislation, in
cluding a 78-19 percent majority of those 
who voted for Reagan in 1980 and a 72-23 
percent majority of Republicans. 

In the latest Harris Survey of 1,254 adults 
nationwide, taken by telephone between 
March 17th and 20th, people remain con
cerned about the threat of a nuclear war, 
despite assurances by President Reagan 
that he is trying to negotiate an agreement 
with the Russians to control and reduce nu
clear arms: 

By 63-24 percent, a majority of Americans 
is convinced that a third world war is likely 
to break out in the next 20 years and that 
nuclear weapons will be used in such a con
flict. 

A 69-25 percent majority now favors 
having "every country that has nuclear 
weapons banning the production, storage, 
and use of those nuclear weapons," down 
slightly from 73-23 percent a year ago. 

By 80-17 present, majority now supports 
the idea of "all countries that have nuclear 
weapons agreeing to destroy them." This is 
up from 61-37 percent a year ago. 

This anti-nuclear weapons sentiment in 
the United States should not be taken to 
mean that the public favors unilateral disar
mament for this country. Instead, a 78-19 
percent majority would oppose "the United 

States deciding to gradually dismantle our 
nuclear weapons before getting agreement 
from other countries to do the same." 

When asked if they throught a limited nu
clear war is winnable, an 81-10 percent ma
jority of Americans is convinced it is not 
and would "inevitably become an all-out nu
clear war." 

Obviously, what has captured the public's 
attention is not the nuclear freeze proposal 
as such, the fear that the United States and 
the Soviet Union might be headed for a nu
clear confrontation. A record 85 percent ma
jority of Americans now feels hostility 
toward the Soviets, with 51 percent saying 
categorically that that notion is our enemy. 
And President Reagan does not instill 
Americans with a sense of confidence that 
he is dedicated to avoiding a nuclear con
frontation with the Russians. He comes up 
64-29 percent negative on the way he has 
handled the nuclear arms negotiations with 
the Russians in Geneva over the past year. 
Close to half of the American population 
expresses concern that President Reagan 
will get us into another war. 

People feel there's a very real risk that a 
devastating nuclear war could take place 
anytime, and that's why the anti-nuclear 
sentiment has spread so wide and far in 
America today. 

The White House has answered the freeze 
demands by suggesting that the Reagan 
proposals call for a reduction in nuclear 
weaponry. Americans support a nuclear 
arms reduction every bit as much as they 
support a freeze. Yet the strongest senti
ment is expressed by the better than 4 to 1 
majority that wants all nations with nuclear 
arms to destroy them in a verifiable way. As 
a result, pressure on both the House and 
Senate to pass nuclear freeze resolutions 
has become very intense. 

Between March 17th and 20th, the Harris 
Survey asked a cross section of 1,254 adults 
nationwide by telephone: 

"How likely do you think it is that a third 
world war using nuclear weapons will break 
out in the next 20 years-very likely, some
what likely, or not very likely at all?" 

LIKELIHOOD OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS BEING USED IN THIRD 
WORLD WAR 

Percent 

POSITION ON UNITED STATES DISMANTLING BEFORE 
GffiiNG AGREEMENT FROM OTHERS TO DO SAME 

[In percent] 

Favor Oppose 

March 1983.............................................................. 19 78 
March 1982.............................................................. 15 82 

Not 
sure 

"Do you think it is possible for one side to 
win a limited nuclear war, or do you think a 
limited nuclear war would inevitably 
become in all-out nuclear war?" 

POSSIBLE TO WIN A LIMITED NUCLEAR WAR? 
[In percent] 

March ~rm-
1983 1981 

Possible to win a limited nuclear war...................................... 10 9 
Would inevitably become on all-out nuclear war...................... 31 86 
Not sure ................ ................................................................... 9 5 

"Would you favor or oppose all countries 
that have nuclear weapons agreeing to de
stroy them?" 

FAVOR COUNTRIES WITH NUCLEAR WEAPONS DESTROYING 
THEM? 

[In percent] 

Favor Oppose 

March 1983.................... ........... ...... .. ... .................... 80 17 
May 1982................................................................. 74 22 
March 1982............................... ............................... 61 37 

Not 
sure 

"Would you favor or oppose Congress 
passing a resolution that would call upon 
the United States to negotiate a nuclear 
freeze agreement with the Soviet Union 
under which both sides would ban the pro
duction, storage, and use of their nuclear 
weapons?" 

FAVOR CONGRESS PASSING RESOLUTION CALLING UPON 
THE UNITED STATES TO NEGOTIATE FREEZE AGREEMENT? 

[In percent] 

favor Oppose Not 
sure 

Very likely................................................................................................. 29 Total ....................................... .. .... . ........................ . 79 
72 
83 
82 
78 
84 
82 
82 
76 
80 
75 
84 
85 

16 
23 
13 
14 
19 
12 
16 
15 
15 
17 
20 
13 
13 

Somewhat likely......................... ............................................................... 34 Republican ................................. .............................. . 
Not very likely at all............................................................................... 34 Democrat ...... .......................................................... .. 

_No_t _su_re_ ... _ .... _ ... _ .... _ .. -_ .... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ .... _ .... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ .... _ .... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... ___ 
3 ~!~S;n;~n·~~~~~::::: :: :: : :::::::::::::::::: :: :::::::::::: : ::: 

"Would you favor or oppose every country 
that has nuclear weapons banning the pro
duction, storage, and use of those nuclear 
weapons?" 

FAVOR BANNING PRODUCTION, STORAGE AND USE OF 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS? 

[In percent] 

Favor Oppose 

March 1983.............................................................. 69 25 
May 1982 ................................................................. 70 25 
March 1982.............................................................. 73 23 

Not 
sure 

"Would you favor or oppose the United 
States deciding to gradually dismantle our 
nuclear weapons before getting agreement 
from other countries to do the same?" 

East ......................................................................... . 
Midwest .............................. ......... ............................ . 
South .................. .. .................................................. .. 
West.. ..................................................................... .. 
Conservative ......................................... .................... . 
Middle of the Road .................................................. . 
Uberal... .................................................................. .. 

METHODOLOGY 

This Harris Survey was conducted by tele
phone with a representative cross section of 
adults 18 and over at 1,254 different sam
pling points within the United States be
tween March 17th and 20th. Figures for age, 
sex and race were weighted where necessary 
to bring them into line with their actual 
proportions in the population. 

In a sample of this size, one can say with 
95% certainty that the results are within 
plus or minus three percentage points of 
what they would be if the entire adult popu
lation had been polled. 
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This statement conforms to the principles 

of disclosure of the National Council on 
Public Polls. 

THE COMMONWEALTH OF 
MASSACHUSETTS, 

Boston, Mass. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: As Governors of 

States whose citizens have expressed over
whelming support for a bilateral, verifiable, 
Nuclear Freeze-either directly through 
ballot referendum or indirectly through leg
islative action-we join together to urge 
your vote in favor of the Bilateral Nuclear 
Weapons Freeze and Reductions Resolution 
<H.J. Res. 13) when it comes before the 
House of Representatives this week. 

The Freeze provides simply for an imme
diate halt to production, testing and deploy
ment of all nuclear weapons and systems 
both in the United States and the Soviet 
Union. Adoption of the Freeze at this time 
would leave the United States in a position 
of superiority or equality in almost all sig
nificant categories. According to Richard 
DeLauer, Undersecretary of Defense for Re
search and Engineering, the quality of US 
weapons is equal or superior to Soviet weap
ons in 27 out of 32 separate categories, in
cluding landbased nuclear missiles, subma
rines, and bombers. Fiscal year 1984, De
partment of Defense Program for Research, 
Development and Acquisition). 

The Freeze has won overwhelming nation
al approval. Over 79% of the American 
public supports a bilateral freeze, according 
to the March 1983 Harris Poll; and 11.6 mil
lion of Americans voted for it in the Novem
ber 1982 election. Freeze Referenda passed 
in 9 states where it appeared on the ballot, 
plus the District of Columbia; and Freeze 
Resolutions have been approved by 17 state 
legislative bodies. Finally, more than 500 
town meetings, city councils, and county 
commissions through the country voted for 
the freeze. The support is enormous and 
growing. It represents a genuine outflowing 
of grassroots sentiment. There is no more 
urgent work facing Congress today; and fur
ther delay tactics and parliamentary maneu
vers to weaken or amend the freeze will not 
be tolerated by the millions of Americans 
who want an end to this nuclear madness. 

On March 1, 1983, there was a historic 
vote by the assembled Governors at the Na
tional Governors' Association meeting 
which put all of us on record for reduction 
in defense spending, so that our states 
might better provide for more pressing 
needs: the social and economic well-being of 
our citizens. 

For these reasons and more, we call upon 
you, as colleagues and representatives, to 
heed this most serious concern-not only of 
your local constituency, but of a country, 
and a world intent upon peace and the pre
vention of nuclear devastation. 

Sincerely, 
Michael S. Dukakis, Governor, State of 

Massachusetts; Anthony S. Earl, Gov
ernor, State of Wisconsin; Joseph Gar
rahy, Governor, State of Rhode 
Island; Rudy Perpich, Governor, State 
of Minnesota; Joseph Brennan, Gover
nor, State of Maine; Harry Hughes, 
Governor, State of Maryland; George 
R. Ariyoshi, Governor, State of 
Hawaii. 

Hon. CLEMENT ZABLOCKI, 
Chairman, 

APRIL 12, 1983. 

Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We are writing to ex
press our support for H.J. Res. 13, the bilat
eral nuclear weapons freeze and reductions 
resolution in the House of Representatives. 
We strongly urge members of Congress to 
approve this resolution, and oppose any ef
forts to dilute and distort it. 

We support redcutions in the number of 
nuclear weapons; that is why we support 
the nuclear weapons freeze. A mutual and 
verifiable freeze offers the best hope of 
halting the nuclear arms race and providing 
a framework for initiating the complex 
process of reducing the nuclear arsenals of 
both superpowers. With a freeze in place, 
real reductions can be achieved, rather than 
reductions in some areas that are tacitly 
used to ratify a re-direction of the arms race 
to higher levels of danger and instability. 

We would strongly oppose any arms con
trol agreement that depended on U.S. trust 
of Soviet compliance. But our experience in 
nuclear arms control makes us confident 
that a nuclear weapons freeze can be veri
fied-in fact, we believe that a freeze may 
actually be more verifiable than other arms 
control agreements, including the Presi
dent's own START proposal. In any event, 
we agree with the intent of the pending 
freeze resolution that anything which 
cannot be verified will not be frozen. 

In sum, we believe that America's national 
security will be enhanced by a nuclear weap
ons freeze. A bilateral freeze is the most ef
fective way to stop the further development 
of dangerous and destabilizing new nu_clear 
weapon systems, and to reduce the risk of 
nuclear war. 

Respectfully, 
George Ball, Former Under Secretary of 

State; William Colby, Former Director 
of the Central Intelligence Agency; 
Clark Clifford, Former Secretary of 
Defense; W. Averell Harriman, Former 
Governor of New York and Under Sec
retary of State; Paul C. Warnke, 
Former Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency Director and Chief 
SALT negotiator. 

VOTING RIGHTS ACT PROGRESS 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 

take pleasure in calling attention to an 
event soon to take place that speaks 
much about the importance of the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965 and the ex
tension of this act which Congress en
acted last year. The event to which I 
refer, is the upcoming annual meeting 
of the Georgia Association of Black 
Elected Officials to be held April 22 
and 23 in Atlanta. And, at this meet
ing, Mr. President, one of the out
standing members, the Honorable 
Richmond Daniel Hill, mayor of 
Greenville, Ga., and, incidentally, the 
first elected black mayor of Georgia, 
will be honored upon his retirement 
from public life. 

It was not too many years ago that 
an annual meeting of elected black of
ficials in Georgia, or any other State 
in my region, would have been a curi
osity. Today it is a respected part of 
the political process. And, Mr. Presi-

dent, it is because of the outstanding 
commitment and dedication of public 
servants like Mayor Richmond Hill 
that the body of elected black officials 
is an important and contributing part 
of the political process. 

At age 77, Mayor Hill is retiring 
from a position he has held since 1973 
and a capacity in which he has served 
with great distinction. Greenville is a 
small town of 1,200 located southwest 
of Atlanta near the Georgia-Alabama 
border. As mayor, Richmond Hill has 
done much to improve the living con
ditions of his town and improve the 
services, services that citizens in larger 
town routinely expect from city hall, 
but, in many instances, are unknown 
in the smaller towns of the Nation. In 
his term of office, Greenville has seen 
the water and sewer supply systems 
expanded to all areas of the town; all 
the streets are now paved; the fire de
partment is fully equipped; a million 
dollar housing rehabilitation program 
for low-income residents has been 
completed; 50 public housing units 
have been built; industry has come to 
Greenville jobs for its residents; the 
old train depot has been converted to 
a multipurpose center for elderly resi
dents; and the list could go on. The 
progress Greenville has made is widely 
recognized. The town won first place 
in the Governor's Competition Project 
in 1981 after a second place finish in 
1980. And, Mr. President, Mayor Rich
mond Hill has done something all of 
us in this body should respect and 
value-he has achieved these and 
many more accomplishments for 
Greenville without adding any new 
tax burden, and he has kept the 
budget in balance and operating in the 
black. That is a record we should all 
wish for. The leadership that Mayor 
Richard Hill has given his community 
justifies our recognition. He is a fine 
example for all of us. 

Mr. President, let me acquaint my 
colleagues with a little of the mayor's 
background. Like so many men of ac
complishment, Mayor Hill comes from 
humble origins. He was born on May 2, 
1905, in Harris County, Ga., to Johnny 
A. and Annie Bell Hill. He is the son of 
a sharecropper who took his first job 
in Atlanta as a bellhop at the age of 
15. Although his normal educational 
process was interrupted, it is a tribute 
to his persistence and the value in 
which he holds education that he 
earned his high school degree when he 
was in his twenties. In his early years 
he held many jobs, far too numerous 
to list here, but he finally settled in 
Greenville in 1940 as a tailor, later to 
enter the funeral business, which he 
operates today with his daughter, Ms. 
Virginia Lee Hill. His wife, Mrs. Hiran 
Green Hill is deceased. 

Richmond Hill has had a long and 
distinguished career as a leader. In ad
dition to being the first black elected 
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mayor in Georgia, he was in 1968, the 
first black elected to the Greenville 
City Council where he served as vice 
mayor until his election in 1973. He 
also served two 4-year terms on the 
board of education. He has been recog
nized for his public service by numer
ous civic and fraternal organizations. 

The success of Richmond Hill, and 
the Georgia Association of Black 
Elected Officials is not only a tribute 
to the individual and collective work 
they have contributed, and achieve
ments they have realized, but to the 
larger accomplishments we have made 
as a region and a nation over the last 
generation. The passage of the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965 has made a dramat
ic impact on black voter participation, 
and in the number of blacks holding 
elective office. In those States that are 
fully, or significantly, covered by the 
Voting Rights Act, the percentage of 
black voting age population registered 
to vote in 1965 was 29.3 percent. In 
1980 that figure rose to 59.7 percent. 
In the same States, in 1970, there were 
404 black elected officials-Federal, 
State and local offices. By 1981 that 
figure rose to 1889, an increase of 468 
percent. 

Blacks are now routinely making val
uable contributions to the political 
process. It is no longer unusual for a 
group like the Georgia Association of 
Black Elected Officials to be in exist
ence. And, it is no longer unusual for a 
man like Richmond D. Hill to be 
mayor. It will, however, always be sig
nificant that he was the first to hold 
this important office and that he 
showed the way to the many others 
that will come after him, and that he 
performed his responsibilities in an ef
fective and credible manner. That is 
what is important, and, Mr. President, 
that is what I call to the attention of 
the Senate today. The progress exem
plified by Richmond D. Hill is a 
symbol for all the other Richmond 
Hills of this Nation who are capable 
and willing to serve. It is encourage
ment for all to participate in the polit
ical process. That is what Richmond 
D. Hill stands for and that is why we 
can all take pride in his lifelong 
achievements and the outstanding 
service he has provided to so many. 

THE ICBM-CONTROVERSY 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, with all 

of the controversy surrounding the 
MX missile, particularly with the 
recent release of the report of the 
President's Commission on Strategic 
Forces, a great deal of attention has 
settled upon the use of the small 
ICBM, known in some circles as the 
Midgetman. In discussion with some of 
my colleagues, and reading their state
ments both in the RECORD and in the 
media, I have witnessed a trend 
toward supporting the small ICBM in 
lieu of the MX. 

I want to caution anyone who sup
poses that this will be a quick and in
expensive venture; nothing could be 
further from the truth. Development 
of a small ICBM will take both time 
and money. In an article appearing in 
the Washington Post this morning, 
"Small Missiles Carries Problems of 
Its Own," by Michael Getler, many of 
the problems attendant to moving in 
this direction are identified. 

Among the problems listed are: 
First, military and industry sources in
dicate development time for the entire 
system to be up to 10 years; second, 
the cost of such a system could be as 
high as $69 billion. "Don't forget," one 
officer said, "1,000 single warhead mis
siles means 1,000 guidance systems, 
1,000 transporters, 1,000 a lot of 
things."; third, estimates are that it 
could take up to 47,000 personnel to 
operate the system; fourth, questions 
remain about guidance systems; and 
fifth, there is currently no vehicle ca
pable of performing the mission being 
identified for the small missile trans
fer-launcher. 

These problems were further high
lighted by comments contributed to 
former Secretary of Defense Harold 
Brown. According to Secretary Brown, 
"This new system still has many un
certainties, particularly in terms of 
cost and the feasibility of hardening 
truck-mobile missiles or superharden
ing of fixed shelters." 

Mr. President, these are only a few 
of the problems that must be resolved 
before we can say this is the system we 
will use. What must be understood is 
that this is not an alternative to the 
MX. The MX remains a vital part of 
our national security. 

As we go forward with this problem, 
and as we consider both the Presi
dent's recommended basing mode and 
the defense spending bill, it behooves 
all of us to keep an open mind to the 
options available to us. One of these is 
the small ICBM, but is will require a 
great deal of work. In the meantime, 
we should proceed with the deploy
ment of MX. I point out to my col
leagues that in the Commission's 
report these options were laid out as a 
package and not in a manner in which 
they would pick and choose those op
tions which we seem more attracted to 
as opposed to others. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
above-mentioned article be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Apr. 14, 19831 

SMALL MISSILE CARRIES PROBLEMS OF ITS 
OWN 

<By Michael Getler) 
The small, single-warhead nuclear missile 

that the president's advisory commission on 
arms recommended this week as a possible 
successor to the MX would solve some prob-

lems the Pentagon faces. But it would 
create some new ones. 

Among other things, it might cost more 
than twice as much as the MX, some ex
perts estimate. One reason is that it might 
require as many as 47,000 people just to 
tend a sizeable small-missile force of the 
kind now envisioned. 

One important advantage of small mis
siles, supporters say, is that they make less 
attractive targets than large ones like the 
multiple-warhead MX. If the United States 
and Soviet Union shifted to smaller missiles 
there would be less temptation for either 
side to strike first in a nuclear war in hopes 
of knocking out the other's retaliatory 
power. 

Supporters also argue that the small Inis
sile-30 tons vs. 100 for the MX-would be 
relatively easy to move around or otherwise 
protect. The likelier U.S. missiles are to sur
vive an attack, the more deterrent value 
they have. 

Whether a small Inissile of the kind envi
sioned can be built is not in doubt. It is a 
relatively easy job. 

But how it might be transported and pro
tected from the blasts of even distant nucle
ar explosions, how much it would cost, how 
many would be needed and how many per
sons it would take to operate and guard 
such a system are very big question marks. 

In addition, it is not clear that all the im
portant elements of the U.S. Air Force, 
which would be charged with developing the 
missile, are unified behind the idea. 

Some Air Force estimates submitted to 
the presidential commission, according to 
military and industry sources, forecast costs 
of $69 billion over 10 years to develop, 
deploy and operate a force of about 1,000 
such missiles on mobile transporters special
ly designed to withstand nuclear blast, heat 
and radiation. 

"Don't forget," one officer said, "1,000 
single-warhead missiles means 1,000 guid
ance systems, 1,000 transporters, 1,000 a lot 
of things." 

The Air Force says its small-missile cost 
estimate compares with roughly $30 billion 
over the same period to deploy 100 MX mis
siles, with a total of 1,000 individual war
heads on them, in the Dense Pack basing 
system that was rejected by Congress but 
which the Air Force said it believed offered 
a good chance for survival. 

In addition, some estimates indicate that 
it could take 47,000 personnel to operate, 
maintain and guard these weapons, with the 
security requirements especially high if pro
visions are made to move the mobile launch
ers off military reservations and onto the 
nation's road system during exercises or pe
riods of alert or crisis. 

Industrial experts, who also asked not to 
be identified, say they believe the military 
estimates are far too high. For one thing, 
they say it . is not likely that 1,000 missiles 
will be needed because they will be more 
survivable than MXs in fixed silos. One con
tractor estimated that even if a 1,000-Inissile 
force on protective vehicles were needed it 
could be done for $30 billion to $40 billion 
over 10 years. 

There are also military concerns about 
whether the small missile would have 
enough power to carry a big enough war
head to knock out Soviet missile silos and 
command bunkers if the Soviets increase 
the strength of such underground installa
tions. 

Another question is whether a sufficiently 
accurate guidance system could be devel
oped to steer the missile to its target after 
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its transporter had raced from its peacetime 
base to a new firing point. 

The key technical challenge, however, 
would come in developing vehicles able to 
carry the missile around at 40 to 55 mph 
and still protect itself, its crew and its mis
sile cargo from atomic attack. There is con
siderable interest in new vehicles which sup
posedly can squat down and "seal them
selves" to the earth to protect against blast 
and shock. 

But such vehicles exist only on paper. The 
Air Force says a normal transporter without 
special protection would be able to with
stand pressure of about 2 pounds per square 
inch, which means that an atomic blast 
within eight miles of the vehicles would de
stroy it. 

If vehicles can be built to withstand blast 
pressures of 20 to 30 psi, then it would take 
blasts within a half mile to two miles to de
stroy them, military officers say. That is the 
kind of protection the commission was told 
was possible by industry specialists. 

One company, General Dynamics, is build
ing a nuclear-hardened transporter for new 
U.S. cruise missiles being deployed in 
Europe. But the hardness of these vehicles 
is said to be well below the goal for the new 
missile. 

In its report to President Reagan this 
week, the commission recommended that 
while development goes ahead on the new 
missile, 100 MX missiles be deployed in silos 
now used for the existing force of older 
Minuteman missiles. 

While agreeing with the commission's rec
ommendation, former secretary of defense 
Harold Brown, a respected scientist and an 
influential counselor to the commission 
issued a separate statement of caution. 

"This new system," Brown said of the 
small missile, "still has many uncertainties, 
particularly in terms of cost and of the fea
sibility of hardening truck-mobile missiles 
or super hardening of fixed shelters." 

"For example," he said, "unless the 
United States can negotiate severe limits on 
a level of ICBM warheads, the number of 
single-warhead missiles needed for a force 
of reasonable capability and survivability 
could make the system costs, and the 
amount of land required, prohibitively 
great. 

"We also do not know whether truck
mobile systems will be able to survive a meg
aton blast two miles away [a megaton is the 
equivalent of one million tons of TNT]. 
Lacking that hardness, the mobile system is 
easily barraged into destruction or forced 
into peacetime deployment on highways, 
which would raise political difficulties." 

Those arguments are not unlike others 
that repeatedly have thwarted attempts by 
Carter and Reagan to deploy the MX in a 
more survivable manner. 

THE FARM CREDIT CRISIS 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, 1 week 

ago today, the Administrator of the 
Farmers Home Administration, 
Charles Shuman, and the Under Sec
retary of Agriculture for Small Com
munity and Rural Development, 
Frank Naylor, were testifying before a 
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee. 
At that hearing, members of the sub
committee, and later the full Senate, 
learned that the Farmers Home Ad
ministration had stopped making farm 
operating loans in 17 States. One of 
the States involved was the State of 

Arkansas. I could hardly believe it 
when I learned of this fact because all 
spring those of us who represent farm 
States had been assured that there 
would be sufficient money to make op
erating loans this spring. 

Mr. President, it has now been 1 
week since that bomb was dropped, 
and the farmers of 17 States who 
depend on FmHA for operating loan 
money still do not know what is going 
to happen. They are wondering 
whether or not the administration is 
going to do something to resolve this 
crisis, and they are also wondering 
whether or not we are going to take 
steps to correct the problem. I was 
pleased to learn that the House Agri
culture Appropriations Subcommittee 
tentatively approved a measure yester
day that will provide an additional 
$600 million in funds. It is my under
standing, however, that this measure 
is not going to be considered again 
until next Tuesday because many 
Members of the other Chamber are at
tending the funeral of the very distin
guished member from California, Mr. 
Burton. I would hope, Mr. President, 
that before that date, the Secretary of 
Agriculture and other officials of this 
administration would take steps to 
begin making operating loans again. 
Even if we get a supplemental appro
priation through the Congress and the 
President signs it, we are still talking 
about several days, and then we will be 
faced with the normal processing of 
the loans. 

Mr. President, I cannot stress to my 
colleagues, and to the Secretary of Ag
riculture, how urgent this situation is. 
Time is of the essence. Our failure to 
act will bring financial ruin to many 
hardworking men and women, and will 
create serious problems in many parts 
of rural America. It is terribly ironic, 
Mr. President, that just when the 
farmers of this country have so over
whelmingly endorsed the PIK pro
gram and showed their willingness to 
get farming back to profitability, that 
this administration would allow oper
ating loans to be stopped dead in their 
tracks. We have got to get this re
versed and I urge all of my colleagues 
to consider this matter and what will 
occur in many parts of our country if 
it is not corrected. 

AMBASSADOR TONY MOTLEY 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. · President, re

cently an article appeared in the 
March 1983 issue of Manchete maga
zine featuring the U.S. Ambassador to 
Brazil, Tony Motley. Ambassador 
Motley and his family have been quite 
successful in representing our country 
in Brazil. I must say that I and my col
league from Alaska, Senator FRANK 
MURKOWSKI are proud of the leader
ship he has given in the area of United 
States-Brazil relations. 

As the article points out, Tony was 
born in Rio de Janiero and lived there 
for the first 17 years of his life until 
his entrance into the Citadel for col
lege education in the United States. 
After the Citadel, Tony began a career 
in the U.S. Air Force during which 
time he was taken to Alaska. It was in 
Alaska that Tony and I began to know 
one another on a professional and per
sonal basis. 

Over the years Tony and I have ex
perienced times, good and bad, 
through which mutual admiration has 
developed. He was instrumental in 
working out the Alaska lands issue. 
His ability and organizational talents 
were exhibited time after time. 

I know that Senator MURKOWSKI 
has a great deal of respect and admira
tion for Tony Motley. They spent 
many years in Alaska working on 
issues ranging from banking to foreign 
affairs. 

President Reagan made an excellent 
choice in asking Tony Motley to serve 
as the U.S. Ambassador to Brazil. As 
he has in the past, Tony continues to 
perform effectively and with purpose, 
not by being aloof or callous, but by 
listening, participating, and acting 
with care. 

Mr. President, Senator MuRKOWSKI 
and I congratulate Ambassador 
Motley for his good service and ask 
unanimous consent that the text of 
the article be printed in the RECORD in 
its translated form from Portuguese to 
English. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 
ANTHONY MOTLEY-AN AMBASSADOR WITH A 

BRAZILIAN KNACK 

"Carioca" and "Tricolor", the U.S. Diplo
matic Representative in Brazil talks about 
current relations between the two countries. 

Tony Motley is a 44-year old "Carioca" 
<native of Rio) who represents the United 
States Government in Brazil. The son of an 
Atlantic official, the American Ambassador 
not only was born in Brazil: The formative 
years of childhood and youth took place in 
the "Carioca" atmosphere. A fanatic "suf
ferer", in his words, pulling for the Flumin
ense <sports club), he was an athlete
member of the club as a young basketball 
player. Today, when he returns from a so
phisticated diplomatic reception, many 
times he can be surprised in the kitchen of 
his house eating two fried eggs, rice, and 
... manioc flour. He loves "feijoada". The 
other day, he was playing tennis at the Em
bassy tennis-court when a pick-up soccer 
game began nearby, played by janitorial em
ployees. He let loose of his racket and went 
to play center forward. 

"It is not only the fact that I was born in 
Rio," he says with a Carioca accent. "The 
more positive emotional influence is the fact 
that I lived here the first 17 years of my 
life. For an Ambassador this is very advan
tageous, because it is conducive to the cre
ation of a favorable atmosphere and facili
tates understanding of Brazilian character
istics." 

Besides soccer, Anthony Motley plays golf 
and tennis on weekends. But he does not 
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have time for regular physical exercise as 
he would like to make. Among his habits is 
to frequent regularly the Embassy Club on 
Friday, where he fraternizes with employees 
around a table with Brazilian beer. 

His Brazilian style has diffused through
out the Embassy. Instead of a special lunch. 
"Ambassador service," he prefers the rice 
and beans of cordial-a services' company 
which prepares the food for the employees 
in general. At the cafeteria he picks up a 
tray, enters the line where he waits about 
20 to 30 minutes chatting with whoever is 
closer to him. He sits down at any table and 
converses with his table companion, be it a 
driver, a guard, or a diplomat. Sometimes he 
asks a high-level diplomat: "When was the 
last time you had a conversation with your 
driver?" and when he notes that a section 
chief is eating the traditional American 
noontime meal, he advises: "Aren't you 
going to take the cordial rice and beans?" 

He may not know it. But we has turned 
into a charismatic figure in the Embassy as 
well as on the outside. His driver gave him a 
tape with jokes by Chico Anisio, which he 
sometimes listens to on his car's cassette
player. "During my twenty years with the 
Embassy, I have never seen anyone more 
sympathetic nor more open to resolve the 
employees' problems," testifies a Brazilian 
<employee). 

If he asked for any extra effort, everyone 
is ready to help him, not because he is the 
Ambassador, but because of his personal 
appeal. After Reagan's visit, he wrote a 
letter thanking each employee for the work 
done. At Christmas and New Year he greet
ed every single one, and participated in the 
parties given by every single section of the 
Embassy. On Independence Day, 4th of 
July, he invited all employees to his house, 
Brazilians included, for a big barbecue. The 
low-ranked personnel of the Embassy live in 
an apartment building at superblock 113 
South. Well, Motley built a recreation area 
for their families, and on weekends he goes 
there to socialize with them. 

Tony Motley has a lot to do with the 
present good understanding between Brazil 
and the United States. He attributes that to 
the personal friendship between Reagan 
and Figueiredo. But the truth is that 
Motley was the one who was the catalyst for 
such friendship. "Part of his charisma is the 
fact that he is not a career diplomat"
states an American diplomat. 

After leaving Brazil, at 17 years of age, he 
studied political science at the Citadel, in 
Charleston, South Carolina. Then he served 
as an officer in the United States Air Force 
for 10 years. He was the first foreign mili
tary officer under the rank of colonel to re
ceive the Brazilian Government Decoration 
"Order of Santos Dumont" for his efforts 
on behalf of Brazil. Following his Air Force 
service he entered business, founding Cres
cent Realty Inc., in Anchorage, Alaska, 
which subsequently merged with Area Inc. 
Realtors, now the largest real estate firm in 
Alaska. During the same period, he was 
Commissioner of the Department of Com
merce and Economic Development of the 
State of Alaska, where his responsibilities 
include public housing and finance, the 
state bond and loan program, economic de
velopment, tourism, energy and fisheries, 
and regulatory practices involving banking 
and insurance. As chief executive officer for 
the Citizens for the Management of Alaska 
Lands, Inc., he coordinated the lobbying and 
grassroots efforts of various industries and 
recreational groups interested in the bal
anced use of Alaska lands. A personal friend 

of vice-president George Bush, when he was 
nominated Ambassador of the United States 
to Brazil, inevitably someone had to carp: "a 
real estate agent to represent Reagan in 
Brazil." 

Anyone who was critical must be biting 
his tongue now. Just as those who criticize 
him today must be chewing on the cud of 
their bureaucratic envy. For Tony from 
Leblon, son of Dona Faith from Teresopolis, 
is proving to be a great Ambassador. 

When he served in the USAF, he auto
matically lost his Brazilian citizenship. But, 
in any case, a Presidential decree formally 
cancelled his Brazilian citizenship on 
August 9th, 1981, 40 days before he re
turned to Brazil as Ambassador. 

A good part of the credit Brazil has with 
the bankers in the United States is due to 
Motley. He traveled to his country and 
talked with the bankers: Above all, he 
gained, for Brazil, the sympathy of the 
Treasury of the United States. Also in the 
case of the Bandeirante airplane, Motley's 
support was important in solving the matter 
in favor of Brazil. On the occasion of the 
floods in Belo Horizonte, he provided 2 mil
lion cruzeiros to help the victims. But he 
had to face an impenetrable bureaucratic 
web to make such help reach those who 
needed it. 

The bureaucracy, in fact, envies him. Be
cause he acts as a good businessman: He is 
objective, clear, simple and right to the 
point. If he can say "Mae" he doesn't say 
"Genitora". And he understands Brazil's 
problems and difficulties as few people do. 
Not only because he is acquainted with 
them, but because he has intellectual capac
ity, is sensible and maintains good contacts 
in both countries. He is a model of a new 
style of diplomacy, a modern style. He 
speaks not only with Formin Saraiva Guer
reiro. He is a personal friend of President 
Figueiredo, with whom he talks directly and 
is also close to the Treasury Minister, 
Ername Galveas. His relationship with Bra
zilian Ministers, both civilian and military, 
is excellent. Recently he had a luncheon 
with Delfim Hetto. But not one, he least of 
all, could think about the idea of interfering 
in Brazil's internal affairs. A unique and 
able man. When asked why he behaves that 
way, he says: "people seem not to under
stand that I do this because I like Brazil". 

Manchete interviewed U.S. Ambassador in 
his residence, in the Park Way mansions 
sector, in Brasilia. He was there with his 
family: his wife Judith, and daughters Alli
son, 14, Valerie, 12, and his mother-in-law 
Betty Jones, who was visiting with them. 
Also Missy, a cat from Alaska, and a dog, 
likewise born in Alaska, at 40 degrees below 
zero. Because of the color of his fur. he was 
named Terra in Portuguese. In Motley's 
house, where he promotes Brazilian and 
American confraternization, one can see 
autographed photos of Ronald and Nancy 
Reagan, Joao Figueiredo and George Bush, 
in addition to photos showing them togeth
er. When I requested the interview, this 
man who practices diplomacy without bu
reaucracy, answered: "Oh, come to my 
house on such and such a day". 

How does an Ambassador feel who is not a 
career diplomat? 

Although I have not received specific 
training as a diplomat, I am lucky because I 
can count on a first class team and this 
makes up for any gap I may have. On the 
other hand, Brazil-U.S. relations are basical
ly commercial <trade) and I have experience 
in this. I was a bank director and chairman 
of a corporation. I was born and grew up 

here and I can understand the challenges 
and problems of Brazilian businessman 
better than most Americans. But I was in
volved also in politics in U.S., and I can un
derstand the political game which is similar 
here. 

Do preconceived ideas still exist between 
the two countries? 

I am in a position to understand both 
sides. And this is even hereditary. My father 
was an employee of Atlantic, in Brazil, and 
also a member of the board of the Brazil
U.S. Chamber of Commerce. I remember 
when we traveled to the U.S. in 1948, riding 
through the country by car. My father 
stopped everywhere and talked favorably 
about Brazil. I would like my daughters to 
be given an opportunity to continue this 
habit of showing Brazil to Americans. But 
there are also Brazilian who do not know 
the U.S. They know the things shown in 
movies and on TV, which are not typical. 
There is an evolution, though. Many Brazil
ians studied in the U.S. and brought back 
their impressions. Unfortunately, for many, 
there is a lack of better mutual understand
ing, to eliminate prejudice. 

Do you accept the statement that during 
your mandate Brazil-U.S. relations have 
reached one of the highest levels in their 
history? 

If is difficult to be objective in answering 
such question. But I do think that all agree 
that the lowest relationship level occurred 
in 1977-78. One newspaper even illustrated 
this with a graph. I think we enjoy today a 
high level of relationship, and I think that 
the major contribution to that was the per
sonal understand between the two Presi
dents. This understanding was spread 
through other echelons. In the White 
House, for example, Bill Clark and George 
Shultz have an understanding about Brazil 
totally different from their predecessors. 
Before, this understanding was limited to a 
East-West vision of the world. Both have 
this understanding with a more broader per
spective. At the beginning of the Reagan ad
ministration, because there was a great em
phasis on defense, some newsmen thought 
that we were exclusively concerned about 
the Soviet Union, with East-West comfron
tation. But they forgot that the U.S. Armed 
Forces had been losing a high percentage of 
appropriations for a long time, and what we 
did was merely to restore the level. There 
were Presidents concentrated only with 
Camp David, SALT II, China, all at East
West level. Now the south is also included. 

Did the Malvinas crisis damage the under
standing between Brazil and the United 
States, which adopted opposing positions? 

I do not believe that it caused any 
damage. Besides, the first encounter be
tween Reagan and Figueiredo occurred 
during the war, and in the midst of the 
crisis both of them acted without compro
mising themselves. They talked openly and 
displayed great class as statesmen. I can say 
this because I was the interpreter in that 
conversation. 

You were always with Reagan and Fi
gueiredo during the formal and informal 
meetings. During the official meetings, 
what did they talk about? 

Both of them discussed the large world 
issues. For me, it was an interesting revela
tion to perceive the ability of President Fi
gueiredo to talk about the Middle East and 
the South of Africa, which are not areas 
close to Brazilian interests. But, during the 
first encounter, held in Washington, the 
Malvinas crisis was the dominant issue. 
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You said that the basis of the relationship 

between the two countries is trade. In this 
area, what seems to be the problem, nowa
days? 

I would say that the points of irritation 
are the issues of shoes, juices, planes, steel. 
But this is only happening because Brazil, 
today, has changed its list of exports. 
During the period when coffee was the main 
export product, the only problem was the 
price of coffee. Brazil has become industrial
ized and today has problems that are 
comri10n in European countries. It is just 
that in Europe the problems are so common 
that they don't make headlines. Here in 
Brazil, this is still a novelty and therefore it 
still makes the headlines. Twenty years ago, 
77 percent of Brazilian exports were made 
up of coffee. Today, Brazil sells the same 
volume of coffee, but it represents only 8 
percent of the value of its exports. This is 
the evolution of Brazil. Thus, when the 
steel industry in the United States is only 
operating at 56 percent of its capacity, the 
steel producers try to defend themselves, ac
cusing imports of giving them competition. 
This is not directed against Brazil. It is also 
directed at Japan, and at Europe. And it will 
continue, inasmuch as Brazil continues to 
increase its exports, because this happens to 
all large suppliers to the United States. The 
United States is not a protectionist country. 
So much so that 50 percent of Brazilian ex
ports to the U.S. enter the country with 
zero duty on them. But those who suffer, 
scream. The squeaky wheel gets the grease. 
Even so, I do not think that Brazil has an
other partner with the same percentage of 
zero duty. And the United States, today, 
does not consider Brazil as a "developing 
country". But as a country which is reach
ing the levels of an industrialized country. 
Brazil is in no way like Chad, or Bangla
desh. It is not like Western Germany, but it 
is getting there. Therefore, it cannot com
plain like Bangladesh, because it is not like 
it. The problem is that our rules and those 
of international organizations, established 
20 years ago, only describe two types of 
countries. But nowadays there are others 
half way down the road, such as Brazil and 
South Korea, for example. It is therefore 
necessary to change the rules. Actually, the 
rules are changing and industrialized coun
tries have to understand this. And so does 
Brazil. 

How was the issue of the Bandeirante air
plane? 

One must understand that, when an 
American manufacturer feels damaged by 
external competition, he sends his com
plaint to the International Trade Commis
sion which is an independent Federal 
agency not subordinated to the Executive. 
Therefore, it is difficult to get into this. I 
made a guess saying that Embraer would 
win and this came out in the Wall Street 
Journal. Then, I got a call from the White 
House saying that I couldn't talk about 
things that are not within the Executive's 
province. But I was right in my guess. 

Having a profound knowledge of Brazil 
and being a personal friend of the highest 
Brazilian authorities, including the Presi
dent, by what miracle do you face to give 
the slightest impression of meddling in our 
internal affairs? 

Because I really don't meddle. When I 
came here, I told myself that I should 
always be careful in not interfering in Bra
zil's internal affairs. And I know I have been 
able to do this. I like politics, but I don't 
interfere, I don't discuss them, and I don't 
make statements about them. This is not 

my rule. As to the friends I have, I guess I 
wouldn't have them, if I tried to meddle 
into Brazil's internal affairs. 

Has the friction from the time of the nu
clear agreement with West Germany been 
eliminated? 

That was the worst time in the relations 
between the two countries. The intent of 
the United States was that of attaining non
proliferation, but one must see how things 
are done. One country cannot push the 
other one. Carter and Mondale were ill-ad
vised about the Brazilian program and the 
agreement with Germany. It was a bad 
time. Today, there is a better understanding 
about the rights and obligations between 
sovereign countries. 

Brazil and the U.S. were allies in the last 
World War. How does the U.S. view Brazil 
today? 

As a friendly, independent, and powerful 
country. There is a historical friendship: 
Both countries follow parallel but independ
ent courses. Brazil's political and economic 
power shows that it is a powerful country. A 
country which has <business enterprises 
like) Mendes Junior, Engesa, Embraer, the 
automobile industry, is a country with re
markable presence in the world. This eco
nomic power gives weight to Brazil before 
the international organs. 

How about the old idea of dividing respon
sibilities in the Defense of the South Atlan
tic? 

Any responsibility that Brazil may have in 
the South Atlantic originate in Brazil. 
Today it is difficult to convince a partner to 
do something which is not in its national in
terest. If the country wants to, it does, joint
ly or alone. The South Atlantic has a very 
great strategic importance. Looking at the 
map one sees that navigation in the North 
Atlantic is surrounded by defenses. In the 
south there is a vacuum. In the eyes of mili
tary strategists, this means a lot. 

Another old idea is the division of tasks. 
The U.S. would take care of the north of 
the Americas, and Brazil the south. This 
still persists? 

AMS: I have access to secret papers and 
have never read, talked, or heard about the 
possibility of Brazil having to render some 
service to the United States in Latin Amer
ica. The United States knows that there al
ready are sufficient problems in the area, 
and would do nothing to augment them. 
Brazil has a tradition in foreign policy of 
not creating problems with its neighbors. 
Rio Branco ceded territory in order not to 
have problems. This policy has continued 
up to the present, with figueiredo, and de
serves an "a-plus." 

RECLASSIFICATION OF CERTAIN 
ALASKA LANDS AS PARK PRE
SERVES 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, my 

colleague from Alaska, Senator MUR
KOWSKI, and I have introduced a bill 
to transfer 12 million acres of land 
currently classified as national parks, 
to national park preserves. We have 
introduced this measure along with 18 
cosponsors in the Senate because of 
our strong belief in multiple-use land 
management. 

When the Alaska lands bill was 
passed in December of 1980, 25 million 
acres of land in Alaska were closed to 
hunting. These lands were classified as 
national parks wherein hunting was 

prohibited even though, for genera
tions, many of these acres were consid
ered prime hunting grounds and were 
used for such purposes. The decision 
to close off these lands was not one 
based upon sound wildlife manage
ment techniques, it was one based 
upon a romantic nonscientific notion 
that closing off the lands would eter
nally preserve the land and wildlife. 
While the land designation prohibits 
mining, oil drilling, and timber-cutting 
activities, the prohibition unfortunate
ly covers sports hunting even though 
no strong case for disallowing this ac
tivity can be made. 

The bill the Alaska delegation has 
sponsored seeks to rectify this prob
lem and reclassify a portion of the 
lands presently designated as national 
park to a new designation of park pre
serve. The State of Alaska has an ex
cellent record in the management of 
fish and game and I am certain would 
monitor these lands carefully under 
the land designation of park preserve. 
Should the proposed transfer take 
place, the Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game would assume the responsi
bility for monitoring these lands. 

Sports hunting would be allowed in 
the newly created park preserves 
under our bill. Hunting is not antithet
ical to nature. It is, in fact, a very nat
ural activity. The multiple-use concept 
is one which Alaskans have supported 
since the days prior to statehood. 

I am hopeful that wisdom and 
proper public policy will prevail and 
that the Senate will pass S. 49, the 
Alaska National Hunting bill, in the 
very near future. Hunting and preser
vation are not incompatible. 

Mr. President, across the Nation, nu
merous newspaper editorials have 
been written in support of our bill. 
Careful study of the situation in 
Alaska will, I am certain, lead the 
Senate to the same conclusion that 
the reclassification of these lands in 
Alaska is the proper and prudent 
course to take. 

I ask unanimous consent that edito
rials appearing in the Friday, April 8, 
1983, edition of the Fairbanks Daily 
News-Miner, and the Saturday, March 
26, 1983, edition of the Los Angeles 
Times be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

[From the Daily News-Miner, Fairbanks, 
Alaska, Apr. 8, 19831 

A Goon MoVE 
A proposal to transfer 12 million acres of 

Alaska land from national park status to 
park preserve status will be up for its first 
hearings in Congress next week. 

The bill is good move, consistent with 
multiple use land management and equal 
treatment of Alaskans, and deserves the 
backing of Alaskans. 

Sponsored by Sen. Ted Stevens last year, 
the package of amendments to the Alaska 
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Lands Act didn't get anywhere in the 1982 
congressional session. Reintroduced this 
year as S. 49 and introduced in the House as 
HR 1493, the bill has been gathering sup
port since last year. Around the nation, 
sportsmen's groups are hailing the amend
ment package-the Alaska National Hunt
ing Bill-as a measure which will "deter
mine the status of hunters in Congress for 
at least the next decade and will be a factor 
in every hunting-related bill that comes 
before Congress and state legislatures there
fore." 

The bill would open to sport hunting 12 
million acres now included in national 
parks, where sport hunting is prohibited but 
subsistance hunting is permitted. 

The Alaska Lands Act, passed in Decem
ber 1980, closed to hunting and trapping 
nearly 25 million acres of Alaska lands, by 
designating them as national parks and 
monuments. The bill would open to sport 
hunting about 5 million acres in the Gates 
of the Arctic National Park; about 1.5 mil
lion acres in the additions to Denali Nation
al Park; about 1 million acres in Lake Clark 
National Park; about 1 million acres in 
Katmai National Park; about 88,000 acres in 
Aniakchak National Monument; about 
667,000 acres in Kenai Fjords National 
Park; about 3.2 million acres in Wrangell-St. 
Elias National Park; and about 214,000 acres 
in Glacier Bay National Park. 

The Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game has a pretty good track record of 
managing Alaska's big game species, even 
within the many constraints that exist 
today. By transferring this land to park pre
serve status, state fish and game regulations 
would be in effect there. 

In a recent letter to sport hunters, Sen. 
Frank Murkowski, a co-sponsor of S 49, 
pointed out that the state Department of 
Fish and Game employs 93 full-time biolo
gists and had a budget of more than $10 
million. The Department of Public Safety 
employed more than 100 people for wildlife 
enforcement activities and budgeted more 
than $13 million for that responsibility. In 
contrast, the National Park Service has only 
one full-time biologist and five others with 
wildlife biology responsibilities in Alaska; 
less than 1 percent of park service employ
ees are stationed here even though over 50 
percent of the nation's park land is in 
Alaska. 

"These figures clearly indicate the major 
contribution the state of Alaska can make 
in the wise management and use of a major 
Alaskan renewable natural resource," Mur
kowski wrote. 

Multiple use of Alaska's resources is a con
cept recognized in our state Constitution; so 
are equal treatment of residents and equal 
access to natural resources. It makes sense 
for Alaskans to support this change in fed
eral law to make it more consistent with the 
principles we already recognize and support 
within state law. 

MINORITY BUSINESS AID CONTRACT LET 
WASHINGTON.-The Commerce Depart

ment has awarded a $200,000 contract to 
Community Enterprise Development Corpo
ration in Anchorage to provide business and 
marketing aid to minority-owned businesses 
and individuals in Alaska. 

The funds are made available under a new 
minority business development project 
which is aimed at helping minority firms to 
improve their profitability and perform
ance, according to Rep. Don Young, R
Alaska, who announced the award. 

The corporation is a non-profit economic 
development company owned by communi
ty-based organizations from throughout 
Alaska. The funds will be used to give tech
nical assistance to minority firms in busi
ness management, loan packaging, venture 
capital, marketing, financial analysis, ac
counting and business expansion. All Alaska 
businesses that are at least 51 percent mi
nority owned are eligible for the assistance. 

Francis Gallela, an Alaska business con
sultant, directs the project. 

[From the Los Angeles Times, Mar. 26, 
1983] 

VIEWPOINT: HUNTERS DESERVE ANOTHER 
SHOT AT IT 

Environmentalists and resource develop
ers were the principal antagonists three 
years ago in a battle over the appropriate 
uses of vast federal holdings in the Alaskan 
wilderness. 

The environmentalists won when Con
gress classified 25 million acres ·as National 
Parks and Monuments, placing them perma
nently off limits to mining, oil drilling and 
timber cutting. 

But the designation also had the effect of 
evicting hunters and trappers from areas 
that had been open to them for many years. 

We agreed at the time that Congress was 
right in protecting the wilderness from ir
reparable damage that would result from 
commercial exploitation, yet no case could 
be made that hunters were also a danger to 
the physicial environment. 

Alaska's two Republican senators-Ted 
Stevens and Frank Murkowski-are pushing 
an amendment to the 1983 legislation that 
would reclassify 12 of the 25 million acres 
from park status to park reserve status. 
That designation would continue the cur
rent protections against oil, timber and min
eral development, but would permit hunting 
under the control of the Alaskan Depart
ment of Fish and Game. 

The game population are in no danger of 
extinction in the areas that would reopen to 
hunting, and Alaska's strict enforcement of 
bag limits would protect them from the pos
sibility of future depletion. 

The fact is that hunters were caught in 
the middle three years ago in the crossfire 
between lobbyists for conservationists and 
developers. The Stevens/Murkowski amend
ment to the Alaska lands act simply ac
knowledges that hunting and preservation 
of scenic resources are not incompatible. 

MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As in executive session, the Acting 
President pro tempore laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations which were referred to 
the appropriate committees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 

At 10:04 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Gregory, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has 
signed the following enrolled joint res
olutions: 

S.J. Res. 52. Joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to designate the 
week of April 10, 1983 through April 16, 
1983, as "National Mental Health Week"; 
and 

S.J. Res. 53. Joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to designate the 
month of May 1983 as "National Physical 
Fitness and Sports Month." 

The enrolled joint resolutions were 
subsequently signed by the President 
pro tempore <Mr. THURMOND). 

At 12:14 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Gregory, announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, 
without amendment: 

S. 89. An act to amend the Saccharin 
Study and Labeling Act; and 

S. 126. An act to remedy alcohol and drug 
abuse. 

The message also announced that 
the House has passed the following 
bills, in which it requests the concur
rence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1035. An act to make certain techni
cal amendments to improve implementation 
of the Education Consolidation and Im
provement Act of 1981, and for other pur
poses; 

H.R. 1071. An act for the acquisition by 
the United States by exchange of certain 
native owned lands or interests in lands in 
Alaska; 

H.R. 1437. An act entitled the "California 
Wilderness Act of 1983; and 

H.J. Res. 80. Joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to issue a procla
mation designating April 17 through April 
24, 1983, as "Jewish Heritage Week." 

HOUSE MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills were read the 

first and second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1035. An act to make certain techni
cal amendments to improve implementation 
of the Education Consolidation and Im
provement Act of 1981, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

H.R. 1071. An act for the acquisition by 
the United States by exchange of certain 
native owned lands or interests in lands in 
Alaska; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

H.R. 1437. An act entitled the "California 
Wilderness Act of 1983"; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
PRESENTED 

The Secretary reported that on 
today, April14, 1983, he had presented 
to the President of the United States 
the following enrolled joint resolu
tions: 
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S.J. Res. 52. Joint resolution to authorize 

and request the President to designate the 
week of April 10, 1983 through April 16, 
1983, as "National Mental Health Week"; 
and 

S.J. Res. 53. Joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to designate the 
month of May 1983 as "National Physical 
Fitness and Sports Month". 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memori

als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-69. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the State of 
Georgia; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry: 

"H.R. 433 
"Whereas, the General Assembly of Geor

gia has become aware of the possible termi
nation of the Farmers Home Administra
tion's interest credit programs; and 

"Whereas, these interest credit programs 
are the primary rural housing programs 
that offer assistance to the rural home 
buyer according to his ability to repay such 
assistance; and 

"Whereas, the State of Georgia is restrict
ed by the state Constitution from using 
state funds for housing development and 
the homeownership programs of the Geor
gia Residential Finance Authority cannot 
reach the income levels of many low income 
rural home buyers: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the House of Representa
tives, That this body does call upon the 
United States Congress to consider the 
impact and damage that will be done to 
rural communities if the Farmers Home Ad
ministration's interest credit programs are 
terminated: Be it further 

"Resolved, That this body does call upon 
the United States Congress to continue the 
Farmers Home Administration's interest 
credit programs or to take whatever other 
action is necessary to provide for the sup
port of housing programs which are ade
quate to meet the needs of residents of rural 
areas: Be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be forwarded to the President of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House of Represent
atives of the United States and to all mem
bers of the Georgia Congressional Delega
tion." 

POM-70. A resolution adopted by the Leg
islature of the State of Minnesota; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry: 

"RESOLUTION 
"Whereas, the Congress has authorized 

the Secretary of Agriculture to deduct 50 
cents per hundredweight from payments to 
milk producers; and 

"Whereas, this deduction is costing Min
nesota dairy farmers $50,000,000 per year at 
the present level; and 

"Whereas, the cost to Minnesota milk pro
ducers will rise to $100,000,000 per year or 
$4,000 per dairy farm if the assessment is 
doubled in April; and 

"Whereas, the deduction is increasing the 
level of milk production rather than causing 
a reduction in output as was intended: Now, 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Legislature of the State of 
Minnesota, That Congress should speedily 
enact legislation to repeal the deduction and 

create a fair dairy program that serves the 
needs of farmers and consumers alike: Be it 
further 

"Resolved, That the Secretary of State of 
the State of Minnesota is instructed to 
transmit certified copies of this resolution 
to the President of the United States, the 
President and Secretary of the Senate of 
the United States, the Speaker and Chief 
Clerk of the House of Representatives of 
the United States and to Minnesota's Sena
tors and Representatives in Congress." 

POM-71. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislative Assembly of the State of 
North Dakota; to the Committee on Agricul
ture, Nutrition, and Forestry: 

"HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 3017 
"Whereas, the production and marketing 

of grain by farmers in this state and 
throughout the nation provides a commodi
ty vital to the health, safety, and welfare of 
the nation; and 

"Whereas, the recent grain embargo and 
international trade restrictions have placed 
in jeopardy the efficient marketing of this 
grain and future foreign markets for it; and 

"Whereas, as an alternative to placing 
their total production yields of grain into 
the market, farmers have privately built 
storage facilities and are participating in 
the federal grain reserve program author
ized by 7 U.S.C. 1445Ce), designed to estab
lish orderly marketing and which provides 
an emergency source of food supplies to the 
nation; and 

"Whereas, farmers receiving loans pursu
ant to the federal grain reserve program, 
and using their grain placed in the federal 
grain reserve program as security, and cur
rently charged nine percent interest on the 
loan principal; and 

"Whereas, current grain prices are inad
equate to sustain a continued strong and in
dependent agricultural industry: Now, 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the State of North Dakota, the Senate con
curring therein, That the President and the 
Congress of the United States are urged to 
repeal the authority to charge any interest 
to farmers participating in the grain reserve 
program who receive loans through the 
Commodity Credit Corporation; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be forwarded to the President of the United 
States, the Speaker and Clerk of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
President and Secretary of the United 
States Senate." 

POM-72. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislative Assembly of the State of 
North Dakota; to the Committee on Appro
priations: 

"Whereas, the Legislative Assembly recog
nizes the existence of a state obligation to 
provide education and rehabilitative services 
to disabled and handicapped citizens; and 

"Whereas, the Legislative Assembly fur
ther recognizes that education and rehabili
tative services to disabled and handicapped 
citizens must be accomplished on an individ
ual basis, and that great deference should 
be given to the professional judgment of 
qualified professionals as to which types of 
treatment and education should be afforded 
each individual; and 

"Whereas, Congress has considered the 
needs of handicapped and disabled persons 
and has enacted Section 504 of the Reha
bilitation Act of 1973 and P.L. 94-142, the 

Education for All Handicapped Children 
Act of 1975; and 

"Whereas, Congress has never provided 
sufficient funding to the states to bring 
their practices and facilities into compliance 
with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973, and P.L. 94-142; and 

"Whereas, state and local governments 
have been made subject to civil suits and 
often the payment of plaintiffs' attorneys 
fees by persons alleging deprivation of their 
constitutional or statutory rights; and 

"Whereas, the state of North Dakota and 
its political subdivisions have been confront
ed with significant expenditures mandated 
by federal courts following decisions based 
in part upon these federal laws; and 

"Whereas, federal statutes and federal 
court decisions are mandating requirements 
for states in terms of numerical ratios and 
macroscopic statistics and are setting time
tables for implementation: Now, therefore, 
be it 

"Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the State of North Dakota, the Senate con
curring therein, That the Forty-eighth Leg
islative Assembly urges the Congress to pro
vide sufficient funding to the states to 
enable such states and their political subdi
visions to fairly undertake the fiscal respon
sibility for providing facilities and services 
that are reflective of the rights granted 
under these federal Acts; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Forty-eighth Legisla
tive Assembly urges the Congress to amend 
42 U.S.C. 1983 et seq. to limit the payment 
of attorneys fees to reasonable and prevail
ing rates in the states, and to remove the 
unreasonable provisions of the law includ
ing the doubling of attorneys fees at the 
courts' discretion; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Forty-eighth Legisla
tive Assembly urges the Congress of the 
United States to enact legislation providing 
rights for handicapped and disabled persons 
which would provide for individualized con
sideration of the specific needs of such per
sons rather than legislation based upon gen
eral assumptions of educational and rehabil
itative needs of handicapped and disabled 
persons; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Secretary of State 
forward copies of this resolution to the 
President of the United States Senate, the 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep
resentatives, and to each member of the 
North Dakota Congressional Delegation." 

POM-73. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislative Assembly of the State of 
North Dakota; to the Committee on Bank
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 

"Whereas, in recent years there has been 
a steady erosion of the national currency re
sulting in high interest rates paradoxically 
accompanied by unemployment rates not 
seen since the Great Depression of the 
1930's; and 

"Whereas, while protecting the economy 
from the ravages of inflation is vital, it is of 
equal and vital importance that there not be 
further repetition of the cycles of boom and 
bust that in the past two decades have char
acterized American business, whether on 
Main Street or on the farm; and 

"Whereas, recent years have seen unprec
edented interest rates that have made it ex
traordinarily difficult for farmers and other 
businesses of North Dakota to obtain the 
capital necessary for the continued oper
ation of their businesses; and 

"Whereas, the volatility of interest rates, 
as evidenced by the prime rate recently hit
ting levels that just a few years ago would 
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have been unheard of, makes it nearly im
possible for the operator of a farm or other 
business to plan sensibly for future oper
ations: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate of the State of 
North Dakota, the House of Representatives 
concurring therein, That the Forty-eighth 
Legislative Assembly urges the Federal Re
serve Board to consider carefully the impact 
of its decisions about money supply and in
terest rates on the economic good health of 
America, especially as those decisions affect 
agricultural states such as North Dakota, 
and to adopt a monetary policy that will 
protect this nation not only from the rav
ages of inflation, but also from the volatility 
of interest rates and high unemployment; 
and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Secretary of State 
send copies of this resolution to the chair
man and each member of the Federal Re
serve Board, to the President of the United 
States, to the Speaker of the United States 
House of Representatives, to the President 
of the United States Senate, and to each 
member of the North Dakota Congressional 
Delegation." 

POM-74. A joint resolution adopted by 
the Legislature of the State of California; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works: 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 10 
"Whereas, The Administrator of the Envi

ronmental Protection Agency has an
nounced that the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
Sec. 7401 et seq.) requires the agency to 
invoke the construction ban sanction and, in 
some cases, to cut off all air grant and high
way construction funds by January 31, 1983, 
for nonattainment areas; and 

"Whereas, The proposed reimposition of 
federal highway construction funding sanc
tions by the agency would be a breach of 
faith with the motoring public in California 
who are required to pay increased federal 
gasoline taxes; and 

"Whereas, The proposed reimposition of a 
highway construction funding sanction 
upon California, under the enforcement 
program recently announced by the agency, 
would jeopardize many highway projects 
within California which are vital to public 
safety; and 

"Whereas, The California Legislature 
passed Senate Bill No. 33 <Chapter 892 of 
the Statutes of 1982) establishing vehicle in
spection and maintenance only after repeat
ed assurances from the Environmental Pro
tection Agency that the legislation would be 
sufficient to remove highway construction 
funding sanctions and other sanctions im
posed upon California; and 

"Whereas, California's recently enacted 
vehicle inspection and maintenance pro
gram contained in Senate Bill No. 33 may be 
jeopardized if the agency breaches good 
faith and reimposes a highway construction 
funding sanction upon California on or 
after January 31, 1983; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That the 
Legislature of the State of California, with
out any intention to address the basic 
framework of the Clean Air Act, respectful
ly memorializes the Congress of the United 
States to take appropriate action to ensure 
that the Environmental Protection Agency 
does not reimpose sanctions against high
way construction funding or sewer construc
tion funding, or continue the imposition of 
a ban on construction or modification of 
major stationary sources; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 

the President and Vice President of the 
United States, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con
gress of the United States." 

POM-75. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislative Assembly of the State of 
North Dakota; to the Committee on Fi
nance: 

"HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 3019 
"Whereas, the State of North Dakota 

through its tax system has adopted a pro
gram of tax incentives for landowners to sell 
or rent farmland to beginning farmers; and 

"Whereas, this program has been in effect 
since 1979 and has proven to be a positive 
method of encouraging landowners to con
sider beginning farmers when they decide to 
transfer their land; and 

"Whereas, such a program to assist begin
ning farmers is one which does not require 
the establishment of new agencies or addi
tional bureaucracy; and 

"Whereas, the federal tax policy has been 
shown by United States Department of Ag
riculture studies to have a significant 
impact on American agriculture; and 

"Whereas, federal tax policy has in gener
al led to upward pressure on farmland 
prices, larger farm sizes, incentives for farm 
incorporation, altered management prac
tices, and increased use of farmland as a tax 
shelter by both farmers and non-farmers; 
and 

"Whereas, these impacts of federal tax 
policy have generally negative effects on be
ginning farmers and therefore contribute to 
the continued decline of farm numbers in 
the United States; 

"Now, therefore be it Resolved by the 
House of Representatives of the State of 
North Dakota, the Senate concurring there
in: 

"That the Forty-eighth Legislative Assem
bly urges the United States Congress to 
adopt a system of tax incentives for those 
who sell or rent land to beginning farmers, 
similar to that presently used in North 
Dakota. 

"Be it further Resolved, that copies of this 
resolution be forwarded by the Secretary of 
State to the North Dakota Congressional 
Delegation, the Secretary of the Senate of 
the United States, the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives of the United States, the 
Chairman of the Senate Finance Commit
tee, the Chairman of the House Ways and 
Means Committee, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Secretary of Agriculture, and 
the President of the United States. 

POM-76. A joint resolution adopted by 
the Legislature of the State of Washington; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations: 

"SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL No. 106 
"Whereas, The unleashing of nuclear 

weapons would cause death, injury, and de
struction on a scale unprecedented in 
human experience, and a major nuclear war 
would end civilized human existence 
throughout the world; and 

"Whereas, Both the United States and the 
Soviet Union now have enough nuclear 
weapons in their arsenals to destroy every 
population center in both nations and in all 
nations with which they are allied; and 

"Whereas, The technology of nuclear 
weaponry is rapidly being disseminated, and 
more countries have or will soon gain the 
technical proficiency to develop nuclear 
weapons; and 

"Whereas, The history of the nuclear 
arms race demonstrates that the continued 

and unrestrained development of new weap
ons will overtake arms control agreements 
before the agreements have been negotiat
ed; and 

"Whereas, The enormous cost of nuclear 
weapons has caused the reallocation of 
funds from programs that improve the qual
ity of life for people in many countries, has 
contributed in our own country to contin
ued high budget deficits and borrowing 
costs, and has caused the redeployment of 
technical resources, scientists, engineers, 
and the capital investment necessary for the 
improved productivity of our civilian econo
my; 

"Now, therefore, Your Memorialists re
spectfully pray that the President and Con
gress of the United States immediately pro
pose to the Soviet Union a mutual and veri
fiable freeze on the testing, production, and 
further deployment of nuclear weapons and 
of the systems designed primarily to deliver 
nuclear weapons, and upon agreement, to 
jointly seek negotiation of a permanent, 
international, and multilateral nuclear 
weapons ban subject to rigid verification; 
and 

"Be it Resolved, That copies of this Memo
rial be immediately trans1aitted to the Hon
orable Ronald Reagan, President of the 
United States, the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, the Honorable John Spell
man, Governor of the State of Washington, 
and each member of Congress from the 
State of Washington." 

POM-77. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislative Assembly of the State of 
North Dakota; to the Select Committee on 
Indian Affairs: 
"SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 4029 
"Whereas, the establishment and govern

ance of the several Indian reservations 
within the state of North Dakota and other 
states have resulted from treaties and other 
acts of the United States government; and 

"Whereas, the various governmental rela
tionships among tribal, local, state, and fed
eral governmental units are both unique 
and often ill-defined and are extraordinary 
to the normal relationships envisioned by 
our federal system; and 

"Whereas, the existence of extensive ad
verse title claims, and claims for money 
damages against current land owners, pur
suant to 28 U.S.C. 2415 appear to be immi
nent; and 

"Whereas, such claims also constitute a 
clear and present threat of a permanent, 
significant erosion of state and local tax 
bases which are already jeopardized by the 
constant conversion of deeded land to trust 
land; and 

"Whereas, the fundamental question of 
the definition of boundaries of the reserva
tions is still unresolved after years of litiga
tion in the federal courts; and 

"Whereas, in addition to the land claims 
and boundary questions, there are further 
questions surrounding the relative author
ity of tribal, local, state, and federal govern
ments to exercise normal governmental 
powers as they might apply to Indian and 
non-Indian persons living within reservation 
boundaries, and particularly within incorpo
rated cities such as Parshall and New Town; 
and 

"Whereas, the uncertainties and complex
ities of these land claims and jurisdictional 
disputes raise substantial questions concern
ing the availability of full constitutional 
guarantees to American citizens residing 
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within the reservation boundaries, and fur
ther that these conditions tend to have the 
undesirable effect of establishing various 
classes of citizenship with attendant differ
ences in the rights and obligations of these 
classes of individuals in such important 
areas as taxation; and 

"Whereas, the application of governmen
tal authority is further complicated by 
property ownership patterns intermingling 
privately owned and deeded lands with 
tribal and trust lands within a given reserva
tion; and 

"Whereas, the administration of justice 
and protection of personal safety and prop
erty of both Indian and non-Indian people 
alike remains in question in such matters as 
extradition, application of tribal law to non
Indian persons and application of state law 
to Indian persons residing or located within 
reservation areas; and 

"Whereas, legal uncertainties extend 
beyond personal rights to the management 
of natural resources and environmental pro
tection, including but not limited to oil, gas, 
coal, and other mineral rights, conflicts in
volving hunting and fishing regulation, 
water management and individual water 
rights; and 

"Whereas, free and orderly commerce on 
the reservations and within disputed areas 
is endangered by a lack of certainty in the 
application of state and federal laws and 
regulations relative to banking, other finan
cial transactions, the Federal Traders Act, 
liquor control, and other aspects of com
merce; and 

"Whereas, consumer protection in such 
matters as professional licensing and others 
is in question in reservation areas as a result 
of apparent and growing limitations placed 
on the application of state law within the 
several Indian reservations; and 

"Whereas, questions are being raised rela
tive to what services state and local govern
ments should and must provide reservation 
residents in view of growing assertions that 
state law and authority do not extend to 
reservation areas; and 

"Whereas, the cost and time involved in 
seeking a resolution to these and other 
problems through litigation is undesirable 
and only serves to prolong uncertainties and 
encourage increased tensions; and 

"Whereas, the availability of quality and 
clearly defined governmental services is crit
ical to the solution of these problems and is 
not readily possible under current condi
tions; and 

"Whereas, these undesirable conditions 
are largely a result of acts of the United 
States government and the State of North 
Dakota is virtually powerless to achieve 
their fundamental solutions; 

"Now, therefore, be it Resolved by the 
Senate of the State of North Dakota, the 
House of Representatives concurring there
in: 

"That the Congress of the United States 
and the President of the United States and 
subordinates are urged, petitioned, and me
morialized to fulfill their respective respon
sibilities in providing leadership in the solu
tion of these and other problems which are 
equally destructive to the progress and qual
ity of life and preservation of peace of both 
Indian and non-Indian residents of the 
State of North Dakota; and 

"Be it further Resolved, That copies of 
the resolution be forwarded by the Secre
tary of the Senate of the State of North 
Dakota to the presiding officers of the 
United States House of Representatives and 
the United States Senate, the North Dakota 

Congressional Delegation, and the President 
of the United States, the Secretary of the 
Interior, the Attorney General of the 
United States and the governors and legisla
tive bodies of the states of Arizona, Califor
nia, Idaho, Minnesota, Montana, New 
Mexico, Oregon, South Dakota, Washing
ton, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. The director 
of Indian affairs commission shall send a 
copy of this resolution to all Indian tribes 
and affiliated organizations across the state 
of North Dakota." 

POM-78. A resolution adopted by the 
Senate of the State of Georgia; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary: 

"GEORGIA STATE SENATE-RESOLUTION 196 
"Whereas, Honorable George Bush, the 

President of the United States Senate, has 
signed the Response to the People Legisla
tive Treaty to Stop Drugs at the Source, 
which treaty is to be cosigned by Presidents 
of State Senates, county commissioners, and 
members of city councils, and which treaty 
is to serve as evidence that the Stop Drugs 
at the Source Petition will be answered; and 

"Whereas, the availability of harmful and 
illicit drugs to our children is a threat to the 
life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness of the 
people and the security of the United States 
of America; and 

"Whereas, the availability of harmful and 
illicit drugs to our children is a violation of 
human rights; and 

"Whereas, in 1972, the Georgia General 
Assembly, one of the 13 original framers of 
the Constitution, recognized this national 
threat and set our nation and other nations 
on the course of the Stop Drugs at the 
Source Petition and Treaty campaigns with 
the historic resolution cosigned by 56 Sena
tors and 180 Representatives; and 

"Whereas, educators have developed the 
Stop Drugs at the Source Petition and 
Treaty campaigns into citizenship education 
for citizens of the entire community; and 

"Whereas, the Governor of Georgia, Hon
orable Joe Frank Harris, has proclaimed 
1983 the Year of Stop Drugs at the Source; 
and 

"Whereas, the Governor of Georgia, Hon
orable Joe Frank Harris, has cosigned the 
Response to the People Executive Treaty 
with the President of the United States, 
Honorable Ronald Reagan; and 

"Whereas, the President of the Georgia 
Senate, Honorable Zell Miller, has cosigned 
the Response to the People Legislative 
Treaty with the President of the United 
States Senate, Honorable George Bush; and 

"Whereas, the Speaker of the Georgia 
House of Representatives, Honorable 
Thomas B. Murphy, has cosigned the Re
sponse to the People Legislative Treaty with 
the Speaker of the United States House of 
Representatives, Honorable Thomas P. 
"Tip" O'Neill; and 

"Whereas, the Stop Drugs at the Source 
Petition and Treaty campaigns instituted by 
the 1972 Georgia General Assembly's reso
lution are developed and should be present
ed to our sister states and other nations; 
and 

"Whereas, Honorable Max Cleland, the 
Secretary of State of Georgia, has agreed to 
serve as the chairman of the Ben Fortson 
Bicentennial Secretaries of States Commit
tee to implement the Stop Drugs at the 
Source Petition and Treaty campaigns in 
other states and nations: Now, therefore, be 
it 

"Resolved by the Senate, That the mem
bers of this body express our gratitude and 
appreciation to Honorable George Bush, the 

President of the United States Senate, for 
having signed the Response to the People 
Legislative Treaty to Stop Drugs at the 
Source and for his pledge to keep harmful 
and illicit drugs away from our children; be 
it further 

"Resolved, That the Secretary of the 
Senate is authorized and directed to trans
mit an appropriate copy of this resolution 
to Honorable George Bush, President of the 
United States Senate." 

POM-79. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the State of 
Georgia; to the Committee on the Judiciary: 
"GEORGIA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-H.R. 

No. 399 
"Whereas, Honorable George Bush, the 

President of the United States Senate, has 
signed the Response to the People Legisla
tive Treaty to Stop Drugs at the Source, 
which treaty is to be cosigned by Presidents 
of State Senates, county commissioners, and 
members of city councils, and which treaty 
is to serve as evidence that the Stop Drugs 
at the Source Petition will be answered; and 

"Whereas, the availability of harmful and 
illicit drugs to our children is a threat to the 
life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness of the 
people and the security of the United States 
of America; and 

"Whereas, the availability of harmful and 
illicit drugs to our children is a violation of 
human rights; and 

"Whereas, in 1972, the Georgia General 
Assembly, one of the 13 original framers of 
the Constitution, recognized this national 
threat and set our nation and other nations 
on the course of the Stop Drugs at the 
Source Petition and Treaty campaigns with 
the historic resolution cosigned by 56 Sena
tors and 180 Representatives; and 

"Whereas, educators have developed the 
Stop Drugs at the Source Petition and 
Treaty campaigns into citizenship education 
for citizens of the entire community; and 

"Whereas, the Governor of Georgia, Hon
orable Joe Frank Harris, has proclaimed 
1983 the Year of Stop Drugs at the Source; 
and 

"Whereas, the Governor of Georgia, Hon
orable Joe Frank Harris, has cosigned the 
Response to the People Executive Treaty 
with the President of the United States, 
Honorable Ronald Reagan; and 

"Whereas, the President of the Georgia 
Senate, Honorable Zell Miller, has cosigned 
the Response to the People Legislative 
Treaty with the President of the United 
States Senate, Honorable George Bush; and 

"Whereas, the Speaker of the Georgia 
House of Representatives, Honorable 
Thomas B. Murphy, has cosigned the Re
sponse to the People Legislative Treaty with 
the Speaker of the United States House of 
Representatives, Honorable Thomas P. 
"Tip" O'Neill; and 

"Whereas, the Stop Drugs at the Source 
Petition and Treaty campaigns instituted by 
the 1972 Georgia General Assembly's reso
lution are developed and should be present
ed to our sister states and other nations; 
and 

"Whereas, Honorable Max Cleland, the 
Secretary of State of Georgia, has agreed to 
serve as the chairman of the Ben Fortson 
Bicentennial Secretaries of States Commit
tee to implement the Stop Drugs at the 
Source Petition and Treaty campaigns in 
other states and nations: Now, therefore, be 
it 

"Resolved by the House of Representa
tives, That the members of this body ex-
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press our gratitude and appreciation to 
Honorable George Bush, the President of 
the United States Senate, for having signed 
the Response to the People Legislative 
Treaty to Stop Drugs at the Source and for 
his pledge to keep harmful and illicit drugs 
away from our children; be it further 

"Resolved, That the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives is authorized and directed 
to transmit an appropriate copy of this reso
lution to Honorable George Bush, President 
of the United States Senate." 

POM-80. A resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the State of Georgia; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary: 
"GEORGIA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-H.R. 

No. 399 
"Whereas, Honorable George Bush, the 

President of the United States Senate, has 
signed the Response to the People Legisla
tive Treaty to Stop Drugs at the Source, 
which treaty is to be cosigned by Presidents 
of State Senates, county commissioners, and 
members of city councils, and which treaty 
is to serve as evidence that the Stop Drugs 
at the Source Petition will be answered; and 

"Whereas, the availability of harmful and 
illicit drugs to our children is a threat to the 
life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness of the 
people and the security of the United States 
of America; and 

"Whereas, the availability of harmful and 
illicit drugs to our children is a violation of 
human rights; and 

"Whereas, in 1972, the Georgia General 
Assembly, one of the 13 original framers of 
the Constitution, recognized this national 
threat and set our nation and other nations 
on the course of the Stop Drugs at the 
Source Petition and Treaty campaigns with 
the historic resolution cosigned by 56 Sena
tors and 180 Representatives; and 

"Whereas, educators have developed the 
Stop Drugs at the Source Petition and 
Treaty campaigns into citizenship education 
for citizens of the entire community; and 

"Whereas, the Governor of Georgia, Hon
orable Joe Frank Harris, has proclaimed 
1983 the Year of Stop Drugs at the Source; 
and 

"Whereas, the Governor of Georgia, Hon
orable Joe Frank Harris, has cosigned the 
Response to the People Executive Treaty 
with the President of the United States, 
Honorable Ronald Reagan; and 

"Whereas, the President of the Georgia 
Senate, Honorable Zell Miller, has cosigned 
the Response to the People Legislative 
Treaty with the President of the United 
States Senate, Honorable George Bush; and 

"Whereas, the Speaker of the Georgia 
House of Representatives, Honorable 
Thomas B. Murphy, has cosigned the Re
sponse to the People Legislative Treaty with 
the Speaker of the United States House of 
Representatives, Honorable Thomas P. 
"Tip" O'Neill; and 

"Whereas, the Stop Drugs at the Source 
Petition and Treaty campaigns instituted by 
the 1972 Georgia General Assembly's reso
lution are developed and should be present
ed to our sister states and other nations; 
and 

"Whereas, Honorable Max Cleland, the 
Secretary of State of Georgia, has agreed to 
serve as the chairman of the Ben Fortson 
Bicentennial Secretaries of States Commit
tee to implement the Stop Drugs at the 
Source Petition and Treaty campaigns in 
other states and nations; Now, therefore, be 
it 

"Resolved by the House of Representa
tives, That the members of this body ex-

press our gratitude and appreciation to 
Honorable George Bush, the President of 
the United States Senate, for having signed 
the Response to the People Legislative 
Treaty to Stop Drugs at the Source and for 
his pledge to keep harmful and illicit drugs 
away from our children; be it further 

"Resolved, That the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives is authorized and directed 
to transmit an appropriate copy of this reso
lution to Honorable George Bush, President 
of the United States Senate." 

POM-81. A joint resolution adopted by 
the General Assembly of the State of Ar
kansas; to the Committee on the Judiciary: 

"H.J.R. 9 
"Whereas, Arkansas, like many other 

sister states, must carefully spend taxpayers 
money on vital public services; and 

"Whereas, Arkansas, like many other 
sister states is financially strapped and 
many public services are required to be cut 
back and others eliminated altogether; and 

"Whereas, Arkansas taxpayers, acting 
through their duly elected Representatives 
and Senators, resent being told by the Fed
eral Courts to spend vast sums of money on 
the State penal facilities which means, in 
effect, that the Federal Courts put a heav
ier priority on prison inmates than they do 
on delivering essential services to law abid
ing taxpayers; and 

"Whereas, under Article 5 of the Constitu
tion of the United States, amendments to 
the Federal Constitution may be proposed 
by the Congress whenever two-thirds(%) of 
both Houses deem it necessary. We believe 
such action vital: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Seventy-Fourth General 
Assembly of the State of Arkanas, That this 
Body proposes to the Congress of the 
United States that procedures be instituted 
in the Congress to add a new Article to the 
Constitution of the United States, and that 
the General Assembly of the State of Ar
kansas requests the Congress to prepare and 
submit to the several states an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States for
bidding Federal Courts exercising jurisdic
tion over the State penal facilities of the 
United States: Be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this Resolution 
by sent by the Secretary of State to the Ar
kansas Congressional Delegation; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That the Secretary of State of 
the State of Arkansas is directed to send 
copies of this Joint Resolution to the Secre
tary of State and presiding officers of both 
Houses of the legislature of each of the 
other states in the Union, the Clerk of the 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C., and the Secretary of the 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C." 

POM-82. A resolution adopted by the 
Senate of the State of Georgia; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary: 

"GEORGIA STATE SENATE-RESOLUTION 86 
"Whereas, in 1973, the Georgia General 

Assembly, responding to and reflecting the 
overwhelming public sentiment present 
within this state, enacted legislation provid
ing for the imposition of the death sentence 
for persons convicted of the commission of 
certain heinous crimes; and 

"Whereas, since 1973, more than 100 per
sons have been convicted and sentenced to 
death for the commission of various horri
ble and violent crimes; and 

"Whereas, if citizens of the State of Geor
gia are to maintain confidence in the judi-

cial and criminal justice systems and if cap
ital punishment is to serve as an effective 
deterrent, there must be a certainty that 
the sentence of death will be imposed and 
carried out expeditiously for persons found 
guilty of the commission of these abhorrent 
acts; and 

"Whereas, in 1980, the Georgia General 
Assembly, responding to the sense of frus
tration of the public in the matter of the 
imposition of the death sentence, took ap
propriate and needed steps to streamline 
the review processes of the death sentence 
in the state judiciary; and 

"Whereas, this body, while recognizing 
the appropriateness of each defendant's 
constitutional right to pursue all legal reme
dies available to test the legality of his con
viction and sentence in criminal cases, rec
ognizes that it is nevertheless not in the 
public interest that such challenges be pur
sued in any manner other than timely, with 
the courts resolving in an expeditious 
manner all such proceedings: Now, there
fore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate, That this body 
does urge the United States Congress to 
enact appropriate federal legislation estab
lishing in the federal judiciary an efficient 
and expeditious unified appeals process re
garding all challenges to the imposition of 
the death penalty so that in all death penal
ty cases the people of the State of Georgia 
may be assured that there w1ll be swift and 
sure punishment for persons convicted of 
those horrible and violent crimes within 
this state for which the death penalty may 
be imposed: Be it further 

"Resolved, That the Secretary of the 
Senate mail a copy of this resolution to the 
President of the United States, to the Vice 
President of the United States, to the 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep
resentatives, to the chairmen of the United 
States Senate and United States House Ju
diciary Committees, to the members of the 
Georgia Congressional Delegation, and to 
each appellate and district court judge of 
the 11th U.S. Judicial Circuit." 

POM-83. A resolution adopted by the 
Lambda Rho Chapter of Phi Beta Sigma 
Fraternity urging Congress to pass the 
proper legislation to declare Martin Luther 
King, Jr.'s birthday, January 15th, as a na
tional legal holiday and urging Congress to 
freeze gas prices for the next two years; to 
the committee on the Judiciary. 

POM-84. A resolution adopted by the 
International Association of Chiefs of Police 
urging the commitment of public resources 
toward improving public understanding of 
our Constitution, Bill of Rights, and the 
system of governmental laws established by 
our Constitution through law-related educa
tion; to the committee on the Judiciary. 

POM-85. A memorial adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the State of Ar
izona; to the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs: 

"HOUSE MEMORIAL 2001 
"Whereas, thousands of members of the 

United States armed forces and service per
sonnel who served in Vietnam and else
where in Indochina were exposed to herbi
cides used by the United States military to 
defoliate jungle growth and destroy food 
crops; and 

"Whereas, these herbicides, one of which 
is commonly known as "agent orange", con
tained as a contaminant the substance 
known as dioxin, which is one of the most 
toxic substances in existence; and 
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"Whereas, many veterans exposed to 

these herbicides have suffered severe health 
problems including cancer, nervous disor
ders and birth defects in their offspring. 

"Wherefore your memorialist. the House 
of Representatives of the State of Arizona, 
prays: 

" 1. That the Congress of the United 
States provide information services. health 
care and psychological counseling to veter
ans exposed to herbicides contaminated 
with dioxin. 

"2. That the Congress of the United 
States mandate an investigation into the 
health history of service personnel who 
were exposed to these herbicides or who 
may be afflicted with delayed stress syn
drome, so that it may be established wheth
er these personnel are entitled to service-re
lated benefits. 

" 3. That the Congress of the United 
States instruct the United States Veterans 
Administration to cooperate in these ef
forts. 

"4. That the Secretary of State of the 
State of Arizona transmit a copy of this Me
morial to the President of the United States 
Senate. the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives of the United States and to each 
Member of the Arizona Congressional Dele
gation." 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. COHEN. from the Committee on 

Governmental Affairs: 
Report to accompany the bill <S. 461) to 

extend the authorization of appropriations 
for the Office of Government Ethics for 5 
years (with additional views) <Rept. No. 98-
59). 

e Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I rise to 
file the report of the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs to accompany 
S. 461, a bill to reauthorize the Office 
of Government Ethics for 5 years. I 
am pleased that the Senate passed S. 
461 on April 6, and I want to take this 
opportunity to comment on the provi
sions of this bill. 

This legislation preserves the Office 
of Government Ethics, an important 
reform of the Ethics in Government 
Act of 1978. In creating the OGE, the 
Congress recognized the need for a 
central office to oversee, monitor and 
enforce compliance by executive 
branch agencies and officials with fi
nancial disclosure and other conflict
of-interest requirements. The present 
authorization of the OGE, however, 
expires on September 30, 198l. In an
ticipation of this sunset date, the Sub
committee on Oversight of Govern
ment Management conducted an ex
tensive investigation and held a hear
ing to evaluate the performance of the 
OGE. The subcommittee found that 
the OGE has performed its duties ad
mirably, carried out its statutory man
date, and deserves to be reauthorized. 
S. 461 extends the authorization of 
the OGE for 5 more years. 

Despite the commendable record of 
the OGE, the committee concluded 
that structural changes are necessary 
to strengthen the Office by insuring 

its independence. The Director of the 
OGE rules on many sensitive ethical 
issues involving top-level officials. Yet, 
the OGE could be vulnerable to politi
cal pressure or undue influence from 
the administration because of the 
structure of the present law. I want to 
emphasize that the committee found 
no evidence that the present adminis
tration has ever attempted to influ
ence an OGE decision. However, the 
independence of the OG E should not 
be dependent on the attitude or sup
port of any one administration. 
Rather, statutory safeguards should 
exist to insure that the OGE is insu
lated from actual or perceived political 
pressure. 

Under the present law, few such 
safeguards exist. All regulations pro
posed by the OGE are subject to ap
proval of the Office of Personnel Man
agement; the Office's budget and staff 
levels are determined solely by the 
OPM, and the Director serves at the 
pleasure of the President. 

S. 461 corrects these problems by 
making the following changes in title 
IV of the Ethics Act: 

First, the bill gives the Director of 
the OGE a set term of 5 years, makes 
him or her removable for only "good 
cause," and upgrades the position of 
the Director from level V to level III 
of the executive schedule. These 
changes strike the appropriate balance 
between the need to guarantee inde
pendence and the need to safeguard 
against an overzealous or abusive Di
rector, and would also provide continu
ity in the management of the Office. 
Upgrading the position of the Director 
gives him or her more symbolic en
forcement power to insure compliance 
with conflict-of-interest requirements. 

Second, the bill authorizes the Di
rector to issue regulations in his or her 
own name, rather than simply recom
mending regulations for approval by 
the OPM. This amendment affirms 
the primacy of the OGE is establish
ing conflict-of-interest policies of the 
executive branch. 

Third, the bill gives the OGE a sepa
rate line item in the Office of Person
nel Management's budget. By provid
ing congressional review of the OGE's 
budget, this amendment safeguards 
against administratively imposed 
budget reductions that could seriously 
harm the effectiveness of the Office. 

S. 461 remedies other problems of 
the present law that impede the effec
tiveness of the ethics system or create 
inequities in the financial disclosure 
system. The legislation facilitates a 
stronger, more coordinated ethics pro
gram throughout the executive 
branch by authorizing the Director of 
the OGE to recommend the replace
ment of an agency's ethics official and 
to request assistance from the inspec
tors general to investigate possible 
conflicts of interest. Similarly, by re
quiring the Director of the OGE to 

conduct an independent review of fi
nancial disclosure statements of top
level White House officials, the bill 
provides an additional check against 
conflicts of interest by these officials 
who are closely involved in broad 
policy decisions of the executive 
branch. 

Finally, to address inequities in the 
present law, S. 461 makes three 
changes in the executive branch finan
cial disclosure provisions. First, it ex
tends the restriction on outside earned 
income, which currently applies to 
only Senate-confirmed officials, to 
top-level White House officials. Be
cause these officials are also in policy
making positions, the purposes under
lying the restrictions-to prevent the 
use of these offices for private gain
are equally applicable to these White 
House personnel. Also, the bill amends 
the blind trust rules established by 
title II of the Ethics Act by extending 
qualified diversified blind trusts to all 
executive branch officials and by al
lowing "old family trusts" to be blind
ed. These changes are designed to 
make the blind trust rules more uni
form and to provide officials with 
more options on how to resolve con
flicts of interest. The bill maintains 
important safeguards to prevent 
abuses of the blind trust provisions. 

I am pleased that the Senate has 
passed S. 461. In doing so, it has once 
again signaled its strong commitment 
to a unified, effective ethics system in 
the executive branch, which is crucial 
to public confidence in Government. I 
am confident that the changes made 
by S. 461 will better promote and pro
tect such a system. 

I urge the House of Representatives 
to act swiftly to reauthorize the Office 
of Government Ethics and to adopt 
the important reforms in S. 461.e 
• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to have had the opportunity 
to join with Senator CoHEN in support
ing the reauthorization of the Office 
of Government Ethics and in making 
several improvements in the current 
governing statute. 

While I was impressed with the job 
that is presently being done by the 
Office of Government Ethics, I was 
troubled by the extent to which the 
Office could be subject to political in
fluence and pressure from the Presi
dent. I emphasize "could be." The 
record at the hearing on the reauthor
ization bill was clear-the current 
acting director for the Office of Gov
ernment Ethics stated unequivocally 
that he had not been subject to any 
kind of pressure from the White 
House. That is the way it should be. 
However, so long as the Director of 
the Office serves, like political ap
pointees, at the pleasure of the Presi
dent, there will always be the appear
ance of possible influence, particularly 
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where the issues involved have the po
tential to be so damaging politically. 

By establishing a 5-year term of 
office for the Director of the Office of 
Government Ethics and permitting re
moval only for good cause, I think we 
have significantly addressed the ap
pearance problem. And, by lessening 
the administrative authority of the 
Office of Personnel Management over 
the Office of Government Ethics, we 
have further increased the independ
ence of the Office. 

I support this reauthorization be
cause the Office of Government 
Ethics serves an important function in 
helping to maintain the integrity of 
the Federal Government and the pub
lic's confidence in it.e 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. DOLE, from the Committee on Fi
nance: 

Robert Emmet Lighthizer, of Maryland, 
to be a Deputy U.S. Trade Representative, 
with the rank of Ambassador. 

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources: 

Patricia Diaz Dennis, of California, to be a 
member of the National Labor Relations 
Board for the remainder of the term expir
ing August 27, 1986; and 

Edward A. Knapp, of New Mexico, to be 
Director of the National Science Founda
tion for a term of 6 years. 

<The above nominations were reported 
from the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nominees' 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly consti
tuted committee of the Senate.) 

By Mr. WEICKER, from the Committee 
on Small Business: 

Mary F. Wieseman, of Maryland, to be In
spector General, Small Business Adminis
tration; pursuant to the order of March 16, 
1983, referred to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs for not to exceed 20 days. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. PELL, 
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. BINGA
MAN, Mr. CRANSTON and Mr. PRox
MIRE): 

S. 1050. A bill to amend the Arms Export 
Control Act to provide increased control by 
the Congress over the making of arms sales; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. TOWER <for himself, Mr. 
HELMS, Mr. EAST, Mr. GARN, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. WARNER, Mr. BURDICK, 
Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. LuGAR, 
Mr. ZoRINSKY, Mr. D'AMATo, Mr. 
SYMMS, Mr. JEPSEN, Mr. THuRMoND, 
Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. BUMPERS and 
Mr.NUNN): 

S. 1051. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 to allow certain prepay
ments of principal and interest to be treated 

as contributions to an individual retirement 
account, to allow amounts to be withdrawn 
from such account to purchase a principal 
residence, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. ROTH <for hiinself, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. PERCY, Mr. 
SASSER, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. EXON, 
Mr. CHILES, Mr. LEviN and Mr. 
A.BDNOR): 

S. 1052. A bill to make certain changes in 
the membership and operations of the Advi
sory Commission on Intergovernmental Re
lations; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

By Mr. BUMPERS (for himself and 
Mr. PRYOR): 

S. 1053. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 to require the Secretary of Agri
culture to use surplus agricultural commod
ities to make supplemental payments-in
kind to producers who divert acreage from 
the production of agricultural commodities 
under a basic payment-in-kind program and 
devote such acreage to long-term conserva
tion uses; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. BURDICK: 
S. 1054. A bill for the relief of Albert 

Korgel; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. QUAYLE: 

S. 1055. A bill to provide a Block Grant for 
the improvement of instruction in the fields 
of mathematics and science, for the im
provement of achievement levels of students 
in the fields of mathematics and science, 
and for the establishment of a secondary 
school industry partnership exchange pro
gram, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 1056. A bill to authorize the National 

Science Foundation to provide assistance 
for a program for visiting faculty exchanges 
and institutional development in the fields 
of mathematics, science, and engineering, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. BAUCUS: 
S. 1057. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1954 to place a cap on the re
duction in individual income tax rates, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

By Mr. WEICKER <for himself, Mr. 
D'AMATO and Mr. DODD): 

S. 1058. A bill providing for the resolution 
of the current rail labor dispute in Con
necticut and New York, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr. Do
MENICI, Mr. PERCY, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
Mr. PREssLER, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
WILSON, Mr. ROTH, Mr. HOLLINGS, 
Mr. CoHEN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. TsoNGAS, 
Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
CHILEs, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. MoYNI
HAN, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. 
COCHRAN and Mr. BUMPERS): 

S.J. Res. 83. A bill to recognize Senior 
Center Week during Senior Citizen Month 
as proclaimed by the President; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred <or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. LUGAR: 
S. Res. 112. Resolution expressing the 

sense of the Senate with respect to the pro-

tection of refugees and civilians caught in 
the armed conflict on the border between 
Thailand and Kampuchea; to the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mrs. HAWKINS: 
S. Con. Res. 24. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
people of the United States should observe 
the month of May 1983 as Older Americans 
Month; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
PEL!., Mr. BIDEN, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. CRANSTON, 
and Mr. PROXMIRE): 

S. 1050. A bill to amend the Arms 
Export Control Act to provide in
creased control by the Congress over 
the making or arms sales; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

<The remarks of Mr. BYRD on this 
legislation appear earlier in today's 
RECORD.) 

By Mr. TOWER (for himself, 
Mr. HELMS, Mr. EAST, Mr. 
GARN, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. 
HEFLIN, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. ZORINSKY, Mr. 
D'AMATo, Mr. SYMMs, Mr. 
JEPSEN, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
HUDDLESTON, Mr. BUMPERS, and 
Mr. NuNN): 

S. 1051. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow certain 
prepayments of principal and interest 
to be treated as contributions to an in
dividual retirement account, to allow 
amounts to be withdrawn from such 
an account to purchase a principal res
idence, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

MORTGAGE RETIREMENT ACCOUNT ACT OF 1983 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to introduce the Mort
gage Retirement Account Act of 1983, 
along with 17 of my distinguished col
leagues from both sides of the aisle. 
Additionally, the bill is being intro
duced today in the House by the dis
tinguished chairman of the House 
Banking Committee, Mr. FERNAND ST 
GERMAIN. 

I believe this legislation will stimu
late savings and make home ownership 
a reality for a greater number of 
American taxpayers. 

Let me explain briefly how the mort
gage retirement account, or MRA, 
works. It, quite simply, uses the exist
ing individual retirement account, or 
IRA, mechanism to allow taxpayers to 
accumulate tax-deferred savings to use 
as a downpayment on a personal resi
dence and/ or to prepay mortgage prin
cipal, and receive a deduction up to 
current IRA limits. In the most basic 
sense, it simply adds one more option 
for Americans wishing to save for re
tirement in response to the incentives 
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s. 1051 provided by Congress through tradi

tional IRA's. 
The MRA does not expand or dupli

cate current limitations on IRA deduc
tions. It merely includes the personal 
residence as a qualifying IRA invest
ment asset. In other words, an individ
ual or couple could contribute to an 
IRA, an MRA, or both. In any case, 
however, the maximum deduction al
lowed for all contributions would be 
$2,000 for a working individual, $2,250 
for a couple with one working spouse, 
or $4,000 for a couple with both 
spouses working. These limits now 
exist under IRA law. 

The rules and regulations concern
ing taxation upon distribution of MRA 
tax-deferred funds would be virtually 
identical to current IRA rules and reg
ulations. There is only one exception 
to that statement. The bill exempts 
owner-occupiers of personal residences 
with MRA equity from the require
ment of "drawing down" their MRA 
balance at age 70%. Instead, taxation 
of MRA equity would occur when the 
home is sold after age 70¥2 without a 
qualifying rollover into another per
sonal residence, or upon the death of 
the surviving spouse who continues to 
own and occupy the residence. 

The benefits of this proposal are 
considerable. Americans planning for 
retirement now have two choices for 
their $2,000 annual IRA deduction-to 
invest $2,000 in a traditional IRA or to 
use the $2,000 to reduce the home 
mortgage principal debt with a goal of 
having their home free and clear at re
tirement. Americans who now rent 
have a means to accumulate, through 
the IRA mechanism already in place, 
the funds needed to make a downpay
ment on a personal residence. The 
MRA program gives renters a way to 
build equity for their retirement, 
while adding the advantages and pride 
of owning their own home, the dream 
of all Americans. 

Individuals and couples in their 
early twenties, for example, who 
might have a hard time visualizing the 
need to save for retirement 40 to 45 
years off, would have the incentive to 
start saving tax-deferred MRA funds 
as soon as possible if they could use 
those funds as a downpayment on a 
home. The retirement security advan
tages of owning a home free and clear 
are certainly substantial. 

Mortgage lenders will also benefit. 
Their mortgage loans will be repaid in 
less time, reducing the average maturi
ty of their assets and increasing their 
interest sensitivity. This industry has 
demanded more interest sensitivity. 
Further, funds attracted under the 
MRA option will not be deposits on 
which interest must be paid, and 
which would be subject to disinterme
diation. They would be debt repay
ment, and as you know, repayment of 
debt is saving. 

The revenue effect of this bill has 
not yet been calculated. All indications 
are, however, that the revenue effects 
should be neutral in the short term 
and positive in the long term. Even 
though the tax revenues associated 
with mandatory withdrawals of tradi
tional IRA balances would be eliminat
ed in the case of owner-occupied hous
ing, MRA designated equity would be 
taxed as ordinary income upon the 
death of the owner or surviving 
spouse, or upon sale without the requi
site rollover. On the other hand, the 
tax revenues generated from the re
duction of interest payments (and 
therefore interest deductions) because 
of MRA mortgage prepayments are 
rather astounding. For example, con
sider a $50,000, 30 year mortgage at 12 
percent. If the taxpayer were to 
prepay this mortgage by $1,000 per 
year <or an increase of $83.33 in the 
monthly mortgage payment), the 
mortgage would be paid off in 15 years 
and 3 months, and the taxpayer would 
save over $91,000 in interest expense. 
The total MRA investment is approxi
mately $15,300; however, the reduction 
in interest expense leaves the Treas
ury ahead by almost $76,000 in net de
ductions. A $2,000 annual MRA mort
gage prepayment results in interest 
savings of $116,000 from an MRA in
vestment of slightly over $22,000-a 
savings of $94,000 in net deductions to 
the Treasury. 

In addition, revenue collections will 
be enhanced by increased employment 
in the homebuilding industry and the 
many industries closely related to, and 
dependent upon, homebuilding. Ac
cording to recent estimates, an in
crease of 100,000 housing starts results 
in the creation of 142,000 jobs. It has 
also been estimated that each 1 per
cent rise in unemployment costs the 
Treasury $25 to $30 billion in lost tax 
revenues and increased unemployment 
compensation and other entitlement 
benefits. I would respectfully submit 
to my colleagues that no industry has 
a broader effect of the economy than 
the housing industry. The Mortgage 
Retirement Account Act of 1983 will 
privide a permanent stimulus to that 
vital industry-the favorable effects 
upon employment and economic 
growth should not be discounted. 

I have deliberately kept this bill rel
atively simple and basic. I welcome the 
suggestions of my fellow Senators as 
to additional issues to be considered. 
In short, I offer this bill in the hope 
that my colleagues on the Finance and 
Banking Committees will consider the 
bill and raise additional questions in 
working with me to arrive at final leg
islation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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 this 
Act may be cited as the "Mortgage Retire
ment Account Act of 1983". 

SEc. 2. (a) Section 219 of the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 <relating to retirement 
savings) is amended by redesignating sub
section (g) as subsection (h) and by insert
ing after subsection (f) the following new 
subsection: 

"(g) SPECIAL RULES FOR PREPAYMENT OF 
PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST ON MORTGAGE ON 
PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.-For purposes Of this 
section-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-A taxpayer may elect, at 
such time and in such manner as the Secre
tary may prescribe, to treat any qualified 
home mortgage prepayment for any taxable 
year as a qualified retirement contribution. 

"(2) QUALIFIED HOME MORTGAGE PREPAY
MENT.-For purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'qualified home mortgage prepayment' 
means, with respect to any taxable year, an 
amount equal to the amount paid by the 
taxpayer during such taxable year as a pre
payment of principal or interest on indebt
edness which was used to acquire, and 
which is secured by, the principal residence 
<within the meaning of section 1034) of the 
taxpayer. 

"(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR TAX-TREATMENT.
For special rules for the tax treatment of 
qualified home mortgage payments, see sec
tion 408 (o).". 

(b) Section 408 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 <relating to individual retire
ment accounts) is amended by redesignating 
subsection (o) as (p) and by inserting after 
subsection (n) the following new subsection: 

"(o) SPECIAL RULEs FOR AcQUISITION OF, 
AND PREPAYMENT OF FIRST MORTGAGE ON, A 
PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.-

" ( 1) AMOUNTS MAY BE DISTRIBUTED TO AC
QUIRE PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding subsec
tion (d) and subject to the provisions of this 
subsection, any amount paid or distributed 
out of an individual retirement account or 
under an individual retirement annuity 
shall not be included in the gross income of 
the payee or distributee if such amount is 
used to acquire a principal residence (within 
the meaning of section 1034) of the payee or 
distributee. 

"(B) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT.-The amount 
which may be excluded from gross income 
under subparagraph (A) with respect to any 
account or annuity shall not exceed the sum 
of-

"<D the qualified retirement contributions 
to such account or annuity for any taxable 
year beginning after December 31, 1983, and 

"(ii) the amount of any income of the ac
count or annuity allocable to the contribu
tions described in clause. <D. 

"(2) SPECIAL RULES FOR TAX TREATMENT OF 
QUALIFIED AMOUNTS.-ln the case Of a princi
pal residence with respect to which there is 
a qualified amount, the following rules shall 
apply: 

"(A) That portion of the gain from the 
sale or exchange of the principal residence

"(i) which does not exceed the qualified 
amount, and 

"(ii) with respect to which this subpara
graph has not previously applied, 
shail be treated as ordinary income. 

"(B) Section 121 shall not apply with re
spect to that portion of gain from the sale 
or exchange of a principal residence de
scribed in subparagraph (A). 
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"(C) That portion of the gain described in 

subparagraph (A) shall be treated as a roll
over contribution under subsection (d)(3) if 
all of such gain-

"(i) meets the requirements of subpara
graphs (A) and (B) of subsection (d)(3), or 

"(ii) is used to acquire another principal 
residence of the taxpayer. 

"(D) Notwithstanding subsection (a)(6) or 
(7) or (b)(3) or (4), a qualified amount with 
respect to any individual shall not be re
quired to be distributed <or used to purchase 
an immediate annuity) before the time pre
scribed in subsection (a)(7) or (b)(4), respec
tively. 

"(F) Under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary, if at any time during any taxable 
year, the sum of-

" <D the qualified amount with respect to 
any principal residence, and 
"(ii) the amount of indebtedness secured by 
such principal residence, 
exceeds the fair market value of such princi
pal residence, then, for purposes of subsec
tion (e)(4), the taxpayer shall be treated as 
using an account as security for a loan in an 
amount equal to such excess. 

"(3) QUALIFIED AMOUNT.-For purposes Of 
this subsection, the term 'qualified amount' 
means, with respect to any principal resi
dence, the sum of-

"(A) any qualified home mortgage prepay
ment <within the meaning of section 219(g) 
with respect to which a deduction was al
lowed under section 219(a) for any taxable 
year, and 

"(B) any amount which was excluded 
from gross income under paragraph (1) for 
any taxable year.". 

(c) The amendments made by this section 
shall apply to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1983. 

SEc. 3. No person may impose any prepay
ment penalty, charge, fee or other cost with 
respect to any qualified home mortgage pre
payment <within the meaning of section 
219(g)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of the legis
lation that is being introduced by Sen
ator TOWER today to establish mort
gage retirement accounts. 

Housing holds a priority in the 
United States, and it is a priority that 
should be maintained. Individual 
homeownership is an American dream 
that has been fulfilled for many indi
viduals until recent years. In my opin
ion, the fulfillment of that dream
homeownership-has been extremely 
beneficial to our economy and society. 

Individual homeownership has en
gendered stability within every com
munity in the United States. The fact 
of the matter is that if people own 
their homes, they generally tend to be 
positively involved in the communities 
in which they live. The results of that 
positive involvement are reflected in 
the general domestic stability Within 
our Nation. 

The American dream of owning a 
home, which once was a reality for 
many individuals, is becoming an un
reachable dream in today's financial 
environment. Dramatic changes have 
taken place in the financial system of 
this country in recent years. The 
system of housing finance in the 

United States, driven by economic and 
market pressures, is in transition. Fur
ther change is inevitable. Within this 
shifting environment, a more broadly 
based and revitalized system of hous
ing finance is essential if the Nation is 
to meet the considerable demands for 
housing during this decade. 

The legislation that is being intro
duced today is an important ingredient 
in shaping a well-rounded national 
housing policy that will help develop a 
new framework for the accumulation 
of funds necessary to help finance the 
housing needs of the 1980's. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleague from Texas, Senator ToWER, 
in helping him gain the necessary sup
port to achieve enactment of this leg
islation. 
• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of this most creative legisla
tive initiative introduced by my good 
friend and colleague, the distinguished 
senior Senator from Texas. If efforts 
such as this are indicative of what is to 
come in the area of housing legislation 
under the tenure of Mr. TowER as the 
Senate's new Housing Subcommittee 
chairman, it most certainly will be a 
productive period. 

Perhaps no other industry has been 
hurt more in these hard economic 
times than the housing industry: An 
industry so dependent for its well
being on interest rates, it has come to 
a virtual standstill in recent years. Un
fortunately, with the demise of this in
dustry we have also witnessed the con
current shattering of the American 
dream of homeownership for countless 
citizens. 

Senator TowER's innovative propos
al would utilize the existing mecha
nism of the IRA account to permit 
taxpayers to accumulate the financial 
resources necessary for homeowner
ship. The result is an instrument 
which will encourage homeownership, 
increase capital formation necessary 
for economic recovery, and provide a 
needed stimulus to the now nearly 
dormant housing industry. Thus, with 
minimal administrative effort, a boost 
will be given to an industry which may 
very possibly spearhead our economic 
recovery. 

Mr. President, I urge the speedy con
sideraton of the Mortgage Retirement 
Account Act of 1983 by the Congress 
and I commend Senator TowER for its 
introduction.• 

By Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. PERcY, Mr. 
SASSER, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
EXON, Mr. CHILES, Mr. LEVIN, 
and Mr. ABDNOR): 

S. 1052. A bill to make certain 
changes in the membership and oper
ations of the Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

CHANGES IN ~ERSHIP AND OPERATION OF 
THE ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERN
MENTAL RELATIONS 

• Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to expand 
the membership of the Advisory Com
mission on Intergovernmental Rela
tions. 

Since its creation by the Congress in 
1959, the ACIR has provided a forum 
for members of the Federal, State, and 
local governments to meet, discuss, 
and seek solutions to problems in 
intergovernmental relations. The rec
ommendations of the Commission, 
based upon its own research, have had 
a profoundly positive effect on Feder
al-State-local relations in our country. 
The development of the general reve
nue sharing program, the renewal of 
which we are debating this year, is one 
shining example of ACIR's role in 
crystallizing the debate and encourag
ing consensus on an important public 
policy issue. 

The ability of this small Commission 
to have a measurable policy impact is 
rooted in the objectivity and high 
quality of its research work. The stud
ies carried out by the ACIR represent 
an invaluable resoure for those in gov
ernment and for the academicians who 
monitor the evolution of our Federal 
system. 

It is to this changing nature of our 
government relations ·that the bill I 
am introducing today speaks. Since 
the creation of the ACIR, smaller 
communities and school districts have 
come to play an increasingly impor
tant servicing role in our intergovern
mental system. Yet, historically, small 
communities have not achieved ade
quate representation on the ACffi and 
school districts have had no represen
tation at all. 

This legislation will remedy both of 
these concerns by adding one elected 
member of township government and 
one elected school board member to 
the ACIR. The elected township offi
cial would be nominated by the Na
tional Association of Towns and Town
ships and selected by the President. 
The elected school board member 
would be nominated by the National 
School Boards Association and select
ed by the President. Thus the total 
size of the Commission would be in
creased from 26 to 28 members. 

Mr. President, I strongly support the 
addition of a single member of a local 
school board to the ACIR. As I have 
said in the past, the provision of edu
cational opportunity to all of our 
people is one the most fundamentally 
important responsibilities of govern
ment. Education is a means of improv
ing the quality of life of our people 
today and it will help to insure that we 
have an informed and participative 
citizenry in the future. 

Local governments, and elected 
school boards in particular, bear the 
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primary responsibility for the develop
ment and administration of quality 
education curricula. The major inter
governmental role played by school 
boards is evidenced today by the total 
amount of their expenditures, the 
number of people they employ, and 
the range of services they provide. Na
tionwide school boards expend nearly 
$111 billion on education and educa
tion-related activities. This figure rep
resents nearly 39 percent of total 
State and local expenditures. School 
boards today employ over 5 million 
people nationwide, which is over 48 
percent of the State and local total. 
Additionally, school board activities 
have a significant impact on several in
dustries, including agriculture and 
food processing, transportation, con
struction, and building maintenance 
and repair. 

Yet, despite these factors, in our in
creasingly interdependent governmen
tal system these local governments 
frequently are not adequately repre
sented in the policy discussions that 
affect their role as public educators. 
The absence of a school board voice at 
the ACIR table is an example of this 
problem. Directly or indirectly the 
work of the Commission touches upon 
the interests and responsibilities of 
school board members. Placement of a 
single school board member on the 
ACIR will insure that his important 
governmental point of view is incorpo
rated directly in the research and rec
ommendations of the panel. 

Mr. President, in developing this leg
islation I am mindful of the concerns 
about maintaining a workable size for 
the Commission and preserving the 
carefully crafted balance among the 
levels of government represented. This 
bill, I believe, takes the appropriate 
cautious approach while correcting 
the two deficiencies in Commission 
membership that I cited earlier. 

Senator DURENBERGER has held 2 
days of hearings on this membership 
issue in his Subcommittee on Intergov
ernmental Relations, and a bill similar 
to the one I introduce today was con
sidered last year. My hope is that this 
version of the proposal will be moved 
out of the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee expeditiously and considered 
promptly by the full Senate. 

In closing, Mr. President, I want to 
thank each of the Senators who have 
joined me in introducing this bill. In 
particular Senator DURENBERGER, Sen
ator PERCY, and Senator SASSER have 
shown sustained interest in and sup
port for the proposal. Their leadership 
on the issue was critical for today's in
troduction of this legislation.• 
e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, I am pleased to join Senator 
RoTH and others to introduce this leg
islation, which would add two new 
members to the Advisory Commission 
on Intergovernmental Relations, one 
representing towns and township gov-

ernments and one representing local 
elected school boards. 

Although a bill is just being intro
duced today, this issue has already 
generated considerable legislative his
tory. In the 97th Congress my Sub
committee on Intergovernmental Re
lations held 2 days of hearings on the 
structure and activities of the Com
mission. We came close to passing leg
islation which would have added mem
bers at the end of the last Congress. 

I believe that the legislation being 
introduced by Senator RoTH reflects 
the principles that were developed in 
the hearings and debate last year. 
Many organizations have understand
ably sought membership on ACIR. In 
judging those claims we must keep 
three principles in mind. First, we 
should seek balance in the member
ship across all three levels of govern
ment. The current membership in
cludes nine Federal officials, seven 
State officials, seven local officials, 
and three private citizens. Senator 
RoTH's bill would add two local offi
cials, which I do not think would 
greatly disturb the balance which we 
seek. 

Second, Acm is designed to repre
sent the views of elected officials of 
general purpose governments. I have 
in the past expressed concern about 
adding school board members because 
it moves away from this principle. I 
agree to one additional member repre
senting school boards because educa
tion is such a large and important ele
ment of local government. I can see 
the advantage of this addition, if it 
brings school boards into the circle of 
public interest groups representing 
elected officials who work actively to 
strengthen our Federal partnership. 

Third, we should seek to maintain a 
relatively small Commission represent
ing the principal general purpose 
elected officials at the State and local 
level. The personal interaction be
tween Commissioners at the quarterly 
ACIR meetings is an important factor 
in developing the understanding that 
has made the Commission so success
ful in the past. Congressman L. H. 
Fountain, father of ACIR, who only 
retired from Congress last year, often 
mentioned the importance of keeping 
the Commission to a size that promot
ed effective interaction among the 
members. His observation on this 
point, developed over 20 years as a 
member of the Commission, should 
carry great weight in our decisions on 
the future of the Commission. 

One final note, Mr. President. I am 
particularly pleased that the legisla
tion introduced by Senator RoTH will 
add one · full member representing 
towns and townships. In the past, the 
voice of small governments has not 
been well-represented on the Commis
sion. The concerns of small communi
ties are very different from those of 
our large and urban cities and coun-

ties. In the last Congress, I sponsored 
legislation to add three town and 
township officials to correct this im
balance. I know that the town and 
township officials of this Nation will 
be pleased that Senator RoTH's bill 
moves in this direction. 

As the chairman has indicated, we 
expect early action in the Governmen
tal Affairs Committee on this bill. And 
once again, I would like to thank the 
chairman, Senator RoTH, for his lead
ership on a knotty and difficult issue.e 
e Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senators RoTH and 
DURENBERGER and others in reintroduc
ing legislation to expand the member
ship of the prestigious Advisory Com
mission on Intergovernmental Rela
tions <ACIR) for the first time since 
its creation in 1959. This bill brings 
the ACIR into the present by modify
ing its composition to more adequately 
reflect the federal system of today. 

Our bill expands the ACIR from 26 
to 28 members by adding one elected 
school board member and one town
ship official. I am particularly pleased 
at the inclusion of the school board of
ficial because it reflects the intent of 
the bill I introduced in the last Con
gress, S. 2338, to add three elected 
school board members to the ACIR. 

Mr. President, the ACIR was estab
lished to bring together representa
tives of the Federal, State, and local 
governments to consider common 
problems and work out solutions that 
are agreeable to all levels of govern
ment. The Congress also charged the 
ACIR with providing a forum for dis
cussing the administration and coordi
nation of Federal grant programs re
quiring intergovernmental coopera
tion. The ACIR is also responsible for 
recommending the most desirable allo
cation of governmental functions, 
duties, and revenues among the sever
al levels of government. This function 
is central to today's ongoing debate 
over the New Federalism. 

As a former member of the ACIR, I 
have been concerned that the Com
mission's membership has not changed 
over the years to reflect the growing 
federal system. School boards, for ex
ample, have enjoyed dramatic growth 
in their role as a governmental unit 
since the late 1950's. Yet the ACIR 
has never had school board represen
tation even though school boards 
today control more public dollars and 
more employees than any other unit 
of local government. Towns and town
ships have also greatly expanded their 
role as local units of government and 
deserve ACIR recognition. 

A very similar bill passed the Senate 
late last year. Unfortunately, last 
minute differences in the House and 
Senate versions of the bill could not be 
worked out and the bill was not en
acted. But both Houses are on record 
in support of ACIR expansion. For 
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these reasons, I urge my colleagues to 
support our bill and its expeditious 
adoption.e 
• Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am a 
cosponsor of S. 1052, legislation to add 
representation on the Advisory Com
mission on Intergovernmental Rela
tions for elected school board mem
bers. 

Education is the shared responsibil
ity of the Federal, State, and local gov
ernments. If there is a truly intergov
ernmental function, this is it. The 
ACIR is the perfect forum for the ex
change of ideas about education be
tween levels of government. 

Forty percent of the total local fund
ing was spent by school boards in 1980. 
The employees of school boards repre
sented almost 50 percent of all local 
government workers. Indeed, school 
boards are the largest unit of local 
government. That is why I believe 
that it is time these local government 
policymakers take a seat alongside the 
mayors and county officials who are 
already represented on the ACIR. 

School boards have a great stake in 
the recommendations of ACIR on 
such issues as block grants, State and 
local taxation, labor-management poli
cies for State and local governments 
and State and Federal mandating of 
local expenditures. We need to give 
them a voice in the discussion of these 
and other issues studied by the Com
mission. 

It is unfortunate that legislation 
similar to S. 1052 that was introduced 
in the last Congress was not finally en
acted. In the course of the Senate 
hearings on that predecessor: bill, on 
June 24, 1982, Merlin L. Cohen, the 
president of the Tennessee School 
Boards Association spoke in behalf of 
the National School Boards Associa
tion. I would like permission to enter 
Mr. Cohen's remarks in the REcoRD at 
this point. 

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

TESTIMONY OF MERLIN L. COHEN 

The inclusion of school board members on 
the Advisory Commission on Intergovern
mental Relations <ACIR> is by no means a 
new issue. In fact, almost from the time of 
its inception, there has been discussion con
cerning the seating of school board mem
bers on the ACIR and the relationship of 
school boards to other units of government 
that are represented. You have seen many 
times, as have others before you, facts and 
figures that can aid you in making a sound 
decision in the best interest of fulfilling the 
objectives of the Commission. However, in 
the final analysis, a conceptual and philo
sophical judgment will determine whether 
or not local school board members are to be 
seated on this most influential and effective 
organization. 

The single, most isolated reason for the 
prosperity and growth of the United States 
has always been the education of its citizens 
including the mechanism by which they re
ceived that education. For the past several 
years, unfortunately and for whatever rea-

sons, criticism of this unique system has in
creased to a point that it could endanger 
the very foundation on which our great 
country was built. The response to the con
cerns we are hearing must not only be deci
sive but must also be well coordinated to 
mesh with the future directions of society 
and substantiated by reliable and credible 
sources. It would seem that the scope and 
purpose of the ACIR fulfills the needs nec
essary to restore the confidence of the pop
ulation and to promote the sense of security 
that is so sadly lacking at this time. In the 
performance of its tasks of studying, recom
mending, drafting, and promoting legisla
tion for government agencies at all levels, it 
is essential that the ACIR incorporate the 
future directions of education into the proc
ess and not let the education of our citizens 
become a byproduct. 

If education is to continue, or to regain, 
its previous status in the continued develop
ment and progress of our nation, it must be 
allowed to communicate on an equal basis 
with other agencies responsible for broad 
spectrum planning. The ACIR will afford 
that opportunity. The present commission
ers bring with them an overview of all 
phases of government, at least through 
direct working relationships with suborid
nate specialized staff, except in the area of 
education. To provide the educational op
portunities that will continue to keep Amer
icans in tune with the rapidly changing 
world, elected public school board officials 
need to be considered for inclusion as mem
bers of an advisory commission that poten
tially can have so much influence on the 
future directions of our country. 

For the purpose of testimony before this 
subcommittee and with the intent of becom
ing members of the ACIR, school boards 
find themselves in a unique situation. How
ever, this uniqueness is the very reason they 
should be represented rather than the basis 
for their exclusion. Until the time of separa
tion of church and state, government influ
ence on schools as nonexistent. Since that 
time, there has been an ever increasing ero
sion of the jurisdiction of local education 
agencies. Combining this with the ever de
creasing confidence of the people and the 
reactionary solutions to criticisms by some
times uninformed government officials at 
all levels, schools dedicated to producing 
knowledgeable and productive citizens are 
in jeopardy. Government agencies must 
have a reliable and established source of in
formation readily available to thoroughly 
comprehend the far reaching effects of leg
islation. In all too many cases, solutions to 
problems hastily conceived and based on an 
incomplete understanding of the total situa
tion have created multiple problems of 
often a greater magnitude than the original. 

Representation on the ACIR has also 
been denied because school boards do not 
qualify as a general form of government. 
Philosphically this is questionable. As duly 
elected officials, school boards must set 
policy and provide services as required by 
the populace they represent. Although 
these services may differ in some respects 
from those provided by other forms of gen
eral government-municipal, county, state, 
and federal, they are essential to the inhab
itants of the governed locale. On the other 
hand, school boards do not necessarily qual
ify as a special form of government agency 
because of the varied and general interests 
they must serve. They are not representa
tive of any vested interest group and are 
concerned primarily with the well being of 
their constituency. 

The introduction of "New Federalism" by 
President Reagan will stand as a landmark 
in the rapidly changing status of the United 
States. Modification to the basic program 
and compromise within its parameters will 
be coming fast and furiously. Much of the 
research, planning, and proposed legislation 
necessary to guide our nation into, and 
along, this new era will be formulated 
within the confines of the ACIR or at least 
by many of its members and staff. For the 
government bodies of our educational sys
tems to be omitted from these ground level 
sessions is almost unthinkable. 

Just as government is changing to meet 
the needs of the future so is public educa
tion. To help keep abreast of the education
al scene now requires a commitment of local 
school officials to the welfare of their con
stitutents and to the other levels of govern
ment. They must be considered as a source 
of information and as a sounding board for 
any plans or ideas conserved with the 
governance of the future direction of our 
nation. As members of the ACIR, this sig
nificant source of information would be 
readily and continuously available, assuring 
coordination of efforts and effects from the 
beginning, rather than as an afterthought. 

In conclusion, I ask for your endorsement 
to amend P.L. 86-380 to include elected 
school board officials on The Advisory Com
mission on Intergovernmental Relations. I 
am proud that Senator Sasser, from my 
state of Tennessee, has chosen to be an 
original co-sponsor of Senate Bill S. 2338. 
He is to be commended for his foresight into 
the management of the affairs of our gov
ernment by trying to ensure that the neces
sary coordination of effort occurs at the 
proper time and place. Thank you for the 
opportunity to present my views. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I com
mend Senators ROTH, DURENBERGER, 
and PERcY for the work that they 
have done in shaping this legislation. 
As a member, now serving my second 
term, of the Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations and as 
the ranking Democrat on the Senate 
Intergovernmental Relations Subcom
mittee, I endorse this bill. 

I urge my Senate colleagues to 
speedily pass S. 1052, so that we can 
have the invaluable perspective of the 
Nation's school boards represented on 
the Advisory Commission on Intergov
ernmental Relations.e 
e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
today I rise in support of the bill being 
introduced by my distinguished col
league from Delaware, that will 
expand the membership of the Adviso
ry Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations <ACIR) to include a member 
of an elected school board and an 
elected officer of a township. 

The ACIR is a federally supported 
organization that brings together rep
resentatives of Federal, State and local 
government to come to grips with 
mutual problems. The ACIR, created 
in 1959, has met this challenge with 
vigor, successfully addressing many 
areas of concern that involve different 
levels of government. This bill will en
hance the capability of ACIR to con
front the intergovernmental issues of 
the future. 
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Local government's role in ACIR is 

critical. Local government has always 
been at the foundation of our democ
racy. The Federal Government has 
been remiss in not including local 
school board and township officials on 
the ACIR; their inclusion will add 
unique and needed perspectives to the 
work of the ACIR. 

Consideration of a few salient facts 
concerning local school districts and 
school boards bears this out. Of the 
$287 billion in total State and local 
government expenditures made in 
fiscal year 1981, $111 billion went 
toward education. Of the 10.9 million 
State and local government employ
ees-full time equivalents-5.3 million 
worked in education. School districts 
spent between $12 and $14 billion on 
food. School districts operate a $3.8 
billion transit system. Schools and 
school districts also operate services 
that are not directly education related: 
health services, recreation and park 
facilities, libraries and emergency shel
ters to name just a few. 

The same is true for townships. We 
need only mention a few of the pri
mary responsibilities of townships to 
understand the scope of their duties 
and their central importance in the 
American intergovernmental system. 
Townships have the responsibility for 
such things as police and fire protec
tion, road maintenance, water supply, 
and recreation areas. 

It is essential that ACIR's member
ship include a representative of both 
school boards and townships. I urge 
my colleagues to support this worth
while measure.e 

By Mr. BUMPERS (for himself 
and Mr. PRYOR): 

S. 1053. A bill to amend the Agricul
tural Act of 1949 to require the Secre
tary of Agriculture to use surplus agri
cultural commodities to make supple
mental payments-in-kind to producers 
who divert acreage from the produc
tion of agricultural commodities under 
a basic payment-in-kind program and 
devote such acreage to long-term con
servation uses; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CONSERVATION PAYMENT-IN
KIND PROGRAM 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing a bill to enact 
a supplemental conservation payment
in-kind program that would aid our 
farmers with their age-old struggle 
against soil erosion. With the setting 
aside of over 82 million acres in the 
regular payment-in-kind program, we 
have a golden opportunity to encour
age and to assist our farmers in estab
lishing long-term conservation uses on 
much of this set-aside acreage, there
by helping to control erosion and re
moving marginal acreage from produc
tion. 

According to the Soil Conservation 
Service, wind and water causes over 5 

billion tons of topsoil to erode from 
our cropland every year. Of the 413 
million acres classified as cropland, 
over 100 million suffer from serious 
soil erosion. In Arkansas, out of 8 mil
lion acres of cropland, 3.755 million, 
almost half, are suffering severe ero
sion rates-that rate which is above 
the level of erosion that can be al
lowed for the soil still to maintain its 
productivity in perpetuity. Arkansas is 
losing 50 million tons of topsoil every 
year, an average loss of 6.5 tons per 
acre. Between one-third and one-half 
of this amount enters Arkansas lakes, 
rivers, and streams and is the major 
contributor to our water pollution. If 
all the topsoil that eroded in 1 year 
from our Arkansas cropland alone 
could be stacked on 1 acre, it would 
form a column of soil 5 %-miles high. 

Nationally, the problem of erosion 
on cropland is just as severe. The Pa
cific States average 1.5 tons of topsoil 
lost per acre per year, the Mountain 
States 1.8 tons, the Lake States 3 tons, 
and Northem and Southem Plains 
States 3.5 tons, the Northeastern 
States 5 tons, the Southeastem States 
6.3 tons, the Delta States 7.2 tons, the 
Com Belt 7.5 tons, and the Appalach
ian States 9 tons. One of our most crit
ical resources is literally being washed 
away, and with it the ability of our 
farmers to feed this Nation and the 
hungry people of the world. 

To help farmers combat the ravages 
of soil erosion, the agricultural conser
vation program was established under 
the auspices of the Agricultural Stabi
lization and Conservation Service. The 
agricultural conservation program 
offers funding and technical assist
ance, with the cooperation of the Soil 
Conservation Service, on a cost-share 
basis to farmers struggling with con
servation problems. However, just 
when the conservation task before us 
is reaching a crisis proportion, the ad
ministration is proposing to slash our 
cost-share conservation programs by 
$161.1 million and to combine the ob
jectives of the agricultural conserva
tion program, the emergency conserva
tion program, forestry incentives, and 
water bank programs at the greatly re
duced funding level of $56 million. 
The Secretary of Agriculture says that 
this tremendous reduction can be jus
tified because the payment-in-kind 
program requires set-aside acreage to 
be put into conservation use. Yet, the 
requirement under the current PIK 
program that set-aside acreage be 
placed temporarily in conservation use 
is not addressing the massive and long
term soil loss problem threatening our 
greatest resource. I think that farmers 
should be given additional incentives 
to place land in long term, rather than 
just temporary, conservation uses, and 
that is the intent of my bill. 

My bill will take advantage of the re
cently established payment-in-kind 
program to reestablish our conserva-

tion priorities by offering additional 
in-kind commodities to producers who 
entered the PIK program and who 
agree to put their set-aside acreage 
into long-term conservation use. The 
conservation use must have a lifespan 
of at least 5 years and the Secretary 
has the flexibility to designate eligible 
uses, although the establishment of 
permanent vegetative growth would be 
preferable. Under my bill, the Secre
tary would be authorized to make 
available to f)roducers in-kind com
modities up to the cash value equiva
lent of $25,000, with this payment sat
isfying cost-share requirements of the 
producer and the Government. The 
type of commodities made available 
will depend on which surplus crops are 
most plentiful and can practically be 
offered to participating producers. 

Although $25,000 is intended to be 
the maximum payment under normal 
circumstances, the· Secretary would be 
authorized to make a payment exceed
ing $25,000 when, for example, the 
land dedicated by a producer has 
severe erosion problems that would be 
expensive to correct, or when a pro
ducer dedicates a large number of 
acres to long-term conservation use. 
For example, estimates for placing and 
maintaining an acre of land in conser
vation use for 5 years range from 
about $350 to $500, depending on the 
type of grasses and other materials 
used. Thus, for $25,000, a farmer could 
dedicate from 50 to 70 acres. But if a 
farmer chose to dedicate, say, 150 
acres, or if he had severe erosion prob
lems on the dedicated land, my bill 
would give the Secretary the authority 
to make a payment to that farmer in 
excess of $25,000. 

We have an ideal opportunity to 
begin widespread conservation work 
with the 82 million acres that will be 
set aside under the PIK program. 
Most of this will be marginal and 
highly erodable land, and a long-term 
conservation program aimed at this 
acreage can encourage producers to 
keep it out of production or to work 
cooperatively to help maintain its 
future productivity. 

My bill creates four incentives for 
farmers to set-aside land into long
term conservation uses. First, produc
ers who participate in the conserva
tion program my bill establishes will 
have the technical assistance of the 
Agricultural Stabilization and Conser
vation Service, the Soil Conservation 
Service, and the Forest Service. 
Second, the additional commodity pay.: 
ment the bill authorizes is intended to 
be sufficient to cover the cost both to 
establish the use and to maintain that 
use over its minimum lifespan. Third, 
producers may dedicate all or some of 
the set-aside acreage to long-term con
servation uses under my bill, and the 
dedicated land will be considered part 
of the eligible base for any future re-
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quired or voluntary set-asides for as 
long as the acreage is in the long-term 
conservation use. And fourth, except 
in the year in which the PIK program 
is in effect, the producer will have the 
freedom under my bill to cut hay and 
graze livestock on the participating 
conservation acreage if this is compati
ble with the long-term conservation 
objective. 

Without a doubt, the severe problem 
of soil erosion must be addressed if we 
are to maintain our agricultural pro
ductivity into the 21st centruy. A long
term conservation program not only 
will aid in the battle against erosion, it 
also will allow us to remove marginal 
land that should not be in crop pro
duction and, thereby, lessen the threat 
of yearly massive surpluses being ac
quired by the Government. 

I urge the Agriculture Committee to 
give prompt and favorable consider
ation to this measure. I delayed intro
ducing it until after the Easter recess 
in order to consult further with farm
ers and conservatio-nists in my State, 
and I know that the Department of 
Agriculture is considering a similar 
concept. I am also aware that other 
Senators are keenly interested in the 
PIK conservation concept, and I ap
preciate in particular the leadership 
that Senators COCHRAN and BOREN 
have shown in this area. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of my bill be printed in full fol
lowing my statement. 

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

s. 1053 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end there
of the following new section: 

"SUPPLEMENTAL CONSERVATION PAYMENT-IN
KIND PROGRAM 

"SEc. 423. (a) As used in this section-
"(!) the term 'agricultural conservation 

program' means the program authorized by 
sections 7 through 15, 16(a), 16(f), and 17 of 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot
ment Act <16 U.S.C. 590g through 590o, 
590p(a), 590p(f), and 590(g) and sections 
1001 through 1008 and 1010 of the Agricul
tural Act of 1970 <16 U.S.C. 1501 through 
1508 and 1510>; 

"(2) the term 'basic payment-in-kind pro
gram' means a program under which the 
Secretary pays a producer with a quantity 
of an agricultural commodity to divert farm 
acreage from the production of an agricul
tural commodity and devote the acreage to 
conservation uses; and 

"(3) the term 'surplus commodities' means 
agricultural commodities owned and held by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation that are 
not obligated for use under any othe provi
sion of law. 

"(b) If the Secretary establishes a basic 
payment-in-kind program, or if such a pro
gram is established by legislation, the Secre
tary shall establish a supplemental conser
vation payment-in-kind, program under 
which the Secretary shall, in accordance 

with this section, use surplus commodities 
to make payments-in-kind, in addition to 
payments made under the basic payment-in
kind program, to producers who-

"(1) participate in the basic payment-in
kind program; 

"(2) devote all or part of farm acreage di
verted under the basic payment-in-kind pro
gram from the production of one or more 
agricultural commodities to long-term con
servation uses which-

"(A) are conservation uses approved by 
the Secretary under the agricultural conser
vation program; and 

"(E) have a minimum life span of at least 
five years, as determined by the Secretary; 
and 

"(3) devote such acreage to the approved 
conservation uses for the duration of the 
minmum life span of the uses. 

"(c)(l) To be eligible for payments under 
this section, a producer must-

"(A) file with the Secretary, in accordance 
with subsection (b), an application for pay
ments and a plan to devote to conservation 
uses specified acreage on the farm; and 

"(B) have the application and plan of the 
producer approved by the Secretary. 

"(2) The Secretary shall provide technical 
assistance to an applicant for payments 
under this section to assist the applicant in 
preparing a plan referred to in paragraph 
(l)(A). 

"(d) After the date of the termination of 
the basic payment-in-kind program referred 
to in subsection (b), a producer may devote 
acreage referred to in subsection (b)(2) to 
hay and grazing without terminating the 
eligibility of the producer for payments 
under this section. 

"(e) Except as provided in subsection (f), 
the Secretary shall make payments to eligi
ble producers under this section to share 
the costs incurred by the producers in estab
lishing and maintaining long-term conserva
tion uses on acreage on the farm in accord
ance with this section. 

"(f) The aggregate fair market value of 
commodities provided to a producer under 
this section <as of the date on which com
modities are provided) may not exceed 
$25,000, except that the Secretary may pro
vide an in-kind payment in excess of $25,000 
when he determines-

"( 1) that such additional payment is nec
essary to correct severe erosion or extraordi
nary circumstances on participating acre
age; or 

"(2) that $25,000 would be a clearly inad
equate payment in a case where a producer 
dedicates a large acreage base under this 
section. 

"(g) If a producer receives payments 
under this section and fails to devote acre
age on the farm to long-term conservation 
uses in accordance with this section, the 
producer shall repay to the Secretary an 
amount equal to the aggregate fair market 
value of the commodities provided to the 
producer under this section <as of the date 
or dates on which the commodities were 
provided or the date on which the Secretary 
makes the determination of such failure, 
whichever would result in the higher 
amount). 

"(h)(l) If a producer receives payments 
for devoting acreage to long-term conserva
tion uses under the program provided for in 
this section, the producer shall be ineligible 
during the minimum life span of the conser
vation uses for any cost-sharing assistance 
under any other program administered by 
the Secretary on the acreage on which such 
payments are received. 

"(2) Acreage devoted to long-term conser
vation uses in accordance with this section 
shall be considered during the minimum life 
span of the uses as acreage devoted to con
servation uses under any acreage set-aside 
program established for an agricultural 
commodity under any other provision of 
law.". 

By Mr. QUAYLE: 
S. 1055. A bill to provide a block 

grant for the improvement of instruc
tion in the fields of mathematics and 
science, for the improvement of 
achievement levels of students in the 
fields of mathematics and science, and 
for the establishment of a secondary 
school industry partnership exchange 
program, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE BLOCK GRANT ACT 

• Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I am 
today putting forth a proposal for im
proving the quality of math, science, 
and computer science instruction in 
the elementary and secondary schools 
around our country. I introduce my 
bill at this time to coincide with the 
work of the Education Subcommittee, 
of which I am a member, so that we 
might bring a compromise of all these 
proposals to the full Senate very 
quickly. 

Mr. President, as my colleagues 
know, I have been active in the issues 
of job training, worker retraining, and 
vocational training for the disadvan
taged and displaced workers during 
the past 2 years. I continue to be con
cerned about the problems of the un
employed, the displaced workers, and 
the plight of poorly trained people 
looking for work in America today. 

We have before us today a problem 
which is just as big, and just as impor
tant for the long-run economic recov
ery and growth of this Nation. Those 
of us in the industrial Midwest and 
Northeast know we have a problem 
with our supply of skilled workers. We 
know that we need a more "scientifi
cally literate" labor force. More impor
tantly, we are concerned that our re
serve of well-trained and educated sci
entists, engineers and thinkers-the 
men and women of our society who 
create the jobs-may be falling 
behind. 

A lack of trained and up-to-date 
teachers in our high schools, declining 
enrollments in rigorous math courses, 
and generally declining test scores are 
well known to all of us. I would just 
like to highlight my own State's situa
tion for the REcoRD: 

In 1982, Indiana's four major univer
sities graduated a total of three people 
in chemistry, four in earth science, 
four in general science, and two in 
physics who were qualified to teach 
the subjects in Indiana secondary 
schools. This is double the number of 
physics teachers graduated in 1981. 
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Since 1977, there has been a steady 

decline in math scores for entering 
Purdue University students. More 
than one-third of Purdue students are 
unprepared for college calculus and 
must take remedial math courses. 

In 1982, Indiana's major State uni
versities graduated sufficient mathe
matics teachers to fill only 58 percent 
of the vacancies listed in Indiana 
schools. 

Indiana, at a time of critical need for 
training, retraining, and preparation 
for industries of the future, requires 
only 1 year of high school science and 
1 year of mathematics for graduation. 

The statistics for our Nation as a 
whole, and particularly our standing 
internationally, are just as dismal: 

In the U.S.S.R., East Germany, the 
People's Republic of China, and 
Japan, the school year averages 240 
days compared with 180 days in the 
United States. 

The secondary school system in 
these same countries is a balance of 
science and math together with social 
science, language, and humanities. 
Students must carry seven to nine 
courses a semester to accommodate 
the demanding curriculum. 

English is the "language of science" 
around the world. Today, there are 
more adults learning English in China 
than there are English-speaking 
people in the United States. 

I am certainly not one who believes 
the Federal Government must try to 
solve every crisis in America's class
rooms. Education, and more particu
larly, the classroom teaching of our 
Nation's youth, is the responsibility of 
State and locally elected officials. But 
there is a Federal role here, and if 
properly narrowed and focused, the 
Federal Government can provide the 
resources needed for equal opportuni
ty and access to excellence. My pro
posal therefore provides a block grant 
similar to the block grant which the 
Congress adopted in 1981, with the 
maximum flexibility and discretion 
left to local officials. 

I believe we must explore incentives 
for our best teachers in the sciences to 
continue in teaching. For this reason, 
my bill includes training and retrain
ing funds for current, as well as new 
teachers of math and science. If we 
are seeking excellence, then we must 
recognize it in our schools, and we 
must pay for it. 

Training new teachers, together 
with a commitment from them to ac
tually teach in the fields of science 
and mathematics, must be a highest 
priority. For this reason my bill pro
vides scholarships and stipends to col
lege juniors and seniors who have 
agreed to teach for at least 3 years. 

I believe the time has come to recog
nize our best and brightest students
gifted and talented students-and to 
provide programs which will enable 
them to compete on a world scale. 

Thus, my bill will provide moneys for 
local and State educational agencies to 
identify these gifted and talented stu
dents, to provide special instruction 
during summer institutes, and to train 
and retrain teachers in providing spe
cial instruction for our best students. 

Finally, and most importantly, I be
lieve the time has come for the busi
ness community, including local small 
enterprises, large business, and nation
al concerns, to participate in the prep
aration of our young people for work 
in the world today. Thus, I have in
cluded a new effort on the part of the 
Federal Government to support those 
local and State educators who under
take cooperative programs with busi
ness, industry and institutions of 
higher education. These industry
school partnerships will provide teach
er training and development, exchange 
programs for teachers and employees 
of private business, and participation 
of the business community in our 
schools. 

I am hopeful that these proposals 
together with some of those put for
ward by my colleagues, can be brought 
together in a compromise form for the 
full Senate's consideration very soon. 

Mr. President, I ask that a copy of 
my bill and its accompanying summa
ry be printed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 1055 
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 "Mathematics and 
Science Block Grant Act". 

SEc. 2. The Education Consolidation and 
Improvement Act of 1981 is amended by re
designating chapter 3, relating to general 
provisions, and all references thereto, as 
chapter 4; and by inserting immediately 
after chapter 2 the following new chapter: 
CHAPTER 3-BLOCK GRANT FOR THE 

IMPROVEMENT OF EDUCATION IN 
MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE 
SEc. 590. It is the purpose of this chapter 

to provide assistance to States to permit 
State and local educational agencies and in
stitutions of higher education in the State 
to supplement State and local resources 
with Federal funds in order to-

"(1) improve the quality of instruction in 
the field of mathematics and science in the 
State; 

"(2) furnish additional resources and sup
port teacher training and retraining in the 
fields of mathematics and science; 

"(3) encourage secondary school industry 
partnership programs between the business 
community and secondary schools in the 
community; and 

"(4) establish demonstration centers for 
the improvement of education in mathemat
ics and science at institutions of higher edu
cation within the State. 

"AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

"SEc. 590A. There are authorized to be ap
propriated $250,000,000 for the fiscal year 
1984 and for each of the fiscal years ending 
prior to October 1, 1987. 

"ALLOTMENT TO STATES 

"SEc. 590B. (a)(l) From the sums appro
priated to carry out this chapter in any 
fiscal year the Secretary shall reserve not to 
exceed 1 per centum for payments to Guam, 
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and 
the Northern Mariana Islands to be allotted 
in accordance with their respective needs. 

"(2) From the remainder of such sums in 
each fiscal year the Secretary shall allot to 
each State an amount which bears the same 
ratio to the amount of such remainder as 
the school-age population of the State bears 
to school-age population of all States, 
except that no State shall receive less than 
an amount equal to 0.5 per centum of such 
remainder. 

"(b) For the purpose of this section: 
"(1) The term 'school-age population' 

means the population aged five through sev
enteen. 

"(2) The term 'States' includes the fifty 
States, the District of Columbia, and the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

"IN-STATE ALLOCATIONS 

"SEc. 590C. <a> Not to exceed 50 per 
centum of each State's allotment shall be 
available to the State agency for higher 
education for activities described in section 
590D(C). 

"(b)(l) The State educational agency shall 
reserve from the remainder not less than 15 
per centum of each State's allotment to be 
available to the State educational agencies 
for programs and activities described in sec
tion 590(b) to be conducted at the State 
level. 

"(2) The State educational agency shall 
distribute the remainder of each State's al
lotment to local educational agencies within 
the State according to the relative enroll
ments in public and nonpublic schools 
within the school districts of such agencies, 
adjusted in accordance with criteria ap
proved by the Secretary, to provide higher 
per pupil allocations to local educational 
agencies which have the greatest numbers 
or percentages of children whose education 
imposes a higher than average cost per 
child, such as-

"<A> children from low-income families, 
"<B) children living in economically de

pressed urban and rural areas, and 
"(C) children living in sparsely populated 

areas. 
"(3) The Secretary shall approve criteria 

suggested by the State educational agency 
for adjusting allocations under subsection 
<a> if such criteria are reasonably calculated 
to produce an equitable distribution of 
funds with reference to the factors set forth 
in paragraph < 1>. 

"(4) To the extent practicable, each State 
educational agency shall use the same crite
ria established under section 565 of this Act. 

"(c)(l) From the allotment of the State 
under section 590B during each fiscal year, 
the State educational agency shall distrib
ute to each local educational agency which 
has submitted an application as required in 
section 590E the amount of its allocation as 
determined under subsection (b). 

"(2) From the amount reserved under sub
section (a) from the allotment of the State 
for each fiscal year, the State agency on 
higher education shall make payments to 
students awarded scholarships and to insti
tutions of higher education awarded grants 
for centers in accordance with the provi
sions of this chapter. 
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''AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES 

"SEc. 590D. (a) Each State educational 
agency and local educational agency shall 
use funds under this chapter to develop and 
implement one or more of the programs and 
activities described in subsection (b). 

"(b)(l) Each State and local educational 
agency, in cooperation with institutions of 
higher education and business concerns in 
the community, may conduct special 
projects for-

"(A) in-service training and retraining of 
elementary and secondary school teachers 
of mathematics, science, and computer sci
ence; 

"(B) summer institutes for elementary 
and secondary school students of mathe
matics, science, and computer science; and 

"(C) projects designed to make science an 
integral part of the curricula in the elemen
tary and secondary schools within the State 
or school district, as the case may be. 

"(2) Each State and local educational 
agency may carry out a secondary school in
dustry partnership exchange program under 
which-

"(A) secondary school teachers in the 
schools of State and local educational agen
cies who teach mathematics, science, or 
computer science are made available to local 
business concerns and business concerns 
with establishments located in the commu
nity to serve in such concerns or establish
ments; 

"(B) personnel of local business concerns 
and business concerns with establishments 
located in the community serve as teachers 
of mathematics, science, or computer sci
ence in the secondary schools within the 
State; and 

"(C) training and retraining is furnished 
to secondary school teachers of mathemat
ics, science, and computer science under a 
cooperative arrangement between the State 
or local educational agency and appropriate 
business concerns. 

"(3) Each State and local educational 
agency may carry out projects designed to-

"( 1) identify students with high potential 
and above average academic achievement in 
the fields of mathematics, science, and com
puter science; 

"(2) provide special instruction in summer 
institutes in the fields of mathematics, sci
ence, and computer science to such stu
dents; 

"(3) train and retrain teachers to provide 
instruction to gifted and talented secondary 
school students in the fields of mathemat
ics, science, and computer science; and 

"(4) encourage, motivate, and assist gifted 
and talented secondary school students to 
pursue a career in the field of mathematics, 
science, or computer science. 

"(c)(l) Each State agency for higher edu
cation may carry out a State program for 
awarding scholarships to students for the 
third and fourth years of undergraduate 
study at institutions of higher education 
within the State in order to enable such stu
dents to qualify to teach in the fields of 
mathematics or science in the secondary 
schools within the State in accordance with 
the provisions of section 590E(a)(5). 

"(2) Each State agency for higher educa
tion may make grants to institutions of 
higher education within the State to assist 
such institutions in developing and operat
ing demonstration centers for mathematics 
and science education at such institutions. 
Each such center shall be designed to-

"<A> furnish State and local educational 
agencies with technical assistance and train-

ing in the fields of mathematics, science, 
and computer science; 

"(B) conduct training and retraining 
projects for elementary and secondary 
school teachers of mathematics and science, 
including instruction in the use and the de
velopment of computer-aided instruction; 
and 

"(C) develop tests and disseminate cur
riculum materials to be used in the elemen
tary and secondary schools within the State 
and continuing education programs con
ducted within the State. 

STATE, LOCAL, AND INSTITUTIONAL 
APPLICATIONS 

"SEc. 590E. (a) Any State which desires to 
receive grants under this chapter shall file a 
supplement to the application filed under 
section 564 of this Act. Each such supple
ment shall-

"(1) designate <A> the State educational 
agency as the State agency responsible for 
the administration and supervision of pro
grams described in section 590D(b) assisted 
under this chapter, and <B> the State 
agency for higher education as the State 
agency responsible for the administration 
and supervision of prograiOS and activities 
described in section 590D(c) assisted under 
this chapter; 

"(2) describe the activities for which as
sistance under this chapter is sought; 

"(3) provide assurances that not more 
than 5 per centum of the allotment of the 
State in any fiscal year may be expended on 
administrative expenses at the State level or 
at the local level by State and local educa
tional agencies; 

"(4) with respect to the secondary school 
industry partnership exchange program 
provide assurances that-

"(A) 25 per centum of the funds for each 
such project will be furnished by business 
concerns within the community; 

"(B) 25 per centum of the funds will be 
supplied by State and local educational 
ag.encies participating in the program; 

"(C) no stipend will be paid directly to em
ployees of a profitmaking business concern; 
and 

"(D) teachers participating in the ex
change program may not be employed by 
the participating business concern with 
which the teacher served within three years 
after the end of the exchange program 
unless the teacher repays the full cost of 
the exchange program to the State and 
local educational agency, as the case may 
be; and 

"(5) provdes assurances that the State 
program for awarding scholarships to third 
and fourth year undergraduate students at 
institutions within the State who wish to 
pursue a course of study at institutions of 
higher education in mathematics or science, 
or both, leading to a degree to qualify as a 
teacher of mathematics or science, or both, 
under which-

"(A) each student awarded a scholarship 
under this chapter will receive a stipend 
which shall not exceed the cost of tuition at 
the institution of higher education plus a 
stipend of not to exceed $750 for each aca
demic year of study for which the scholar
ship is a warded; 

"(B) the State will establish procedures 
for an equitable distribution of awarding 
scholarships throughout the State; 

"(C) the State will provide assurances that 
each student receiving a scholarship under 
the program assisted under this chapter will 
enter into an agreement with the State 
under which the student, will, within one 
year after completing the degree for which 

assistance is furnished under this chapter, 
teach for a period of not less than three 
years in an elementary or secondary school 
in the State as a mathematics or science 
teacher; and 

"(D) the State will provide procedures de
signed to assure that the State will require 
the student to repay promptly the amount 
of the scholarship made in the case of any 
student who fails to comply with the agree
ment entered into pursuant to clause (C) or 
any portion thereof which is subject to the 
failure to comply; and 

"(6) provide such additional assurances as 
the Secretary determines essential to ensure 
compliance with the requirements of this 
chapter. 

"(b) A local educational agency may re
ceive its allocation of funds under this chap
ter for any year in which it has on file with 
State educational agency a supplement to 
the application submitted under section 566 
which-

"(1) describes the activities for which the 
local educational agency seeks assistance 
under this chapter; 

"(2) provides assurances, with respect to 
the secondary school industry partnership 
exchange program, that-

"(A) 25 per centum of the funds for each 
such project will be furnished by business 
concerns within the community; 

"(B) 25 per centum of the funds will be 
supplied by State and local educational 
agencies participating in the program; 

"(C) no stipend will be paid directly to em
ployees of a profitmaking business concern; 
and 

"(D) teachers participating in the ex
change program may not be employed by 
the participating business concern with 
which the teacher served within three years 
after the end of the exchange program 
unless the teacher repays the full cost of 
the exchange program to the State and 
local educational agency, as the case may 
be;and . 

"(3) contains such other assurances and 
agreements as the State educational agency 
determines essential to assure compliance 
with the provisions of this chapter. 

"(c) Any institution of higher education 
within the State which desires to receive a 
grant under this chapter shall file an appli
cation with the State agency on higher edu
cation which-

"<1) describes the demonstration center 
for science and mathematics education to be 
established and operated at the institution 
together with the activities which the 
center will conduct; and 

"(2) contains such other assurances and 
agreements as the State agency on higher 
education deeiOS essential to assure compli
ance with the provisions of this chapter. 

"(d)(l) The provisions of section 564 and 
of subsections (b) and <c> of section 566 of 
this Act shall apply to the supplements re
quired by this section. 

"(2) Each application filed by an institu
tion of higher education under subsection 
<c> shall be for a period not to exceed three 
fiscal years, and may be amended annually 
as may be necessary to reflect changes with
out filing a new application.". 

SEc. 3. Section 595(a) of the Education 
and Consolidation Act of 1981 is amended 
by striking out "and" at the end of clause 
(9), by striking out the period at the end of 
clause <10) and inserting in lieu thereof a 
semicolon and the word "and", and by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

"(11) the term 'institution of higher edu
cation' has the same meaning given that 
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term by section 1201(a) of the Higher Edu
cation Act of 1965; and 

"<12) the term 'State agency for higher 
education' means the State board of higher 
education or other agency or officer primar
ily responsible for the State supervision of 
higher education, or if there is no such offi
cer or agency, an officer or agency designat
ed by the Governor or by State law.". 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 1. The purpose of this bill is to es
tablish a new block grant, entitled "Mathe
matics and Science Block Grant Act," to 
follow the ECIA Chapter 2 block grant cre
ated in 1981. 

Section 2. The current ECIA chapter 3, 
dealing with administrative application, is 
redesignated as chapter 4. 

Section 590. The purpose of the block 
grant is to improve the quality of instruc
tion in the field of mathematics and science; 
to furnish resources, teacher training and 
retraining; to establish partnership pro
grams with the business community, and; to 
establish demonstration centers at institu
tions of higher education. 

Section 590A. The appropriation for this 
bill is $250,000,000. 

Section 590B. The distribution formula 
applied is that of the Chapter 2 Block 
Grant. Allotments are made by the Secre
tary of Education based upon a state's popu
lation of school age children, with a small 
state minimum of 0.5 percent. 

Section 590C. 50 percent of the funds al
loted shall go toward higher education ac
tivities; a minimum of 15 percent of state 
funds are reserved for the state educational 
agency; the remainder of funds are distrib
uted to local educational agencies. Adjust
ments in distribution are allowed for chil
dren with special needs above the average 
cost per child. 

Section 5900 (a). State and local educa
tional agencies may use funds for the fol
lowing purposes: 

1. Special projects in cooperation with the 
business community and institutions of 
higher education to provide: • • • and sec
ondary teachers of math, science and com
puter science; summer institutes for elemen
tary and secondary students in math, sci
ence and computer science; projects making 
science an integral part of the curricula in 
elementary and secondary schools. 

2. Secondary school-industry partnership 
programs designed to: Provide exchanges 
for teachers of math and science to partici
pate in the business community; encourage 
local business concerns to become involved 
with secondary schools; provide training 
and retraining of teachers of math and sci
ence under a cooperative arrangement be
tween the local educational agency and ap
propriate business concerns; 

3. Projects for the gifted and talented de
signed to: Identify students with high po
tential and above average academic work; 
provide special instruction in summer insti
tutes; train and retrain teachers to provide 
instructions to gifted and talented students; 
assist gifted and talented students in pursu
ing careers in mathematics, science and 
computer science. 

Section 590C (C). State agencies for higher 
education, or their equivalent, may use 
funds for the following purposes: 

1. To award scholarships to college stu
dents during their third and fourth year to 
enable them to qualify to teach math or sci
ence. 

2. To establish demonstration centers for 
mathematics and science education designed 

to: Furnish technical assistance; train and 
retrain teachers of math and science, par
ticularly in the use of computer-aided in
struction; develop testing and curricula ma
terials. 

Section 590E. State and local educational 
agency applications for funds under this 
block grant must: Assure that not more 
than 5 percent of funds will be used for ad
ministrative purposes; provide a 25 percent 
matching grant from business concerns for 
school-industry partnership programs; pro
vide a 25 percent matching grant from the 
state and local education agencies for 
school-industry partnership programs; pro
vide that no stipend will be paid directly to 
employees of a profit making business con
cern; provide that teachers participating in 
an industry-school-industry exchange pro
gram may not be employed by the partici
pating business concern within 3 years; 
assure that college students receiving grants 
to prepare them to teach math and science 
will agree to teach for a three year period, 
or be required to repay the scholarship.e 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 1056. A bill to authorize the Na

tional Science Foundation to provide 
assistance for a program for visiting 
faculty exchanges and institutional de
velopment in the fields of mathemat
ics, science, and engineering, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY FACULTY EXCHANGE 

AND INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACT 

• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing a bill which is aimed at 
a critical national problem and which 
also offers a s·olution based on a very 
noble American tradition. The prob
lem is the need for improvement in 
our mathematics, science, and engi
neering education, particularly for stu
dents at schools below the top rank of 
technical institutions and for minority 
students. The American tradition 
which I have in mind is offering assist
ance to those who are willing to help 
themselves. 

The problem is, by now, well known 
to everybody. We have a severe short
age of qualified teachers in mathemat
ics, science, and engineering, at all 
levels, in elementary schools, as well 
as colleges and universities. Only a 
small percentage of students in high 
schools take more than 2 years' 
courses in mathematics and sciences. 
Even fewer then enter colleges and 
universities to study mathematics, sci
ences, and engineering. More Ph. D. 
degrees in these fields are earned by 
graduate students from foreign coun
tries than by American citizens. Re
search facilities at many educational 
institutions are out of date. In con
trast, the Germans, Japanese, Rus
sians, and Chinese are paying a great 
deal of attention to science and techni
cal education. 

In 1958, after the launching of Sput
nik Congress passed the National De
fense Education Act, as part of an 
effort to compete more successfully 
with the Soviet Union's advancements 
in technology. Large sums of money 

were spent in educating our young at 
all levels-from elementary schools 
through graduate institutions. We suc
ceeded so well in promoting science 
teaching that we were able to land an 
astronaut on the Moon in 1969. Yet by 
the 1970's, many of our highly educat
ed .;cientists and engineers could not 
find employment in industry or in our 
schools because of declining opportu
nities in business, social indifference 
to science, shrinking school enroll
ments, and reduced interest by many 
firms in high-technology products and 
services. 

Today, our problem is significantly 
different from that which faced us in 
the mid-1950's. Not only do we still 
face the Soviet threat, which has not 
abated, but our technological leader
ship is being successfully challenged 
by other industrial powers. While our 
national research and development 
budget has stagnated, other countries 
have increased their research and de
velopment funds close to our rate of 
spending. Japan, with one-half of our 
population, produces the same number 
of electrical engineers. The solutions 
to all these problems will not be easy. 

Several pieces of legislation ad
dressed to different aspects of our di
minishing scientific leadership have 
already been introduced. Our col
leagues in the House of Representa
tives have passed legislation to address 
these problems, and several of my 
Senate colleagues have also introduced 
bills. I look forward to working with 
them to develop omnibus legislation 
that will be adequate in both scope 
and funding and will provide the kind 
of support that will not result in 
short-term over-supply of technical 
and scientifically trained people, fol
lowed again by shortages of educators 
and workers in highly technical fields. 

The bill that I am introducing today 
is both unique and modest in cost. It 
authorizes $12 million a year to bene
fit directly between 100 to 200 institu
tions of higher education. My bill 
works in two ways. First, it will help 
those who are willing to help them
selves and are eager to improve their 
own abilities and qualifications to 
teach others and thus increase the 
quality of their institutions. The fol
lowing examples will make clear what 
I have in mind. There are many col
leges and universities that are interest
ed in improving the quality of their 
science teaching. They may be in a 
remote area not within commuting dis
tance to a major educational institu
tion and hence have no easy access to 
most recent developments in mathe
matics, science, and engineering. They 
may be in financially disadvantageous 
situations, with poor research facilities 
and heavy teaching loads for the fac
ulty members. Or they may have an 
unusually large percentage of minori
ties whose needs and backgrounds may 
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be quite different from students in 
major technical universities. 

Under this bill, faculty members at 
these institutions may apply for a fel
lowship to spend a year at another in
stitution where the fellowship holder 
can take new courses and work on a re
search project to improve their profes
sional qualifications. These grantees 
would then return to their original in
stitutions better qualified to improve 
the general level of instruction and to 
stimulate student involvement. This 
bill would provide funds for equipment 
purchase and reduced teaching loads, 
so that the fellowship recipient can 
have time to work on new curricula 
and have money to purchase new re
search and teaching tools. 

Second, my bill also provides oppor
tunities for scientists and technicians 
to help others. In the United States 
there are many first rate researchers 
and educators who are ranked among 
the top in the world in their special
ties. This bill will offer these skilled 
educators and researchers an opportu
nity to go to institutions where their 
services would be most welcome and 
especially needed. They can offer new 
courses which may be of interest and 
importance to the students and facul
ty members at the institutions where 
the visitors will spend a year in resi
dence. These visitors can also share 
ideas and methods of teaching and 
methods of research, can further con
duct and supervise selected research 
projects, either as demonstrations or 
original research. They may also work 
with people in the college community, 
give lectures to popularize mathemat
ics, science, and engineering, or con
duct other community-related activi
ties. This bill, therefore, provides op
portunities for educators, researchers, 
and the communities to get acquainted 
with each other and to exchange ideas· 
and possible solutions to scientific, 
technological, and educational prob
lems. 

Today, we are being challenged and 
tested as we have rarely been before. 
Not only should our top technical in
stitutions be strengthened, but the 
quality of teaching throughout the 
educational system should be en
hanced. We shall be much stronger as 
a nation and a much better competitor 
in the international high-technology 
race if the benefits of good teaching 
are distributed evenly. Our success 
cannot depend on only a shallow elite 
but rather must provide all our stu
dents with a good basic education with 
the prospect for advancement. This at
tempt to deal with less well-to-do 
schools and students is a unique fea
ture of this measure, and I urge that it 
be given favorable consideration as the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources marks up an omnibus science 
education bill. 

Mr. President, I request unanimous 
consent that the text of this bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 1056 
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 "Science and Tech
nology Faculty Exchange and Institutional 
Development Act". 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSES 

SEc. 2. (a) The Congress finds that-
< 1) scientific literacy of the general public 

and the existence of a sufficient number of 
personnel with the knowledge and qualifica
tions to pursue careers in science and tech
nology are essential for the military and 
economic strength of the Nation, and for ef
ficient decisionmak.ing and management at 
the personal, local, and national level; 

(2) at present there are not enough ade
quately trained applicants to fill advanced 
scientific and technological positions in pri
vate industry, the Government and the 
Armed Forces, and there is a shortage of 
qualified teachers of mathematics, science, 
and engineering at every level from grade 
school through graduate school; 

(3) in contrast, other industrialized na
tions, especially Japan and West Germany, 
strongly support mathematics, science, and 
engineering education, and as a result have 
modernized old industries and are creating 
new industries and products, competing 
with the United States; 

(4) the successful Fulbright-Hays Fellow
ship Program is an excellent example of an 
exchange program to help promote mutual 
understanding and aid in the solution of the 
educational problems of the Nation; 

<5> most of our people are not exposed to 
the high quality of mathematics, science, 
and engineering education offered at the 
first class institutions of higher education in 
this country; and 

(6) many attend small colleges in remote 
areas or institutions serving a large percent
age of minority students or economically 
disadvantaged students, and the faculty at 
these colleges and institutions are interested 
in improving their qualifications and in up
grading the educational level at eligible in
stitutions. 

(b) It is the purpose of this Act to-
< 1 > overcome the shortage of qualified 

teachers in the fields of mathematics, sci
ence, and engineering and to improve the 
quality of teachers in such fields by-

<A> emphasizing the continuing need for 
excellence in science and technology skills 
for use in defense industries and interna
tional competition; 

<B> promoting an increased interest and a 
better understanding of the fields of mathe
matics, science, and engineering; and 

<C> increasing the quality of teaching and 
research in the fields of mathematics, sci
ence, and engineering at institutions of 
higher education where such improved qual
ity is needed; and 

(2) establish an exchange of accomplished 
faculty and researchers from institutions of 
higher education to eligible institutions 
where institutional development is very 
much in need and thereby-

<A> promote better communication, 
mutual understanding, and cooperation be
tween accomplished mathematicians, scien
tists, and engineers from institutions of 
higher education at which they are serving 

the faculty and students at eligible institu
tions in which visiting faculty and research
ers will serve under the program established 
by this Act; 

<B> demonstrate an improved strength 
and quality of education in the United 
States by the sharing of knowledge and ex
perience and by a mutual improvement in 
institution and research at eligible institu
tions and other institutions of higher educa
tion; and 

<C> provide opportunities for professional 
development of faculty members that 
enable faculty members to return to the eli
gible institutions of higher education from 
which they came to develop and improve 
educational programs at such institutions. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 3. For the purpose of this Act-
(1) the term "Director" means the Direc

tor of the National Science Foundation; 
(2) the term "eligible institution" means 

an institution of higher education in any 
State which-

<A><D has an enrollment which includes a 
substantial percentage of students who are 
members of a minority group or who are 
economically or educationally disadvantage; 
or 

(ii) is located in a community that is not 
within commuting distance of a major insti
tution of higher education; and 

<B> demonstrates a commitment to meet 
the special educational needs of students 
who are members of a minority group or are 
economically or educationally disadvan
taged; 

<3> the term "Foundation" means the Na
tional Science Foundation; 

<4> the term "institution of higher educa
tion" has the same meaning given such term 
under section 1201<a> of the Higher Educa
tion Act of 1965; and 

(5) the term "State" means the several 
States, the District of Columbia, the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, American 
Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the Trust Terri
tory of the Pacific Islands, and the North
ern Mariana Islands. 

PROGRAM AUTHORIZED 

SEc. 4. (a) The Foundation is authorized, 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
Act, to carry out a visiting faculty program 
for mathematicians, scientists, and engi
neers with experience in teaching and re
search who desire to share knowledge or ex
perience in the fields of mathematics, sci
ence, or engineering. 

<b> The Foundation is authorized. in ac
cordance with the provisions of this Act, to 
award fellowships to individuals who have 
demonstrated an interest in teaching and 
research in the fields of mathematics, sci
ence, or engineering and are prepared to 
return to the institution of higher education 
which sponsors the individual. 

(c)(l) There are authorized to be appro
priated $12,000,000 for the fiscal year 1984 
and for each succeeding fiscal year ending 
prior to October 1, 1988, to carry out the 
provisions of this Act. 

(2) There are authorized to be appropri
ated such sums as may be necessary for ad
ministrative expenses for the fiscal year 
1984 and for each succeeding fiscal year 
prior to October 1, 1988. 

SELECTION OF VISITING FACULTY SCHOLARS 

SEc. 5. (a)(l) The Foundation is author
ized, in accordance with the provisions of 
this section, to select visiting faculty schol
ars to participate in the program authorized 
by this section from among scholars who 
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desire to share their knowledge and experi
ence at eligible institutions and who submit 
an application in accordance with subsec
tion <b). 

{2) Any individual who-
<A>< 1) is an active or retired faculty 

member at an institution of higher educa
tion with a Doctor of Philosophy or equiva
lent degree and who has had at least three 
years experience in teaching in the field of 
mathematics, science, or engineering; 

{ii) is a professional staff member associat
ed with a research facility or is a profession
al staff member employed in private indus
try in a research capacity and has a Doctor 
of Philosophy or equivalent degree and has 
had at least three years experience in the 
field of research related to mathematics, sci
ence, or engineering; or 

{iii) is an individual with unusual talent or 
accomplishment in the fields of mathemat
ics, science, or engineering determined in ac
cordance with criteria established by the Di
rector; and 

<B> wishes to participate in the visiting 
faculty program authorized by this section; 
shall submit an application in accordance 
with paragraph {3) to the Director at such 
time, in such manner, and containing or ac
companied by such information as the Di
rector may require. 

{3) Each such application shall contain
<A> a resum~ of the individual making ap

plication together with a list of publica
tions, if any, of which the individual is an 
author; 

<B> a plan of the proposed activities to be 
conducted at the eligible institution selected 
by the applicant including an outline of 
courses to be taught, the type of research 
project or seminar to be conducted, and 
community services related to the teaching 
of mathematics, science, and engineering to 
be offered to the community served by the 
eligible institution; and 

<C> such other information as the Direc
tor may reasonably require. 
Each application shall be accompanied by a 
letter of acceptance from the eligible insti
tution selected by the applicant. 

FACULTY FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM 

SEc. 6. <a> The Foundation is authorized, 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
section, to award fellowships to individuals 
who demonstrate an interest in teaching 
and research in the fields of mathematics, 
science, or engineering and who agree to 
return to the sponsoring eligible institution 
after the completion of the period for which 
the fellowship is awarded. 

{b) Any eligible institution desiring to par
ticipate in the program under this section 
shall submit an application to the Director 
at such time, in such manner, and contain
ing or accompanied by such information as 
the Director may reasonably require. Each 
such application shall-

{1) be made on behalf of a full time facul
ty member of the eligible institution who

<A> has demonstrated an interest in teach
ing and research in the field of mathemat
ics, science, or engineering; and 

<B> has agreed to return to the sponsoring 
eligible institution at the conclusion of the 
period of study and research for which the 
fellowship is awarded; and 

<2> describe the fellowship program for 
which assistance is sought, including the in
stitution of higher education selected by the 
faculty member for the first year of study 
under the program, together with a descrip
tion of the course of study, research, and 
teaching activities which the faculty 

member will undertake for the first year of 
fellowship; and 

{3) contain a description of the courses of 
study, research projects, and plans for insti
tutional development which the faculty 
member will undertake upon returning to 
the sponsoring eligible institution. 
SUPPORT FOR VISITING SCHOLARS AND FELLOWS; 

CONDITIONS 

SEc. 7. {a){l) Each individual selected 
under section 5 may participate in the visit
ing faculty program for a period not to 
exceed two years and must participate for a 
period of at least one semester in each of 
the two years. 

{2) Each visiting faculty member who is 
selected in accordance with section 5 shall 
receive a stipend for the period of the visit
ing faculty program at the eligible institu
tion which shall not exceed the compensa
tion paid to the faculty member in the year 
prior to the year the faculty member par
ticipates in the program under this Act <in 
the case of a retired member, the amount of 
retired compensation> together with such 
adjustments for moving expenses and other 
necessary expenses associated with visiting 
the eligible institution as the Director may 
establish. 

(3) In addition each faculty member par
ticipating in the visiting faculty program 
under sections may receive a support pay
ment not to exceed $5,000 for equipment, 
material, and supplies necessary for projects 
to be carried out at the eligible institution. 

(b){l) Each individual selected under sec
tion 6 shall participate in the fellowship 
program for a period of three years. 

<2><A> A faculty member who is awarded a 
fellowship under the provision of section 6 
shall receive for the first year of the fellow
ship period, a stipend which may not exceed 
the compensation paid to the faculty 
member in the year prior to the year the 
faculty member participates in the program 
under this Act <in the case of a retired 
member, the amount of retired compensa
tion> together with such adjustments for 
moving expenses and other necessary ex
penses associated in visiting the eligible in
stitution as the Director may establish. 

<B> Each faculty member shall for the 
second and third years of the program for 
which the fellowship was awarded under 
the provisions of section 6 receive payments 
not to exceed $15,000 for each such year de
termined in accordance with criteria estab
lished by the Director for the costs associat
ed with research and curriculum develop
ment by the faculty member at the eligible 
institution to which the faculty member re
turns. 

(3) In addition a faculty member partici
pating in the fellowship program authorized 
by section 6 may receive a support payment 
for the first year of such program not to 
exceed $5,000 for equipment, materials, and 
supplies necessary to carry out the projects 
at the institution of higher education at 
which research and courses of study are 
taken. 

(c) The Foundation is authorized to re
quire reports containing such information 
in such form and to be filed at such time as 
the Foundation determines to be necessary 
with respect to any individual serving as a 
visiting scholar or awarded a faculty fellow
ship under the provisions of this Act. Such 
report shall be accompanied by such certifi
cations as the Director determines to be 
necessary to carry out the functions of the 
Foundation under this Act. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS; REPORTS 

SEc. 8. (a) In order to carry out the provi
sions of this Act, the Foundation is author
ized to-

< 1 > appoint and fix the compensation of 
such personnel as may be necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this Act, except that in 
no case shall employees be compensated at a 
rate to exceed the rate provided for employ
ees in grade GS-18 of the General Schedule 
set forth in section 5332 of title 5, United 
States Code; 

<2> procure temporary and intermittent 
services of experts and consultants as are 
necessary to the extent authorized by sec
tion 3109 of title 5, United States Code, but 
at rates not to exceed the rate specified at 
the time of such service for grade GS-18 of 
section 5332 of such title; 

(3) prescribe such regulations as it deems 
necessary governing the manner in which 
its functions shall be carried out; 

( 4) receive money and other property do
nated, bequeathed, or devised, without con
dition or restriction other than it be used 
for the purposes of this Act; and to use, sell, 
or otherwise dispose of such property for 
the purpose of carrying out the functions of 
the Foundation under this Act; 

(5) accept and utilize the services of volun
tary and noncompensated personnel and re
imburse them for travel expenses, including 
per diem, as authorized by section 5703 of 
title 5, United States Code; 

(6) enter into contracts, grants, or other 
arrangements, or modifications thereof, to 
carry out the provisions of this Act, and 
such contracts or modifications thereof 
may, with the concurrence of two-thirds of 
the members of the National Science Board, 
be entered into without performance or 
other bonds, and without regard to section 
3709 of the Revised Statutes, as amended 
(41 u.s.c. 5); 

(7) make advances, progress, and other 
payments which the Foundation deems nec
essary under this Act without regard to the 
provisions of section 3324 of title 31, United 
States Code; and 

<8> make other necessary expenditures. 
<b> The Director at the end of each fiscal 

year shall prepare and submit a report to 
the President and to the Congress. Each 
such report shall contain a description of 
the activities assisted under this Act, an 
analysis of the programs supported with 
such assistance together with such recom
mendations, including recommendations for 
legislation, as the Foundation deems appro
priate.• 

By Mr. BAUCUS: 
S. 1057. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to place a cap 
on the reduction in individual income 
tax rates, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

TAX RATE EQUITY ACT 

• Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, earlier 
this week I outlined several actions 
that I believe are needed to insure eco
nomic recovery. There are no quick 
fixes that will produce an economic re
covery. 

But there are several actions that 
Congress can take that will make sure 
the economy does not slip back into 
recession. One of the most critical 
steps is to reduce the Federal budget 
deficit. I outlined several ways to cut 
the deficit through steady, year-by-
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year reductions. The legislation I am 
introducing today is a key part of that 
strategy. This legislation would cut 
the deficit by some $6 billion, while 
also making sure that middle-income 
taxpayers will receive the income tax 
cut scheduled for July 1. 

BACKGROUND 

The tax cut enacted in the Economic 
Recovery Tax Act of 1981, or "ERTA," 
actually consists of three cuts. 

First, in 1981, the maximum tax rate 
was reduced from 70 to 50 percent and 
overall tax rates were reduced by 5 
percent. Second, in 1982, overall tax 
rates were further reduced by 10 per
cent. Third, in July 1983, overall rates 
are scheduled to be reduced by an
other 10 percent. The cumulative 
effect of these cuts will be to reduce 
overall tax rates by about 23 percent. 

When President Reagan proposed 
this 3-year tax cut, he predicted that it 
would not create larger deficits, be
cause "the economy will be rapidly 
growing in response to [the] tax 
changes and the other parts of [my] 
program • • •." 

Unfortunately, the President's pre
diction was wrong. The collision be
tween his supply-side fiscal policy and 
the Federal Reserve Board's tight 
monetary policy caused interest rates 
to soar. This, in turn, caused a devas
tating recession that pushed unem
ployment and bankruptcies to record 
levels. 

The recession also created a fiscal 
deficit so huge that it threatens to re
kindle high interest rates and choke 
off any potential for a healthy recov
ery, especially in the "out" years. 

CAPPING THE TAX CUT 

It is not pleasant to propose this leg
islation. Everybody loves a tax cut. 
But we must face facts. The ERTA tax 
cut did not increase Federal revenues, 
as the supply-siders predicted it would. 
And now, with the deficit at $200 bil
lion and rising, we simply cannot 
afford to make the full third-year cut. 
It increases the deficit too much. 

There are, however, two competing 
considerations. 

The first competing consideration is 
fairness. The way the overall 3-year 
tax cut works out, upper income tax
payers receive most of their tax cut in 
the first year-in the form of the re
duction of the maximum tax rate from 
70 to 50 percent-but middle and lower 
income taxpayers receive most of 
theirs in the later 2 years. This means 
that a complete repeal of the third
year tax cut would leave upper income 
taxpayers with more of their original
ly planned tax cut than middle and 
lower income taxpayers. That would 
be unfair. 

The second competing consideration 
is stimulating economic recovery. This 
third-year tax cut happens to come at 
a time when it can provide a needed 
kick to stimulate economic recovery. 
This means that a complete repeal of 

the third-year tax cut might dampen 
the recovery. That would be unwise. 

Therefore, we must balance these 
competing considerations. We must 
limit the third-year tax cut, but not so 
much that middle and low income tax
payers are treated unfairly or that 
economic recovery is significantly 
dampened. 

This balance can be achieved by cap
ping the tax cut. That is what the Tax 
Rate Equity Act I am introducing 
today does. It limits the amount of the 
third-year tax cut to $700. Such a limit 
would reduce the Federal deficit by $6 
billion in fiscal year 1984, $7 billion in 
fiscal year 1985, $7 billion in fiscal 
year 1986, $8 billion in fiscal year 1987, 
and $9 billion in fiscal year 1988. At 
the same time, such a limit would 
permit a couple earning about $35,000 
and filing a joint return to receive 
their full 10-percent tax cut. Above 
that, the effective percentage of the 
cut would diminish. 

Mr. President, I offer this legislation 
not only as a balance between compet
ing policy considerations, but also as a 
potential compromise-between those 
who want to reduce deficits at any cost 
and those who refuse to admit that 
the ERTA tax cut did not live up to 
expectations. I hope that my col
leagues will endorse the compromise 
and help me enact this 'legislation into 
law.e 

By Mr. WEICKER <for himself, 
Mr. D'AMATo, and Mr. Donn): 

S. 1058. A bill providing for the reso
lution of the current rail labor dispute 
in Connecticut and New York, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

RESOLUTION OF METRO NORTH RAIL DISPUTE 

e Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation to pro
vide for a resolution to the current 
labor dispute between two commuter 
authorities-the Connecticut Depart
ment of Transportation <ConnDOT) 
and the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority <MTA)-and certain em
ployees of the United Transportation 
Union <UTU). 

The reason I am introducing legisla
tion at this time is that nearly 90,000 
commuters in the New York/Connecti
cut area have been without rail service 
for more than 5 weeks. The continued 
interruption of rail service to the 
region poses a severe threat to its eco
nomic viability and to the health, 
safety, and welfare of the commuters 
who depend on this service. 

I would prefer to see a resolution of 
this labor dispute through the collec
tive-bargaining process. This process 
has long been the mainstay of labor
management contract proceedings in 
this country, and I believe that it 
should continue to prevail as the 
means by which such contracts are ne
gotiated. Last week, I joined my good 
friend Senator D' AMATO in supporting 

Gov. Mario Cuomo's call for round
the-clock negotiations. 

However, as of midnight on Sunday, 
April 10, those negotiations had 
broken down, with the parties firmly 
entrenched in their respective posi
tions. They had reached an impasse on 
the major outstanding issue-manage
ment's prerogative to set crew size 
versus the principle of "crew con
sist"-labor's term for a guaranteed 
number of trainmen per number of 
cars. It now appears that all channels 
for resolution of this dispute through 
the collective-bargaining process have 
been exhausted. Therefore, Senator 
D' AMATo-who joins me in introducing 
this legislation-and I urge our col
leagues to recognize the intractibility 
of this situation and to support this 
legislation. 

The strike stems from the transfer 
of rail service operations from Conrail 
to a newly formed subsidiary of the 
MTA, the Metro-North Corp. Pursu
ant to the Northeast Rail Services Act 
<NERSA), Congress directed that Con
rail be relieved of its commuter rail ob
ligations by January 1, 1983, in an 
effort to make Conrail a more efficient 
freight rail system. The legislation es
tablished a process for transferring 
commuter rail service operations to 
either a subsidiary of Amtrak-the 
Amtrak Commuter Service Corpo
ration-or the commuter authorities. 
The MTA and ConnDOT chose to ta.ke 
over the service themselves and en
tered into negotiations with the vari
ous unions, successfully securing con
tracts with all but the UTU by the 
transfer date. 

Pursuant to section 510 of NERSA, 
the commuter authorities and the 
UTU exhausted all mean of resolving 
the outstanding issues of rules, pay, 
and working condition, including sub
mitting the dispute to a Presidential 
emergency board convened at the re
quest of the States of New York and 
Connecticut on October 1. Although 
the emergency board recommenda
tions were rejected by the UTU, serv
ice did begin on January 1 when 
Metro-North took over from Conrail. 
Continued efforts to achieve a resolu
tion through collective bargaining 
failed to yield a solution, and the UTU 
went on strike on March 7, 1983. 

I have met with the parties and kept 
in close communication with the 
States of Connecticut and New York 
for 5 Y2 weeks. With no end in sight, it 
is now my responsibility, and the re
sponsibility of the Congress, to ques
tion the cost borne by groups not 
party to the negotiations-the com
muters and businesses of the two 
States. 

For my constituents in Connecticut, 
the strike has been an unmitigated 
hardship over which they have had no 
control. The State of Connecticut is to 
be strongly commended for its efforts 
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to provide alternative transportation 
service by bus. Some have chosen the 
bus and subway route. Others have 
formed carpools, and some large com
panies have resorted to van pools. 
However, the New Haven rail line is an 
essential service for which there is no 
real substitute. The existing highways 
to and from New York City and New 
Haven are already badly congested 
and the additional traffic forced onto 
these limited arteries threatens public 
safety. At best, traveling time has dou
bled during the strike. 

Costs have also skyrocketed. A 
monthly rail commuter ticket from 
Greenwich, Conn., the closest in town 
to New York, costs just over $100. The 
cost for bus and subway for 4 weeks is 
at least $190. From points farther 
north and east, the costs are signifi
cantly greater. 

Mr. President, while we do not yet 
have all the supporting documenta
tion, it is clear that the strike also has 
had a serious impact on businesses 
throughout the region, which is, of 
course, a major metropolitan center. 
Should the strike continue, the eco
nomic viability of the area could be 
threatened. With these various facts 
in mind, we feel we have no choice but 
to seek action on the Federal level. 

The bill I am introducing today is 
similar to legislation introduced by 
Congressman STEWART McKINNEY on 
April 12, 1983. It provides for immedi
ate restoration of commuter rail serv
ice on the New Haven and Harlem and 
Hudson lines and submits outstanding 
issues to binding arbitration. The con
ductors would return to work under 
contract provisions already agreed to 
by the parties at midnight of April 10, 
the last formal bargaining session 
called by the Federal mediator. I be
lieve this provision preserves compro
mises and agreements achieved to date 
by the two parties. Until outstanding 
issues are resolved, the UTU would op
erate under rules which were in effect 
before the takeover from Conrail, 
prior to January 1, 1983. 

A tripartite arbitration board, con
sisting of a member chosen by each 
side and a third member jointly agreed 
to by the union and transit authority, 
would then determine the crew size 
and any other undecided issues. 

If the two parties fail to agree on a 
third member within 45 days, the Gov
ernors of New York and Connecticut 
will jointly make the appointment 
within 10 days. 

The two parties would then have 10 
more days to present their arguments, 
and the arbitrators then would have 
30 days to issue a decision, which 
would be binding on the parties. Under 
the process envisioned in the legisla
tion, a final decision would be handed 
down by the arbitrator with 95 days of 
enactment of the legislation. 

Mr. President, this bill would 
achieve two desirable courses of 

action-the resumption of commuter 
rail service for the States of Connecti
cut and New York and the resolution 
of a very difficult issue, which the 
unions and commuter authorities seem 
unable to reach agreement on. I be
lieve the people of Connecticut and 
New York have suffered long enough. 
It is my intention to hold hearings on 
this matter as soon as possible. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in resolving 
this difficult impasse.e 
• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, today 
I join my friend from Connecticut, Mr. 
WEICKER, in introducing legislation 
which will end the labor dispute be
tween Metro-North, a subsidiary cor
poration of the Metropolitan Trans
portation Authority, and the employ
ees of the United Transportation 
Union <UTU). 

On March 7, after exhausting all of 
the labor provisions of the Northeast 
Rail Service Act of 1981, the UTU 
commenced a strike against Metro
North, a strike which is well into its 
sixth week. For 6 weeks now, 90,000 
commuters from Westchester and 
Connecticut have suffered a tremen
dous hardship as a result of this job 
action on Metro-North. Thousands of 
our commuters are wasting hours and 
hours getting to and from work each 
day and spending additional dollars on 
alternate means of transportation. 

Over the last several weeks, I have 
heard from constituents who arrive 
late to work. This has a detrimental 
impact on the economy of the metro
politan area. I have also been contact
ed by working mothers and fathers 
who, as a result of this strike, come 
home late to their families each night. 

A dispute between the 622 members 
of the UTU and Metro-North has com
pletely halted operations on these rail 
lines. The one unresolved issue at the 
bargaining table deals with the deter
mination of crew sizes-also known as 
crew consists. It is time to settle this 
issue, and this strike and resume serv
ice for the 90,000 commuters. More
over, it is high time to get the balance 
of the over 4,000 employees who work 
on the lines and have reached agree
ments with the company back to work. 
I know these men and women would 
certainly prefer to be working. 

My decision to enter this dispute did 
not come easy. The labor law of this 
country is founded on the principle of 
private collective bargaining. I am 
committed to the principle of collec
tive bargaining and could support leg
islative intervention in these matters 
only under compelling circumstances. 
Such circumstances exist here. 

Mr. President, during my tenure as 
Senator from New York, I have been 
an ardent supporter of mass transpor
tation and believe it is vital to our eco
nomic vitality as a nation. I was one of 
the principal authors of the mass tran
sit reauthorization legislation signed 
by the President in January. I fear 

that this prolonged strike might result 
in commuters turning from the trains 
and back to the highways. The New 
York metropolitan area simply cannot 
tolerate this increased congestion of 
the roads entering New York City. 
Moreover, decreased ridership will ul
timately lead to service cutbacks 
which in turn will hurt the employees 
on the lines. 

Mr. President, this legislation is 
really quite simple. It would call for 
the employees to return to work im
mediately so that service may resume 
on the Harlem, Hudson and New 
Haven lines. All issues which have 
been agreed to between Metro-North 
and the union prior to April 11 will 
take effect, and those issues on which 
there is no agreement will be submit
ted to binding arbitration. The bill 
provides a mechanism for the selection 
of the arbitrating panel. As I have 
stated, it is my understanding that 
only one issue remains to be resolved
the crew consist issue. 

Mr. President, in closing, I do want 
to reiterate my commitment to collec
tive bargaining. But this situation is 
unique. A vital transportation network 
has been crippled. The parties have 
engaged in exhaustive collective bar
gaining. A real impasse has been 
reached. In the final analysis, this leg
islation represents an attempt to build 
a consensus around a solution which 
will bring about a fair settlement for 
the parties and an end to this strike. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
this measure.e 

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. PERCY, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. TSON
GAS, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. SAR
BANES, Mr. CHILES, Mr. DECON
CINI, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. BUR
DICK, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. CocH
RAN, and Mr. BUMPERS): 

S.J. Res. 83. Joint resolution to rec
ognize Senior Center Week during 
Senior Citizen Month as proclaimed 
by the President; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

SENIOR CENTER WEEK 

• Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I am 
proud to offer today, along with my 
distinguished colleague and ranking 
member of the Senate Special Com
mittee on Aging, Senator GLENN, and 
19 cosponsors a Senate joint resolution 
designating the week of May 8 to be 
"Senior Center Week." 

Mr. President, traditionally, May of 
each year is designated as Older Amer
icans Month. It is a month set aside to 
acknowledge and honor older persons 
for their valuable contributions to our 
Nation. Older Americans Month is 
celebrated across the country by 
senior citizen organizations, local gov-



April 14, 1983 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 8653 
ernments, and other community 
groups. Senior Center Week will illus
trate that communities and older citi
zens are increasingly accepting senior 
centers as the primary source in the 
community for social as well as service 
needs of the older person. 

Senior centers are an integral part 
of our Nation's policy for older people. 
Today, local communities support over 
8,000 centers operating in all parts of 
our Nation. Senior center programs 
serve over 5 million older persons and 
range from small programs in church 
halls to extensive multipurpose cen
ters offering services from nutrition to 
counseling. Wherever they are, they 
have one thing in common-these pro
grams provide services and activities 
which enhance and, in many cases, 
extend the quality of life of older per
sons. 

Congress recognized the value of 
senior centers when it established a 
separate program under the Older 
Americans Act to develop multipur
pose senior centers where older per
sons could go for a variety of services 
such as health and legal services under 
one roof. This program continues 
today under the auspices of title III-B 
of the Older Americans Act, and as 
chairman of the Senate Special Com
mittee on Aging I will work to insure 
that senior centers remain a visible 
part of the Older Americans Act. 

Senior Center Week will give atten
tion to centers across the country that 
are responding in creative ways to 
older individuals who are at risk, those 
who are more frail and more depend
ent than their able bodied counter
parts. The work senior centers do com
plements, in a very real sense, our ef
forts to promote alternatives to insti
tutionalization for older persons. They 
supply the types of preventive services 
which are so critical to older persons 
who need a small amount of help in 
order to remain independent. 

Mr. President, I am proud to sponsor 
this resolution on senior centers to 
promote the recognition they so richly 
deserve.e 
e Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my distinguished col
leagues in introducing this joint reso
lution to designate the week of May 8 
as "Senior Center Week." 

During the month of May, senior cit
izen organizations, State and local gov
ernments, and community groups will 
celebrate "Older Americans Month." 
This special month gives us an oppor
tunity to recognize and honor older 
persons for their valuable contribu
tions to our Nation. One place in the 
community where older persons 
gather on a daily basis is the senior 
center-a facility that has become 
firmly established in the fabric of 
American social agencies. 

Since 1943, when the first senior 
center was established in New York 
City, the senior center concept has 

grown into a nationwide service 
system utilized by over 8,000 communi
ties. Hardly a city or town is without 
one. Communities and older citizens 
are increasingly accepting senior cen
ters as the primary source in the com
munity for the social as well as the 
service needs of older adults. With 
Federal assistance and State and local 
resources, senior centers provide nutri
tion programs, counseling, health and 
legal services, social activities, and em
ployment opportunities for older 
Americans. Senior centers have 
become the focal point on the local 
level for senior citizen activities. 

When we study the growth of senior 
centers, we realize that their prolifera
tion is closely related to the flow of 
Federal dollars made available by pas
sage of the Older Americans Act of 
1965. Today, senior centers are provid
ed for through title III-B of the Older 
Americans Act. The recognition of 
Senior Center Week reaffirms our sup
port for senior centers as a prominent 
part of the Older Americans Act. 

I am pleased to sponsor this resolu
tion which highlights senior centers 
and honors their dedicated personnel 
for the important work they do on 
behalf of our seniors. Through the 
neighborhood senior center, a senior 
citizen can remain active, associate 
with friends, and obtain necessary 
services. I urge my colleagues to sup
port this resolution for Senior Center 
Week.e 
e Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
am honored to be joining my col
leagues in sponsoring this resolution 
to designate the week of May 8 as 
"Senior Center Week." It is very ap
propriate. May has already been desig
nated as the month in which all of us 
recognize the contributions of older 
Americans. 

In recent years, senior centers have 
become a strong link between retired 
citizens and the communities in which 
they live. Many networks have been 
formed at these sites. The network of 
support is highly publicized. It in
cludes nutrition programs and trans
portation services which benefit senior 
citizens. There is also the educational 
network which provides opportunities 
for participants to explore new areas 
from ceramics to Spanish. Finally, 
there is the important network of 
friendship, encouraged by social activi
ties such as field trips, and Saturday 
night dances. 

Senior centers offer a way to reach 
our goal of economic and social inde
pendence for Americans at all ages. 
Therefore, it gives me pleasure to call 
upon the President to proclaim a spe
cial week during the month of May to 
acknowledge the role that senior cen
ters play in our society .e 
e Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
today I enthusiastically join my col
leagues on the Senate Special Commit
tee on Aging in the resolution declar-

ing the week of May 8 as "Senior 
Center Week." 

All of us in this Chamber have 
supped at the tables of these warm 
and friendly havens of our States' el
derly citizens. During these visits we 
have been privileged to discuss nation
al and local issues with those whose 
experience and counsel have come to 
count on-rich and poor alike. 

I urge all Members of the Senate 
that during May, they remember the 
senior centers and the Older Ameri
cans Act that created them.e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 19 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
<Mr. DoMENICI) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 19, a bill to amend the Em
ployee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 197 4 and the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 to assure equality of eco
nomic opportunities for women and 
men under retirement plans. 

s. 57 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
name of the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. PRESSLER) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 57, a bill to amend title 
18 of the United States Code relating 
to the sexual exploitation of children. 

s. 159 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
<Mr. JOHNSTON) was added as a cospon
sor of S. 159, a bill to amend section 
1086(c) of title 10, United States Code, 
to provide for payment under the 
CHAMPUS program of certain health 
care expenses incurred by certain 
members and former members of the 
uniformed services and their depend
ents to the extent that such expenses 
are not payable under medicare. 

s. 209 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon 
<Mr. PACKWOOD) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 209, a bill to amend the 
Controlled Substances Act to establish 
a temporary program under which 
heroin would be made available 
through qualified hospital pharmacies 
for the relief of pain of cancer pa
tients. 

s. 272 

At the request of Mr. PREssLER, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
<Mr. DURENBERGER) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 272, a bill to improve 
small business access to Federal pro
curement information. 

s. 427 

At the request of Mr. BAucus, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska 
<Mr. STEVENS), the Senator from Indi
ana (Mr. LUGAR), the Senator from 
Missouri <Mr. DANFORTH), the Senator 
from South Carolina <Mr. HoLLINGS), 
the Senator from Florida <Mrs. HAw-
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KINS), the Senator from South Caroli
na <Mr. THuRMOND), and the Senator 
from North Dakota <Mr. BURDICK) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 427, a 
bill to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 to remove certain limita
tions on charitable contributions of 
certain literary, musical, or artistic 
compositions. 

s. 474 

At the request of Mr. CocHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
474, a bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to provide for the protec
tion of Government witnesses in crimi
nal proceedings. 

s. 540 

At the request of Mr. GOLDWATER, 
the names of the Senator from Florida 
(Mrs. HAWKINS), the Senator from In
diana <Mr. LuGAR), the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. JEPSEN), and the Senator 
from Hawaii <Mr. MATSUNAGA) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 540, a bill to 
amend the Public Health Service Act 
to establish a National Institute of Ar
thritis and Musculoskeletal and Skin 
Diseases, and for other purposes. 

s. 572 

At the request of Mr. DoDD, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
<Mr. SARBANES), the Senator from New 
York (Mr. MOYNIHAN), and the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania <Mr. HEINZ) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 572, a 
bill to provide emergency assistance 
for children. 

s. 602 

At the request of Mrs. HAWKINS, the 
names of the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. HoLLINGS), the Senator 
from Alabama <Mr. DENTON), the Sen
ator from Washington <Mr. GoRTON), 
the Senator from Georgia <Mr. MAT
TINGLY), the Senator from Nevada 
<Mr. LAxALT), and the Senator from 
Wyoming <Mr. WALLOP) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 602, a bill to provide 
for the broadcasting of accurate infor
mation to the people of Cuba, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 629 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia <Mr. SPECTER) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 629, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to increase the 
per diem rate payable by the Veterans' 
Administration to States providing 
domiciliary, nursing home, and hospi
tal care to veterans in State homes. 

s. 668 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. PREssLER) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 668, a bill to reform 
Federal criminal sentencing proce
dures. 

s. 691 

At the request of Mr. ARMSTRONG, 
the names of the Senator from Indi
ana <Mr. LUGAR) and the Senator from 
North Carolina <Mr. HELMs) were 

added as cosponsors of S. 691, a bill to 
amend title 38, United States Code, to 
establish a new veterans' educational 
assistance program and a veterans' 
supplemental educational assistance 
program, and for other purposes. 

s. 760 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina <Mr. HOLLINGS) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 760, a bill to impose a 
moratorium on offshore oil and gas 
leasing, certain licensing and permit
ting, and approval of certain plans, 
with respect to geographical areas lo
cated in the Pacific Ocean off the 
coastline of the State of California, 
and in the Atlantic Ocean off the 
State of Massachusetts. 

s. 911 

At the request of Mr. CHILES, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. PRoXMIRE) was added as a co
sponsor of S. 911, a bill to establish a 
Commission to make recommenda
tions for changes in the role of non
party multicandidate political action 
committees in the financing of cam
paigns of candidates for Federal office. 

s. 986 

At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the 
name of the Senator from North 
Dakota <Mr. BuRDICK) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 986, a bill to repeal em
ployer reporting requirements with re
spect to tips. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 19 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. PRYOR), and the Senator from 
South Carolina <Mr. HoLLINGS) were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 19, a joint resolution to au
thorize and request the President to 
designate the period August 26, 1983, 
through August 30, 1983, as "National 
Psychology Days." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 41 

At the request of Mr. STAFFORD, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
<Mr. MoYNIHAN), the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. JEPSEN), the Senator from 
Washington (Mr. GoRTON), the Sena
tor from Colorado <Mr. ARMSTRONG), 
the Senator from Nebraska <Mr. ZoR
INSKY), the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. LEviN), and the Senator from 
Delaware <Mr. RoTH) were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
41, a joint resolution to authorize and 
request the President to designate the 
week of April 10, 1983, through April 
16, 1983, as "National Education For 
Business Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 61 

At the request of Mr. ANDREWS, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
<Mr. CocHRAN), the Senator from 
North Carolina <Mr. HELMS), the Sena
tor from Ohio <Mr. GLENN), the Sena
tor from Florida <Mr. CHILES), the 
Senator from South Carolina <Mr. 
HOLLINGS), the Senator from New 
York <Mr. MoYNIHAN), the Senator 

from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE), the Sena
tor from Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS), the 
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HEINZ), the Senator from Alaska <Mr. 
STEVENS), the Senator from illinois 
<Mr. DIXON), the Senator from Indi
ana <Mr. LuGAR), the Senator from 
North Dakota <Mr. BuRDICK), and the 
Senator from South Carolina <Mr. 
THURMOND) were added as cosponsors 
of Senate Joint Resolution 61, a joint 
resolution to designate the week of 
May 22, 1983, through May 28, 1983, 
as "National Digestive Diseases Aware
ness Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 66 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 
<Mr. QUAYLE), the Senator from Ohio 
<Mr. GLENN), the Senator from Missis
sippi <Mr. CocHRAN), the Senator from 
North Dakota <Mr. ANDREWS), the 
Senator from Indiana <Mr. LUGAR), the 
Senator from Arkansas <Mr. PRYOR), 
the Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
ABDNOR), the Senator from North 
Dakota <Mr. BuRDICK), the Senator 
from Kentucky <Mr. FoRD), the Sena
tor from South Carolina <Mr. HoL
LINGs), the Senator from Massachu
setts <Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), the 
Senator from Alaska <Mr. STEVENS), 
the Senator from Idaho <Mr. SYMMS), 
the Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. 
TsoNGAS), and the Senator from Con
necticut <Mr. WEICKER) were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
66, a joint resolution to authorize and 
request the President to designate 
May 6, 1983, as "National Nurse Rec
ognition Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 68 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
names of the Senator from Maine (Mr. 
MITCHELL), and the Senator from 
Washington <Mr. JACKSON) were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 68, a joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to designate 
July 16, 1983, as "National Atomic 
Veterans' Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 78 

At the request of Mr. GoRTON, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. DECONCINI) was added as a CO
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 78, 
a joint resolution to authorize and re
quest the President to issue a procla
mation designating April 24, through 
April 30, 1983, as "National Organ Do
nation Awareness Week." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 6 

At the request of Mr. BOSCHWITZ, 
the name of the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. MATSUNAGA) was added as a CO
sponsor of Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 6, a concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress 
that the Federal Government should 
maintain current efforts in Federal 
nutrition programs to prevent in
creases in domestic hunger. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 90 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir
ginia <Mr. BYRD) was added as a co
·sponsor of Senate Resolution 90, a res
olution expressing the sense of the 
Senate that the Soviet Government 
should immediately release Anatoly 
Shcharansky and allow him to emi
grate. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 24-RELATING TO THE 
OBSERVATION OF OLDER 
AMERICANS MONTH 
Mrs. HAWKINS submitted the fol

lowing concurrent resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

S. CoN. REs. 24 
Whereas older Americans have contribut

ed many years of service to their families, 
their communities, and the Nation; 

Whereas the population of the United 
States is comprised of a large percentage of 
older Americans representing a wealth of 
knowledge and experience; 

Whereas acknowledgment should be given 
to older Americans for the contributions 
they continue to make to their communities 
and the Nation; and 

Whereas many States and communities 
provide such acknowledgment of older 
Americans during the month of May: Now 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That in recognition 
of-

(1) the traditional designation of the 
month of May as "Older Americans Month" 
by the President of the United States, and 

(2) the repeated expression by the Con
gress of its appreciation and respect for the 
achievements of older Americans and its 
desire that these Americans continue to 
play an active role in the life of the Nation, 
it is the sense of the Congress that the 
people of the United States should observe 
Older Americans Month with appropriate 
programs, ceremonies, and activities. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 112-RE
LATING TO PROTECTION OF 
CIVILIANS IN THE CONFLICT 
BETWEEN THAILAND AND 
KAMPUCHEA 
Mr. LUGAR submitted the following 

resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 112 
Whereas the people of Kampuchea have 

long endured war, bitter civil strife, and 
atrocities; 

Whereas since January 1979, a new agony 
has been imposed on these long-suffering 
people by the occupation of their homeland 
by a foreign power, Vietnam, which, after 
four years, has not won the support of the 
Kampuchean people, and has attempted to 
exert its control with more than 170,000 
troops; 

Whereas the pain of foreign occupation 
has been increased for the Kampuchean 
people by the occupying power's use of 
chemical and biological weapons in areas of 
resistance; 

Whereas in recent days a tragic by-prod
uct of an intense Vietnamese offensive 

against anti-Vietnamese Khmer resistance 
forces was an outpouring into Thailand of 
tens of thousands of civilians, many wound
ed, who were displaced from their positions 
of temporary refuge; 

Whereas the attacks on the border have 
spilled over into Thailand bringing death 
and destruction of Thai villagers; 

Whereas the hundreds of thousands of 
refugees and displaced persons on Thai soil 
constitute a serious humanitarian problem; 

Whereas the United States' commitment 
to the security of Thailand under the 
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, 
done at Manila on September 8, 1954 (also 
known as the "Manila Pact") was reaf
firmed by President Reagan in his 1981 
meetings with Thai Prime Minister Prem; 

Whereas the United States Government 
supports the Association of Southeast Asian 
Nations <ASEAN> goals regarding a political 
settlement for Kampuchea within the 
framework of the United Nations Interna
tional Conference on Kampuchea, which 
calls for withdrawal of all foreign forces 
from Kampuchea; and 

Whereas the United States Government 
has consistently been committed to alleviat
ing the burden to Thailand presented by 
the large outflow of refugees from Kampu
chea and to providing humanitarian assist
ance to the Kampucheans through an inter
national program: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the 
Senate that-

< 1) all parties to the armed conflict near 
the border between Thailand and Kampu
chea should refrain from actions which may 
endanger refugees and extend protection to 
all refugee camps in such areas; and 

(2) the Government of Vietnam should 
immediately halt armed attacks on civilians 
and respect their right to safe haven. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL EFFICIENCY 

AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the Sub
committee on Governmental Efficien
cy and the District of Columbia of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee will 
hold a hearing on the District of Co
lumbia school system's career oriented 
curriculum. 

The hearing will be held on Wednes
day, May 11, from 10 a.m. to 12 noon 
in room SD-124 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building. 

Anyone needing further information 
is invited to contact Bill Leonard at 
224-4161. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor
mation of the Senate and the public 
the scheduling of public hearings 
before the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. On Monday, April 
25, beginning at 10 a.m., the commit
tee will hold a hearing on the nomina
tion of Theodore J. Garrish, of Virgin
ia, to be General Counsel, Department 
of Energy. Staff contact: David 
Doane-224-7144. 

On Thursday, May 19, beginning at 
10:30 a.m., the committee will hold an 
oversight hearing on the geopolitics of 

strategic and critical minerals. Staff 
contact: Bob Terrell-224-5205. 

Both hearings will be held in room 
SD-366. Those wishing to testify or 
who wish to submit written statements 
for the hearing record should write to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, room SD-360, Washington, 
D.C. 20510. 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Senate Agriculture 
Committee has scheduled a hearing on 
S. 663 on Tuesday, April 19. S. 663 
would prohibit participation by farm
ers in certain farm programs if the 
crops were produced on highly erodi
ble lands. Senator ARMsTRONG is the 
sponsor of this legislation. 

The hearing will begin at 9:30 a.m. in 
room 328-A Russell Senate Office 
Building. 

Anyone wishing further information 
should contact Mary Ferebee of the 
Agriculture Committee staff at 224-
6901. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENT 

HOLOCAUST COMMEMORATION 
• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, there is 
an extraordinary congregation in 
Washington this week of survivors of 
the Nazi attempt to eradicate an 
entire people. It has been called the 
Holocaust, a word evoking total de
struction, the burning of a nation, and 
genocide. The murder of a people is so 
staggering that it is hard even to em
brace the idea, and so we must some
times focus on the real tragedies of in
dividuals. The sole survivor of a large 
family, the survivor whose haunted 
dreams of torture and sacrifice tor
ment him 40 years later, the homes 
that no longer exist, the families de
stroyed, and the mind-numbing num
bers that overwhelm us. 

It takes a special kind of courage for 
the survivors to meet, Mr. President, 
and the Senator from Kansas would 
like to salute them for doing so. At the 
same time, the Holocaust Museum 
should give all Americans some notion 
of what the Yad Vashem Museum in 
Israel has presented, for we must 
make absolutely certain that the 
memories of the Holocaust remain 
strong. In that way, we make the best 
answer to those who tried to destroy a 
people and a way of life. We will re
member and continue to remember, as 
we honor those survivors who have 
sought a belated freedom in the 
United States and who have become 
productive citizens of our country. 

Mr. President, I found it particularly 
appropriate that on the very steps of 
this Capitol, Vice President BusH pre
sented keys to the Holocaust Museum 
to these survivors. It has not always 
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been so. Throughout their tragic his
tory, keys have more often been used 
to keep the Jewish people out of an 
area or a city, and to lock them into a 
quarter or a ghetto. How appropriate 
that in this home of American democ
racy the doors are open. Let them 
always remain so. 

What can one say, Mr. President, to 
those who survived the Holocaust? 
The very names of the death camps 
are emblazoned into our souls: Ausch
witz, Majdenek, Treblinka, Bergen/ 
Belsen. We seem to hear again the sad 
keening of a people for its lost towns 
and its lost children, and its lost famil
iar treasures of home and family. That 
the Holocaust came at the end of cen
turies of persecution adds further 
poignancy to the plight that the 
Jewish people have endured in so 
many places and for so long. And that 
is another reason why we doubly value 
the rich contributions that immigrants 
of the Jewish faith have made for 
three centuries to the life of this coun
try. But we must also, in the light of 
the barbarism of the Holocaust, re
dedicate ourselves to a new under
standing of what happened within our 
own lifetimes. 

And so, Mr. President, let us take 
this occasion and this week of com
memoration to rededicate ourselves to 
the witness of those victims that were 
murdered, and to those who have sur
vived to bear witness with us this 
week. We must be very sure that the 
lessons of the Holocaust and what pre
ceded it are well learned. For many, 
the wounds will never heal. But for 
many more to come, let the promise of 
America be renewed. And let us all re
dedicate ourselves also to the famous 
pledge of George Washington to the 
members of the Newport Synagogue, 
that America would extend "to bigotry 
no sanction." For by our own human
ity, we fulfill our deepest identify as 
American citizens. And by the suffer
ings of the Holocaust survivors, we will 
always remember what never should 
have happened, and what must never 
be forgotten. Shalom.e 

BECAUSE WE CARE DAY 
e Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, on 
April 6 in many of the 172 Veterans' 
Administration hospitals across this 
country the American veterans of 
World War Two, Korea and Vietnam 
sponsored "Because We Care Day." 
The purpose of this program was to 
salute the thousands of hospitalized 
veterans who are daily facing personal 
battles against illness, pain and loneli
ness. 

"Because We Care Day" ceremonies 
were held during the morning of April 
6 at the VA Medical and Regional 
Office Center at Togus, Maine. There 
was a wreath laying ceremony to 
honor America's deceased veterans, a 

round of visitations with patients in 
the wards and a short lunch. 

Among those participating in the 
day's activities were AMVETS Maine 
Department Commander Dale An
drews, AMVETS Maine Auxiliary 
President Janet St. Michael, repre
sentatives from the cities of Bangor 
and Augusta, and Maine's National 
Guard Adjutant General Paul Day. 
Coordinating the day's activities was 
Merrill Morris, Maine AMVETS na
tional service officer. 

Mr. President, I believe AMVETS de
serves our praise for their efforts April 
6, on behalf of those veterans hospital
ized in VA facilities across this country 
who are sometimes forgotten. Hospi
talized veterans are receiving treat
ment as a result of their service to this 
country. They deserve our attention 
and respect. But more than that, hos
pitalized veterans deserve our grati
tude. "Because We Care Day" was one 
small way to honor and recognize men 
and women who gave all they could 
give to this country in times of need.e 

JEWISH HOLOCAUST SURVIVORS 
e Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, I 
rise today to join my colleagues in 
commemorating the 40th anniversary 
of the Warsaw ghetto uprising and the 
beginning of a new tradition: The first 
American gathering of the Jewish Hol
ocaust survivors. It is important that 
we remember and honor those whose 
indomitable spirit remains an example 
for us all. We must remember. 

Many of us have never had the expe
rience of these people. Most of us have 
never experienced a brutal and de
grading attack on our way of life, our 
religion, and our very souls and bodies. 
The Warsaw ghetto uprising is the 
story of ordinary men and women who 
took the extraordinary action of 
facing the German war machine in an 
effort to throw off the bonds of Nazi 
tyranny. It is the story of bakers and 
butchers, of teachers and doctors, of 
women and children who valued their 
freedom and dignity so much that 
they risked and even sacrificed their 
lives. These men and women repre
sented the very best that is in the 
human race-in stark contrast to their 
Nazi oppressors, who represented the 
very worst. 

We remember the Warsaw ghetto 
uprising not as a military triumph but 
as a spiritual triumph, a triumph over 
the attempt to repress the longing for 
freedom and justice that live in each 
of us. 

The Jewish resistance to the Nazis 
in Warsaw is a tribute to all who have 
struggled against tyranny. It is not 
enough, however, to honor those who 
have fought on behall of all of us 
against tyranny and oppression. We 
must look to the future. We must 
make a convenant to insure that the 
racism, the hatred, the oppression, 

and the atrocities committed by the 
Nazis never be allowed to happen 
again, anywhere on the face of the 
Earth. We must forever be alert to the 
slightest warning signal-whether it 
be in Eastern Europe, South America, 
or right here at home. 

Our first line of defense against a 
tragic repetition of the Holocaust is to 
remember those events and to make 
sure that the memory is passed on 
from generation to generation. This is 
why the first American gathering of 
the Jewish Holocaust survivors is so 
important. It helps us to remember. 
But, more than remember, we must ac
tively guard ourselves against any 
growth of racism and hatred. We 
cannot live under the illusion that it 
could never happen here. Too often we 
forget that Germany was a democracy 
before Hitler took power. We are not 
immune. We must remain ever vigi
lant. It is not enough for us to say in 
our homes and among our friends that 
we are enemies of hatred and oppres
sion. We must speak out. We must do 
battle with these forces wherever they 
rear their ugly heads. Furthermore, 
our children must be taught the trage
dies of Auschwitz, Dachau, and Bir
kenau. They must learn to guard 
against man's inhumanity to man. The 
battle against hatred and injustice 
must be carried on by the young if 
future generations are to live free of 
fear and repression. 

Forty years ago, 6 million Jews died 
in Nazi concentration camps. It was an 
event so overwhelmingly evil that 
today it is almost incomprehensible, 
and yet it happened. This week thou
sands of survivors from this nightmare 
have gathered here in Washington to 
give thanks for their new home, Amer
ica, and to remind us that what once 
happened could happen again. I be
lieve that we must use this occasion to 
remember those, both living and dead, 
who suffered at the hands of tyranny 
and to reaffirm our undying opposi
tion to hatred and injustice.e 

GRAND BLANC TOWNSHIP, 
MICH., CELEBRATES SESQUI
CENTENNIAL 

• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, 1983 
marks the passing of the 150th anni
versary of Grand Blanc Township, 
Mich. One hundred and fifty years 
ago, the rapidly growing, fertile wil
derness of Michigan was well traversed 
by Indians, officers, traders, and set
tlers. In 1823, one such settler, Jacob 
Stevens, ventured with his family 
along the Saginaw Trail until settling 
north of Detroit in an Indian town 
called Grumlaw. Ten years later, the 
Stevens family, joined by many of 
their friends from New York seeking 
inexpensive land, organized Grand 
Blanc Township. The township name, 
Grand Blanc, which, in French, means 
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"Great White," has been explained as 
referring to either the heavy blankets 
of snow which cover the area in winter 
or to the inhabitation of the area by 
the white man. 

In its humble beginnings, Grand 
Blanc contained a trading post, a 
tavern, a public school, and a sawmill 
and grist mill on the Thread River. 
The traveled highway, which followed 
the old Indian trail, went rambling 
through the woods, avoiding hills and 
swamps, and was quite a comfortable 
wagon road. With the completion of 
the railroad in 1864, travel became 
much easier and Grand Blanc grew 
from township to a village to a city by 
1930. 

As Grand Blanc grew, so did its com
mercial sector. By 1873, business had 
sprung up throughout the town's 
"Center" and residents were thankful 
for not having to make the trip into 
nearby Pontiac for food, clothing, and 
shoes. It has since expanded, featuring 
a multitude of shopping centers, a 
prosperous downtown district, and a 
variety of public services, making 
Grand Blanc an ideal family communi
ty. And thanks to the presence of a 
Fisher Body GM plant, the communi
ty has a healthy tax base. 

It is indeed a pleasure to honor 
Grand Blanc Township on achieving 
its 150th anniversary of growth and 
change. This solid community and all 
its admirers look with pride to the 
future. What is basic to any communi
ty is people-their families, their 
homes, their schools, their churches, 
and community organizations, and the 
services provided by their local govern
ment. These have been the basic con
cerns of the people of Grand Blanc 
Township since 1833, and they will 
remain so in the future.e 

COMMENCEMENT OF TERMS OF 
OFFICE 

e Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, late 
last month I was pleased to join with 
my colleague Senator PELL in intro
ducing Senate Joint Resolution 71, 
which would eliminate any possibili
ties of either lameduck congressional 
sessions or lameduck Presidents. An 
editorial in the Providence Sunday 
Journal of March 27 entitled "Need To 
Speed Transition of New Congress, 
President," makes a compelling case 
for the amendment, and I ask that the 
article be printed in the REcoRD for 
my colleagues' review. 

The article follows: 
NEED To SPEED TRANSITION OF NEW 

CONGRESS, PRESIDENT 
A few months ago, Sen. Claiborne Pell's 

new bill to speed the date for presidential 
and congressional election winners to take 
office would have received widespread sup
portive attention. The nation had just wit
nessed then what a do-nothing body a lame
duck Congress can be. That may be just a 
fading memory now, but the idea of chang-
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ing such a frustrating and outdated system 
still deserves serious consideration. 

Of equal-and perhaps greater-concern 
with the present two-months transition be
tween old and new congresses is the slow
paced accession of a newly elected president. 
It takes nearly three months before he 
enters the White House. The interim, 
during which effective government grinds to 
a virtual halt, poses a potentially dangerous 
period for the nation in the fast-moving 
modern world. 

Senator Pell's remedy, co-sponsored with 
Sen. Charles McC. Mathias, R-Md, as a pro
posed amendment to the U.S. Constitution, 
would have a new Congress and a new presi
dent take over on Nov. 15 and Nov. 20, re
pectively, after their election. Now, they 
don't do so until the next Jan. 3 and Jan. 20, 
respectively. These dates have been in force 
since the 20th Amendment was ratified in 
1933. Previously, there were even later 
changeovers-Mar. 4 for the president and 
sometimes not until the following Septem
ber for Congress. Just as there was good 
reason a half -century ago to move up those 
times oriented to an older, predominantly 
agricultural society, the transportation and 
communications advances of recent decades 
argue for at least a study of another speed
up. What's more, they make it possible. 

There would be no real difficulty provid
ing this for Congress. Computerized tallies 
leaves few, if any, House and Senate races 
unresolved by mid-November. Any still un
settled would not prevent the bulk of the 
newly elected lawmakers from getting down 
to business. With the presidency, it might 
be questioned whether a new administration 
could be put in place that quickly. However, 
this could be ascertained by Judiciary Com
mittee hearings on the Pell bill. 

Testimony from President Reagan and 
former Presidents Nixon and Carter would 
be helpful on that point. All campaigned ··for 
years before their victories, and probably 
had a good enough idea of who would join 
them in government. In any event, nothing 
would be lost by such a review. Congress 
ought to do it.e 

THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMIS
SION IS NOT ENFORCING THE 
ANTITRUST LAWS 

e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
the preservation of a free and competi
tive marketplace is critical to our eco
nomic revival. Competition breeds in
novation and efficiency. And those are 
two important ingredients in our 
effort to promote economic growth 
and employment in our Nation. In this 
light, I was very disturbed by a report, 
prepared at my request by Federal 
Trade Commissioner Michael Perts
chuk, detailing a record of nonenforce
ment of our antitrust laws by the 
Commission's Bureau of Competition. 
I think my colleagues would be inter
ested in his findings. For their infor
mation, I ask that Mr. Pertschuk's 
report, along with a related article 
from the Star-Ledger of Newark, be in
serted in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., AprilS, 1983. 

Hon. FRANK R. LAUTENBERG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR LAUTENBERG: At the March 
16 hearing of the Senate Commerce Com
mittee, you asked the Federal Trade Com
missioners to give you their views on the 
performance of our Bureau of Competition. 
I stated that I believed its performance was 
inadequate and I promised to supply you 
and the Committee with more specific infor
mation. In this letter, I review the perform
ance of the Bureau compared with prior 
years and I point out some specific areas 
where enforcement has been essentially 
non-existent. 

NUMBER OF CASES 
The following chart shows the number of 

complaints, orders and federal court actions 
brought by the Commission in the antitrust 
area. I have also attached an appendix 
which explains each category. 

Type of action 
Fiscal year-

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Administrative complaints..... 11 13 
Part II consents: 

Provisional........................ 12 15 21 21 11 
Final................................. 15 6 26 21 16 

Part Ill consents: 
Provisional ....................... . 
Final ................................ . 

Final part Ill orders ............. . 
Civil penalty actions filed .... . 

Pre~":~~~!~~·li·~· · · ·· ······· 
'Through Mar. 28, 1983. 

In interpreting this chart, it should be 
kept in mind that the same case is recorded 
in more than one category. For example, an 
administrative complaint could be issued in 
a particular matter in fiscal year 1978, then 
be recorded as a final order or consent in 
fiscal year 1982. One corollary of this is that 
a decline in administrative complaints or 
provisionally accepted consents insures that 
there will be few final orders in future 
years. Consequently, the decline in these 
categories during the last two years assures 
a lower output in the near future. Also, this 
reliance on past actions means that final 
orders in FY 82 and FY 83 during the cur
rent administration are largely based on 
previous actions taken under different 
Bureau and Commission leadership. 

SPECIFIC AREAS OF ENFORCEMENT 
It is useful to review the performance of 

the Bureau of Competition in certain specif
ic areas of enforcement-mergers, monopoli
zation, price discrimination, resale price 
maintenance, and horizontal collusion. 

MERGER ACTIVITY 
The most active area of Commission anti

trust activity during the current administra
tion has been in the merger area. I believe a 
major reason for this relatively active pres
ence <though extremely modest by histori
cal standards) is that the Hart-Scott-Rodino 
Act forces the Commission to decide wheth
er a merger will be challenged within a 
short period of time. This "action-forcing" 
procedure tends to force the Bureau of 
Competition to forward recommendations 
to the Commission where they can then be 
acted upon. In other areas, the Bureau 
tends to develop investigations and cases 
very slowly or not at all. Even in the merger 
area, of course, the number of cases is much 
lower than in prior years. 
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The Commission has brought the follow

ing number of merger cases since October 1, 
1981 <approximately when Chairman Miller 
arrived): 

< 1) Administrative complaints, 3. Chair
man Miller voted against the issuance of the 
complaint in one of these matters <Schlum
berger, Dkt. No. 9164). 

(2) Part II and III final consents, 6. 1 All of 
the part III complaints resulting in settle
ments were issued before Oct. 1, 1981; two 
of the four part II consents were essentially 
completed before Oct. 1, 1981. In one of 
these latter two matters <ConAgra, Inc., File 
No. 821-0007) the Commission accepted the 
settlement over the objections of Commis
sioner Bailey and myself, who felt it was too 
weak. 

(3) Preliminary Injunction cases, 3. In one 
of t hese matters, Mobil Corporation's pro
posed takeover of Marathon, the Commis
sion (over the objections of Commissioner 
Bailey and myself) filed papers in federal 
court stating the merger could take place 
under certain conditions. Fortunately, the 
merger was enjoined in a private suit and 
the Commission's position which would 
have allowed most of the acquisition was 
mooted. In all, during fiscal year 1978-81, 21 
part III administrative complaints were 
issued in merger cases and eight requests 
for preliminary injunctions were filed, com
pared to three administrative complaints 
and three requests for preliminary injunc
tions from Oct. 1, 1981 to March 28, 1983. 

Another indication of declining merger ac
tivity is a steady drop in the number of re
quests for information sent out pursuant to 
the Hart-Scott-Rodino Act. These requests 
are used to obtain information about pro
posed mergers during the waiting periods 
provided in the Act. The number of these 
"second requests" for each year is shown 
below: 
Number of FTC second requesb> under H-S-R 
1978 .......................................................... 23 
1979 .......................................................... 58 
1980 .......................................................... 36 
1981.......................................................... 48 
1982 .......................................................... 26 
1983 (through March 28) ..................... 2 

PRICE DISCRIMINATION 
The Commission has brought no new 

price discrimination cases since Chairman 
Miller arrived, nor has it won a settlement. 
Two price discrimination cases, brought ear
lier by the Commission, Gillette Co., Dkt. 
No. 9152 and Ford Motor Co., Dkt. No. 9113, 
have been withdrawn from adjudication but 
have never been acted upon by the Commis
sion. 

MONOPOLIZATION 
The Commission has not brought a new 

case in this area since Chairman Miller ar
rived. The only significant Commission 
action concerning monopolizing conduct un
dertaken by this administration has been to 
weaken substantially an earlier Commission 
order in Borden, Inc., Dkt. No. 8978, which 
had already been affirmed by the court of 
appeals. 

RESALE PRICE MAINTENANCE 
The Commission has issued three orders 

involving resale price maintenance since 
Chairman Miller arrived. However, a review 
of these matters shows that each was essen
tially completed before the new administra
tion began and no new cases have been 

1 As of March 28, 1983, two consents in merger 
cases had been provisionally accepted and were 
awaiting final acceptance. 

brought. The following RPM orders have 
been issued since October 1, 1981: 

(1) Onkyo U.S.A. Corp., File No. 801-0117; 
provisionally accepted before 10/1/81 

(2) Germaine Monteil, File No. 801-0080; 
signed by the staff and the respondent 
before 10/1/81 

(3) Russell Stover Candies, Inc., Dkt. No. 
9140; on appeal when Chairman Miller ar
rived and he dissented from a finding of li
ability 

In short, there have been no resale price 
maintenance cases completed for which the 
new administration can claim credit. In
stead, Chairman Miller continued to press 
for a complex economic analysis before any 
resale price maintenance case is brought, an 
approach which has so far resulted in no 
new cases. In contrast, there were 24 final 
RPM orders during the FY 1977-81 period. 

ORDER MODIFICATIONS 
The only area in which the Bureau of 

Competition has recently excelled is in 
weakening existing Commission orders. The 
number of order modifications granted by 
the Bureau in recent years is shown below. 

Number of modifications 
Fiscal year: 

1977 ······················································· 0 1978....................................................... 3 
1979....................................................... 0 
1980....................................................... 2 
1981....................................................... 5 
1982....................................................... 15 
1983 <through March 28) .................. 5 
Although I supported some of these modi-

fications, I strongly believe that others were 
inappropriate or excessive. These figures il
lustrate that the Commission is sending 
more resources in weakening existing orders 
and has encouraged more and more compa
nies to petition for modification during the 
current administration. 

HORIZONTAL COLLUSION AND FACILITATING 
PRACTICES 

Despite the promise of activity concerning 
horizontal price-fixing activity, no such 
cases have been brought. There have been 
two consent agreements involving collusion 
by medical groups. These are laudable cases 
but the numbers are small given the low 
level of activity in other areas. 

CONCLUSION 
The fact is that enforcement activity has 

declined to the lowest level in several years. 
Even the modest level of activity in fiscal 
1982 and 1983 represents, to a large extent, 
a completion of cases initiated before the 
current administration arrived. To the best 
of my knowledge, there is no evidence that 
anticompetitive activity has sunk to record 
lows or that the Justice Department has ag
gressively seized the opportunity to fill the 
gap. Indeed, historically recessions intensify 
the pressures and incentives to evade the 
discipline of competition. This is not "lean 
and mean" enforcement. It represents a law 
enforcement famine. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL PERTSCHUK, 

Commissioner. 

APPENDIX-DEFINITION OF TERMs 
Administrative Complaints-allegations 

filed when Commission has "reason to be
lieve" the law is violated; the issuance of an 
administrative complaint under Part III of 
the Commission's rules begins a formal ad
judicatory proceeding. 

Part II Consents-consent settlements 
which resolve a matter before an adminis
trative complaint is issued beginning a 

formal adjudicatory proceeding. "Provision
al" consents are those accepted for public 
comment. Consents become "final" upon 
final approval by the Commission after the 
comment period. 

Part III Consents-consent settlements 
which resolve a matter after a formal adju
dicatory proceeding has begun. "Provision
al" and "final" consents are analogous to 
Part II consents discussed above. 

Final Part III Orders-orders which are 
issued after a trial and any appeal to the 
Commission. 

Civil Penalty Actions-suits filed in feder
al court alleging that respondents under an 
existing Commission order have failed to 
comply. 

Preliminary Injunction cases-suits filed 
in federal court by the Commission seeking 
to enjoin some action by the companies 
(e.g., a proposed merger) until the Commis
sion can determine its legality in an admin
istrative proceeding.e 

[From the Star-Ledger, Apr. 7, 19831 
LAUTENBERG ACCUSES THE FTC OF SHUNNING 

ITS ENFORCEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES 
<By Robert Cohen> 

WASHINGTON.-Sen. Frank Lautenberg (D
N.J.) yesterday released information which 
he said shows that the Federal Trade Com
mission (FTC) has done little to stop anti
competitive business practices. 

Lautenberg, echoing the sentiments of a 
growing list of senators and congressmen, 
said data supplied to him by Michael Perts
chuk, one of five FTC commissioners, shows 
a clear "lack of enforcement" in cases deal
ing with price fixing, price discrimination, 
monopolization and merger. 

The New Jersey senator said this absence 
of FTC antitrust enforcement is not an 
oversight, but a "deliberate policy" by the 
Reagan Administration. He said the FTC 
has sent a signal to the business community 
that "the umpire has walked off the field". 

"It's now easier for larger companies to 
pick up their market shares and drive small
er ones out of business through predatory 
practices," said Lautenberg. "The consumer 
ultimately pays." 

James T. Miller 3d, the chairman of the 
FTC and a Reagan appointee, has denied re
peatedly during congressional hearings that 
the agency is abandoning its duties to en
force the antitrust laws. 

He has said the FTC is interested in the 
quality of its enforcement cases, not in the 
quantity of complaints filed. 

"Prosecutorial discretion is a fact of life 
and I think it is incumbent on us to put 
those resources where we can make the big
gest difference for consumers and honest 
business people alike," said Miller at a 
recent Senate hearing. 

"I think it is too frequent that law en
forcement agencies focus on numbers," 
Miller continued. "Our purpose is to get 
people to comply with the rules and to 
comply with the laws. To the extent we can 
do this in a less litigious manner, I think we 
use leverage that enhances the public inter
est." 

Pertschuk, who served as FTC chairman 
during the Carter administration and now is 
a commissioner, said in a letter to Lauten
berg that the FTC has brought no new price 
discrimination or monopolization com
plaints against companies since Miller took 
office in October, 1981. 

Pertschuk said the number of complaints 
to prevent anticompetitive mergers "is 
much lower than in prior years" and he 
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pointed out that the FTC has issued only 
three orders involving a form of price fixing 
known as resale price maintenance since 
Miller took office. He said these three price 
fixing cases were "essentially completed 
before the new Administration began." 

"The fact is that enforcement activity has 
declined to the lowest level in several 
years," said Pertschuk in his letter to Lau
tenberg. "Even the modest level of activity 
in fiscal 1982 and 1983 represents, to a large 
extent, a completion of cases initiated 
before the current Administration arrived. 

"To the best of my knowledge, there is no 
evidence that anticompetitive activity has 
sunk to record lows or that the Justice De
partment has aggressively seized the oppor
tunity to fill the gap," he said. "Indeed, his
torically recessions intensify the pressures 
and incentives to evade the discipline of 
competition." 

The House Energy and Commerce sub
committee on oversight and investigations, 
for example, has begun an inquiry of the 
FTC because of its failure to crack down on 
retail price fixing. 

Rep. John Dingell <D-Mich.) said he is 
concerned the FTC is altering the antitrust 
laws by administrative fiat and abandoning 
its job to maintain competition in the mar
ketplace. 

Rep. James Florio <D-1st Dist.), a member 
of the investigations panel, has written to 
Miller complaining that the FTC is failing 
to protect consumers, and is sending a signal 
that price fixing will be tolerated. Florio has 
said that the FTC's deterrent effect is being 
eroded by the current policies. 

Others, including Sen. Bill Bradley <D
N.J.), have complained to Miller about the 
lack of enforcement in the retail price 
fixing area. 

Both Bradley and Florio have cited the 
case of Burlington Coat Factory, a discount 
clothing retailer with stores in New Jersey 
and 15 other states. The discount chain's 
president has complained that some manu
facturers, at the behest of big department 
stores, are refusing to supply him with 
goods, if he sells below a recommended 
retail price. 

Under the antitrust laws, such a practice 
is illegal, but Miller has maintained that 
there are situations of this nature that can 
boost competition.• 

PROPOSED ARMS SALES 
e Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, section 
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act 
requires that Congress receive advance 
notification of proposed arms sales 
under that act in excess of $50 million 
or, in the case of major defense equip
ment as defined in the act, those in 
excess of $14 million. Upon such noti
fication, the Congress has 30 calendar 
days during which the sale may be 
prohibited by means of a concurrent 
resolution. The provision stipulates 
that, in the Senate, the notification of 
a proposed sale shall be sent to the 
chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

In keeping with my intention to see 
that such information is available to 
the full Senate, I ask to have printed 
in the RECORD at this point the notifi
ciations which have been received. 

The notifications follow: 

DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 
Washington, D. C., April12, 1983. 

Dr. HANS BINNENDIJK, 
Professional Staff Member, Committee on 

Foreign Relations, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR DR. BINNENDIJK: By letter dated 18 

February 1976, the Director, Defense Secu
rity Assistance Agency, indicated that you 
would be advised of possible transmittals to 
Congress of information as required by Sec
tion 36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act. 
At the instruction of the Department of 
State, I wish to provide the following ad
vance notification. 

The Department of State is considering 
an offer to a Southeast Asian country for 
major defense equipment tentatively esti
mated to cost in excess of $14 million. 

Sincerely, 
PHILIP C. GAST, 

Lieutenant General, USAF, 
Director. 

DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 
Washington, D.C., April12, 1983. 

Dr. HANs BINNENDIJK, 
Professional Staff Member, Committee on 

Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Wash
ington, D. C. 

DEAR DR. BINNENDIJK: By letter dated 18 
February 1976, the Director, Defense Secu
rity Assistance Agency, indicated that you 
would be advised of possible transmittals to 
Congress of information as required by Sec
tion 36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act. 
At the instruction of the Department of 
State, I wish to provide the following ad
vance notification. 

The Department of State is considering 
an offer to a Middle Eastern country for 
major defense equipment tentatively esti
mated to cost in excess of $14 million. 

Sincerely, 
PHILIP C. GAST, 

Lieutenant General, USAF, 
Director.e 

DEATH OF CONGRESSMAN 
PHILLIP BURTON 

e Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my shock and deep 
sorrow at the news of the death of my 
friend and colleague, Congressman 
Phillip Burton of California. 

Phil Burton was widely recognized 
as one of the toughest and shrewdest 
among us in the U.S. Congress-and 
he was. He was a master at the art of 
getting things done, sometimes even at 
the cost of some of the parliamentary 
niceties. But yet, I will always remem
ber this tough, blunt man as one of 
the very first to befriend a green 
freshman Congressman in 1975. I 
learned a great deal from Phil Burton, 
particularly about the qualities of 
leadership. 

When the chips were down. when 
the going was tough, that is when Phil 
Burton could be counted on to be in 
the forefront on the side of minorities, 
the poor, in fact, all of the disadvan
taged in society. 

No one man has done more during 
the past decade for the protection of 
our national parks and wilderness. The 
people of Massachusetts, and particu
larly my home town of Lowell, Mass. 
will always remember his central and 

critical role in the establishment of 
the Lowell National Park. 

Mr. President, others will catalog 
the almost endless string of accom
plishments which have marked Phil 
Burton's public service more articula
tely than I can. I want simply to join 
with all of my colleagues in the Senate 
and the Congress in mourning the loss 
of this great man.e 

BIELARUS INDEPENDENCE DAY-
MARCH 25 

• Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, March 
25 marked the 65th anniversary of an 
important day in the annals of the 
constant struggle for human rights. 
On March 25, 1918, the Slavic nation 
of Bielarus declared its independence 
from Russia. Sadly, the Bielarusians 
enjoyed their new-found freedom only 
briefly, for the Soviet Union soon 
retook Bielarus by force. The Bielaru
sian people have been struggling ever 
since to retrieve their lost rights. 

Bielarus, also known incorrectly as 
Byelorussia or White Russia, is a 
Slavic region with a present popula
tion of 10 million people. It is located 
in the western part of the Soviet 
Union, with Poland and the Ukraine 
at its borders. Its territory today 
covers more than 207,600 square kilo
meters. 

Bielarus has now been under Soviet 
domination for 61 years. Yet the 
people of Bielarus continue to fight to 
regain the political and civil freedom 
they once held so briefly. The brave 
people of Bielarus deserve our support 
and admiration, because they are a 
source of hope for oppressed people 
everywhere. As Americans, a people 
who cherish freedom and democracy, 
we salute the people of Bielarus and 
support them in their quest for basic 
human rights and liberties.e 

THE IMF BLEEDS US DRY 
e Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
within a few weeks, the Senate will be 
asked to approve an increase of $8.5 
billion in U.S. participation in the 
International Monetary Fund. In the 
view of this Senator, the overwhelm
ing preponderance of evidence should 
compel us to flatly reject this request. 
The arguments against the quota in
crease are many: That we should not 
deprive our credit markets of $8.5 bil
lion as our economy shows signs of re
vival, that we should not swap liquid 
dollars for dormant reserve assets, 
that we should not allow many of our 
Nation's largest banks to continue to 
escape the free market consequences 
of very poor lending decisions, and 
that we should not broaden the 
powers of an IMF which has to date 
largely failed in its effort to cure the 
ills of the world economy. 
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To this list of arguments, Mr. Presi

dent, must be added another, one 
which involves serious questions of na
tional character and pride. With every 
additional dollar we cede to the IMF, 
we transfer another degree of the au
thority and influence which accompa
nies the world's most valuable curren
cy. We transfer wealth-permanent
ly-from our domestic economy to a 
multilateral institution that is plainly 
unaccountable to our national inter
ests. Supporters of the IMF bailout 
claim that the most recent world re
cession has created a temporary liquid
ity squeeze, and that an expansion of 
the IMF's resources is needed to 
bridge the gap. This Senator has re
peatedly asked, in the absence of a sat
isfactory response, the following ques
tion: If the problem is indeed tempo
rary, why are we being coerced to 
make a permanent transfer of our na
tional wealth which can only come at 
the expense of our own economic re
covery? 

In a column appearing today, the 
distinguished columnist Patrick J. Bu
chanan outlines the process through 
which an increase in IMF resources 
will contribute to the construction of 
"a system of permanent wealth trans
fers from the capitalist West to the 
anti-capitalist south and the Commu
nist East." As this wealth is trans
ferred, Mr. President, so is our lever
age to use it in dealing with nations 
whose interests are contrary to our 
own. I do not wish to be a party to this 
process and sincerely hope that a ma
jority of my colleagues will arrive at 
the same conclusion. 

I ask that the Buchanan article be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

The article referred to follows: 
HOUSE BANKING COMMITTEE GREASING SKIDS 

FOR IMF 
(By Patrick J. Buchanan> 

As Mr. Reagan scrounges about for a pid
dling $50 million for ammunition for the be
leaguered army of El Salvador, the House 
Banking Committee is greasing the skids for 
the International Monetary Fund-Bank 
Bailout, involving a sum a thousand times 
as large. 

The $8.4 billion tranche, the U.S. share of 
the $47 billion IMF package, is said to be 
unstoppable. Perhaps so. When, previously, 
the President lined up with the Establish
ment, the coalition proved invincible. 

Eventually, however, when the American 
people learn how the Republican Party con
spired to use their savings-to spare Mr. 
Rockefeller's reputation and save Mr. 
Rockefeller's bank-while less favored busi
nesses were allowed to perish at the rate of 
500 a week, a reckoning will come. 

But the point here is not to underscore 
anew the social injustice or political folly of 
the Big Bank Bailout, but to limit the Brave 
New World toward which we now seem irre
trievably headed. 

With that $47 billion, the IMF will receive 
more than an immense slice of the accumu
lated savings of Western people. With it 
goes unprecedented clout, lethal leverage 
over the American banks-to a claque of 

international bureaucrats who bear no alle
giance whatsoever to the United States. 

What is taking place is not simply a trans
fer of savings, but a transfer of sovereignty. 

Here is how the New International Eco
nomic Order-the dream of the Brandt 
Commission, the demand of the Third 
World-will work: 

One by one, the bankrupts of the Commu
nist Bloc and the Socialist south will be ar
riving in Washington, D.C. and queueing up 
at the offices of the IMF. 

We cannot pay our debts, they will say; 
besides, we need more money. Not to worry, 
the IMF officers will answer. We will draw 
up an "austerity plan" for your economy. 
Upon your acceptance, we will tide you over 
with a few hundred million or billion from 
our newly replenished hoard of capital. In 
addition, the Big Banks will be "bailed in" 
to your rescue plan, i.e. the Big Banks will 
be required by the IMF, to send good Ameri
can dollars chasing the tens of billions in 
bad loans. If a country balks at the IMF 
terms, it gets no new money; if a bank balks 
at the IMF demands, it gets no relief-i.e. 
no interest on its old loans. 

With the new billions and enhanced 
power, the IMF will gain permanent access 
to the investment capital of the United 
States, a decisive voice in how much of 
America's savings, henceforth, will be used 
to maintain the credit ratings of regimes 
from South America to Central Africa to 
Eastern Europe. As not a single applicant at 
the IMF window has yet been turned away, 
we may expect this record of generosity 
with our money to continue. 

Before our eyes and by the hand of our 
Congress, the greatest foreign aid machine 
in history is being constructed, a system of 
permanent wealth transfers from the capi
talist West to the Anti-capitalist south and 
the Communist East. 

It will work, Don Regan of Treasury as
sures us, because the IMF "requires debtor 
nations to pursue sound economic policies." 
The IMF "is playing a key role in assisting 
nations to move back to a sound economic 
footing." 

That so. What "sound economic policies" 
were imposed by the IMF upon Stalinist Ro
mania, $10 billion in debt, as a condition of 
its latest loans? 

Who is looking out for the American 
people? One day, they will demand to know 
why their savings were plundered to be 
shipped off to Nigeria and Mexico and Ven
ezuela so these three arrogant oil producers 
could hold production down and keep prices 
up, the better to gouge the very American 
people bailing them out. 

Watching Mr. Conservative merrily march 
movement toward this sunken road calls to 
mind the cri de coeur of Oliver Cromwell in 
his letter to the Church of Scotland: "I be
seech you, in the bowels of Christ, think it 
possible you may be mistaken."e 

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

HAWKINS). The majority leader is rec
ognized. 

SENATE SCHEDULE 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, 

today has been an important day in 
the Senate. In executive session, the 
Senate confirmed a controversial 
nominee of the President. 

I say once again that I think Sena
tors, both those who favored and 
those who opposed the nomination, 

handled the matter in a most responsi
ble way and discharged their obliga
tion to themselves and to the Senate. 

It had been my hope that we could 
reach another matter in legislative ses
sion-the bankruptcy bill. That cannot 
be done today, at least not by unani
mous consent. I am not inclined to 
move to the consideration of that 
measure today. I continue to feel that 
there is some possibility that the prob
lems can be reconciled and worked out 
either tomorrow or Monday, or as 
soon as possible. 

I urge Senators who may hear me to 
consider that the bankruptcy bill is an 
important measure and that we must 
address it, and we should give serious 
consideration to the possibility of be
ginning that measure tomorrow, if 
indeed we cannot finish it tomorrow. 

ORDER FOR RECESS 
Madam President, I ask unanimous 

consent that when the Senate com
pletes its business today, it stand in 
recess until12 noon tomorrow. 

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

PROGRAM 
Mr. BAKER. Madam President, on 

tomorrow, 1 hour after the Senate 
convenes, under the order previously 
entered, the Senate will proceed to the 
consideration of S. 144, the reciprocity 
bill. 

At that time, under the order previ
ously entered, the Chair will lay 
before the Senate an amendment by 
the Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. 
KASTEN) dealing with the repeal of the 
interest and dividend withholding pro
vision of the Internal Revenue Code, 
as the pending question. 

I anticipate that tomorrow the Sena
tor from Wisconsin or some other Sen
ator will file a cloture motion to limit 
debate on that amendment. Under the 
provisions of rule XXII, the vote 
would occur, in the ordinary course of 
events, on Tuesday, 1 hour after the 
Senate convenes and after the estab
lishment of a quorum. 

I do not anticipate a Saturday ses
sion. 

ORDER FOR RECESS FROM TOMORROW UNTIL 
MONDAY NEXT 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that on tomorrow, Friday, 
when the Senate completes its busi
ness, it stand in recess until 12 noon 
on Monday next. 

Before the Chair puts the request, I 
say that it may be that in keeping 
with my recent practice, the leader
ship on this side will change that to 
adjournment, but I will not do that at 
this time. 

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

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, to
morrow the Senate will proceed to the 
consideration of the reciprocity bill, 
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on which the Kasten amendment will 

be the pending question. 

I t is an tic ip a ted that a clo tu re 

motion will be filed tomorrow to limit 

debate on the Kasten amendment. A  

vote on that will occur, according to 

the provisions of rule XXII, 1  hour 

after the Senate convenes on Tuesday 

next. 

T here will be no session of the 

Senate on Saturday of this week, con- 

trary to previous indication, unless an 

unknown emergency of some sort were 

to arise, which I do not anticipate. 

Madam President, on Monday we


w ill con tinu e the debate on the 

Kasten amendment or such other mat- 

ters as may be brought before the 

Senate in connection with the pending 

business or the pending question. 

A cloture vote will occur on Tuesday. 

It is anticipated that a further cloture 

motion may be filed if cloture is not 

invoked on the first m otion on 

Monday which will produce a vote on


Wednesday. 

There is the distinct possibility of a 

vote on Thursday for a third effort at 

cloture if the first two do not prevail.


A s indicated earlier it is not the in- 

tention of the leadership to continue


beyond three clotures on this measure 

if cloture is not invoked.


Madam President, I have nothing 

further to bring before the Senate at


this time. 

C ould I inquire of the minority 

leader if there is any matter he wishes 

to address to the Senate at this time. 

Mr. BYR D . Madam President, I 

have nothing further. 

Mr. BAKER . Madam President, I 

thank the minority leader. 

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW


Mr. BAKER . Madam President, in 

view of that, I move now in accordance 

with the order previously entered that 

the S enate stand in recess until the 

time appointed on tomorrow.


T he motion was agreed to; and, at


4:20 p.m., the Senate recessed until


Friday, April 15, 1983, at 12 noon.


NOMINATIONS


Executive nominations received by 

the Senate April 14, 1983: 

THE JUDICIARY 

Joel M. Flaum, of Illinois, to be U.S . cir-

cuit judge for the seventh circuit vice


Robert A. Sprecher, deceased.


H. Ted Milburn, of Tennessee, to be U.S.


district judge for the E astern D istrict of 

Tennessee vice Charles G. Neese, retired. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following-named officer for appoint- 

ment to the grade of general on the retired


list pursuant to the provisions of title 10,


United States Code, section 1370:


To be general


Gen. William Y. Smith,            FR ,


U.S. Air Force.


T he following-named officer under the 

provisions of title 10, United S tates Code,


section 601, to be reassigned to a position of 

importance and responsibility designated by 

the President under title 10, United S tates 

Code, section 601:


To be general 

Gen. Richard L. Lawson,            FR, 

U.S. Air Force. 

T he following-named officer under the


provisions of title 10, United S tates Code,


section 601, to be assigned to a position of


importance and responsibility designated by


the President under title 10, United S tates


Code, section 601:


To be general


Lt. Gen. James E. Dalton,            FR,


U.S. Air Force.


IN THE ARMY


The following-named officer to be placed


on the retired list in the grade indicated


under the provisions of title 1 0, United


States Code, section 1370:


To be lieutenant general


Lt. Gen. Eugene P. Forrester,            ,


(age 56), U.S. Army.


T he following-named officer under the


provisions of title 10, United S tates Code,


section 601, to be reassigned to a position of


importance and responsibility designated by


the President under title 10, United S tates


Code, section 601:


To be lieutenant general


Lt. Gen. James M. Lee,            , U.S.


Army.


CONFIRMATION


Executive nomination confirmed by


the Senate April 14, 1983:


U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY


Kenneth L. Adelman, of Virginia, to be Di-

rector of the U.S . Arms Control and D isar-

mament Agency.


The above nomination was approved sub-

ject to the nominee's commitment to re-

spond to requests to appear and testify


before any duly constituted committee of


the Senate.


xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx


	Page 1

		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-04-16T17:33:51-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




