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SENATE—Tuesday, May 1, 1984

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.

Merciful Father in Heaven, thank
You for Your gracious perseverance in
seeking and wooing us. Forgive us
when we run away as though we are
afraid lest You get too close or when
we ignore You or find substitutes to
replace You. Help us to see the distine-
tion between religion—man’'s search
for God—and Biblical faith—God seek-
ing man. Save us from creating our
own gods and diminishing our true hu-
manness which was created in the
image of God. Save us from trying to
be our own gods—believing only in
ourselves and suffering the frustration
that self-worship generates. Lead us to
Thee, the true God, that we may find
ourselves and be fulfilled as the chil-
dren of God we were meant to be. In
the name of the Perfect Man, who
served Thee as Father. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is recognized.

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

SENATE SCHEDULE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, after
the formalities of reopening are over,
which includes the special order and
the time for morning business, we
shall be back on the unfinished busi-
ness. The Mitchell amendment is the
pending question. I have been advised
informally that Senator MITCHELL per-
haps will not wish a rollcall vote on
that amendment until after the two
caucuses. If the minority leader con-
firms that, I am willing to arrange
that so that all Senators will be ac-
commodated. I do not want to prolong
the debate unnecessarily. It may be
possible, if that is the case, if the
debate does not require much more
time, that we will want to deal with
some other amendments temporarily.

I guess I put that rambling question
to the minority leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HecHT). The minority leader.

(Legislative day of Monday, April 30, 1984)

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I shall be
happy to respond to the majority lead-
er’'s inquiry.

Mr. MitrcHELL is going to have to
attend a committee meeting during
the morning. It is my understanding
that he is willing to have his amend-
ment set aside temporarily and that
debate start thereon at 2 o’clock, with
a half-hour to be equally divided, and
with a vote to occur at the end of that
time. Moreover, I am advised that Mr.
HoLLINGS is prepared to come over and
talk about his amendment during the
morning and I believe that we are pre-
pared to enter into agreement. I think
we have an arrangement with Mr.
MriTcHELL to enter into an agreement
dealing with his amendment as I have
described it.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority
leader.

Mr. President, I think that that
would be eminently agreeable to this
side, but if I could have just a moment
to check with the chairman of the
Committee on the Budget and our cal-
endar operation, I shall happily put
that request.

There is also a Wilson amendment
that might be taken up, but I would
rather have the Hollings amendment
up. I thank the minority leader for
that information, that Senator HoL-
LINGs is willing to do that.

As I understand the suggestion, Mr.
President, it will be that when we
resume consideration of the unfin-
ished business, the Mitchell amend-
ment will be temporarily laid aside
and we would lay down the Hollings
amendment. Then, after the recess
which will occur today, at 2 o'clock, we
shall resume the consideration of the
Mitchell amendment on a time agree-
ment of 30 minutes, to be equally di-
vided and, at the end of that 30 min-
utes, we vote on or in relation to the
Mitchell amendment and once again
resume consideration of the Hollings
amendment.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished majority leader has stated
the position which I shall say I meant
to outline and perhaps did not exactly;
namely, if I may say, the majority
leader used the words “lay down the
Hollings amendment.” I am not sure
Mr. HoLLINGS wishes to lay it down at
that point. I meant we shall discuss it
before he calls it up. To prevent any
misunderstanding, I have not dis-
cussed that with him, but if instead of
laying it down, Mr. HorLLINGS could be
recognized at that point to talk on his
amendment, that would be fine.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there
will be no problem with me. Indeed, I
should be happy to agree to a time
certain to go to the Hollings amend-
ment, which precludes the possibility
of a tabling amendment or that no ta-
bling amendment would be in order
until a time certain. I hoped that we
could actually lay it down, because, as
the minority leader will appreciate
from his experience both as majority
and minority leader, I rest more easily
when there is something pending.

Mr. BYRD. Especially when it can
be tabled.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am ad-
vised by my staff that we are cleared
on this side to accept the proposal of
the minority leader in respect to the
Mitchell amendment. Therefore, I
make this request.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that on the resumption of the
consideration of the unfinished busi-
ness, the Mitchell amendment, which
is the pending qguestion, be temporari-
ly laid aside and that the Chair then
recognize the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HorLrings) for the pur-
pose of discussing an amendment to be
offered by the Senator from South
Carolina.

I further ask unanimous consent
that at the hour of 12 noon today, the
Senate stand in recess until the hour
of 2 pm. and that, at 2 p.m., the
Senate resume consideration of the
Mitchell amendment; that there be a
1-hour time limitation on that amend-
ment, to be equally divided, with con-
trol of the time to be in the usual
form; and that at the end of that
hour, the Senate vote on or in relation
to the Mitchell amendment.

That is the request, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I have no objec-
tion.

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

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair, and
I thank the minority leader. I thank
Senator MircHELL, who I believe is at-
tending an Environment and Public
Works Committee hearing. While I am
at it, I might point out to Senator
MircHELL, if he is listening, there are
some good Tennessee projects in
there, and I urge he consider them fa-
vorably.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there
are a number of items on today's Exec-
utive and Legislative Calendars that I
am advised have been cleared on this
side for action. If the minority leader
is prepared to do so, I am prepared to
get those out of the way right now
with a minimum of time.

Mr. President, I gather from the mi-
nority leader’s indication to me that
he is prepared to consider some items.
I ask unanimous consent that I may
proceed as in morning business.

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

THE CALENDAR

Mr. BAEKER. Mr. President, I am
cleared on this side to take up these
matters by unanimous consent: Calen-
dar Order 777, 786, 789, 801, 802, and
803.

May I inquire of the minority leader
if he is prepared to consider those or
any portion of them and, in the inter-
est of time, to do so en bloc?

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I have no objection.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority
leader.

Then, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of the items just
identified en bloc.

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

GOOSE LAKE BASIN COMPACT

The bill (S. 1135) to consent to the
Goose Lake Basin Compact between
the States of California and Oregon,
was considered, ordered fo be en-
grossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

S. 1135

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
consent of Congress is hereby given to the
Goose Lake Basin Compact between the
States of California and Oregon, which com-
pact is as follows:

“Go0SE LAKE BASIN COMPACT

“Article I....

. Definition of Terms.
Distribution and Use of

“The major purposes of this compact are:

“A, To facilitate and promote the orderly,
integrated and comprehensive development,
use, conservation and control of the water
resources of Goose Lake Basin.

“B. To further intergovernmental coop-
eration and comity and to remove the
causes of present and future controversies
by (1) providing for continued development

of the water resources of Goose Lake Basin
by the States of California and Oregon, and
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(2) prohibiting the export of water from

Goose Lake Basin without consent of the

legislatures of California and Oregon.
“ARTICLE II. DEFINITION OF TERMS

“As use in this compact:

“A. 'Goose Lake Basin' shall mean the
drainage area of Goose Lake within the
States of California and Oregon and all
closed basins included in the Goose Lake
drainage basin as delineated on the official
map of the Goose Lake Basin which is at-
tached to and made a part of this compact.

“B. ‘Person’ shall mean the States of
Oregon and California, any individual and
any other entity, public or private.

“C. ‘Water', ‘waters’ or ‘water resources’
shall mean any water appearing on the sur-
face of the ground in streams, lakes, or oth-
erwise, and any water beneath the land sur-
face or beneath the bed of any stream, lake,
reservoir, or other body of surface water
within the boundaries of Goose Lake Basin.

“ARTICLE III. DISTRIBUTION AND USE OF
WATER

“A. There are hereby recognized vested
rights to the use of water originating in
Goose Lake Basin existing as of the effec-
tive date of this compact and established
under the laws of California and Oregon.

“B. Except as provided in this Article, this
compact shall not be construed as affecting
or interfering with appropriation under the
laws of California and Oregon of unappro-
priated waters of Goose Lake Basin for use
within the basin.

“C. Export of water from Goose Lake
Basin for use outside the basin without
prior consent of both State legislatures is
prohibited.

“D. Each State hereby grants the right
for a person to construct, and operate facili-
ties for the measurement, diversion, storage,
and conveyance of water from the Goose
Lake Basin in one State for use within the
basin in the other State, providing the right
to such use is secured by appropriation
under the general laws administered by the
Water Resources Director of the State of
Oregon or the Water Rights Board of Cali-
fornia and the laws of the State from which
the water is to be taken shall control.

“E. Should any facilities be constructed in
one State to implement use of water in the
other State, the construction, operation, re-
pairs and replacements of such facilities
shall be subject to the laws of the State in
which the facilities are constructed.

“ARTICLE IV. ADMINISTRATION

“No commission or administrative body is

necessary to administer this compact.
“ARTICLE V. TERMINATION

“This compact may be terminated at any
time by consent of the legislatures of Cali-
fornia and Oregon and upon such termina-
tion all rights then established hereunder
shall continue unimpaired.

“ARTICLE VI. GENERAL PROVISIONS

“Nothing in this compact shall be con-
strued to limit, or prevent any State from
instituting or maintaining any action or pro-
ceeding, legal or equitable, in any court
having jurisdiction thereof for the protec-
tion of any right under this compact or the
enforcement of any of its provisions.

“ARTICLE VII. RATIFICATION

“A. This compact shall become operative
when ratified by the legislatures of Califor-
nia and Oregon and consented to by the
Congress of the United States.

“B. This compact shall remain in full
force and effect until amended in the same
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manner as is required for it to be ratified to
become operative or until terminated.

“C. A copy of any proposed amendments
to or termination of this compact shall be
filed with the Board of Supervisors of
Modoc County, California, and the County
Court of Lake County, Oregon, at least 30
days prior to any legislative consideration
by the legislatures of the States of Califor-
nia and Oregon.

“ARTICLE VIII. FEDERAL RIGHTS

“Nothing in this compact shall be deemed:

“A. To impair or affect the existing rights
or powers of the United States of America,
its agencies, or instrumentalities, in and to
the use of the waters of the Goose Lake
Basin nor its capacity to acquire rights in
and to the use of said waters.

“B. To subject any property of the United
States of America, its agencies or instru-
mentalities, to taxation by any State or sub-
division thereof, nor to create an obligation
on the part of the United States of America,
its agencies or instrumentalities by reason
of the acquisition, construction or operation
of any property or works of whatsoever
kind, to make any payments to any State or
political subdivision thereof, State agency,
municipality or entity, whatsoever in reim-
bursement for the loss of taxes.

“C. To subject any property of the United
States of America, its agencies or instru-
mentalities, to the laws of any State to any
extent other than the extent to which these
laws would apply without regard to the
compact.”.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
bill was passed.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

NAVAJO INDIAN TRIBE CLAIMS
JURISDICTION

The Senate proceeded to consider
the bill (8. 1196) to confer jurisdiction
on the U.S. Claims Court with respect
to certain claims of the Navajo Indian
Tribe, which had been reported from
the Select Committee on Indian Af-
fairs, with amendments, as follows:

On page 2, line 8, strike “required”

On page 2, after line 17, insert:

“Sec. 2. This Act shall not affect the final-
ity of the judgments entered in Indian
Claims Commission Docket Numbers 229
and 353 or alter the effect, if any, of those
judgments on other litigation brought by
the Navajo Indian Tribe against the United
States as third parties in other judicial pro-
ceedings.”

So as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That not-
withstanding sections 2401 and 2501 of title
28, United States Code, or section 12 of the
Act of August 13, 1946 (60 Stat. 1052; 25
U.8.C. T0k), or any other provision of law,
jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon the
United States Claims Court to hear, deter-
mine, and render judgment on the claims of
the Navajo Indian Tribe against the United
States which (a) arose before August 13,
1946, (b) were timely presented under sec-

tion 2 of the Act of August 13, 1946 (80 Stat.
1050; 25 U.S.C. T0a), (c) were withdrawn
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without required approval by the Tribe and
the Secretary of the Interior, and (d) were
held by the Court of Claims in Navajo Tribe
of Indians against United States, Docket
Numbered 69, on June 13, 1979, to have
been voluntarily dismissed by the Tribe
before being considered or decided on their
merits, and which no longer pending before
the United States Claims Court and have
not been previously determined on the
merits by the United States Court of
Claims. Such claims must be filed within six
months after this Act shall have become
law.

Sec. 2. This Act shall not affect the finali-
ty of the judgments entered in Indian
Claims Commission Docket Numbers 229
and 353 or alter the effect, if any, of those
judgments on other litigation brought by
the Navajo Indian Tribe against the United
States as third parties in other judicial pro-
ceedings.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third
time, and passed, as amended.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
bill was passed.

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

The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.

NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAMS
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1984

The Senate proceeded to consider
the bill (S. 2184) to amend the Native
American Programs Act of 1974 to
impose certain limitations with respect
to the administration of such act and
to authorize appropriations under
such act for fiscal years 1985, 19886,
and 1987, and for other purposes,
which had been reported from the
Select Committee on Indian Affairs
with amendments, as follows:

On page 2, strike lines 10 and 11 and
insert:

(2) at the end of subsection (a), add the
following: “Every determination made with
respect to a request for financial assistance
under this section shall be made without
regard to whether the agency making such
request serves, or the project to be assisted
is for the benefit of, Indians who are not
members of a federally recognized tribe. To
the greatest extent practicable, the Secre-
tary shall ensure that each project to be as-
sisted under this title is consistent with the
priorities established by the agency which
receives such assistance.”.

On page 4, line 1, strike “Secretary” and
insert “Commissioner”.

So as to make the bill read:

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

SHORT TITLE

Secrion 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Native American Programs Act Amend-
ments of 1983".

DISTRIBUTION OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

Skc. 2. (a) Subsection (a) of section 803 of
the Native American Programs Act of 1974
(42 U.S.C. 2091b) is amended—

(1) by striking out “including but not lim-
ited to” in the first sentence.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

(2) at the end of subsection (a), add the
following: “Every determination made with
respect to a request for financial assistance
under this section shall be made without
regard to whether the agency making such
request serves, or the project to be assisted
is for the benefit of, Indians who are not
members of a federally recognized tribe. To
the greatest extent practicable, the Secre-
tary shall ensure that each project to be as-
sisted under this title is consistent with the
priorities established by the agency which
receives such assistance.”.

(b) Subsection (c) of section 803 of the
Native American Programs Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 2991b(c)) is amended—

(1) by striking out “No project” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “(1) No project”, and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(2) No project may be disapproved for as-
sistance under this title solely because the
agency requesting such assistance is an
Indian organization located in a nonreserva-
tion area or serving Indians in a nonreserva-
tion area.”.

ADMINISTRATION OF PROGRAMS

SEc. 3. SBection 812 of the Native American
Programs Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 2092b) is
amended to read as follows:

“ADMINISTRATION, DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY

“Sec. 812. (a)X1) The general administra-
tion of the programs authorized in this Act
shall remain within the Department of
Health and Human Services and, notwith-
standing any authority under any other law,
may not be transferred outside of such De-
partment.

“(2) The Secretary shall administer grants
under section 803 through the Administra-
tion for Native Americans. The Commission-
er of such Administration may not delegate
outside of such Administration the func-
tions, powers, and duties of the Commission-
er under the provisions of such section.

“(bX1) Except as provided in subsection
(a)2), the Secretary may delegate to the
heads of agencies within the Department of
Health and Human Services any of the
functions, powers, and duties of the Secre-
tary under this title and may authorize the
redelegation of such functions, powers, and
duties by the heads of such agencies only to
heads of other agencies within the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services.

“(2) Funds appropriated to carry out the
provisions of this title, other than section
803, may be transferred between agencies
within the Department of Health and
Human Services only if such funds are used
for the purposes for which they are author-
ized and appropriated.

“{c) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to prohibit interagency funding
agreements made between the Administra-
tion for Native Americans and other agen-
cies of the Federal Government for the de-
velopment and implementation of specific
grants or projects.”.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 4. Section 813 of the Native American
Programs Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 2992d) is
amended—

(1) by striking out the period at the end of
paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof
“ and"”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(4) ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of
Health and Human Services.”.
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EXPENDITURE OF AVAILABLE FUNDS

Skc. 5. Section 814 of the Native American
Programs Act of 1974 (42 U.8.C. 2992d) is
amended—

(1) by striking out “1881" and inserting in
lieu thereof “1987";

(2) by striking out “There are” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “(a) There are”; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

(b) Not less than 90 per centum of the
funds made available to carry out the provi-
sions of this title for any fiscal year shall be
expended to carry out the provisions of sec-
tion 803(a) for such fiscal year,

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third
time, and passed, as amended.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
bill was passed.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

HELEN KELLER DEAF-BLIND
AWARENESS WEEK

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 261)
to provide for the designation of the
last week in June 1984 as “Helen
Keller Deaf-Blindness Awareness
Week,” was considered, ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

The joint resolution and preamble
are as follows:

S.J. REs. 261

Whereas the anniversary of the birth of
Helen Keller, the most accomplished, re-
spected, and renowned deaf-blind American
in our history, falls on June 27, and

Whereas deaf-blindness is one of the most
severe of all disabilities, with respect to
which some forty thousand Americans are
deprived of two primary senses; and

Whereas the rubella epidemic of the
1960’s, along with other pathologies, has re-
sulted in deaf-blindness for approximately
six thousand of our children; and

Whereas, because of the severity of deaf-
blindness the cost of educating, training,
and rehabilitating persons who are deaf and
blind is high in comparison with other dis-
abilities; and

Whereas this high cost causes many serv-
ice agencies to be reluctant to serve deaf-
blind persons, thus inhibiting the independ-
ence and self-sufficiency of such persons,
and frequently resulting in their placement
in custodial institutions; and

Whereas, although the Helen Keller Na-
tional Center and its network, and regional
deaf-blind centers serve a portion of this
population, inadequate education, training
and rehabilitation services to the deaf-blind
population represents a terrible waste of
human lives and resources, imposing a high
economic cost on the Nation; and

Whereas it is in the national interest to
prevent this waste of human resources,
foster independence, create opportunities
for employment, and maximize the ability
t.odachleve among our deaf-blind citizens;
an

Whereas these objectives can be accom-
plished only through an increased public
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awareness of, and attention to, the needs,
abilities, and potential contributions to soci-
ety of persons who are both deaf and blind;
and

Whereas it is highly appropriate to publi-
cize the needs, abilities, and potential of all
deaf-blind persons, and simultaneously to
recognize Helen Keller not only as a beacon
of courage and hope for our Nation, but also
as a symbol of what is possible for deaf-
blind persons to achieve: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President
shall issue a proclamation designating the
last week in June of 1984 as “Helen Keller
Deaf-Blind Awareness Week” and calling
upon the people of the United States to ob-
serve such week with appropriate ceremo-
nies and activities.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
joint resolution was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

HONORING COMMANDER
ALPHONSE DESJARDINS

The resolution (8. Res. 312) to honor
Comdr. Alphonse Desjardins, founder
of La Caisse Populaire de Ste-Marie,
Manchester, N.H. was considered and
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, and the preamble,
are as follows:

S. REs. 312

Whereas Commander Alphonse Desjar-
dins observed a lack of adequate banking fa-
cilities for most working Americans and un-
dertook an active role in encouraging inter-
ested groups to develop a useful community-
based alternative,

Whereas the objectives of credit unions
are to encourage economy and financial re-
sponsibility among members, to promote
Christian and humane values, to combat
usury, to provide capital for local individual
enterprises, and to help borrowers achieve
economic independence through self-help,

Whereas the credit union movement in
the United States began on a note of high
idealism, its purpose service, its motivation
religion, and its essence the practicality of
the association of individuals, and

Whereas Commander Desjardins respond-
ed to the request of Monsignor Pierre
Hevey, priest of Saint Mary's parish, Man-
chester, New Hampshire, to organize a
credit union among a group of Franco-
American citizens, resulting in the first in-
corporation of a credit union in this Nation,
La Calsse Populaire de Ste-Marie: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate recognizes and
honors the efforts of Commander Alphonse
Desjardins, who, in this important way, did
80 much to bring credit unionism to the
United States.

Mr. BAEKER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
resolution was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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NATIONAL WEEK OF THE OCEAN

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 478)
designating the week of April 29
through May 5, 1984, as ‘“National
Week of the Ocean,” was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
joint resolution was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

THE EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, my ex-
ecutive calendar today also has a
number of clearances on it. May I in-
quire of the minority leader if he is
prepared to consider all those nomina-
tions under the heading ‘“Nomina-
tions,” not including those nomina-
tions placed on the Secretary’s desk,
however?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this side
of the aisle is ready to proceed with all
nominations with the exception of
Calendar Order No. 514.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank
the minority leader.

Mr. President, I hope to have cleared
the nominations placed on the Secre-
tary’s desk early this afternoon. I
think I may be able to do that.

I also hope that the minority leader
might be in a position to clear Calen-
dar Order 514. The minority leader I
am sure will understand what I am
about to say. We discussed it privately,
and I mentioned it on the floor yester-
day. At some point the leadership on
this side will feel compelled to move to
the consideration of that item. We do
not do that often, and I will not do it
today certainly. But if the minority
leader could reexamine that particular
item, I would be grateful for it.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, that will
be done.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, then I
ask unanimous consent that the
Senate now go into executive session
to consider those items that are
cleared on both sides, to wit: Calendar
Orders 567, 569, and 570.

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

THE JUDICIARY

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Alicemarie H. Stotler, of
California, to be U.S. district judge for
the central district of California.

The nomination was considered and
confirmed.
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Bohdan A. Futey, of Ohio, to
be chairman of the Foreign Claims
Settlement Commission of the United
States for the remainder of the term
expiring September 30, 1985.

The nomination was considered and
confirmed.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Chapman B. Cox, of Virgin-
ia, to be General Counsel of the De-
partment of Defense,

The nomination was considered and
confirmed.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
nominations were confirmed.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President
be immediately notified of the confir-
mation of these nominations.

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. BAEKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now return to legislative session.

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

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, that
concludes my business for this morn-
ing. I thank the minority leader for
his assistance and cooperation. I
apologize to the Senator from Wiscon-
sin for taking so long.

1 yield the floor, Mr. President.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the standing order, the Democratic
leader is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may retain
control of the time that is left for me,
and that the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) pro-
ceed with his order, if he so wishes.

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

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
PROXMIRE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) is recog-
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes.
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HOLLAND: THE WELFARE STATE
GONE WILD

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
Sunday, April 1, the “60 Minutes" pro-
gram on CBS carried the most damn-
ing indictment of the welfare state
pushed to its extreme that this Sena-
tor has ever seen. This was a depiction
of the economic plight into which Hol-
land has worked in its quest to create
a perfect social democracy. It provides
subsidies for just about everything: for
opera, for art, for marihuana for teen-
agers. As CBS commentator Morley
Safer observed:

By the mid-70's the social welfare system
had reached a crescendo of plans and pro-
grams, a reverse of Orwell’s “1984." Big
Brother was not watching; he was asking,
“Can I do anything to help?”

In recent years, Mr. President, our
country the United States, has begun
to show a little restraint in foolish do-
mestic spending. But we could easily
lapse back into the bad old habits; “60
Minutes” offered a vivid picture of
why we should be very careful about
such a lapse.

I ask unanimous consent that ex-
cerpts from the transcript of the “60
Minutes” television presentation of
Sunday, April 1, on where the social
democracy crusade has led Holland be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the ex-
cerpts were ordered to be printed in
the REcORD, as follows:

“DuTcH TREAT"

MoRrLEY SAFER.—The Dutch ideal 20 years
ago or so was to create the perfect social de-
mocracy, a state that would meet every need
but, more than that, a state that would in-
dulge every whim. The “Dutech Treat” is the
result. Some of you will see it as something
as close to Utopia as can be found on this
earth. Others will see it as proof that there
are limits to what the state can do, even
with the best intentions. And once the state
giveth, it is nearly impossible for the state
to taketh away. Whatever way you do see it,
one fact is it’s running out of money. Dutch
workers are paying fifty to sixty percent in
taxes, the tax base is declining, unemploy-
ment in Holland may be the highest in
Europe, but the treat goes on.

[Opera excerpt.]

The Dutch treat is for everyone. For the
opera lover, it's particularly delicious. If the
production wasn't subsidized, it would cost
$85 a ticket, but it only costs $7 to attend.
The government puts up the difference.

In Holland, the government puts up the
difference for everything, from tennis les-
sons to providing a place for teenagers to
buy cheap hashish, to paying undiscovered
artists a state salary. It pays a retired book-
keeper, age 30, a nice pension for an alleged
bad back, giving him time to be a full-time
hawker for a sex club, And he pays not a
penny in taxes.

By the mid-70's the social welfare system
had reached a crescendo of plans and pro-
grams, a reverse of Orwell's 1984. Big Broth-
er wasn't watching; he was asking, “Can I do
anything to help?” The militant women de-
manded the government give them a
women-only restaurant. The Government
gave them money to get one going. And
when lesbian women felt they were ex-
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cluded from job opportunities as barge cap-
tains, the Dutch government put up money,
got the Common Market to put up more,
and gave them a school and bought them a

e.

[Barge engine revving up.]

The male barge crews objected, predicted
disaster—accidents in Holland's delicate
canal system. But the women won; the canal
walls held.

[Dog barking; women barge workers chat-
ting.]

Woman. Have a good time now. [Laughing,
kissingl.

SarFer. The homosexual community de-
manded and got a government-subsidized
club and dance hall. The Hell's Angels com-
plained they had no place to meet; so, the
government gave them a clubhouse. Youth
in general complained that youth was not
being served; so, the government started
something called “The Happy Family
Clubs”. Kids from 15 to 24 are provided
with free music, sausages and soft drinks.
Beer is 35¢ a glass; the hashish and marijua-
na are sold at discount prices.

[Singers performing Dutch pop music.]

The system is almost self-sufficient. The
man who runs this Happy Family told me
that the sale of drugs helps to offset the
cost of running the clubs. The drugs are
half the street price, and they're pure.

Remember, there's nothing clandestine
about the sale of drugs in these clubs. This
has the approval of the Dutch social welfare
system.

[Singers performing.]

For older children and younger adults, the
government subsidizes other clubs, like the
“Milkey Way”. In the Milkey Way, the
drugs are sold at booths that give the latest
market prices for marijuana and hashish.
Everyone goes to great pains to say that
hard drugs are not offered for sale, though
the government is about to open a center
where 300 heroin users will be given free
drugs and a clean place to inject themselves.

[Orchestra tuning up.]

Holland is a great haven for musicians and
for lovers of music. It pays virtually the
entire cost for 19 symphony orchestras, plus
operas and ballet companies. The musicians
are all on civil service salaries and pensions,
given 12 months a year of work, even
though some of them put in only eight
weeks.

[Orchestra tuning up.]

“The Ysbreaker”"—[pronounced ice-break-
erl—an Amsterdam cafe and experimental
music club—gets a stipend of about a quar-
ter of a million dollars a year from the gov-
ernment. Holland may be the most youth-
conscious society in the world. Youth is in-
dulged and pampered and subsidized, right
through to middle age and beyond. At The
Ysbreaker, just about any kind of music
goes.

[Avant-garde violin and trombone music.]

It's also a place to try out new vaudeville
acts, even though vaudeville is as dead in
Holland as it is anywhere. The performers
are, of course, on a government stipend as
well. (Trombone blats; vaudeville excerpt)

Pop music is not left out, and here you
may have the most enigmatic non sequitur
in the history of musicology—the Commit-
tee for Non-Commercial Pop Music, de-
signed to make more commercial and more
popular non-commercial music. In other
words, they're here to find ways of getting
the bottom 400 into the Top 20, which of
course would then make it no longer non-
commercial.

But the most graphiec, visual example of
the Dutch treat is the way it treats its un-
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successful artists and those claiming to be
artists. Last year, the Arts Committee of the
Dutch Government spent more than $43-
million on artworks from painters and
sculptors who could not otherwise make a
living. There are 3500 such artists on the
government payroll. In return for the
money, the artists offer their, quote, “best
work”, unquote, to the state.

[Chairman of Arts Committee speaking
Dutch.]

The state committee is made up of civil
servants and artists who are themselves on
the nation’s payroll. They meet twice a
month to select art and artists to be added
to the payroll.

The decision will be made today about
whether to vote to—

MaN [municipal government employeel.
Yes?

SaFeEr [continuing]l. Subsidize that artist
or not.

Man. Right. That's correct. First, they
have a general judgment whether the work
presented is good enough, qualified to be
bought. And then, if they vote yes, then
afterwards they vote which part of the work
they actually will buy.

SaFEr. And are you from the Ministry,
or—

Man. From the municipal government.

SaFER. I see.

[Background comments in Dutch.]

SarFeEr. Much of what the committee looks
at is atrocious. There's just no other word
for it. And most members will privately
admit it. But, not unlike certain depart-
ments of the U.S. government, once you
have a budget, it must be spent—so they
spend it.

[Comments in Dutch; pounding of gavel.]

Sarer. If the spiritual and esthetic sides of
Dutch life seem indulged, what about the
more practical side of life? Well, Holland
has the most generous compensation for dis-
abled workers anywhere, and it may be no
surprise that it has more disabled workers
than any other country. One in six people
in the Dutch work force is on the “perma-
nently disabled” list, being paid up to 80%
of their former salaries. Right now, between
the disabled and the unemployed, 41% of
the Dutch work force is not working but
being paid handsome benefits. And those
benefits are not the end of it.

The abuses are not legendary, they are
factual. In order to receive the disability
pension, the alleged accident does not have
to be job-related. One young man wrenched
his back skiing, and managed to pull a
$20,000-a-year pension for life. And then
again, Willem the bookkeeper, back at his
stand, earning, as he says, “luxury money"
in Amsterdam'’s red-light district.

[Willem hawking outside sex shop; dia-
logue in Dutch.]

Sarer. Willem says doctors have not been
able to trace the exact cause of his bad
back, but he says it does hurt after a few
hours of sitting.

But you look like a very healthy fellow.

WiLLEM. Yeah, that's because I have—
well, enough money to live in a bit of
luxury, to go on—on a holiday for a year.
Eat good to live good.

SAFER. Where do you go?

WiLLEM. Well, depends. I've been through
Europe, all over, most countries of Europe.
And next year, I plan to go to the highlands
of Scotland, this year, in the summer.

Sarer. Can you sit in an airplane for three
or four hours?

WiLLEM. That's okay, yeah.

SarEr. Or a car?
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WiLrem. That's not—that’s not hanging
OVer a desk with your back bent.
SAFER. I

Dr. Jop Sbork is a leading internist. He
was the doctor to a former prime minister of
Holland. He sees plenty of legitimately ill
people, and he sees some others as well.

Dr. Jor STorg. Most of the patients come
in to us with—with complaints like head-
ache, backache, irritable colon, hyperventi-
lation. And that’s more than 50% of my pa-
tients. And then, we are ex—— examining
everything: laboratory tests, X.rays, endo-
scopical examination.

At the end we say, “Congratulations! We
didn't find anything!” And then we don’t
see a laugh. They say, “Well, I'm sorry, but
I have my complaints. I'm not able to
work.” And then the problem starts.

Dr. Vicror HELMBERSTADT. The system is
abused, because it has been made to be
abused.

SarEr. Dr. Victor Helmberstadt is a world-
renowned Dutch economist. He lectures at
Leyden University. He's one of the archi-
tects of the system, a system he now says
has gotten completely out of hand.

Dr. HELMBERSTADT. It has been a terrible
blow against morality, against the work
ethic, and especially it has been a terrible
blow for younger people, because in the past
decade lots of young people have seen
around them fraud, legal fraud, which al-
lowed workers to obtain a benefit as a dis-
abled person. And that, in—in turn, made it
seem to young people, I think, that, well,
trying to get a benefit instead of working
was socially acceptable. And that's why we
have now brought up generations of people
who think that it'’s quite normal to live on a
benefit instead of living on the income made
from work.

[Laughter at cafe; Turks playing cards
and dominos.]

Sarer. Non-Dutchman take further advan-
tage of the Dutch social welfare system.
There are hundreds of thousand of foreign
workers in Holland, invited in to do the
menial work many Dutchmen did not want
to do. These Turkish men, many of them
now on unemployment or disability them-
selves, are entitled to full benefits, plus
family benefits for wives and children
who've never been to Holland. The system is
badly abused. Men claim more children
than they have, and in some cases the
money’s going back to buy up farmland in
Turkey.

[Turks playing; clatter of dishes.]

Imdad Alli is a Pakistani who came to Hol-
land seven years ago. He works as a dish-
washer in an Amsterdam hotel. On top of a
fairly good salary, he gets a whole array of
benefits.

[Music—Pakistanis watching Dynasty on
V.1

He lives in a big house which is subsidized
by the state. He rents out rooms to other
Pakistanis on an unofficial basis. On top of
that, the Dutch government sends $3,000 a
year in family assistance to his family in
Pakistan, a family he claims numbers nine
people. That $3,000 alone is nine times the
average annual income in Pakistan.

[TV excerpt from Dynasty, with John
Forsythe portraying Blake Carrington, de-
claring: “Yes, I'm going to get my grandson
back home where he belongs!”]

Dr. HeLMBERsTADT. The Dutch system is as

cenerou.s to those who have—hold a Dutch
passport as to those who do not hold a
Dutch passport but who have worked here,
are still working. That implies that those
who return to their own country—because
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they have, for instance, entered the disabil-
ity scheme and have been declared disabled
or partially disabled—will get a benefit even
in their own country. Some people will, for
their specific disability, need a car, as to be
able to transport themself. Now, if this were
a foreign worker, and he goes back to his
own country, which is perfectly legitimate,
he’ll be entitled to take that car along and
get a replacement for that car after a few
years.

SarFEr. What's been the net effect on
Dutch society of this generosity—I mean,
beyond any economic problems? Has there
been some other——

Dr. HeELMBERSTADT. People consider it
quite normal that government finances
almost everything, be it education, be it art,
be it benefits. And government is not a
strange and alien body somewhere; govern-
ment is us. And now people are finding out
that—that they're paying the bill them-
selves, and that bill today is very high. And
that makes a situation whereby wor—more
and more workers will say, “We can't accept
it."” It’s not yet a revolt, but there is a strong
resistance to an increase in the tax take,
only to finance schemes, benefits, for those
who don't work.

SAFER. And what about those who do? All
those universally unrecognized artists on
the Dutch payroll, what happens to all that
output? In theory, the work that is selected
is sent to public buildings like this one. This
building’s main purpose is to administer
“bad back” benefits. The idea is that state-
employed office workers can enjoy the
fruits of state-approved art. in fact, most of
the art is sent here, to a warehouse. This
one is down by the waterfront in Amster-
dam. This is the little warehouse. It houses
only 40,000 pieces.

Last year, the Dutch government paid
$43-million for this stuff, and who knows
how much more to house it. And as I said,
this is only part of it. In the Hague, in the
big warehouse, there are another 200,000
pieces of forlorn, long-forgotten inspiration.
m;(;avel pounding at Arts Committee meet-

HOW A BRILLIANT BUREAUCRAT
SAVED NATIONAL PUBLIC RADIO

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
contrast with the waste and extrava-
gance of social expenditures gone wild
in Holland, I want to offer at this
point an example of bureaucracy at its
best in our Government.

This town has a great time denounc-
ing bureaucrats gone wrong. But when
a public official does something bril-
liantly, no one read about it, hears
about it or talks about it. This morn-
ing I should like to call the Senate’s
attention to a bureaucrat who did a
superlative job. The name of this
public official is Ronald Bornstein. If
you have never heard of Ronald Born-
stein, welcome to the club. Very few
have.

But here is what he did: Last year,
National Public Radio was in abysmal
financial shape. Its budget crisis was
so severe that it appeared impossible
for this excellent public service to sur-
vive. The usual answer under these cir-
cumstances is to pump more public
money into the operation. Just hike
the old appropriation. But sometimes
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Congress says no and a service dies. In
this case, Congress did not act, and the
service carried on.

In spite of strong public and con-
gressional support for National Public
Radio, especially for its excellent
“Morning Edition” and ‘“All Things
Considered,” it appeared that National
Public Radio might have to go. At this
point, Bornstein was asked to come to
the rescue. Why Bornstein? Bornstein
has for a number of years run Nation-
al Public Radio’s most successful radio
as well as its affiliated television sta-
tion: WHA in Madison, Wis.

In 1976, Bornstein had come to
Washington briefly to head a commit-
tee to recognize National Public Radio,
a nonprofit programing and distribu-
tion organization which serves more
than 240 affiliated public stations. He
did such a good job then that he won
the Edward R. Murrow Award for Dis-
tinguished Service to Public Radio.
Bornstein also returned to Washing-
ton when he served as a vice president
of the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting for 18 months beginning in
1980.

So when National Public Radio got
into trouble, the National Public
Radio Board of Directors turned to
Bornstein. No other name came up.
When Bornstein arrived, he had to do
a painful, difficult job. He reduced the
staff of NPR by more than 150, includ-
ing firing more than a hundred, and
these were people whom Bornstein ac-
knowledged were good people. As
Bornstein told the Wisconsin Business
Journal: “There were no financial sys-
tems operating at National Public
Radio. There was lack of internal dis-
cipline, management discipline, ero-
sion of the chain of command.” At one
point, NPR had $65,000 in the bank
and a $6.5 million debt. The telephone
company repeatedly threatened to dis-
connect the phones. The landlord
threatened eviction. The satellite
interconnection system operated only
through emergency payments to West-
ern Union. The company had 9,000
checks that could not be sent, because
there were no funds to pay them. NPR
owed almost $800,000 in salary with-
holding taxes to the Internal Revenue
Service and was behind in paying with-
holding tax moneys to the District of
Columbia and other tax districts. Bad
business practices abounded in the
chaotic climate. NPR had issued 110
American Express credit cards for use
by its 449 employees. The cards were
billable directly to the company.
There were no uniform expense reim-
bursement procedures.

Bornstein moved quickly and deci-
sively to clean up this messs. But he
acquired some deep resentment along
the way; he was called Attila the
Munchkin and the Midwest Hick. The
board chairman of NPR, Myron Jones,
said that he could not tolerate Born-
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stein’s style of management. He told
the Board: “One of us has to go. It's
either Bornstein or Jones.” Jones
went.

Mr. President, today we still have an
excellent National Public Radio, not
only by virtue of a regard for the im-
portance of the service NPR brings,
but also a sensitivity to hardheaded,
sound business practices and account-
ability, and a remarkable, first-class
bureaucrat: Ronald C. Bornstein of
Madison, Wis.

I ask unanimous consent that an ar-
ticle from the Wisconsin Business
Journal of April 1984, by Joel McNair,
entitled “Is Ron Bornstein God? Or Is
He Just Damn Good?" be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

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

Is Ron BorNsTEIN Gop? Or Is HE JuUsT

Damx Goop?
(By Joel McNair)

The Madison newspaper headline last No-
vember lableled him “Superman.” Another
anointed him “Savior.” Yet another news
story said he's “an authentic American
hero.”

For the press to gush is one thing. For the
press to gush over a bureaucrat is quite an-
other.

But to the eight million persons who regu-
larly listen to National Public Radio, bald-
ing, 51-year-old Ronald C. Bornstein, at five
feet six inches, is a man of heroic propor-
tions. In the space of six eventful months
last year, Bornstein quite literally saved
NPR—an organization “close to anarchy"—
from oblivion. A communications professor
with UW-Madison and just recently ap-
pointed chief lobbyist and public relations
officer of the University of Wisconsin
System, Bornstein was directing WHA
public television and radio in Madison
before he headed east.

When he assumed the temporary presi-
dency of NPR last May, Bornstein discov-
ered the organization was some $9 million in
debt in a total budget of $26 million. NPR
wasn't meeting payrolls. Withholding taxes
were not being paid. Employees had to cross
the street to borrow paper for the copying
machine

Through massive budget cuts, employee
layoffs, programming reduction and a craft-
ily negotiated loan, Bornstein in a summer's
time left NPR in a position to survive, if not
thrive. Most critics and listeners agree that,
despite the cutbacks, the guality of the net-
;cl)rk’s programming was not greatly affect-

And, perhaps most incredibly, “Super-
man" did all this as a half-time employee.

“The remedies were standard business
practice, nothing revolutionary,” claims
Bommstein in the soft, steady voice that
belies his “tough guy” image within the
broadcasting industry. His special qualifica-
tions, Bornstein feels, were knowing public
broadcasting and the political workings of
Washington, D.C., where NPR is headquar-
tered.

“No other name ever came up,” says Jack
Mitchell, a member of the NPR board of di-
rectors that selected Bornstein to succeed
Frank Mankiewicz as president last May.
“There's nobody else quite like him.”

Bornstein carved his unique niche
through more than a decade of managing

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

WHA, interrupted by stints at NPR and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting in
Washington. In Madison he learned to
handle the budget and staff of a highly re-
garded public broadcasting station that
ranks first in the nation in terms of radio
listeners and second in television viewers.

In Washington, Bornstein says he learned
“the political landscape” of public broad-
casting—and where the organization's “cor-
porate bodies were buried.”

A Detroit native, Bornstein came to Madi-
son in 1967 to be associate director of televi-
sion services at WHA, which is part of the
University of Wisconsin Extension. He has
headed the station’'s television and radio op-
erations since 1970. Now, he is the chief
spokesperson and lobbyist for the Universi-
ty of Wisconsin System.

WHA produces local broadcasts and state-
wide information and educational services
for the Wisconsin public television and
radio networks. It also provides educational
materials for state and educational agencies.

Under Bornstein's stewardship, WHA
radio and television has modernized its fa-
cilities and increased staff (to 135 full-time
employees) and budget (to a total of $7.8
million for the current fiscal year). Despite
its growth, Bornstein points with pride to
the fact that use of state tax money as a
percentage of direct operating costs has de-
creased substantially in the last 15 years.

“Our direct operating costs are supported
in the majority by nontaxpayer funds,”
Bornstein says. The majority of these oper-
ations are paid for by providing services to
non-profit organizations and by donations
from foundations and individuals.

In 1976, Bornstein traveled to Washington
to head a committee to reorganize NFR, a
non-profit programming and distribution or-
ganization which serves more than 240 affil-
iate public stations. As a result of that
effort, he won the Edward R. Murrow
Award for Distinguished Service to Public
Radio.

He was also instrumental in hiring Frank
Mankiewicz as NPR's president.

Bornstein went to Washington again in
1980, taking an 18-month leave of absence
from the UW to serve as a vice-president of
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting. He
says the CPB, an independent non-profit or-
ganization which receives federal funding to
be used for public broadcasting, acts as an
“insulator between the political sector and a
First Amendment enterprise.”

Despite spending his entire broadcasting
career in the public sector, Bornstein says
his philosophy is the same as that of any
good small businessman. “We believe in the
same business-like principles of private en-
terprise,’” he says. “We believe in budget in-
tegrity, appropriate stewardship of funds
and attention to the bottom line and per-
formance.”

He says these principles were what NPR
lacked last spring.

Jack Mitchell, who is also station manager
at WHA, says the 17-member NPR board of
directors first realized they had a serious
budget crisis in March. the board tried to
balance NPR's current (1883) budget. They
;.’;;und. Mitchell says, that this was impossi-

8.

Mankiewicz resigned under pressure. And
the board gave Bornstein a call.

Bornstein agreed to help out on a part-
time basis—with one stipulation. “I told the
board that I would not accept a permanent
position,” he explains. “I promised my
family I would be home in time for Hallow-
een.”
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For the next six months, he spent three
days a week in Washington, generally from
Sunday night through Wednesday. He was
soon on a firstname basis with crew mem-
bers of Northwest Airlines Flight 379 out of
Washington.

Bornstein's arrival was not greeted with
enthusiasm by the NPR staff. Mankiewicz
had been popular, particularly with the
people who produced NPR’s stellar news
shows, “Morning Edition” and “All Things
Considered.”

Mankiewicz, too, had fostered an attitude
that the organization’s problems were minor
and temporary. “Frank was saying that
things are rosy, ‘there’s a little cash flow
problem, but if we just hang tough we'll get
through it',” Mitchell remembers. “Then
the NPR board essentially fires Frank and
sends in a guy who has a reputation for
toughness.”

“Since they had been told there was no
problem, the staff thought that ‘someone’s
out to get us.""”

The word at NPR, Mitchell says, was that
Bornstein represented President Reagan's
plan to kill public radio. Or that the CPB
and hostile public radio stations were plan-
ning similar deeds. And Bornstein was
friendly with NPR’s rival, American Public
Radio.

He was dubbed, “Attila the Munchkin"
and “The Midwest Hick.”

Bornstein had his own description of the
situation: “Chaos.”

“There were simply no financial systems
operating at National Public Radio,” he
says. “There was lack of internal discipline,
management discipline, erosion of the chain
of command, lack of financial and adminis-
trative leadership by some of the principal
department heads and officers.”

“It was an organization that I thought
was pretty close to anarchy.”

The results of that anarchy were every-
where. At one point, NPR had $65,000 in
the bank and a $6.5 million debt. The tele-
phone company repeatedly threatened to
disconnect the phones. The landlord threat-
ened eviction. Member stations, Bornstein
recalls, were “owed lots of money.” The sat-
ellite interconnection system operated only
through emergency payments to Western
Union.

Bornstein more than once had to obtain
emergency loans to meet the payroll. The
company had 9,000 checks that could not be
sent, because there were no funds to pay
them. NPR owed almost $800,000 in salary
withholding taxes to the Internal Revenue
Service and was behind in paying withhold-
ing tax monies to the District of Columbia
and other tax districts.

“A series of administrative fiefdoms were
built that had their own books,"” says Born-
stein. “These had a tendency not to agree
with each other’s or the corporate books.”

Bad business practices abounded in the
chaotic climate. For example, NPR had
issued 110 American Express credit cards
for use by its 449 employees. “The cards
were billable directly to the company,”
Bornstein explains. “There was no uniform
expense reimbursement procedure.”

He says employees “would somehow,
someday turn in a reconciling piece of
paper, but the company would by that time
have paid the American Express bill.”

When he first stepped into NPR’s Wash-
ington headquarters, Bornstein realized
almost immediately that drastic budget and
staff cutting was needed.
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“We knew what we had to cut the first
week we were there,” says Mitchell. “His
(Bornstein’s) great strength is decisiveness.”

Mitchell was part of a transition team,
hand-picked by Bornstein to carry out his
directives. As the temporary programming
specialist, Mitchell was Bornstein's “cutter.”
Weekend and hourly news programs were
terminated and reporters laid off. Four-
fifths of arts and performance programming
was chopped away.

Steve Symonds, a CPB veteran, was Born-
stein’s deputy, the man who provided Born-
stein with much of his decision-making in-
formation. When Bornstein wanted a chief
financial officer from the commercial broad-
casting sector, Westinghouse Broadcasting
offered George Miles, a Boston television
station manager.

In the space of a few weeks, the team re-
duced NPR's staff by more than 150 em-
ployees. More than 100 were fired. Mitchell
says he was “numb.”

“It was absolutely agonizing,” Bornstein
remembers. “Those people were good
people. They were the victims of the prob-
lem, not the cause.”

Bornstein’s axe was criticized within the
organization. In what his staff calls the
“June 14th Shootout at the OK Corral.”
NPR Board Chairman Myron Jones said he
could not tolerate Bornstein's style of man-
agement. “He told the board it was either
him or me,” Bornstein recalls.

It was “him."” Bornstein stayed.

Outsiders like the Washington Post's Jac-
queline Trescott say some public radio sta-
tion managers criticize Bornstein’s decision
to cut first and seek funds later.

“He stayed away from direct fundraising
for so long,” says Trescott, who covered the
NPR story for the Post. Although more
than $2 million was eventually raised in a
“Drive to Survive" broadcast appeal, Tres-
cott says much of the arts and performance

division could have been saved if money had
been raised earlier.

“In the long run, those cuts hurt NPR,”
she adds.

Bornstein counters that “Morning Edi-

tion"” and "All Things Considered” are the
heart and soul of NPR, the programming
that is demanded by listeners and station
managers. To attract foundation support
and negotiate a loan with the CPB, he says
all other areas had to suffer cuts. Without
the cuts, he feels outside contributors would
have been “throwing money down a rat-
hole.”

Once Bornstein felt the situation was
under control, he went to the CPB for a
loan that would keep NPR afloat. The nego-
tiations were not friendly.

Bormnstein is frank in his assessment of the
CPB. '"(CPB) should have been watching
the store while someone took the cookies.
They should have watched the financial
performance of NPR."

The corporation, he says, was not experi-
enced in negotiating what essentially was a
commercial loan. Bornstein also feels the
CPB's general counsel was not familiar with
broadcast regulation. He says CPB’s initial
loan stipulations required too much control
over NPR, and represented a First Amend-
ment threat.

CPB wanted title to NPR's interconnec-
tion system. “Legally, they couldn't do it,”
Bornstein relates.

“But they maintained they could.”

When the two parties decided upon a trust
to oversee continued operation of the
system, CPB attempted to select representa-
tives of public radio stations as trustees.
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This is also illegal, Bornstein says, because
trustees cannot be beneficiaries of the trust.

The corporation also wanted tighter con-
trol of NPR's budget. “Most people in the
business sector clearly understand that if
you have control of the budget for one day
you have control of the organization,” Born-
stein says. Elements for CPB budget review
were a continuing battle.

“Our position,"” Bornstein explains, “was
that the NPR budget review should not pro-
vide the Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing with any ability to either approve or dis-
approve the receipt of grants. If you have
that, you have significant influence over
programming.

“If that had come to push and shove, I
would rather have seen the organization
stop, if that was the price. Nothing is worth
that.”

The $8.5 million loan guarantee came just
hours before NPR would have been forced
to close its doors for lack of money.

While not guaranteeing NPR's future,
Bornstein and his team had at least given it
some breathing space with the loan. And
Bornstein returned to Wisconsin, where he
helped pass out the Halloween candy.

Bornstein has received the praise of the
NPR board, the news staff, the CPB and the
press. With new President Douglas J.
Bennet at the helm, Trescott reports that
NPR appears to be staying above water,
even to the point of having a small surplus
for the first quarter of fiscal 1984. “People
there are restless, because the real frustra-
tion is coming now in holding to a tight
budget,” she says.

Despite 10 to 15 percent cuts in the news
budget, Trescott feels NPR is still respected.
“‘Morning Edition’ uses more pieces from
the BBC, so you know they are still stretch-
ing,” she says. “But the quality of reporting
stands with anyone in town.”

Though he no longer has the power asso-
ciated with the presidency of National
Public Radio, “Bottom Line Ron” Bornstein
is glad to be home. “The job doesn’t pay
enough” is his flip answer to questions
about whether he would want to be NPR's
permanent leader.

But Bornstein's feelings for Wisconsin—
and Washington—run far deeper. “(In
Washington) every act is questioned on the
basis of running for office. I do not like to
go into a situation like that with hidden
agendas,” he says. “That is the first thing
that paranoid Washington types think
about, because it's a hyper-political town. I
told the board going in that I didn't want
the job.

“1 happen to be a great believer in person-
al choice and lifestyle,” he continues.
“Madison has been pleasing to me, and the
university has been pleasing to me. There
are several things that are important to me,
and one of them is my family.”

Mitchell says Bornstein was “never fully
accepted as ‘one of them'" by the NPR
staff. ““He’s not one of them.”

Bornstein and Mitchell agree that the
Madison Ron Bornstein is a completely dif-
ferent person from the one who ran NPR.
“The Ron Bornstein here is a lot nicer,”
Mitchell says. ‘“(In Washington) there
wasn’t time for that.”

““Here, I operate as a collegial manager,”
Bornstein says. “My talent is hiring good
people and giving them a creative environ-
ment. I like to manage through others and
bask in the glory of my own staff,” he says.

In Washington the staff, while talented,
was in complete disarray. “In Washington I
was much more autocratic,” he explains. “In
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a situation as critical as NPR's, you don't
operate on a plebiscite basis.

“It’s like providing policy directives to the
inmates. You can't do that.”

Bornstein, who says “boredom is my worst
enemy,” plans to stay active, both on the
job and in the community.

He still offers advice when NPR calls from
Washington. “I'm glad I was able to do a
job,”" he says. “The entire experience is
probably the greatest management chal-
lenge I have ever had, and may ever have.
I'm really happy that it turned out well.”

But he says he is also happy that it is
over.

Happy, too, that his staff has stopped
greeting him with “Good morning, savior.”

DOES THE UNITED STATES
HAVE IT WITHIN ITS POWER
TO PREVENT A NUCLEAR WAR?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, is it
possible for this country to find and
follow military and foreign policies
that will sharply reduce the prospects
of a nuclear war? This Senator thinks
it is. If we have a nuclear war, it will
be very largely brought about by
forces over which we in the Govern-
ment have control. It will be the con-
sequence of the failure of the U.S.
Government to work wisely enough
and hard enough to achieve two objec-
tives: One, a comprehensive mutual,
verifiable agreement to stop the arms
race with the Soviet Union; two, an
international agreement to stop the
spread of nuclear arms material or
equipment to other nations. Can we
achieve either of these objectives? Yes,
indeed. We can achieve both.

Are we making progress now in
achieving either objective? No. We are
losing ground every day. Consider: the
limited nuclear arms talks between the
United States and the Soviet Union.
Both the START talks and the inter-
mediate nuclear force talks have been
suspended. The Russians—not the
United States—walked away from
both. Will they return to the table if
the United States proposes to negoti-
ate a comprehensive freeze on all test-
ing, production, and deployment of
nuclear weapons? There are strong in-
dications they would. This Senator
feels it is highly likely that eventually,
and probably within the next year,
they would do so. Would such negotia-
tions lead to an agreement we could
confidently verify? Of course, we will
not know for sure until we try. But the
Russians have indicated they will
agree to consider to some of the prin-
cipal and most critical elements such
an agreement would have to contain,
including verification by locating mon-
itoring equipment within the Soviet
Union, unrestricted satellite inspec-
tion, and verification of suspicious de-
velopments by on-the-spot inspection.

Most Americans and most Members
of Congress have paid far less atten-
tion to an even more critical threat of
nuclear war: the continued prolifera-
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tion of nuclear weapons. The United
States by itself can make a far more
profound contribution to slamming
the door shut on this threat than
Russia. Russia has not engaged in sell-
ing or providing nuclear arms capabil-
ity to other nations, and for obvious
reasons. A nuclear-armed Hungary or
Poland or East Germany could and
very possibly would turn on their
Soviet masters, once any of these
Soviet-dominated satellites achieved
the strength and independence of a
nuclear arsenal.

After all, the biggest Communist de-
fection in history has been the break
between the Communist People’s Re-
public of China and the Communist
Soviet Union. What was the military
basis for that split? Why did China
leave the Soviet orbit while other
Communist nations stayed under the
Soviet wing? Certainly a prime reason
was the development of an independ-
ent nuclear arsenal by China. Russia
has held its international power
through puppet governments that rely
on the Soviet Union for military
strength. The proliferation of nuclear
weapons among these Soviet-dominat-
ed countries in Eastern Europe and
elsewhere would mean a spectacular
loss of Russian domination. But it
would also mean a far, far more dan-
gerous world. So Russia has tightly re-
sisted the export of any of its nuclear
arms technology. Unfortunately, the
United States has not. We have pro-
vided nuclear materials or equipment
to India, Pakistan, and South Africa.
None of those countries has ratified
the nuclear nonproliferation pact. So
none of them permits international in-
spection to determine whether or not
they are building a nuclear arms arse-
nal. And each of these countries seems
determined, with our help, to build ex-
actly that. India already has.

We are about to enter into a nuclear

export agreement with the People's
Republic of China. China has infor-
mally agreed to international inspec-
tion to determine whether or not she
has diverted nuclear technology to
military purposes. Meanwhile, she
may have exported nuclear technology
to other countries, including Pakistan,
which could end up as nuclear weap-
ons.
It is within the power of the United
States to change this dangerous prolif-
eration policy decisively. We could and
should make an end to the spread of
nuclear weapons the number one ob-
jective of our foreign policy.

To do this effectively would force
this country to take truly radical and
drastic action in our trade policies.
That action would not only regquire
stringent export controls on nuclear
technology. It would also take a policy
of tough and strict discipline with
those of our trading partners who now
sell nuclear technology: the French,
the West Germans, the Swiss, the Peo-
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ple’s Republic of China, and others.
This Senator is convinced that we
should declare that we will refuse to
buy or sell. We should refuse to trade
at all with any country that permits
trade in nuclear technology with any
nation that diverts that nuclear tech-
nology to military purposes.

Mr. President, the survival of people
throughout the world is at stake here.
This country’s military intelligence
agencies estimate that unless we stop
this nuclear proliferation, more than
30 nations will have nuclear arsenals
within the next 16 years. If we permit
that to happen, the prospect of our
children living out their lives free of
nuclear war would be nil.

So, Mr. President, it is within the
power of the U.S. Government to take
the steps we must take to give peace a
chance. No one can guarantee that
any steps we will take will surely lead
to freedom from nuclear war forever.
But we can immensely reduce the
prospect of nuclear war and give our
children a fighting chance to live out
their lives.

THE NATIONAL SYMBOL OF THE
LIFE OF YURIY SHUKHEVYCH

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, last
month, the National Executive Board
of the Ukrainian Students Association
of Mykola Michnowsky (TUSM) set
aside a week of observance and re-
membrance for the life of Yuriy Shu-
khevych. The activities surrounding
this year’s observance are designed to
broaden public awareness and bring
moral pressure on the Soviet Union to
release Mr. Shukhevych from his 32-
year incarceration in Soviet Russian
prisons, concentration camps, and
exile.

Yuriy Shukhevych was arrested in
1948, at the age of 15, because he was
born the son of Roman Shukhevych.
His father was the commander-in-
chief of the Ukrainian Insurgent
Army (UPA) which fought on two
fronts against Hitler's Germany and
Stalin’s Russia during World War II
and continued the struggle for nation-
al liberation well into the 1950's.

Though it is not uncommon to have
the relatives and friends of a leader
like Roman Shukhevych jailed and
tortured by opposing factions, it is un-
intelligible and senseless to continue
his confinement so long. After all,
Yuriy Shukhevych’s sole “crime” is
having been born the son of Roman
Shukhevych. Thirty-two years, I am
sure everyone will agree, is more than
sufficient payment for this offense.

However, just serving a sentence for
his crime is not enough for the Soviet
regime. What now stands between
Yuriy Shukhevych and freedom is the
odious demand by the authorities to
renounce his father and the Ukrainian
National Liberation struggle. For his
continued aversion to comply, he has
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been subjected to the most repulsive
physical and psychological torture
that the KGB has devised and only
our nightmares can comprehend.

Mr. Shukhevych’s case is sympto-
matic of Moscow's fears of open resist-
ance to its policy denying the most ele-
mentary human and national rights.
Furthermore, it is indicative of the
plight of the thousands of Ukrainian
political prisoners who are today lan-
guishing in Soviet concentration
camps because of their resistance to
the occupation and colonization of
Ukraine by Soviet Russia.

Mr. President, Yuriy Shukhevych's
courageous life is an inspiration to all
of us to continue the fight for every
group's basic, international human
right to self-determination and self-
sufficiency, without having that pur-
suit oppressed.

Let us join the Ukrainian Students
Association in not only bringing moral
pressure on the Soviet Union to re-
lease Mr. Shukhevych and countless
others like him, but also in condemn-
ing under international law the Sovi-
ets’ persistent persecution of all of its
country's minority groups. We can
strengthen our efforts through the
ratification of the Genocide Conven-
tion.

The Genocide Convention attempts
to defend the fundamental right of all
national, racial, ethnic, and religious
groups to live in this world without
being subject to persecution. Ratifica-
tion of the Genocide Convention will
give Mr. Shukhevych a much-needed
inspiration to continue his struggle
against his senseless, prolonged op-
pression. His hope, to live without per-
secution, should not be denied.

QUORUM CALL

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business, not to extend
beyond 10:45 a.m., during which Sena-
tors may speak for up to 5 minutes
apiece.

The Senator from Missouri is recog-
nized.

Mr. EAGLETON. Thank you, Mr.
President.
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THE CAREER OF SENATOR
HARRY S. TRUMAN

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President,
next Tuesday, May 8, 1984, will mark
the 100th anniversary of the birth of
one of America’s truly great Presi-
dents, Harry S. Truman.

All across the Nation, Americans will
be reflecting on the achievements of
President Truman and his enduring
legacy as a champion of freedom and
democracy, both at home and abroad.

On the eve of the centennial, I will
discuss the Truman Presidency here
on the Senate floor as part of a series
of speeches on the greatness of the
man from Missouri, Harry S. Truman.

Today, however, I would like to con-
centrate on a period in Mr. Truman's
life which I believe is of particular sig-
nificance to my colleagues—the career
of Senator Harry S. Truman.

The historical record tells us that
Harry S. Truman was “a Senator’s
Senator”—well-respected and liked by
his colleagues for his absolute integri-
ty, fairness, and willingness to go to
great lengths to allow other Senators
to share the credit for his outstanding
work. As we all know, at any time in
this body, that is a rare quality.

In 1934, after serving two terms as
presiding judge of Jackson County,
Harry Truman entered the race for
United States Senator from Missouri
as an underdog. The pundits did not
give him much of a chance of winning
then, just as they did not give him
much of a chance of winning the 1948
Presidential election against the “un-
beatable” Gov. Thomas E. Dewey, of
New York.

Instinctively, the Jackson County
presiding judge knew that he could
win if he took his case directly to the
people. He won a tough primary battle
by driving himself across the State,
speaking to farmers and small-town
Missouri at dozens of stops. In Novem-
ber, riding the enthusiasm generated
by his feisty campaign he defeated the
incumbent, Roscoe C. Patterson, by a
whopping 262,000 votes. At the age of
50, Harry Truman was just beginning
his Senate career.

During his first term, Senator
Truman distinguished himself as a
hard worker with a diligent eye for the
details of legislation. He painstakingly
researched the issues before his com-
mittees, wrote his own statements and
speeches, and demonstrated an un-
swerving determination to have all the
facts at his command.

These qualities won for him that all-
important asset needed for the making
of an effective U.S. Senator: The re-
spect of his colleagues.

Despite outstanding work as chair-
man of the subcommittee that wrote
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 and
outstanding work on the Transporta-
tion Act of 1940, Harry Truman en-
tered the 1940 campaign as an under-
dog once again.
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In fact, talk of his likely defeat was
so strong within the Democratic Party
that President Roosevelt offered Sena-
tor Truman a seat on the Interstate
Commerce Commission as an induce-
ment not to run.

Harry Truman, however, was noth-
ing if not a man who believed in him-
self. He sought reelection in 1940,
saying, “I would run even if I only got
one vote—mine.” He reiterated his
firm position when he met with a
group of friends in St. Louis on the
eve of the 1940 campaign. He said,
“I'm going to file. I wouldn't have the
guts to go home and face my people if
I ran out.”

Initially, he lacked even the money
to buy the stamps for letters asking
for support. But, once again, his un-
shakable belief in himself prevailed,
and Senator Truman won the election.
Nevertheless, 1940 was a year of per-
sonal disappointment. Despite being
reelected to the U.S. Senate, Harry
Truman could not prevent his 88-year-
old mother’'s farm in Grandview from
being sold out from under her. His po-
litical opponents foreclosed on her as
a way of hurting him in the campaign,
but, he said years later, “Everybody in
Missouri had a mortgage, so it didn’t
do me a bit of harm.” Once again,
Harry Truman suffered the hard
knocks of political life. This time, how-
ever, the effects were felt by one of
the people he was closest to.

It was in his second term that Sena-
tor Truman developed the national
reputation which led to his selection
as President Roosevelt’s running mate
in 1944.

The famous Special Committee to
Investigate the National Defense Pro-
gram grew out of a personal investiga-
tion Senator Truman performed after
being told by Missourians that equip-
ment was being ruined at Fort Leon-
ard Wood from being left out in the
rain and snow to rust.

Plunging into the task he set for
himself, as was his usual practice, he
drove over 30,000 miles in his own car
not only to Fort Leonard Wood, but
also to military facilities in Maryland,
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Tennessee,
South Carolina, and Georgia. Almost
everywhere he found wasteful prac-
tices that were weakening the Nation's
defense and squandering taxpayers’
money.

In February 1941, he introduced a
resolution calling for further investi-
gation into the pattern of personal
and geographical favoritism he had
discovered.

Ever the diligent student of history,
Harry Truman got the only remaining
copy of the hearings of the Civil War
Committee on the Conduct of the
‘War.

Before asking for the establishment
of a special committee to investigate
America’s defense in the 1940's, Sena-
tor Truman studied the proceedings of
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a congressional committee which 80
years previously had done an especial-
1y bad job of wartime oversight.

The Civil War Committee’s sensa-
tional investigations included testimo-
ny from President Lincoln over wild
rumors of anti-Union activities by Mrs.
Lincoln. And, it actually meddled in
war strategy.

Senator Truman had no such com-
mittee in mind, later saying, ‘“Lee said
that committee was worth two divi-
sions to him.”

As a former Missouri presiding
judge, Harry Truman was interested in
the unglamorous, but highly fruitful
examination of the contracting proce-
dures, billing procedures, and labor
practices used in the defense effort.
There was no one better qualified in
the U.S. Senate than Harry Truman.
The principles of public contracting
were fundamentally the same, wheth-
er for the construction of defense
plants or for roads and bridges for
Jackson County.

One of Senator Truman’s key con-
cerns was the practical exclusion of
defense contracts to small manufac-
turers.

“The little manufacturer, the little
contractor, and the little machine
shop have been left entirely out in the
cold,” Mr. Truman said in a 1941
Senate floor speech. “The policy
seems to make the big man bigger and
to put the little man completely out of
business.”

He also pointed out that “I am reli-
ably informed that from 70 to 90 per-
cent of the contracts let have been
concentrated in an area smaller than
England.”

In early 1941, the Special Committee
to Investigate the National Defense
Program was organized, with Senator
Truman as its chairman. The Senate
leadership did not think the commit-
tee would amount to much; all except
one of the six members appointed to
serve with Mr. Truman were junior
Senators. Its initial budget was just
$15,000.

But, as at so many other times in his
career, the unassuming Harry Truman
was underestimated.

On April 25, 1943, Richard Stokes
grote in the conservative Washington

tar:

The committee’s streamlined efficiency is
due to compulsion as well as choice. It has a
staff of only 30, of whom 15 are stenogra-
phers. To examine a program rising toward
$300 billions, it has received aggregate ap-
propriations of $200,000 as against $570,000
lavished on the Dies Committee, * * *

The committee was Truman's own idea
and at the beginning no one took it serious-
ly but himself. The powers that be thought
that a bit of humoring was owed to a faith-
ful New Dealer * * * It is generally thought
that the appointment of freshman Senators
of small influence reflected the slight
mrm in which the committee was first

e
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In Truman's view, the appointment of
rookie Senators to the Committee did him a
favor. He found himself associated with
youthful, energetic and ambitious men who
in many cases still had their spurs to win.

Truman’s style as chairman was to
share the credit for the committee’s
successes, even to the point of appoint-
ing subchairmen to examine various
aspects of the defense program; to
achieve bipartisanship through com-
plete unanimity on all committee re-
ports; and to scrupulously avoid sensa-
tional publicity or unfair accusations
against anyone.

On its first major investigation into
practices employed in the construction
of Army camps, the Truman commit-
tee, as the press had dubbed it, saved
the taxpayers $250 million.

From 1941-45, the committee saved
the taxpayers an estimated $15 billion.

Early on in the process, the Nation
discovered Harry Truman. He became
a national figure. Marquis Childs of
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch Washing-
ton bureau wrote on November 2,
1942, that among the Members of the
Senate, Harry Truman had become
“one of the most useful and at the
same time one of the most forthright
of the ninety-six.”

Although he had become one of the
most valuable civilians the United
States had in its service, Harry
Truman, serving on his last duty as a
full colonel in the Field Artillery Re-
serve, went to Gen. George A. Mar-
shall, Army Chief of Staff, to offer his
service in uniform.

Walter Hehmeyer, the committee
publicity man, told Truman biogra-
pher Jonathan Daniels of the conver-
sation Senator Truman and General
Marshall had early in the war. The
Senator did not like the general’s
answer, Hehmeyer recalled. Hehmeyer
recounted the exchange as follows:

Senator Truman, you've got a big job to
do right up there at the Capitol, with your
Investigating Committee. Besides, Senator,
this is a young man’s war. We don’'t need
any old stiffs like you.

“l am younger than you, General Mar-
shall,” the Senator replied.

Yes, but I'm a general and you'd be only a
colonel. You stay right where you are.

His hope of fighting in both World
Wars dashed, Senator Truman contin-
ued in his outstanding work as chair-
man of the committee.

In Daniels’ view,

Perhaps the main accomplishment of the
committee was not the fine result it ob-
tained in the war effort in better organiza-
tion or greater production in aluminum or
rubber, steel, or planes. Its lasting product
was the example it provided “of the results
that can be obtained by making a factual in-
vestigation with a good staff.” It demon-
strated the effectiveness of investigation by
a committee of Congress.

Harry Truman once advised me that
“history isn’t dead; history is reality.”
All of us who serve in the U.S. Senate
in 1984 could learn some valuable les-
sons in the field of congressional over-
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sight by studying the work of the
Truman committee.

The national reputation Harry
Truman developed from the commit-
tee’s work for honesty, integrity, fair-
mindedness, straightforward speech,
and gritty determination was being
watched closely by President Roose-
velt.

Typical of the kind of national expo-
sure Senator Truman was receiving
was this comment in the Washington
Star on April 16, 1944:

Inherently democratic, congenial and af-
fable, scrupulously fair * * * his activities as
chairman of the Senate Committee Investi-
gating the Defense Program have won him
the enmity of those he has investigated and
the gratitude of millions of taxpayers * * *
No flowing tie, no pomposity, no meaning-
less eloguence; just a regular guy by any
standard. But the finest investment the tax-
payers have in Washington today.

Despite the fact that his name had
become well known across America,
Senator Truman resisted the coaxing
of Democratic Party leaders, who were
in search of a 1944 running mate for
F.D.R.

On the second day of the Democrat-
ic National Convention, Mr. Truman
was sitting near the telephone in the
room of National Committeeman
Robert E. Hannegan of St. Louis when
the President called.

Mr. Truman had just told Hannegan
that he could not believe F.D.R.
wanted him as a running mate. Hanne-
gan held the phone so that Mr.
Truman and others in the room could
hear the President ask if the Senator
from Missouri had agreed to accept
the Vice-Presidency yet.

According to Truman biographer
Jonathan Daniels:

Hannegan said, “No. He hasn't agreed
yet.” Roosevelt replied loud enough for
Truman to hear him. “Well, tell him if he
wants to break up the Democratic Party in
I.::e middle of a war, that’s his responsibil-

y.”

Hannegan turned to Truman. “Now what
do you say?"

“My God,” said Truman.

After the reelection of President
Roosevelt against Gov. Thomas E.
Dewey, Harry Truman was to serve as
Vice President for just 82 days before
the President’s death.

Characteristically, he was humble
about assuming the Presidency. One
of his first acts was to ask members of
the White House press corps to pray
for him.

But, he also knew that the American
people, Allied fighting men around the
world, and perhaps most importantly,
our enemies, had to understand quick-
ly that firm and capable hands were
guiding the most powerful Nation on
Earth.

To convey this impression, Harry
Truman did not have to “act Presiden-
tial,” or be photographed “doing Presi-
dential things.” He merely had to be
himself.
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Throughout his life, whether as a
timekeeper on a Missouri railroad, as
an artillery officer leading his men in
combat, as a county judge, U.S. Sena-
tor, or President, Harry Truman led
by example.

His strength, his vision, his dignity,
naturally came through.

That is the essence of leadership.
There is no doubt that the world was
extremely fortunate to have Harry
Truman as President of the United
States at one of the most crucial and
dangerous periods in history.

I have spoken today on the mark
Harry Truman made in this Chamber
to remind my colleagues of the
achievements of one of America's
great Senators.

In his centennial year, I urge all my
Senate colleagues to study the life and
accomplishments of Mr. Truman.
There is much to learn that can be ap-
plied to our work here in the Senate. I
can also promise a great deal of enjoy-
ment in becoming reacquainted with
Harry Truman, the man.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-
MENT ON THE HOLLINGS
AMENDMENT

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I con-
ferred with the minority leader on this
subject, and he brought to my atten-
tion a request by the Senator from
Mississippi in respect to the sequence
of speakers after the introduction of
the Hollings amendment or after
debate on the Hollings amendment
has begun, whether the amendment
has been laid before the Senate or not.

The distinguished Senator from Mis-
sissippi, of course, is the ranking mi-
nority member on the Armed Services
Committee. He is a former chairman
of the Armed Services Committee. He
is beloved on all sides.

Without any hesitation, I was happy
to clear this request.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that, when the Senate com-
mences debate on the Hollings amend-
ment, the Senator from Mississippi,
Mr. STENNIS, be next recognized after
the principal author of the amend-
ment, Senator HoLLinGs, for the pur-
pose of debate.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on behalf
of Mr. SteNnis and myself, I thank
the distinguished majority leader for
his accommodation in this matter.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority
leader.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
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Mr, HOLLINGS. 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.

PRESIDENT REAGAN’'S TRIP TO
MAINLAND CHINA

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
finally, President Reagan's trip to
mainland China has ended and, by
now, he is on his way home or, safely
again, home in the White House.

If one measures the fact that he was
able to establish a basis to sell a
number of nuclear electric plants to
that country as a success, then I guess
the trip could be called that. It may,
at least, be a small start at giving elec-
tricity to 1 billion people, most of
whom do not know what it is; and it
can help to prove that American made
nuclear reactors are safe and will
work, something many American citi-
zens are not willing to admit.

Another thing I was grateful for was
the fact that he did not agree with
Red China to sell them weapons or
even advanced technology to help
make them.

I believe the President understands
fully that military aid to Communist
China would be harmful to our nation-
al interests because it could threaten
our allies in Asia, arouse increased
Soviet military preparations, and drain
the United States of many billions of
dollars of financial resources and tech-
nology needed elsewhere.

His attitude toward Taiwan, while
quite a bit changed, in fact, completely
changed from the rhetoric he used
during his Presidential campaign, re-
mains what he put it at a few years
ago, but, I would hope that he would
soften just a bit and allow Taiwan to
buy some defensive aircraft that they
badly need should the mainland ever
attempt to take them by force.

There is no way, in my opinion, that
the mainland forces can cross the
channel while Taiwan has a technolog-
ical superiority and, what they need to
achieve this and keep it, are a good
number of our modern interceptor air-
craft.

Mr. President, I think the rather
shameful demonstration of Red
China’s willingness to censor the re-
marks made by the President to her
people should indicate to the Presi-
dent, and anybody else who does not
quite grasp the full meaning of Com-
munist government, that they do not
want their people to learn, they want
to keep from them the words of en-
couragement that the President made
in what I consider to be an exemplary
speech but, that is the way those
people operate. And, some day, I hope
our State Department and our execu-
tive branch will realize that we are not

playing with ordinary people and,
when having learned that, we can
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begin to conduct ourselves more
wisely.

We might even realize that the so-
called normalization of relations with
Communist China has caused the
United States more problems than it
would have faced had we not played
the China card. If Red China had re-
mained allied with the Soviet Union,
political turmoil between the two ideo-
logical competitors may have created
serious instability within the Commu-
nist camy.

Our economic and diplomatic ties
with Red China did not prevent the
Soviet Union from invading Afghani-
stan, nor from acquiring basing rights
in Vietnam. Nor have they slowed
down the growth of Soviet military
forces.

Instead of playing the China card,
the greatest priority should be given
to strengthen U.S. relations with the
non-Communist, private enterprise na-
tions of Asia and the Pacific, which in-
cludes the Republic of China on
Taiwan.

TRIBUTE TO KEN MURPHY

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would
like to take the floor briefly this
morning to express my appreciation
for the work that Ken Murphy has
done as staff director of the Environ-
mental and Energy Study Conference.
There are two accomplishments of his
tenure which I particularly want to
mention,

First, before Ken came to the Envi-
ronmental and Energy Study Confer-
ence, the conference had established a
reputation for developing the sound-
est, nonpartisan material available on
energy and environmental matters.
However, during these last 3 years, un-
usually partisan issues have developed
involving environmental policies, per-
sonalities, and budgets. Throughout
this period, with Ken's hand at the
helm, the Environmental and Energy
Study Conference’s nonpartisan repu-
tation has been both preserved and en-
hanced.

Second, during this same period, be-
cause of changes in the rules of the
other body, a major reorganization of
the conference has been necessary.
Under weaker leadership, these
changes could have disrupted, and
even destroyed, the organization.
Throughout this difficult process,
however, Ken’'s personnel and admin-
istrative skills have made the Environ-
mental and Energy Study Conference
even a stronger organization.

He moves now to the executive direc-
torship of the Environmental and
Energy Study Institute, Establishing
this new organization will be a major
new personal and professional chal-
lenge at which I am confident Ken
will succeed.
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APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Lucar). The Chair on behalf of the
Vice President appoints the Senator
from Florida (Mrs. HAWKINS) as a
member of the Senate delegation to
the Mexico-United States Interparlia-
mentary Group.

DEATH OF ANSEL ADAMS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, with
the death of Ansel Adams last week,
America lost one of the greatest con-
servationists and greatest artists in its
history. A renowned photographer,
Ansel Adams used his incomparable
artistic and photographic talent to im-
mortalize the subjects he loved best—
the landscapes of the American West.

For half a century his work has been
a reminder to us all of the eritical
need to preserve our most precious
natural resources. Whenever conserva-
tion legislation was under consider-
ation by the Congress, Ansel’s pres-
ence and his photographs would bear
eloquent witness to the tremendous
importance of the issues at stake in
our deliberations. Most of all, he
taught us that America the beautiful
must never be permitted to become
America the exploited.

Ansel Adams’ twin legacies to the
future are his extraordinary art and
his spirited commitment to conserva-
tion. He has been an inspiration to all
of us who had the privilege to know
him personally, to millions more
across America who love the beauty of
this land, and to anyone in any land
who ever stood in awe before the natu-
ral majesty of his work.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that editorials and articles from
the Washington Post, the New York
Times, and the Los Angeles Times, on
the life and work of Ansel Adams may
be printed in the REcoRrb.

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

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 25, 1984]

ANSEL ADAMS

It was, finally, the light—not simply the
monumental face of the Half Dome at Yo-
semite, or the great fact of Mount McKinley
itself looming over Wonder Lake in his
famous photograph, but the light that
Ansel Adams saw, captured and presented to
the world in thousands of magisterial pho-
tographs. These photographs earned him
fame and fortune and, more important, ad-
miration and enduring respect. He was an
artist of the beautiful, in Hawthorne's
phrase, and the source of his artistry lies in
the light (and the reverence) with which he
imbued the wild landscapes he so indefatiga-
bly photographed. The wonders of nature
may speak for themselves, and the light is
there for all to see; but the essence of the
artist lies in the vision that is uniquely his
own. Mr. Adams’s vision was luminous.
Light emanates—gloriously, mysteriously—
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from those silent, unpeopled, unforgettable
images of vastness and wildness.

There is no art without craft, and the me-
ticulous craftsmanship of Ansel Adams,
whose life was 82 years long, died with him
last Sunday. But what he saw and seized
and made uniquely his own—the single
moment of & particular hour on one ordi-
nary day—is now part of history, part of the
record, part of our legacy because he made
the ordinary extraordinary and caught it on
a simple piece of light-sensitive paper.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Apr. 24, 1984]
DEATH OF AN ARTIST

Ansel Adams, dead at 82, was the self-com-
missioned portrait photographer for the
western wilderness who did far more than
help elevate photography from the level of
hobby to the level of high art. His portraits
of Yosemite National Park and the New
Mexico wilderness and the rugged Califor-
nia coast are gifts of beauty second only to
the real thing. But in his later years his
most important work lay in doing all that
one man could to make sure that the real
thing was not trampled in the name of

progress.

Adams left 50,000 photographs to be cher-
ished, stark and fragile fragments snatched
from reality, as disembodied as poetry; he
came, in fact, to call himself a “photo-poet.”
His reputation was that of a patient artist,
standing with his tripod for hours or even
days waiting for the perfect light, the per-
fect formation of clouds. Yet one of his
most spectacular photographs, which cap-
tured the moon rising over Hernandez,
N.M., was a chance work of art created by
the side of a road in the panic of a missing
exposure meter, a balky tripod, a vanishing
sun that, in the end, left him 15 seconds to
compose.

In recent years he combined politics with
photography, a voice not in the wilderness
but of the wilderness, battling not always
gently the encroachment of blind develop-
ment on his favorite parts of the world—Big
Sur, endangered stretches of the coastline,
Yosemite Valley. One of his last crusades
was against a plan to fly sightseers over Yo-
semite, a plan he feared would shatter what
was left of the silence of the High Sierra
meadows.

Ansel Adams also leaves thousands of
grateful students who flocked to his home
in the Carmel Highlands to study in his
huge darkroom and to hike with him into
the wilderness, Some marveled at what they
saw as the willingness of a successful pho-
tographer to tell everything he knew, to
give away his secrets.

He insisted that he had no secrets. In the
most technical and mechanical sense, that
may be true, but a colleague who saw him at
a reception in his home overlooking the
ocean a few weeks before his death says he
did. As the sun dipped toward the ocean,
Adams scrambled to his huge picture
window, urging his guests to join him to
watch the setting sun and stood motionless
and enthralled by an event he had watched
for 82 years without any discernible failure
of enthusiasm. That was the secret.

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 24, 1984]
ANSEL ApAMS, PHOTOGRAPHER AND
ENVIRONMENTALIST, DIES AT 82
(By Dale Russakoff)

Ansel Adams, the photographer who cele-
brated the majesty of nature through pano-
ramic pictures of the virgin American West
and a lifetime of environmental activism,
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died of a heart ailment Sunday at a hospital
near his home in Carmel, Calif. He was 82.

Renowned for his twin commitment to art
and activism, Mr. Adams worked at both
causes until the end. He had recently fin-
ished his autobiography and was at work on
a series of technical books on photography.
On the day he died, aides said he dictated
notes on his concern over threats to the nat-
ural environment.

Mr. Adams was one of a small group of
20th-century photographers credited with
elevating his field from a hobby to an art
form. He took his first snapshot at age 14 in
Yosemite National Park with a Kodak
Brownie box camera and spent much of the
rest of his life capturing on film the con-
trasting light, beauty, and power of the
American wilderness.

“We will remember him more than any-
thing else for his vision of the western land-
scape,” said John Szarkowski, director of
the department of photography at the
Museum of Modern Art in New York City.
“He understood that the earth was not just
a sculpture, it was an event, constantly
changing. That's what he explained in his
pictures, which is why they were so moving
and why they gave us another sense of what
the world was about.”

Szarkowski and others said it was Mr.
Adam’s creative energy and intensity, as
much as his artistic achievement, that dis-
tinguished him. Even in his later years,
friends said, it took two, full-time darkroom
assistants working in shifts to keep up with
him.

Mr. Adams’ heralded photographs of
Kings Canyon and his personal lobbying ef-
forts as a director of the Sierra Club in the
1930s helped persuade Congress to preserve
the 455,000-acre wilderness area as a nation-
al park.

For the past three years, he wrote a letter
a day to congressmen and newspapers decry-
ing the Reagan tration’s environ-
mental policies, which he once branded “the
Pearl Harbor of our American earth.” He
often said that only his Pacemaker and his
fight against Reagan and former Interior
Secretary James G. Watt kept him alive.

Last summer, after Mr. Adams told Play-
boy in an interview, “I hate Reagan,” the
president invited the photographer-conser-
vationist to meet with him. After a 50-
minute session at a Los Angeles hotel, Mr.
Adams emerged to call the president “sin-
cerely cordial” but unconvincing. Borrowing
a phrase from Oscar Wilde, he said Reagan
“knows the cost of everything and the value
of nothing.”

“Ansel believed everyone had a responsi-
bility in the larger world, that an artist
couldn't just withdraw,” said William A.
Turnage, executive director of the Wilder-
ness Society and a close friend and former
business manager of Mr. Adams. ‘“He
became one of the most important environ-
mentalists of the century. His work had a
tremendous impact on the way Americans
understand nature.”

Born in San Francisco Feb. 20, 1902, Mr,
Adams had his first encounter with the raw
power of nature at age 4, when the great
earthquake of 1906 hurled him into a brick
wall, leaving him with a broken nose that
later became one of his best-known trade-
marks, along with his brushy white beard,
tall presence and Stetson hat.

He embarked first on a career as a concert
pianist, with photography as a hobby, but
committed himself full time to the camera
and the serious study of light, form and
nature in 1930. He dated this interest to
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1915, when at age 13, he went daily to see
the Armory Show, the revolutionary
modern art exhibit of impressionists and
surrealists, at the San Francisco World’s

Mr. Adams returned to Yosemite each
summer after snapping his first picture
there. In 1919, he joined the Sierra Club,
and later became caretaker of its Yosemite
Valley headquarters. He became an expert
mountaineer in pursuit of pictures of the
vast, rocky expanse,

“The excitement of Yosemite became
strong and filtered through me into some
esthetic experiences, which probably were
supported by similar experience I was
having in music study,” Mr. Adams recalled
in a 1975 interview.

Mr. Adams' early works were impressionis-
tic and soft-focus, but under the influence
of photographer Paul Strand, whom he met
in 1930 in Taos, N.M., he moved toward con-
veying sharp, stark details. In 1932, he
joined Edward Weston, Imogen Cun-
ningham and others to form Group /64,
whose name refers to the small lens opening
of a camera, symbolizing the depth of field
and sharpness of image that Mr. Adams and
his compatriots sought.

In 1935, Mr. Adams attracted the atten-
tion of the renowned photographer, Alfred
Stieglitz, with his first technical manual,
‘“Making a Photograph.” The next year,
Stieglitz sponsored a one-man show of Mr.
Adams" work titled “An American Place,” at
his New York City gallery.

Over the years, Mr. Adams helped develop
the concept of “equivalents,” which he de-
scribed as the link between the spiritual ex-
citement that a photographer feels about
his subject and the image he creates of it.
He said this allows the spectator to create
his own “equivalent.”

Mr. Adams also was a proponent of the
concept of “visualization,” which frowns on
retouching, requiring an artist to see and
feel the final print of a picture before re-
leasing the camera shutter. He developed
the break-through “zone system” of film ex-
posure to control specific textures and con-
trasts in each part of a panoramic vista.

A prolific writer, Mr, Adams published a
series of technical works, known as the
Basic Photo Books, and numerous collec-
tions of his photographs, of which the most
famous include the luminous and haunting
“Moonrise, Hernandez, New Mexico,” and
the mystical “Monolith, the Face of Half
Dome."”

More than 1 million copies of his books
have been sold, and more than 5,000 stu-
dents have attended his workshops. He is
also well known for “Born Free and Equal,”
a photographic record of the lives of thou-
sands of Japanese Americans interned at
the Manzanar Relocation Center in Califor-
nia during World War II1.

Mr. Adams helped launch the first depart-
ment of photography as a fine art at the
Museum of Modern Art in 1940, and in 1946
he founded the first academic department
of photography at what was then the Cali-
fornia School of Fine Arts.

On Sunday, Swiss pianist Viadimir Ash-
kenazy performed at Mr. Adams' home over-
looking the spectacular Big Sur coastline in
a private concert scheduled months earlier,
He then visited Mr. Adams at Monterey’s
Community Hospital, where the photogra-
pher had been confined since Friday, and
gave his friend a tape of his latest recording
of Brahms,

Mr. Adams spent the day reading news-
papers and a mystery book, dictating his




10418

thoughts on photography and conservation
into his tape recorder and listening to Ash-
kenazy's tape on his Walk-Man, said Mary
Alinder, Mr. Adams’ chief assistant and
editor of his autobiography.

";Ele was Ansel right to the end,” Alinder

Survivors include his wife of 56 years, the
former Virginia Best, of Carmel; a daughter,
Anne Helms, and a son, Dr. Michael Adams.

MEeMORIES OF A.A.: DINING ON APPETIZERS

AND DRIVING THE CADDY

(By Tom Zito)

Those who were lucky enough to have
known Ansel Adams will hardly remember
him for his photographs, as monumental as
they were. That's just it; the photos were
monumental and A.A., as he was affection-
ately known, wasn't. He was the first person
in the world to admit absolute bafflement
over why his pictures had become so pricey
and, beyond all that, he was hardly the sort
who liked to sit around and talk photogra-
phy. Unlike most people who have become
famous for some body of work, A.A. was well
aware that his life was not defined by his
work.

I first met A.A. some 10 or 15 years ago.
The occasion was an exhibition of his pho-
tographs at the Corcoran, and I, the young
reporter, had been assigned to interview
him. I was immediately struck by his joviali-
ty: he dressed in a Stetson and string tie, he
loved to laugh, there was always a mischie-
vous twinkle in his eye, and he was quite
able to drink me under the table. I recall
him interrupting me after about five min-
utes of conversation and saying, “Please
don’t call me Mr. Adams; it makes me feel
old and I don’t.”

Generally in journalism, interviews are
completed and all contact is lost with the
subject—hardly the case with A.A. He called
me the day after my interview had run and
invited me to dinner. He had five appetizers,
which was always his favorite way to dine
out, drank several vodkas and regaled me
with tales about getting his nose broken in
the San Francisco earthquake, hauling dead
bodies down from the High Sierras on the
backs of mules, and convincing his father to
let him take a year off during grammer
school, so he could attend the Centenary
Exhibition. I think we spent not one
moment talking about photography.

He told me he liked me. The great differ-
ence with A.A. was that he meant it. He and
his wife Virginia would regularly invite me
out to visit them in Carmel. The house was
big and warm and modern, and sat up on a
point overlooking the Pacific where each
spring the whales would migrate past. A.A.
would sit there and look at the whales, or
hop into his white Cadillac and drive over to
Point Lobos to take a little constitutional.

He was a real technology junkie; he said
he liked the Caddy because it dimmed its
own high beams, turned on the interior
lights when your hand touched the outside
door handle and had a little onboard com-
puter that told you how many miles you
could go before you needed to stop for gas.
He said one of the great benefits of being a
senior citizen was that he got into parks like
Point Lobos for free.

He'd park the Caddy and wander around
the wooded hills of Point Lobos. The place
was always full of people lugging around
view cameras, and A.A. would jokingly go up
to them and say, “Haven't you heard about
35 millimeters?” You could see their faces
get bent out of shape. They suspected that
this was the great Ansel Adams, who
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worked only with view cameras, but they
were too embarrassed to ask and so they'd
just stare and wonder and A.A. would trot
off over the hill and laugh.

Several years later I was to write a long,
detalled piece about A.A., for which I went
out to Carmel and was given complete run
of the house. A.A. and Virginia opened up
closets and drawers and said, “Well, if you
really want to do this you'd better go
through this stuff. Don't be bashful.” I had
never had a subject provide such access, I
remember quizzing A.A. about his
abandonment of privacy, and he said, “I'm
75 years old; why would I want to hide any-
thing?"

He always seemed to display this sort of
elfin, child-like quality: a blending of the
absolutely forthright and the sublimely hu-
morous. A few years back when he was
making an official portrait of Jimmy
Carter—for which he used his Horsemann
view camera—he said, “We're putting the
Carter before the Horsemann."”

There were some wonderful times at the
house in Carmel. You were never quite sure
who would show up for dinner. One night
Georgia O'Keeffe came by and she and A.A.
went back and forth about who was the
better mountain climber. Sometimes at
night A.A. would sit down at the piano and
play; he'd studied as a boy to be a concert
pianist but abandoned all that for the
camera. Later his hands became withered by
arthritis and it was difficult for him to play,
but if you goaded him enough he'd eventu-
ally sit down and the touch and the ear
were still absolutely there. He'd always
finish up with a piece he had composed for
left hand and orange, that involved rolling
an orange around the treble keys with a sur-
prising degree of melody.

A.A. transposed some of his alacrity at the
piano to another keyboard, that of his IBM
Displaywriter, a word processor that he
would sit at for hours each day and bat out
chapter and verse for an autobiography he
was well into. Most recently he had been an-
ticipating a visit from Steve Jobs, the young
chairman of the board of Apple Computer.
Jobs was scheduled to bring A.A. one of
Apple’s new MacIntosh computers, which
had captivated A.A.’s interest because of its
remarkable ability to create graphics. You
knew that A.A. probably wanted to figure
out some way to get a black and white
image up on the screen and then fiddle
around with it.

He was always fascinated with this sort of
technological wizardry. He did some of the
very early testing of Polaroid film (Ed Land
was an old friend of his), and also made
some fascinating home movies with the Po-
lavision system. The first time I met him
he’d just gotten ahold of one of Kodak’'s
new Instamatic cameras, and he was snap-
ping away with wild abandon, just like the
kid he really was.

Years later, when I finally took him up on
his invitation to visit the photography
workshop he conducted each year in Yosem-
ite, he was fooling around with an SX-70.
Here were all these students trying to learn
the intricacies of the view camera and the
zone system and there was A.A. firing away
with his Polaroid. He stuck me in front of
Half Dome and made a little snapshot.
Then he handed it to me and said, “Hang on
to this; with the way the prices of my pic-
tures are going this will be worth $1,000
soon."” And he laughed.

I saw A.A. in Virginia very recently and he
seemed well and happy. He said he had been
working on two major projects. One had
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been to get rid of James Watt, and he was
quite pleased with that endeavor.

The other one is beyond A.A. now. Several
months back he had gotten a call from
Ronald Reagan, who had requested an audi-
ence. It seemed that the president was
pretty tired of A.A.’s verbal assault in the
press, and wanted to know why A.A. was so
critical of him. So the octogenarian went to
visit the septuagenarian in some California
hotel room, and basically told him that he
just didn't like his politics.

“It was like I was dealing with somebody
who had just landed from Mars,” A.A. said.
“So now I've got to put my energy into get-
ting a different president elected.”

He was always ready for a battle. And
always willing to turn the other cheek. And
he will be missed long after the last of his
prints have faded away—except that he
made such damned good ones that some of
them will probably last forever.

MASTER OF THE CAMERA, POET OF THE
LANDSCAPE, PROTECTOR OF THE WILD

(By Paul Richard)

At photography—and  politics—Ansel
Adams was a master.

When Adams came to Washington, as he
often did, Adams would dress up like the
Old Man of the Mountains, He'd wear a
string tie and a Stetson. He'd scratch his
grizzled beard, grin his impish grin, snap his
red suspenders—and go about his business
with implacable intensity. Adams had two
missions here. One was selling photographs.
The other was pressuring politicians into
helping him preserve the wild landscapes
that he loved.

At both of his two missions, Adams, 82—
whose heart gave out on Sunday night—was
enormously successful. He was the grand
old man of the environmental movement.
His photographs appear in nearly a million
books. He had countless exhibitions and
honors. He was the best loved and best
known of American photographers.

Adams was in some ways a 19th-century
artist who flourished in the 20th. The tech-
nically impeccable, usually unpeopled, pho-
tographs that brought him fame blend two
different traditions of American landscape
art, one factual, one fanciful.

Adams was not the first good artist to go
into the mountains. The western landscapes
he portrayed had been portrayed in previ-
ous century by photographers and painters.
The painters leaned toward poetry, the pho-
tographers toward prose. They taught him
different things.

“Not everybody trusts paintings,” said
Adams, “but people believe photographs.”

His photographs are believable in part be-
cause their details seem absolutely right.
When he shows a still-young aspen tree
growing in New Mexico, one can take a mag-
nifying glass and study ever leaf. When he
shows a field of stones, one can see the tex-
ture of every rounded rock.

Adams as a lobbyist was comparably effec-
tive. His pictures of California’s Kings
Canyon, hand-carried to Washington in the
1930s, helped lead to the creation of the
455,000-acre Kings Canyon National Park.
Adams, a Sierra Club director from 1936 to
1970, worked over every president from
Franklin Roosevelt to Ronald Reagan. He
made phone calls, he wrote letters. When
Interior Secretary James Watt was in office,
Adams would dash off a letter of com-
plaint—to newspapers and congressmen—
almost every day.
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“You should see him lobby,” said his
friend Bill Turnage in 1979. After seven
years as Adams's business manager, Tur-
nage had become the head of the Wilder-
ness Society, When Adams came to Wash-
ington, they would work the Hill together.

“We run this Abbott and Costello act,”
sald Turnage. “I let Ansel start. He speaks
about the spirit, then I hit them with the
demls-"

Adams the photographer took a similar
approach. The majesty of landscape, and its
minutiae, too—the spirit and the details—
dance together beautifully in his finest
works of art.

He was a masterful technician. He invent-
ed the “zone system” of exposure, he taught
5,000 students, and his printing sets a stand-
ard that has rarely been surpassed. When,
in 1932, Adams, Edward Weston, Imogen
Cunningham and Willard Van Dyke began
to work together, they called themselves
“Group f64,” in honor of the smallest lens
opening then available. They liked f64 be-
cause it offered the greatest depth of field
and the sharpest possible focus. “A lot of
younger American photographers,” observes
John Szarkowski of the Museum of Modern
Art, “have no clue about how much they've
been influenced by Ansel’s rigorous sense of
obligation to using the machine well.”

The scientist in Adams insisted on the pre-
cise replication of the smallest detail. But
he was a poet, too.

“Ansel Adams was complaining about the
clouds when I first met him,” wrote David
Brower, then director of the Sierra Club.
“They weren't yet what they ought to be,
but he thought they would get better.”

The early western photographers took
nature as they found it. C.L. Weed, C.E.
Watkins, E.J. Muybridge and their col-
leagues were rock-hard men who left us
rock-hard pictures. They cared little for the
arty. They were scientists, explorers. They
rode mules to Yosemite. Their cameras were
cumbersome, their lenses were handground.
they hauled carboys of acid and fragile glass
plates up the rocky slopes. They did not
sleep in lodges, but outside, on the ground.
Their pictures call to mind the pictures the
first astronauts took from outer space, They
brought back to the cities accurate, convine-
ing images of marvels rarely glimpsed
before.

Bierstadt and Moran and other 19th-cen-
tury painters of the mountains cared less
for reportage than they did for drama.
Their pictures feel like operas. In the wilds
they made sketches that were relatively
straightforward. But when they returned to
New York, to their studios, they pulled out
all the stops. Their lakes are just a bit too
clear, their peaks a bit too high. They liked
to dress their mountains with waterfalls and
rainbows, sunsets, stormy clouds, little bears
and deer. Their pictures aren’t believable.
They are too gaudy, too romantic.

Like Bierstadt, like Moran, Adams often
stretched the truth a bit. He wasn’t always a
“straight” photographer. He once admitted
that he dodged the crosses in the fore-
ground of his “Moonrise, Hernandez, New
Mexico,” his most famous image, to make
them just a bit lighter and more ghostly.

As a young man in California, Adams
studied to be a pianist. The day he died, his
family and friends gathered in his Carmel,
Calif., home to hear a recital by his favorite
planist, Vladimir . When he
talked about the aims that guided him in
art, Adams often spoke of seeking ‘‘spiritual
resonance, as moving and profound as great
music.” When one looks at Adams’ photo-
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graphs, one can almost feel him there
behind the camera, a maestro in control,
conducting all those boiling clouds and
those shafts of sunlight that seem to shoot,
on cue, through the stormy clouds.

“Purism, in the sense of rigid abstention
from any control, is ridiculous,” he wrote.
“A great photograph is a full expression of
what one feels about what is being photo-
graphed in the deepest sense, and is, there-
by, a true expression of what one feels
about life in its entirety.”

Washington’s Harry Lunn, the dealer who
helped make Adams rich, to say,
“there are two markets for photography—
there is one for Ansel Adams, and one for
everybody else."”

A single print of “‘Moonrise” sold recently
for $71,500. It wasn't a unique object; its
edition had been “limited” to 942. Suppose
each “Moonrise” print is worth that much.
That means that the artist, with one click of
his shutter in 1941, had made a golden
goose whose golden eggs today have a com-
bined market value of more than $67 mil-
lion.

The most popular American artists—
Norman Rockwell, Andrew Wyeth, and
Adams, too—tend to lend their art a quality
of almost shameless emotional exaggera-
tion. Most of Wyeth's pictures are a bit too
morbid, most of Rockwell's too goody-goody.
Szarkowski writes that “the natural world,”
as seen by Adams, “is infinitely varied in
aspect . . . : its grand vistas and its micro-
cosms are never twice the same ... ; the
landscape is not only a plaee, but an event.”

Still, something in his pictures suggests a
benign propaganda. No tin cans mar his
landscapes. His elegant, authoritative, per-
fectly made prints show us what we wish
the world outside to be. He was a true be-
liever. His mission was to awe.

One great photographer, Paul Strand,
helped show Ansel Adams the path that led
to art. Another, Alfred Stieglitz, gave
Adams his first one-man show 46 years ago.

“It is all very beautiful and magical here,”
Adams wrote Stieglitz from New Mexico
many years ago. What he said of that land-
scape could describe the viewer's experience
of Ansel Adam’s art:

“The skies and land are so enormous and
the detail so precise and exquisite that
wherever you are you are isolated in a glow-
ing world between the macro and the
micro—where everything is sidewise under
you and over you, and the clocks stopped
long ago.”

[From the New York Times, Apr. 24, 1984]
ANSEL ApaMs DIES AT 82; PHOTOGRAPHED THE
WEST
(By John Russell)

Ansel Adams, whose majestic black-and-
white landscapes of the American West and
whose devotion to clarity and precision
made him probably the best-known photog-
rapher in the United States, died of heart
disease Sunday night at Community Hospi-
tal of the Monterey Peninsula, near his
home in Carmel, Calif. He was 82 years old.

In a career that spanned more than 50
years, Mr. Adams combined a passion for
natural landscape, meticulous craftsman-
ship as a printmaker and a missionary’s zeal
for his medium to become the most widely
exhibited and recognized photographer of
his generation.

His photographs have been published in
more than 35 books and portfolios, and they
have been seen in hundreds of exhibitions,
including a one-man show, “Ansel Adams
and the West,” at the Museum of Modern
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Art in New York in 1979. That same year he
was the subject of a cover story in Time
magazine, and in 1980 he received the Medal
of Freedom, the nation's highest civilian
honor.

In addition to being acclaimed for his dra-
matic landscapes of the American West, he
was held in esteem for his contributions to
photographic technology and to the recog-
nition of photography as an art form.

Though trained as a concert pianist, Mr.
Adams decided in 1930 that his true voca-
tion was photography. Two years later, he
was accomplished enough to be given a one-
man show at the M. H. de Young Museum
in San Francisco, and the same year he
joined Edward Weston and Imogen Cun-
:dggham in forming the short-lived “Group

/64."

In the words, of Mr. Adams’s friend Wal-
lace Stegner, the founding of this group was
a benchmark in the establishment of pho-
tography as a distinct and legitimate art
form that would be “not a substitute brush,
but a way of seeing.”

From that point onward, Mr. Adams rap-
idly became famous not only as a photo-
grapher but also as critic, teacher, publisher
of portfolios, co-founder of the department
of photography at the Museum of Modern
Art, longtime consultant to the Polaroid
Corporation and spokesman for a heroic
and yet plainspoken approach to photogra-
phy.

BOOK CONSECRATED REPUTATION

The publication by the New York Graphic
Society in 1975 of his book “Ansel Adams:
Images 1923-1974" consecrated his reputa-
tion as a photographer whose work ap-
pealed to the widest possible public for its
evocation of an American scene that was
still without blemish.

Ansel Adams was born in San Francisco
on Feb. 20, 1902, of New England descent.
The next year, his parents moved to a house
overlooking the Golden Gate, where he
formed his life-long taste for a spectacular
natural scene.

In 1916, while on a visit to the Yosemite
Valley, he made his first photographs with
a box Brownie. Yosemite had so fired his
imagination that for four summers running
he took a job as caretaker for a lodge owned
by the Sierra Club, of which he was later to
be a director for 37 years.

In 1927, while earning his living as a pro-
fessional musician, Mr. Adams acquired a
patron in San Francisco by the name of
Albert Bender. Mr. Bender took him to
Taos, N.M., where, during visits over the
next few years, he made friends with Robin-
son Jeffers, John Marin and Georgia
O’Keeffe. As his biographer, Nancy New-
hall, said later, “Taos was his Paris and his
Rome,” His first book, “Taos Pueblo,” with
a text by Mary Astin, came out in 1930.

Precision and sharp focus were fundamen-
tal to good photography, as Mr. Adams saw
it, and as a born teacher he neglected no op-
portunity to make his views felt. He wrote
for the Sierra Club Bulletin, he published a
series of books on the basics of photogra-
phy, he ran workshops and seminars in the
Yosemite Valley, he taught and lectured at
the Museum of Modern Art and colleges all
along the Pacific Coast, and he published
his work in portfolio form.

As his reputation grew, he was encouraged
to travel throughout the United States in
order to bring his characteristic clarity and
his sense of unforced grandeur to studies of
at&onal parks and remote places of every
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In the 1930's he made extended trips with
his fellow photographer Mr. Weston to the
High Sierra, and with O'Keeffe and David
MecAlpin to the Southwest. In 1933, he met
Alfred Stieglitz, and in 1936 Stieglitz gave
Mr. Adams a one-man show at his New York
City gallery, “An American Place,” This was
the first one-man show of photography that
Stieglitz had put on since Paul Strand was
similarly honored two decades earlier.

DIRECTED A PAGEANT

In 1940, Mr. Adams directed “A Pageant
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These began in 1935 with the publication of
“Making a Photograph,” and continued for
the rest of his life. The most recent how-to
book, “Examples, the Making of 40 Photo-
graphs,” was published in 1983 by the New
York Graphic Society.

At the heart of this procedure is the prac-
tice of previsualization. This means plan-
ning the photograph in advance of making
the exposure, carefully studying the image
in the camera’s viewfinder or on the
groundglass screen and making sure that
every el 1t of the picture—lighting, com-

of Photography” as part of the Gold
Gate Exposition in San Francisco, and took
part with Mr. Weston and Dorothea Lange
in a photographic forum organized by U.S.
Camera in the Yosemite Valley. Also in
1940, he helped Beaumont Newhall and Mr.
McAlpin to found the department of pho-
tography at the Museum of Modern Art.

At the outbreak of World War II, he
became a consultant to the Armed Services.
But, ever-sensitive to the plight of minority
groups, he published in 1944 “Born Free
and Equal,” a photographic survey of a Cali-
fornia camp in which Japanese-Americans
were interned at the outbreak of war with
Japan.

After the war, Mr. Adams three times re-
ceived Guggenheim Fellowships, which en-
abled him to record national parks and
monuments in Alaska, Hawaii and else-
where. In many writings in the postwar
period, he stressed the importance of vision,
as distinct from gadgetry. “A picture,” he
liked to say, “is only a collection of bright-
nesses,” and, he would add, “There is noth-
ing worse than a brilliant image of a fuzzy
concept.”

FELLOW OF AMERICAN ACADEMY

Films about Mr. Adams and his work were
directed by David Myers in 1957 and by
Robert Katz in 1959. In 1964, Mrs. Newhall
published a study of him (called “The Elo-
quent Light,” after the 1963 show of that
name that Mr., Adams had just had at the
de Young Museum in San Francisco). In
1967 he and Mrs. Newhall published a book
called “Fiat Lux,” to mark the centenary of
the University of California, and in 1974 he
was honored by a retrospective exhibition at
the Metropolitan Museum in New York.

In 1966, Mr. Adams was made a Fellow of
the American Academy of Arts and Sci-
ences, and in 1970 he was made a Chubb
Fellow at Yale University. He received hon-
orary doctorates from Occidental College,
the University of Massachusetts and Yale
University.

In 1928, Mr. Adams married Virginia Best.
After many years in Yosemite, the Adamses
moved in 1962 to Carmel.

He is survived by his wife; two children,
Dr. Michael Adams of Fresno, Calif., and
Anne Adams Helms of Redwood City, Calif.,
and five grandchildren. Funeral services will
be private.

[From the New York Times, Apr. 25, 19841
Apams: His LEcacy ENDURES
(By Gene Thornton)

The brilliant clarity of Ansel Adams’s
photographs—and especially the Western
landscapes in black and white for which he
is best known and most loved—is no acci-
dent, It is partly the result of a deep love of
nature and a good eye, plus the natural dry-
ness and clarity of the Western air.

But it is also the result of a technical pro-
cedure that Adams, the master photogra-
pher who died Sunday at the age of 82, de-
veloped, refined and codified in a series of
instruction books and technical manuals.

position, focus and pose—is the way the
photographer wants it before making the
exposure. The result should be a picture
that can be printed straight from the nega-
tive without any need for retouching or
other manipulation of negative or print.

This type of “straight” or “pure’ photog-
raphy is the norm today among serious
amateurs and art photographers, so much
so that it may seem odd to include it among
the characteristics of Adams's technique.
But it was not yet the norm when Adams
was starting out as a photographer in the
1920's. In those days it was customary for
artistically ambitious “Pictorialist” photog-
raphers to retough the photographic image
extensively to make it look more like a
painting, a drawing or a print. The unassist-
ed camera was not believed to give its opera-
tor enough control over the picture to digni-
fy the results with the name of art.

ABANDONDED PICTORIAL APPROACH

Adams did not invent the idea of straight
or pure photography. An early and elogquent
spokesman was the critic Sadakichi Hart-
mann, in his review of the 1904 Photo-Seces-
sion exhibition at the Carnegie Institute in
Pittsburgh, and early practioners included
the photographers Paul Strand, Alfred
Stieglitz and Edward Weston. However,
after a meeting with Strand in 1930, Adams
abandoned his earlier, more Pictorial ap-
proach in favor of straight photography and
became its most eloquent spokesman and
exponent.

He had his work cut out for him. Al-
though the straight photographers rejected
the Pictorialist practice of darkroom manip-
ulation, they did not reject the Pictorialist
claim that photography was art. On the
contrary, they claimed that “pure” photog-
raphy, the type they practiced, was more ar-
tistic than the type practiced by the Pictor-
ialists. However, straight photographers
had less control over their final results than
Pictorialists, since they had restricted them-
selves to purely photographic means, and
this left them open to Pictorialist charges of
not being real artists.

It was in part to meet this objection that
Ansel Adams developed the celebrated Zone
System of photography, a method that he
and such successors as Minor White and
Fred Picker have written about and taught
in workshops all over the country and
abroad. The aim of the Zone System is to
give the photographer the maximum con-
trol over his pictures making consistent
with a purely photographic technique.

HOW PICTURE WILL TRANSLATE

Adams began by dividing the darks and

lights of the photographic print into 10 dis-

tinet shades or zones, ranging from pure
black (Zone 0) to pure white (Zone IX). Be-
tween are eight graduated shades of gray—
Zone V, the middle tone, being the one that
seems closest to halfway between dark and
light, and Zone VI, the next lightest tone,
being the tone of human skin under good
light. By learning to see his subject in this
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scale of grays, the photographer can *‘previ-
sualize” not only the subject matter and
composition of his picture but also how it
will translate into the darks and lights of a
photographic print.

Adams used a photoelectric exposure
meter to measure the brightness of the
parts of a scene he was photographing,
Beaumont Newhall explained in his classic
“History of Photography.” These calibra-
tions were then correlated with exposure
and development to enable the photogra-
pher to achieve in the final print the entire
gamut of values he had previsualized.

“The control is comparable to that which
a musician has over his instrument,” Mr.
Newhall wrote. “Guesswork is eliminated,
and the photographer can concentrate on
esthetic problems, secure in the knowledge
that his results will not only be of technical
excellence, but will embody his subjective
interpretation of the scene.”

This kind of planning of a picture can be
done better with a camera that has a large
viewing screen showing the image in consid-
erable detail. It is also better suited to mo-
tionless subjects, such as landscapes, still
lifes and portraits, rather than to action
shots. Long practice, however, enabled
Adams to work rapidly when necessary, and
perhaps his most famous picture, “Moon-
light: Hernandez, N.M.,"” was seen, conceived
and shot in a brief moment before the moon
went behind a cloud.

AsHES OVER MOUNTAIN

MoNTEREY, CaLiF., April 24.—The Adams
family said it expects to scatter the photog-
rapher’s ashes over a mountain long known
informally as Mount Ansel Adams in Yo-
semite National Park.

“We will probably scatter the ashes on
Mount Ansel Adams in Yosemite National
Park,” said Ann Helms, Adams’s daughter.
“The mountain has been called that unoffi-
cially for years, but you can't name a moun-
tain after a living person.”

Lisa Dapprich, a public affairs officer at
Yosemite National Park, said that the Na-
tional Park Service would allow the ashes to
be scattered on the mountain. She said the
mountain “will probably” be named after
Adams, a process that takes five years.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Apr. 24, 1984]
ANSEL ApAMS, ARTIST WITH A CAMERA, D1ES
(By Burt A, Folkart)

Ansel Adams, whose camera celebrated
nature’s wonders and whose life was dedi-
cated to perpetuating the purity of its cre-
ations, has died.

Death came late Sunday at age 82 in Com-
munity Hospital of the Monterey Peninsula,
near Big Sur, where he had lived, photo-
graphed and battled for his beloved environ-
ment.

Adams had undergone heart surgery in
1979 and was admitted to the hospital last
Friday with his recurring heart problem.

Adams and Edward Weston were the two
names most often mentioned when histori-
ans tried to decide when photography had
moved from the realm of hobbyists and was
accorded a niche in the world's art salons
and museums.

ASSIGNMENTS FROM WITHIN

And it was Adams, the gruffly pleasant
bear of a man, who generally is credited
with taking Weston's visions of unsullied
clarity and moving them from the curious
to the commercial, providing through-out
his lengthy and prolific career thousands of
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negatives and prints from the photographic
assignments that he said came “from
within.”

At his death, more than a million books of
his photographs rested on coffee tables and
in libraries throughout the world.

A single Adams photograph once com-
manded $70,000 and, more important to
Adams the man, 5,000 students had trudged
to his studio and then on with him to view
the scenic glories of the United States,
watching as the aging master set up his
tripod to capture what he said were the
“images and not just records” of their
world.

Like those early students who worshiped
him, the photographer—whose ‘“Moonrise,
Hernandez, New Mexico,” and ‘“Moon and
Half Dome, Yosemite National Park,” would
one day hang in museums around the
world—began with a Kodak Brownie box
CAMEras.

He was a gangly 14-year-old with a nose
that tilted angularly left, the result of a
falling wall during an aftershock from the
1906 San Francisco earthquake.

(“The doctor said to get it straightened
when I matured,” Adams loved to say. “But
of course, I never matured.”)

A year earlier his father, a successful busi-
nessman, had given him a pass to the
World’'s Fair in San Francisco. Adams spent
most of his time at the Armory Show, the
revolutionary modern art display trans-
planted from New York that gave prosaic
America its first glimpse of the impression-
ists and surrealists.

He also had been exposed to a book, “In
the Heart of the Sierra,” part of the tutor-
ing program his parents had designed for
him when he opted to give up formal
schooling.

“A-A." as he would someday be known to
friends, bought a simple camera, hoping to
combine a vacation trip to Yosemite, the ex-
citement of abstract art and his blooming vi-
carious sentiments for the High Sierra into
a new interest.

RETURNED TO YOSEMITE

At the time he was an accomplished,
albeit beginning pianist and was leaning
toward a career in music.

His vacation pictures fell far short of his
dreams, however, and he talked a San Fran-
cisco photofinisher into a job as an appren-
tice.

Adams continued to return with his
camera to Yosemite every summer, as he
would for the next 60 years, joining the
young Sierra Club and working summers as
caretaker at the club’s headquarters in the
Yosemite Valley.

He learned to climb the mountains where
climate and light varied with shifting wind
and cloud patterns, He also learned of “‘con-
servation,” long before it was a cocktail
hour byword.

Photography remained a hobby and music
a predilection at this time, but his visits to
the mountains “filtered through me into
some aesthetic experiences which probably
were supported by similar experiences I was
having in music study,” he told an inter-
viewer in 1975.

It wasn't until 1930, after trying to serve
both masters, that his “own personal satis-
faction with the pictures was greater than
with music.”

But by then the self-proclaimed “photo-
poet” was tired of having to deal with the
popular notion of photography as “painting
with a lens.”

He had produced a mildly successful port-
folio of the High Sierra that proved his
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knowledge of technique but left him person-
ally dissatisfied.

PHOTOGRAPHY EXISTS

Still seeking the modernist vision that had
first stirred him at the Armory Show, he
took his pictures to master photographer
Paul Strand who talked to him of organiza-
tion and composition.

Years later he would say:

“I came home thinking: Now photography
exists.”

Within a few months he had met a fellow
seeker of visual truth, Weston.

In 1932 he, Weston, Imogen Cunningham
and Willard Van Dyke formed the loosely
knit “Group F/64,"” devoted to high-contrast
realism.

(The name was adopted from the smallest
camera lens opening then available. It of-
fered the greatest depth of field and there-
fore the sharpest images.)

Although the group would exist formally
for only two years, its impact on the world’s
then-newest art form continues to this day.

He had married in 1928 and, to support
himself, was taking on “assignments from
the outside" that did not interfere with “as-
signments from the inside,” his term for
“visualization” of the trees, rocks and leaves
he found and illustrated in his beloved
Sierra.

He began accepting the students that
would one day include the daughter of a
President (Susan Ford). The alacritous ac-
ceptance of the “Group F/64" concept of
crispness in pictures now brought offers
from photography magazines and product
manufacturers.

And now he had words for his craft:

“A photograph is not an accident, it is a
concept.” Pictures, he explained, were com-
posed in the mind and only then recorded
by the camera.

In 1935 he published “Making a Photo-
graph,” the first of his many manuals on
technique in which he noted that the
making of many negatives in the hope that
one will be good “is fatal to serious results.”

His reputation was growing and in 1936
Alfred Stieglitz, perhaps the world's best-
known photographer, arranged a one-man
Adams show in New York City, the first
since A-A's former mentor Strand had
shown there in 1917.

Adams by now had moved to the Yosemite

Valley, and his feel for its mountains and
valleys began to transcend just photogra-
phy.
As official photographer and a director of
the Sierra Club, he had traveled to Wash-
ington to show his photographs of Kings
Canyon and to lobby for a bill that would
preserve that area as a national park.

The result was not immediately successful
but his efforts had come to the attention of
Interior Secretary Harold L. Ickes. By 1940
Ickes had shown the photos to President
Franklin D. Roosevelt and the resultant
presidential arm-twisting produced from
Congress what Adams considered a personal
monument—the establishment of 455,000
acres as the Kings Canyon National Park.

His first ecological triumph was followed
quickly by a professional one. In 1941 he
had stopped his car in New Mexico to take,
in 15 seconds, a photograph that four dec-
ades later commanded $71,500 at auction.

It was the moon rising over the village of
Hernandez. It, with another photo of the
moon shining over Half Dome in Yosemite,
taken in 1960, became synonymous with
Adams' name.

The two photos were archetypically
Weston—the preconceived clarity felt before
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the shutter was snapped and then trans-
ferred to film and paper. To Weston's
theory of visualization Adams brought his
own contributions—a system of film expo-
sure to predetermine the tones of the print.

It has become known as the Adams zone
system, and he soon was teaching it at the
California School of Fine Arts (later the
San Francisco Art Institute) where he
founded the first photography department
in 19486.

He also was teaching at Art Center in Los
Angeles, lecturing at the Museum of
Modern Art in New York and at colleges
throughout the West.

Between 1948 and 1956 he published four
photography books and in 1949 was named
a consultant to Polaroid Corp., working with
Edwin Land on the Polaroid Land process.

ANSWERED CRITICS

He also answered those who -criticized
“Group F/64" adherents for photographing
trees and mountains while the nation strug-
gled through the Great Depression and
World War II.

He published a book of the photographs
he had taken of the thousands of Japanese-
Americans interned in the Manzanar Relo-
cation Center in California during the war,
Its wry title was ‘“Born Free and Equal.”

His spreading fame resulted in “The Elo-
quent Light,” a 1963 biography of Ansel
Adams published by the Sierra Club.

He was a Sierra Club director from 1936 to
1970, and his many trophies include the
Conservation Service Award of the Interior
Department.

He was an untypical artist—outspoken,
opinionated and highly political when it
came to his dearly loved scenery.

He warred against those trying to develop
Big Sur and led a drive to oust Interior Sec-
retary James G. Watt for “halting 100 years
of growth of the national park system."” His
attacks on Watt led President Reagan to
seek a meeting with Adams—a session held
in July, 1983. Adams afterward pronounced
Reagan “opague—a substance that does not
permit the passage of light . . . in either di-
rection.

REAL HAM

Until his hospitalization the artist-advo-
cate had been working to limit Reagan to
one term. .

Adams’ personality lent itself to public
display and theatrical statements.

“You'll understand him better,” painter
Georgia O'Keeffe—a longtime friend—told a
prospective interviewer in 1979, “if you
think of him as a real ham, the eternal life
of the party.”

His leathery countenance was on the
cover of Time magazine on Sept. 3, 1979, the
first photographer ever honored there.

In 1980, President Jimmy Carter awarded
him the Presidential Medal of Freedom for
his “visionary efforts to preserve this coun-
try’s wild and scenic areas both on film and
on Earth.”

This came after he had supported legisla-
tion to protect 100 million acres of the
Alaska wilderness.

The boy with the Brownie box camera and
a vision had become the Grand Old Man of
Photography.

He was pleased but took the accolades
lightly. They were but the gifts of man.

The greatest gift God had granted him,
Adams said in a long-ago letter to photogra-
pher Stieglitz written from New Mexico,
was the Earth itself.

“It is all very beautiful and magical here

. & quality which cannot be described.
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The skies and land are so enormous and the
detail so precise and exquisite that, wherev-
er you are, you are isolated in a glowing
world between the macro and the micro—
where everything is sidewise under you and
over you, and the clocks stopped long ago.”

DEATH OF “CAPTAIN JACK”
BARLEON

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, Mas-
sachusetts and the entire Nation have
lost a true hero and an outstanding
human being with the death Ilast
month of Naval Capt. John S. Bar-
leon, Jr.

“Captain Jack,” as he was affection-
ately known by his legions of friends
and admirers, was a man of uncommon
valor who turned a crippling injury
into a courageous life of helping
others. He fought with great bravery
in the Pacific in World War II and
later suffered a serious spinal injury
which eventually resulted in quadri-
plegia. For the rest of his life, he kept
on fighting—for paralyzed and dis-
abled veterans, for the physically
handicapped, and for the retarded. He
was a tireless advocate for their cause;
his active lifestyle defied his disability
and made him an inspiration to all he
touched.

Captain Jack was also a generous
supporter of a program close to the
heart of the EKennedy family, the
Eunice Shriver Clinic for retarded
children and their families at the
Walter E. Fernald State School in
Massachusetts. His extraordinary life
brought hope to millions, and his
achievements are an example to all of
us who carry on his work.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the obituary for Captain
Jack, which appeared in the Boston
Globe on March 27, may be printed in
the RECORD.

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

[From the Boston Globe, Mar. 27, 1984]
“CAPTAIN JACK" BARLEON, WAR HERO AND
FIGHTER FOR THE PARALYZED, T0
(By William P. Coughlin)

They called him “Captain Jack.”

A decorated World War II hero whose
Navy career continued until 1961, Capt.
John 8, Barleon Jr. was a wheelchair quad-
riplegic the last 23 years of his life who:

Was a dynamic, one-man advocate and
former national research director for the
Paralyzed Veterans of America.

Was a 1962 delegate to the World Veter-
ans Organization in Copenhagen, Denmark;
Lausanne, Switzerland, and The Hague.

Sought government and private grants in
a constant search for ways to improve
health care and devices for the handi-
capped.

Was active as a member of the corpora-
tion of the Walter E. Fernald School and
helped raise $2.4 million in 1962 to fund the
Eunice Shriver clinic, the first clinic in the
nation where parents could live in and be
examined with their retarded children.

Flew aircraft, despite his handicap, as a
member of the Wheelchair Pilots Assn;
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drove his car, fished, sailed a kayak, and vis-
ited archeological ruins from Greenland to
Europe, Asia and South America.

A long-term member of the International
Oceanographic Foundation, he also was a
member of the Society of Naval Architects
and Engineers.

He held the Bronze Star, the Navy Com-
mendation Medal and numerous campaign
ribbons from his World War II experiences,
and in his final two decades Capt. Barleon
was a live-in quadriplegic at the Veterans
Administration hospitals in West Roxbury
and in Brockton for six years.

He died at age T0 yesterday, after four
weeks in a coma in the Veterans Hospital in
West Roxbury. He had fallen i1l Jan. 9 with
a respiratory ailment linked to quadriplegia.

As a Naval officer and fighter pilot he was
a hero and doer; as a quadriplegic, he
turned his wartime spine injury and disabil-
ity into a life of helping others similarly
crippled. By all accounts, “Captain Jack"
was not a quitter.

In a 1980 interview for a magazine called
Paraplegia News, he summed up his out-
look:

“Although my disability—quadriplegia—is
disagreeable, I have had a far more fortu-
nate, full and interesting life than most citi-
zens . . . What I need is a system of getting
48 hours into a 24-hour day so I can do all
the things I want to do.”

Born at the Naval Academy at Annapolis
where his father, Jack Barleon Sr., was an
officer, he entered the Navy in 1931 after a
boyhood during which he had climbed
aboard the World War I German submarine
Deutschland and US Admiral Richard E.
Byrd's famed tri-motor airplane which had
seen the Arctic and Antarctic. As a boy, he
met Byrd practicing landings at the Naval
Station in Norfolk, Va.

Perhaps it was Byrd's plane or the flying
model of an old NC-4 Navy seaplane, given
him by Adm. Albert C. Read, that hooked
young John Barleon on flying.

He followed his father’'s beginnings at the
Naval Academy where he cruised the Medi-
terranean on the battleship Wyoming, met
a Pope and the Italian dictator, Benito Mus-
solini, and graduated in 1935. As a freshman
he had won the small bore rifle intercolle-
giate championship, and later the national
intercollegiate title.

He was aboard the cruiser San Francisco
when she suffered heavy battle damage at
Savo Island in the battle of Guadacanal,
and during one of the war's lighter events
he played against the Peruvian Olympic
basketball team on a dirt floor of the Lima
bull ring. The Peruvians won, “Captain
Jack" recalled with a smile.

Later he was aboard the USS Phelps, flag-
ship of the First Destroyer Squadron,
which, records show, fought in every Pacific
battle. Then, after a tour from Panama to
Newfoundland in the old World War 1 four-
stack destroyer, USS McCormick, he began
flight training in the new Grumman open
cockpit fighters.

It was in one of these craft, during a land-
ing rollout exercise, when he flipped on his
back, crushing and dislocating several verte-
brae. After six months in a San Diego Hos-
pital, he returned to active duty and under-
went a spinal fusion. Six months later, with
a slightly stiff neck, he headed for the old
USS Enterprise, a carrier where he became
air officer, executive officer and command-
ing officer. In her, he lived through the so-
called Admiral William (Bull) Halsey ty-
phoon when three destroyers were lost. Still
later, he commanded air groups, flying the
old Hellcats, Corsairs and Bearcats.
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Ashore, “Captain Jack” held many fleet
posts, including Pentagon and Bureau of
Personnel positions in which he was respon-
sible for personnel planning. He testified
often before the Department of Defense
review teams, the Bureau of the Budget and
before congressional committees. It was his
job to justify naval expenses and plans.

“Captain Jack” also served in the former
British Joint Services Staff College and at
glf: National War College at Washington,

During this time he underwent five more
spinal operations to remove bone and scar
tissue, while carrying out his duties. He told
an interviewer then that he relaxed by
scuba diving and racing outboard runabouts.
He also was a championship skeet shooter.

But his wound became infected and after
the fifth operation he was a quadriplegic.
His condition deteriorated and in September
1961, after another operation to remove a
cyst, he was retired for physical disability
and sent to the Veterans Administration
Hospital in West Roxbury.

At the hospital he learned of the Para-
lyzed Veterans of America, became active,
and was a delegate to national conventions.
He was the first chairman of the Paralyzed
Veterans' investment committee in the mid-
1960s and was its national research director
until the mid-1970s. In 1976, he became a
trustee of the organization’s technological
and research foundation.

He was appointed by Gov. John A. Volpe
in 1962 as a member of the corporation of
the Fernald School.

He leaves a son, John S. Barleon of Wal-
tham; three daughters, Anne B. Nolan of
Waltham, Elizabeth H.B. Ross of Loveland,
Colo., and Claudia B. Danikian of Boston;
two sisters, Claudia B. Burkey of Bozman,
Md., and Elizabeth B. Keller of Alexandria,
Va., and a grandchild.

A memorial service will be conducted at 1
p.m. Saturday in the chapel at Brockton
Veterans Administration Hospital.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morn-
ing business is closed.

MISCELLANEOUS TARIFF,
TRADE, AND CUSTOMS MAT-
TERS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will
now resume consideration of the un-
finished business, which the clerk will
state.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2163) to amend the Federal
Boat Safety Act of 1971, and for other pur-
poses.

The Senate resumed consideration
of the bill.

Pending:

(1) Baker Amendment No. 3027, to further
reduce deficits by including reconciliation
provisions and appropriations caps for de-
fense and non-defense discretionary spend-
ing for fiscal years 1985, 1986, and 1987.

(2) Mitchell Amendment No. 3036, to pro-
vide for a pay increase for Article ITI judges
subject to adjustments pursuant to
section 461 of title 28, United States Code.
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AMENDMENT NO. 3041

(Purpose: To increase revenues and limit
budget authority and outlays for fiscal
years 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988, and 1989)
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, on

behalf of Senators ExXoON, ANDREWS,

BiNnGgaMAN, JOHNSTON, BUMPERS, STEN-

nis, and myself, I send an amendment

to the desk and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
HorrLings), for himself, Mr. ExoN, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. BiNcAMAN, Mr. JOHNSTON, MTr.
Bumrers, and Mr. STENNIS, proposes an
amendment numbered 3041,

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

Sec. —, relating to limitations of aggregate
total budget authority for National Defense
and non-defense discretionary activities, is
amended by striking out subsections (a)
through (e) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

TITLE X-—-INCREASES IN REVENUES
AND LIMITS ON BUDGET AUTHOR-
ITY AND OUTLAYS
DELAY COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT TO 1990
Sec. 1001. (a) Subsection (f) of section 1 of

the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating

to adjustments in tax tables so that infla-
tion will not result in tax increases) is
amended—

(1) by striking out “1984" in paragraph (1)
and inserting in lieu thereof *“1989", and

(2) by striking out “1983" in paragraph
(3)XB) and inserting in lieu thereof “1988".

(b) Subsection (e) of section 104 of the
Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 is
amended by striking out “1984" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “1989",

(c) The amendments made by this section
shall apply to taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1984,

INCREASED TAX AUDIT COVERAGE

Sec. 1002, (a) In the case of revenue
agents, the Secretary of the Treasury, pur-
suant to section 7803 (a) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954, shall employ no less
than 15,647 in fiscal year 1985, 16,569 in
fiscal year 1986, 17,395 in fiscal year 1987,
18,834 in fiscal year 1988, and 20,320 in
fiscal year 1989.

(b) In the case of tax auditors, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, pursuant to such sec-
tion, shall employ no less than 4,098 in
fiscal year 1985, 4,529 in fiscal year 1986,
5,001 in fiscal year 1987, 5,339 in fiscal year
1988, and 5,773 in fiscal year 1989.
WITHHOLDING OF TAXES ON ROYALTY PAY-

MENTS AND PAYMENTS TO INDEPENDENT CON-

TRACTORS

Sec. 1003. (a) Section 3402 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to income
tax collected at source) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(q) EXTENSION OoF WITHHOLDING TO Ro¥-
ALTY PAYMENTS AND PAYMENTS TO INDEPEND-
ENT CONTRACTORS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In any case in which—
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“(A) a person issues a royalty payment, or

“(B) notwithstanding subsection (a)4), a
person issues a payment to an independent
contractor.
such person or any withholding agent shall
deduct and withhold from such payment an
amount equal to 10 percent of such pay-
ment.

“(2) WITHHOLDING AGENT.—EXxcept as pro-
vided in regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary, the term ‘withholding agent’ means,
with respect to any payment described in
paragraph (1), the person who controls, re-
ceives, has custody of, disposes of, or pays
such payment.

“(3) COORDINATION WITH OTHER SECTIONS.—
For purposes of sections 3403 and 3404 and
for purposes of so much of subtitle F
(except section 7205) as relates to this chap-
ter, payments described under paragraph
(1) which are subject to withholding shall
be treated as if they were wages paid by an
employer to an employee.”.

(b) The amendments made by this section
shall apply to payments made after June 30,
1984.

REVENUE INCREASES

Sec. 1004. (a) Within 45 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Senate
Committee on Finance shall report to the
full Senate changes in laws within the juris-
diction of the Senate Committee on Finance
sufficient to increase revenues by
$4,300,000,000 in fiscal year 1985,
$7,100,000,000 in fiscal year 1986,
$11,700,000,000 in fiscal year 1987,
$19,000,000,000 in fiscal year 1988, and
$28,700,000,000 in fiscal year 1989.

PAY COMPARABILITY ADJUSTMENT FOR FEDERAL
EMPLOYEES

Sec. 1005. Nothwithstanding any other
provision of this Act or of any other law—

(1) there shall not be an adjustment under
section 5305 of title 5, United States Code,
in the rates of pay under the General
Schedule and in the rates of pay under the
other statutory pay systems during fiscal
year 1985; and

(2) the overall percentage of the adjust-
ment in such rates taking effect under such
section in each of fiscal year 1986, 1987,
1988, or 1989, shall be an increase of 3 per-
cent.

COST-OF-LIVING INCREASES

SEc. 1006. (a)(1) Except as provided in sub-
section (b), for the purpose of determining
or computing the amount of any increase in
payments or benefit amounts or in stand-
ards for eligibility for payments or benefits
taking effect on any date during the fiscal
year 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988, or 1989 under
any provision of Federal law which requires
an increase or change in such payments,
benefit amounts, or standards as a result of
any change in—

(A) the Consumer Price Index (or any
component thereof); or

(B) any other index which measures costs,
prices, or wages,
the change in any such index shall be
deemed to be the change as computed or de-
termined under such provision of Federal
law or (if less)—

(1) zero percent in the case of increases
taking effect in fiscal year 1985; or

(ii) 3 percent in the case of increases
taking effect in fiscal year 1986, 1987, 1988,
or 1989.

(2) Nothwithstanding any other provision
of Federal law, no person shall be—

(A) entitled to any increase in payments,
benefit amounts, or rates of pay; or
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(B) eligible for any payments or benefits,

under any provision of Federal law to the
extent that such increase or eligibility is
denied by reason of paragraph (1).

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, any change in any index described in
paragraph (1) which would have resulted in
an increase in payments or benefit amounts
or in standards for eligibility for payments
or benefits effective on any date during the
fiscal year 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988, or 1989 but
for paragraph (1) shall not be taken into ac-
count for the purposes of determining or
computing any increase or change in such
payments, benefit amounts, or standards
taking effect on any date during any fiscal
year after fiscal year 1989,

(bX1) With respect to the Social Security
Act, subsection (a) shall apply only to cost-
of-living adjustments to cash benefits paid
under section 202 or 223, and shall not limit
cost-of-living adjustments under section
1617 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1382f), or any
other adjustment under any other provision
of such Act. The adjustments becoming ef-
fective under such section 1617, and any
other adjustment to which subsection (a)
does not apply, will be made as though
there had been made the full cost-of-living
adjustment which, but for subsection (a),
would have become effective under section
215(i) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 415(i)) with re-
spect to cash benefits.

(2) Subsection (a) shall not apply to in-
creases under section 3(o0), 5(c), or 5(e) of
the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C.
2012(0), 2014(c), and 2014(e), respectively).

(3) Subsection (a) shall not apply to in-
creases under section 3112 of title 38, United
States Code. For the purposes of such sec-
tion, benefit amounts payable under title IT
of the Social Security Act shall be deemed
to be increased when and by the percentage
such amounts would be increased (as a
result of a determination made under sec-
tion 215(i) of such Act) if subsection (a) had
not been enacted.

MEDICARE FREEZE

Sec. 1007, (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act (or any amendment
made by this Act) or any provision of title
XVIII of the Social Security Act, the “appli-
cable percentage increase” under section
1886(b)(3)(B) of the Social Security Act for
any 12-month cost reporting period or fiscal
year beginning on or after October 1, 1984,
and before October 1, 1985, shall be zero
percent.

(b) The Secretary of Health and Human
Services shall report to the Congress within
45 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act with respect to suggested methods
for assuring that hospitals will not increase
amounts charged to patients who are not
entitled to benefits under title XVIII of the
Social Security Act in order to compensate
for amounts not paid by reason of the limi-
tation under subsection (a).

LIMITATION ON INCREASE IN BUDGET
AUTHORITY FOR NATIONAL DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

Sec. 1008. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act (or any amendment
made by this Act), the Congress declares
that—

(1) an urgent priority of the United States
Government is the pursuit of a national de-
fense policy that adequately provides for
the security of the United States and that
of its allies against the threat of their adver-
saries;

(2) the basic goal of any national defense
program of the United States should be to
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provide a consistent and sustained growth in
defense readiness activities and in weapon
systems research and development, procure-
ment, and force modernization;

(3) an annual increase in the defense
budget of the United States Government, in
accordance with the commitment made in
1977 and 1978 by the United States Govern-
ment and the other members of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATQO) to
provide for annual increases in the defense
budgets of the members by three percent in
excess of the rate of inflation, is an essential
element in developing a reliable national de-
fense capability, and

(4) the policies relating to the commit-
ment of resources to develop and maintain a
strong and comprehensive defense program
by the United States must be fully integrat-
ed with an overall fiscal and economic
policy directed toward restoring the finan-
cial credibility of the Government in an eq-
uitable manner.

(b) Therefore, it is the sense of the Con-
gress that the amount of budget authority
provided for each of the fiscal years 1985,
1986, 1987, 1988, and 1989 for all purchases
made by departments and agencies adminis-
tering activities classified under the func-
tional category of National Defense in the
Budget transmitted under section 1105(a) of
title 31, United States Code, should be the
amount of budget authority provided for
such purchases for the preceding fiscal year
plus an amount equal to the product of—

(1) the amount of budget authority pro-
vided for such purchases for such preceding
fiscal year; and

(2) the sum of—

(A) the rate of inflation projected (in ac-
cordance with Subsection (e)2)) to occur
during the fiscal year 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988,
or 1989, as the case may be; and

(B) four percent in fiscal years 1985 and
1986; and

(C) three percent in fiscal years 1987,
1988, and 1989.

(cX1) For the purposes of subsection (b),
budget authority does not include the
budget authority provided for the pay of
employees of any department or agency de-
scribed in subsection (b), including members
of the Armed Forces, or for military retired
or retainer pay.

(2) For the purposes of subsection (b), the
rate of inflation projected to occur during a
fiscal year under subsection (b) shall be—

(A) for fiscal year 1985, the percent
change in the defense purchases index
which is projected for such fiscal year by
the Director of the Congressional Budget
Office within 30 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act; and

(B) for fiscal year 1986, 1987, 1988, or
1989, the most recent projection of the per-
cent change in such index for such fiscal
year made by such Director before the date
on which the Senate or the House of Repre-
sentatives, or any committee thereof, takes
action to provide budget authority for such
fiscal year to which subsection (b) applies.

DISCRETIONARY FEDERAL PROGRAMS

Sec. 1009, (a) Not withstanding any other
provision of this Act (or any amendment
made by this Act), it is the sense of the
Senate that the total amount of budget au-
thority provided for all discretionary Feder-
al programs for fiscal year 1985 should not
exceed an amount equal to the total amount
of budget authority provided for all such
programs for fiscal year 1984.

(b) It is the sense of the Senate that the
total amount of budget authority provided
for all discretionary Federal programs for
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each of the fiscal years 1986, 1987, 1988, and
1989, should not exceed an amount equal to
the total amount of budget authority pro-
vided for all such programs for the preced-
ing fiscal year plus an amount equal to the
product of—

(1) the total amount of budget authority
provided for all such programs for such pre-
ceding fiscal year, multiplied by

(2) three percent.

(c) For purposes of this section, the term
“discretionary Federal program' means any
Federal program other than—

(1) a program classified under the func-
tional category of National Defense in the
budget submitted by the President for the
applicable fiscal year under section 1105(a)
of title 31, United States Code; or

(2) a program for which spending author-
ity (as defined in section 401(cX2XC) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974) is provid-
ed by law.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, an order
has already been entered that when
the Senate resumes consideration of
the unfinished business which we have
now done, the Mitchell amendment
would be temporarily set aside, the
vote to occur this afternoon at 2 p.m.,
and that the Senator from South
Carolina would be the first recognized.
That is as far as we went. We did not
provide for the purpose of his offering
his amendment. I hope the Senator
will do that. I understand he has now
done that. Then it would be automatic
under the order entered that at 2 p.m.
the Hollings amendment would be laid
aside for 1 hour, plus voting time, and
then we would be back on the Hollings
amendment again at 3:30 p.m. or
thereabouts.

The order also provides that the
Senator from Mississippi would be
next recognized after the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS).

Mr. President, I thank the Senator
for being here and agreeing to these
things. If he cares to proceed with this
amendment now, that is the procedure
that would automatically ensue.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished majority
leader.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Chris McLean, of the staff of
Senator ExoN, be granted the privilege
of the floor during debate on this
amendment.

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, with
respect to this particular amendment,
before I go into a detailed discussion
of it, I note the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi on the floor and I
note his vital interest in this matter.
He and I were talking informally just
a few moments ago about the serious-
ness of the occasion where we are run-
ning some $200 billion in deficits.
While there is some concern amongst
small groups here and there, the gal-
lery is partically empty and there is no
real interest in the White House and
in the Senate about really doing some-
thing. Well, some of us care and we
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are not going to stop trying to save our
future.

This is a sad commentary to have to
make, Mr. President. It should be un-
derstood what is really going on.

We had last year an organized effort
on behalf of those responsible for
trying to maintain the discipline in
fiscal integrity of both the public and
the private sectors, which culminated
in the Hatch amendment. That includ-
ed all the different business groups,
who are noticeably absent here in
1984.

I want to divert for a second and
mention that the majority leader,
myself, and others traveled to Argenti-
na a couple of years ago. We searched
out the Argentine Economic Minister,
who was trying to rebuild that na-
tion’s economy. At the time, he had
just been discharged from the hospital
and was resting at home. He was hos-
pitalized, I should say, from exhaus-
tion. He described his exhaustion from
having traveled from town to town
trying to build a solid civic and busi-
ness foundation and interest in main-
taining and building communities.

He said private free enterprise could
not exist except where you had civic
and community interest and pride in
maintaining the community and the
business climate.

He said in the United States we took
this for granted almost in the sense
that we had our civic clubs, our Lions,
our Rotary, our Kiwanis, Optimists,
and on down the line—various civic
clubs continually meeting and taking
on the various community needs.
When the public entities, the city
council, the State or otherwise got out
of line, these were the things that
were discussed at those particular
meetings.

There was a common responsibility
for building the communities here in
America.

I had been in Argentina some years
earlier when they had roughly 400 to
500 of the American blue chip corpora-
tions located in Argentina and they
had a dynamic flow of the economy. I
wondered what had happened. He said
they were down now to about 16 to 17.
He said the demands made upon busi-
ness were easily answered by accepting
the demands, including the increases
in prices with increased inflation and a
runaway economy ensuing from there.
As a result, they had a terrible eco-
nomic mess.

I only allude to that because here in
the United States, in a similar fashion
during this particular year, you should
find with $200 deficits literally every
chamber of commerce, Federation of
Independent Businesses, advisory

councils, the Round Table, the Nation-
al Association of Manufacturers, here

in the Senate. These galleries should
be filled, and they should be imploring
us with telephone calls, letters and
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visits to get hold of ourselves and con-
trol ourselves at the national level.

They are not here today. They were
here last year to show that there was
an awareness. Rather than having
things turn out better, with lesser defi-
cits than predicted, less than $100 bil-
lion, now we run into $200 billion defi-
cits. Things are more drastic than
before, and already the signs of eco-
nomic recovery indicate that it is per-
haps retrenching. We are all keeping
our fingers crossed as to whether or
not we will have a complete economic
turnaround.

The reason, of course, that they are
not here is this is an election year. It is
not my purpose in bipartisan presenta-
tion on behalf of the distinguished
Senators from North Dakota and Mis-
sissippi to engage in the partisan
litany. But I was on a bipartisan panel
last Thursday evening before the
Bond Club in New York. The former
Secretary of the Treasury, John Con-
nally, of Texas, was there. He was the
captain of the Republican team—so we
had the two sides ably represented.
The bottom line of the captain of the
Republican team, John Connally, was
that Congress will do nothing; that
the most serious problem we ever had
confronting us was these deficits; and
that, second, the Congress would do
nothing. I had to agree with the dis-
tinguished former Secretary of the
Treasury; that the deficits is the most
important problem facing us.

I had to agree, also, that Congress
would do nothing. He said we did not
have courage, and we did not have a
long enough term. He was recommend-
ing 8-year terms; something historical-
ly all of a sudden that happened to
the Constitution; what we ought to
have is Senators who serve for 8 years,
had a long enough term, and had more
courage. Then he went off, as they
always do, on incentive; that we as
Senators did not have enough incen-
tive to run. So we had a bunch of non-
incentived Senators now encompassing
the U.S. Senate. Since we did not have
any incentive, of course—alluding I
guess to financial reward—we were not
going to do anything.

I countered that we were not going
to do anything because we did not
have the incentive in that particular
audience—The Bond Club. I told them
flat out. It was the financial, economic
minds and brains of this land there in
New York City. It was the famous
Bond Club. They had all of the invest-
ment brokers, the financiers, former
Secretaries of Treasury, and others in-
volved. While they had nice, charming
meetings and seminars, with a story
here, and running an advertisement in
the newspaper from time to time, they
know how to bring the pressure and
interest on a subject. This year we
have not been shown that interest.
The country is fat and happy. There is
no real alarm in the boondocks. So to
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speak, as I have traveled the 50 States
over the last 2 years.

Mr. President, the reason nothing
will happen, of course, is that those
who normally have the greatest to lose
in a way are the financial communi-
ties, banks and everything else of that
kind which would ordinarily be here
along with the Chambers of Com-
merce. As I was alluding to the Argen-
tine comparison, you cannot expect
the Main Street merchant, you cannot
expect the farmer on his family farm,
you cannot expect the ordinary stu-
dent or the professor to organize a
movement. But the financial commu-
nities are not here. Of course, this is
an election year. We have a very, very
anomalous situation. We are both into
a particular political mode. Our Re-
publican colleagues, who passed
Reaganomics here a couple of years
ago, are seeing signs that the Reagan-
omics economic plan is working. They
hope it will continue to work. They
hope there will be no high interest
rates.

They will be able to get by the elec-
tion. Of course, running as some are
for reelection, they are running on the
particular platform and program—
that Reaganomics was an accomplish-
ment of the present administration.
The riverboat gamble described by the
distinguished majority leader has now
happened. We have seen some houses
being built, some automobiles being
bought. The Republicans say they
ought to be reelected because rather
than giving you what we had in the
previous administration—12-percent
inflation and 20-percent interest
rates—we ought to be given another 4
years.

The Republican colleagues do not
want to recognize the problem. They
do not want to come at the finish line
of election day, ‘“Chicken Little, the
sky is falling,” and saying all of a
sudden something needs to be done.
So they are not here. No one is going
to do anything. In contrast, our Demo-
cratic colleagues have their fingers
crossed hoping against hope that it
will not work, that the signs of the
slowing down of the recovery will ac-
celerate, and that in turn what will
happen is the interest rates will start
climbing. As the interest rates climb,
come November the plan has not
worked, and the people in disgust and
despair then will throw the rascal out
and put the Democrats back in the
White House. We do not want to solve
the problem. Certainly, it is not the
Democratic cause to run forward and
solve the problem that might get us
into the White House if it continues to
exacerbate. I like that word ‘“exacer-
bate.” I learned these wonderful words
since I have been in Washington.

That is exactly what we see here in
the U.S. Congress today. The Republi-
cans do not want to recognize the
problem, and the Democrats do not
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want to solve it. I say to my distin-
guished colleague from Mississippi, in
a capsule that is where we find our-
selves.

Now to the freeze itself: I would like
to add a few other comments because
freeze, freeze, freeze, everywhere a
man cries freeze. There is no freeze,
because in essence there is a misappre-
hension with respect to the so-called
tax, tax and spend, spend.

You hear that is all we are going to
continue to do. We have done it for 40
years. Why should we expect this Con-
gress in an election year to repair the
damage, or in an election year bite the
bullet, or make the sacrifice, or stand
tall, or whatever when it has been
going on for 40 years of tax, tax and
spend, spend. It has really been the re-
sponsibility of all the Congresses, in
the 40 years since World War II. Why
should this Congress be the stupid one
that steps forward in 1984 just before
an important national election and
start solving problems.

We should because it is our problem.
It is not the problem of 40 years of
tax, tax and spend, spend. No. 1, with
respect to tax, and tax, Republicans
and Democrats both love tax cuts.

This is my 18th year in the Senate.
In the 18-year period there had been
only one general tax increase up until
this administration. That one was the
surtax in 1968 and for 6 months into
1969. We and President Johnson put a
surtax on in order to pay for the war
in Vietnam. In contrast, let us take the
last decade of the seventies. During
the seventies we passed seven tax cuts
for a revenue hemorrhage loss of some
$73 billion. The genesis of Kemp-Roth
was to counter the redistribution of
the wealth of the United States of
America. The Democrats were leading
every year. They had control of the
Congress. Every year they would come
up, and the title always sounded good:
“tax reform bill;” “tax stabilization
bill;” “reindustrialization.” We are
great with words of description.

In any event, every year we talked
about leveling it out, closing loopholes,
reforming the measure, making it
more equitable. What happened was
that our friend, Senator RorH and
Congressman Kemp said: “Look, if
they are going to redistribute the
wealth of America with a little bit
here and a little bit there each year,
we are going to give in. If you cannot
beat them, join them. We will give
them the family size.

“We'll give them the big, mammoth
tax cut of 10 percent, 10 percent, and
10 percent—10 percent each year for 3
years. Then let us see how they like
that; just straight across the board.”

The distinguished Vice President,
who addressed the Chamber of Com-
merce last night, called it voodoo eco-
nomics. The chairman of the Gover-
nors Conference, the Republican Gov-
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ernor of Vermont, Governor Snelling,
called it an ‘“‘economic Bay of Pigs.”
The distinguished majority leader
called it a riverboat gamble. But in
any event, it was taken seriously and is
now the law.

(Mr. WALLOP assumed the chair.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President,
would my distinguished colleague,
since he is mentioning all of my great
friends on this side of the aisle, want
me to add a word or two to the Hol-
lings-Andrews amendment or, as it is
known in North Dakota, the Andrews-
Hollings amendment?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, Mr. President.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I
think we can do this briefly, because I
know we are interested in hearing
from Senator STENNIS, our great col-
league from Mississippi.

I think we ought to be frank with
one another, Mr. President, and with
the American people. That is really
what we are talking about today. We
are not engaged in this debate because
we need a budget. We are engaged in
this debate because we have mon-
strous deficits which stand poised to
devour our economy and kill our eco-
nomic prosperity within a few short
years. A halfway solution, which is
called the best that we can get, the
rose-garden solution—the petals are
wilted by now, with everybody seeing
it for really what it is—is not the way
to go, Mr. President. For the sake of
the future of our country, we have to
attack these deficits with the best we
can do, not the best we can get. There
is a vast difference between the best
we can do and the best we can get.

I do not have to tell you about the
problems we have out in rural Amer-
ica, Mr. President. Farmers are im-
pacted by these high interest rates
more than anyone else. Industry is im-
pacted, too.

The thing people forget is the fact
that to finance these deficits, we are
depending today on one-third of those
deficits being covered by foreign inves-
tors. That means that we have to
value our dollar higher by one-third
than foreign currencies; we have to
keep our interest rates abnormally
high.

That is great if you want to ski in
the Swiss Alps and it is fantastic if you
want to eat in a fancy French restau-
rant; but it is not worth a darn if you
want to sell a bushel of wheat overseas
or if you want to sell an American-
built tractor overseas.

My good friend from South Caroli-
na, I am sure, Mr. President, saw what
I saw in the Sunday Washington Post
about the Caterpillar Tractor Co. and
the fight they are having now with
their Japanese counterparts. It point-
ed out that the president of Caterpil-
lar Tractor, when he goes to work in
the morning, the first thing he asks
for is not what the productivity rate is,
not what quality control says, but
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what the Japanese yen is in compari-
son to the American dollar, because
the Japanese yen is down one-third in
comparison to the American dollar in
order to finance this horrendous defi-
cit. There are 22,000 workers laid off
in Caterpillar Tractor because of this
disparity. That is why we have to ad-
dress this deficit and do something
about it.

That is why, of course, I am proud to
join my distinguished colleague from
South Carolina in proposing a plan
that will have immediate and pro-
found deficit reduction. This is not a
business-as-usual downpayment, where
promises inevitably fade with econom-
ic fortune. This is a balanced plan, Mr.
President, which demands equality of
sacrifice while, at the same time, it
avoids an unreasoned and indiscrimi-
nate approach to budget cutting.

The rose-garden package, Mr. Presi-
dent, simply is not enough. A 150 bil-
lion dollars’ worth of budget deficits
sounds great, sounds wonderful—until
you look at it and find that it is only
$12 billion in the first year; it is only
about $25 billion or $26 billion in the
second year; and then, aha, yes, $100
billion in the third year. It reminds me
of the old college story; “Yes, I will
love you tomorrow.”

That is the kind of promise we have,
and it is not a promise that the Ameri-
can people are going along with. Even
more important, it is not the kind of
promise that the people who set inter-
est rates are buying. That is why inter-
est rates have gone up, Mr. President.

The heart of this debate is the ques-
tion of defense spending. Our plan
calls for 4 percent real growth in de-
fense expenditures. I have talked with
many experts in this area, including
Members of this body sitting on the
Committee on Armed Services. I am
firmly convinced that in the defense
of our country, we can seek no lower
figure. In fact, it would be more costly
in the long run to set aside defense
programs that we have already initiat-
ed in order to meet a more immediate
lower rate of growth. Yet some who
agree that there is an urgent need for
deficit reduction object that our plan
does not call for defense spending cuts
which are equal to cuts in social
spending. In actual numbers, I suppose
they are correct, Mr. President. In
actual ability to reduce spending, we
have extracted equality.

Equality is exactly why we have ex-
empted from budget cuts those pro-
grams for the needy which can least
afford to be cut. A plan which calls for
equal amounts of defense spending
cuts, social spending cuts, and tax in-
creases does not have an equality of
sacrifice; it merely has equality of
numbers, with no vision into the real
inequities of the Federal budget.

There is also criticism of our call for
deferring tax indexation. I would be
the first to agree that additional taxes
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are onerous; any taxes, for that
matter, are onerous. Yet a few of us on
this floor have voted to forgo the third
year of the tax cut, have voted against
a number of tax cuts because, Mr.
President, the toughest tax today on
the American working men and
women, the toughest tax today on the
American farm family, is the tax of
high interest rates coming about be-
cause of these inflated budget deficits.

The simple fact is that most of the
Members of this body have voted into
law spending programs that were im-
plicitly intended to be paid for with
taxes. Three years ago, we cut taxes
by 25 percent, on a gamble, referred to
by some as a riverboat gamble. Wheth-
er it was a riverboat gamble or a prai-
rie dog gamble does not make a whale
of a lot of difference, Mr. President. It
was a gamble and, quite simply, it did
not work. We did not win that gamble.

Now that we are facing the disas-
trous consequences of our actions, I
suggest the only responsible approach
is to reclaim a small portion of that
lost tax revenue until such time as we
are willing to curb our irresponsible,
but sometimes very necessary, spend-
ing habits.

This deficit reduction plan has a
message to send to the American
people. That message ultimately is
that the U.S. Senate is now prepared
to be a responsible governing body.
That time has long passed, Mr. Presi-
dent. We have been delinguent in our
duty, and the only way we can recap-
ture the challenge the American
people gave us when they elected us is
to do something about it now instead
of just talking about it. This package
gives us the biggest net reduction in
the immediate outyear deficit of any
package that will be offered.

That is why I urge its support. That
is why I am proud and privileged to
join with my good friend and col-
league from South Carolina and a
number of other Senators in introduc-
ing this package—a package that is not
easy, really. But it does address the
real needs of our Nation and addresses
it now. I appreciate my colleague
yielding.

Mr. HOLLINGS. 1 appreciate the
distinguished leadership of the Sena-
tor from North Dakota. He has been
very conscientious about it. We have
worked hard in that Budget Commit-
tee and this is presented in all genu-
ineness and sincerity to really solve
the problem. In completing the
thought on tax and taxes because I
want to fix the responsibility, I say to
the Senator from North Dakota, it is
our responsibility, this Congress. It is
not the 40 years of Congresses, profli-
gate Congresses, tax and tax and
spend and spend, for the main and
simple reason that I have just de-
scribed by way of record that rather
than raising we were cutting taxes and
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thereupon followed Kemp-Roth and
rather than spending and spending we
did have a discipline.

Now, let everybody fall out of the
gallery or wonder about that state-
ment, but there was always a disci-
pline in the National Congress, all
Congresses, against going completely
overboard. If you go back to the end of
World War II, to 1947, and you take
all of the deficits from 1947 up to
1980, a 33-year period, the cumulative
total deficit for that period would be
$465.5 billion. But the deficits just for
the 3-year period 1982, 1983, and this
year, 1984 amount to $495 billion. So
the problem is not one of 33 years or
35 or 40 years, the aura of futility that
we are getting by with, that this Con-
gress is getting by with—is by blaming
it on previous Congresses.

I went as chairman of the Budget
Committee to President Carter in No-
vember 1980, after his defeat. Here
was a lameduck Democratic President.
We had a lameduck Democratic U.S.
Senate. In addressing the President I
said, “Mr. President, you are going to
leave a deficit bigger than the one you
inherited from President Ford.” And
he said, “What did you say? Is that
right? I said, “Yes, sir, it is going to be
about $75 billion.” He said, “Well, we
are going to have to do something
about that. What can we do?” And I
was talking about reconciliation,

which is a fancy budgetary description
of a spending cut. I said, “If you can
just help us along, we are working and
ready to go in both the House and the

Senate. We will put in this reconcilia-
tion bill and I think we can have some
spending cuts.” And we did. We cut
the deficit back for the year 1980, the
last year of President Carter, to $58.7
billion. It has been about $66 billion.

That is a high deficit, but there was
a discipline. The Democrats were abso-
lutely frightened that they would
leave a record of having a deficit in
excess of $66 billion.

That was only a little more than 3
years ago. President Truman, whom
we are going to memorialize in an-
other week, balanced the budget four
times. President Johnson balanced the
budget and gave Richard Nixon a sur-
plus, if you can imagine such a thing
as the Great Society giving President
Nixon a surplus. But it occurred. The
discipline has only broken in the last 2
to 3 years right here on the floor of
the Congress. We are the ones respon-
sible. And we are not doing anything
about it because it is an election year.
And business and financial and eco-
nomic leadership of the country does
not speak out loudly about this par-
ticular problem. That could be one of
the fallouts from a prolonged Demo-
cratic Presidential campaign.

We had candidates out on that Pres-
idential track and if they said any-
thing critical about the economy or
critical about Reaganomics or critical
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about high deficits, we had eight of us
ready to pick up on what any business
leader said and put it on national TV,
and so you almost have a system of
lockjaw. The business and financial
and bond and stock market communi-
ties all have lockjaw. They do not
speak out on this. They write a few
little articles, they go to their business
clubs, but they are not in the galleries.
They are not pressuring for anything
to get done and they are all talking in
terms of “Let us first reelect President
Reagan and then we will all get to-
gether next year and we will take care
of it.”

I want to comment on how that hits
me as a matter of politics. If I were
Governor of South Carolina, and I
walked down the capitol steps and a
TV reporter walked up to me and put
that microphone under my nose and
said, “Now, Governor, what are you
going to do about the $400 million def-
icit”—which would be the comparable
to the $200 billion national deficit. If a
reporter asked me that on the capitol
steps of Columbia, S8.C.—what I was
going to do about the $400 million def-
icit—and I reared back and said:

Oh, well, now, wait a minute. This is an
election year and there are a lot of political
costs to getting anything done in an election
year but after my reelection, then I am
going to get together a bipartisan group and
we are going to really do something about
this.

That reporter would look at me and
say, “Governor, there is not going to
be any reelection for you if you do not
do something between now and No-
vember."”

That would be the worst of politics. I
could not get by with it. Every newspa-
per editorial would take me on.

But in Washington that is the best
of politics. There are a lot of political
costs, do you not understand. This is
an election year and we have to get ev-
erybody reelected first and then we
will get on to the business of the high
deficits and then really begin the
launching of new spending programs
because this is a double speak. We talk
about spending cuts but President
Reagan came with spending increases.
He asked for $50 billion more in de-
fense, he talked about spending cuts
and he asked for tax cuts. He said I
want my indexing. It amounts to $6
billion the first year, but by year after
next it is $31 billion and out to the 5-
year budget projection where it is $65
billion. Mr. President, we do not have
revenues to cut. You and I know that.
There are no revenues to cut. We just
go out and borrow the money and
spread it around again.

So in January we received a Presi-
dential budget that I think on the
House side got one vote. I think there
were 427 votes against and one affirm-
ative vote. They did have a formal
vote on President Reagan's budget. So
we have the double speak. We talk
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about having spending cuts but asking
for spending increases. We say weé do
not want to do anything about taxes
but we are asking for tax cuts. And
that is why we cannot get the public
mind fixed on this particular problem.

Specifically, with respect to the dif-
ferent freezes, I wish I could join with
my distinguished colleague from Flori-
da, for example, on the Democratic al-
ternative. First, the Republican alter-
native increases the deficit up to $204
billion. It does not even make any
bones about trying to solve the prob-
lem. It becomes a part of the problem
and exacerbates the problem.

There is that word again. I am get-
ting pretty good at that one.

It really adds to that particular
problem.

Now, the Democratic alternative
goes up and down the highways and
byways, but when I look at the bottom
line, after all the descriptive language,
it says $170 billion next year, next
year and next year. It sort of levels off
at $170 billion. I only allude back to
what I said about the conscience we
had not to exceed $66 billion. To put it
coldly, I cannot run on a $170 billion
deficit. I come from a State that be-
lieves in a balanced budget. I was the
first Governor of the Southern States
to get a triple-A credit rating back in
1959,

We have maintained that bond
rating and credit rating since that
time. It is almost a discipline among
Republicans and Democrats at the
State level that the budget shall be
balanced. You pay as you go. We raise
the revenues. If we want any new ini-
tiatives, we must afford those new ini-
tiatives. We do not offload onto the
next generation.

It might give comfort to some, but I
do not want to see my name connected
to a $170 billion deficit. That does not
solve the problem. That, according to
the financial markets, makes you part
of the problem.

There is no difference between a
$200 billion and a $170 billion deficit
when it comes to the interest rate and
inflation and the impact on the econo-
my. We are still out there borrowing;
and now, at the $200 billion level, we
are actually launching a new spending
program of $20 billion. When I say a
new spending program of $20 billion,
you cannot avoid this until next year.

‘When you run that $200 billion defi-
cit, you go out and borrow at 10 per-
cent to finance that add-on to the na-
tional debt; and 10 percent of the $200
billion is $20 billion. It is estimated
that in the next year, the interest cost
add-on will be $23 billion. So it is a $23
billion new spending program.

If they had gone along with the Do-
menici-Hollings budget of 3% or 4
years ago, we would have had a bal-
anced budget by next year. We would
be in the black, and we could take that
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$23 billion and use it for research in
cancer, to repair cracks in roads and
bridges, for quality education, and
even for defense. We are not using
those amounts for defense or anything
else. We are just adding on that new
spending program that compounds
and really goes on to the next genera-
tion.

Ask the question: Are you better off
than you were 4 years ago? My 60-
year-old crowd says, “Yeah, we are
doing fine. Everything is just grand.
We are all going to get reelected. We
are all going to stay in office.”

We are spending $200 billion more
than we are taking in. Obviously, some
cars are being sold and houses are
being built when you are spending
$200 billion more than you are taking
in.
The 60-year-olds, my generation, are
saying that we are doing grand, and
nobody cares. But our children and
our children’s children will find them-
selves in a gridlock in 3 to 5 years.

Right now, it is $150 billion, $3 bil-
lion a week—$150 billion of carrying
charges on the national debt. That is
$3 billion for nothing. In 3 to 4 years,
it is going to be $200 billion.

I want somebody to look at the chart
in the U.S. News & World Report.
They have $288 billion as what we will
get in personal taxes. We had income
tax day the other day, and when we
all paid our income taxes, they used
$288 billion, and I used $293.6 billion,
which I think are the figures of the
IRS, in individual income taxes we
paid the week before last. We are
going to spend over half of that on in-
terest costs—for nothing.

Can you imagine such a thing? A
runaway government is what we have
here. In 3 years, it is going to be $200
billion just in interest costs.

So Congress will meet, and we will
provide for nominal defense, social se-
curity, and some health care; and, like
the British Parliament, we will have a
big wrangle about how to raise the
revenues to pay the interest costs on
the national debt. That is what we are
providing for the next generation, and
we should be ashamed. It is our re-
sponsibility. That is why we should
vote for some kind of freeze to solve
the problem.

I would like to go along with the Re-
publican proposal, but it increases the
deficit. the Democratic alternative still
does not solve it. It is $170 billion—the
same impact upon the financial mar-
kets.

The Kassebaum-Biden proposal is a
1-year proposition that cuts defense. It
does not do much of anything with
revenues. It just puts down a figure. It
is not balanced. It is for only 1 year,
and it does not solve the problem.

I heard last night from our Chamber
friends, and I will get into that later,
as to whether they endorse the Kasse-
baum open-year plan because they
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were adamant last year for a 7.5-per-
cent increase in defense. If they en-
dorse this, they have changed direc-
tion totally for a cut in defense.

Mr. President, I think this is a good
time for me to yield to our distin-
guished colleague, the Senator from
Mississippi. I appreciate his patience
in hearing me out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, first, I
thank the Senator from South Caroli-
na. I really did not expect to proceed
at this time.

As I understand the parliamentary
situation, the Senate will recess at 12
o’clock. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. STENNIS. I will proceed at this
time.

Mr. President, I am more concerned
about the situation we are in now than
I ever have been since I have been a
Member of this body.

Mr. President, I was here when we
were debating what became known as
the Marshall plan, whereby we were
proposing a new step altogether, that
we were going to take money, billions
of dollars, and send it as a gift to our
former adversaries, those who had at-
tacked us and with whom we had been
at war. We were also going to send it
to our allies in World War II. We were
trying to rehabilitate the nations, the
people of those nations. We wanted
them to have a chance to get back on
their feet, turning the wheels of indus-
try again, making their own living, and
restoring themselves to the family of
nations that were self-sustaining, and
had reasonable economy for their
people. There was tremendous inter-
est.

We were the kingpin of the world fi-
nancially, in a way. We were the best-
fixed nation in the world, moneywise.
We had only 96 Senators then, but
during those debates we met here day
after day and had from 50 to 60 to 70
to 80 to 90 Senators present, listening
intently, to those who had prepared
themselves; listening over and over to
the new developments, to the continui-
ty of the idea, and welding here, on
the anvil of debate, a plan that really
put the world back on its feet eco-
nomically.

Of course, we were interested, too, in
building up some customers. That was
one of the motives. But primarily it
was to get things going again, to get
the wheels turning again. We were in a
position to do those things. We had
the most influence in the money mar-
kets of the world.

Now, I am really confounded. Just a
little over 30 years later, we find our-
selves in such a situation that one of
the chosen leaders of our Nation, the
Chairman of the Federal Reserve
Board, Mr. Volcker, who was appoint-
ed by a Democratic President original-
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ly, served 4 years, and was reappointed
by a Republican President, with his
nomination confirmed by the Senate
by a vote of about 80 to 16, pointed
out in very graphic language, in a
hearing on the Hill this year, that
soon—and by “soon” he meant 2 or 3
years in the future—we would become
a debtor nation, at the rate we are
going.

Now that is what really woke me up.
That is what made my mind up that I
better lay aside these other things
that I have been trying to do for the
areas of business here and the bills
that are to come, that I better do what
little I could, and I really went to
work.

Mr. President, let me say, also, that I
wish to highly commend the members
on our Budget Committee. They have
been through plenty. I will not stop to
name all of them, but I think we were
blessed to have these men at these
critical times in these crucial places. I
am thinking about men like Senator
DomenNict of New Mexico, who is now
chairman of that committee. I am
thinking about Senator CHILEs of
Florida, who is presently the minority
representative on that committee. I
am thinking about the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HoLLINGS), Who
developed and showed a remarkable
intelligence, knowledge, perspicuity,
and perspicacity with reference to the
financial affairs of our Nation. I could
g0 on naming others, and I compli-
ment them all.

Maybe it gets rough sometimes as to
what is said about the Budget Com-
mittee with its powers reaching out
and replacing part of the duties and
responsibilities of our regular commit-
tees, and I am a committee man, but I
appreciate very much what has been
done by these Senators, and they had
the capacity to master and did master
our services.

I have a prepared speech here, Mr.
President, that is not long. I may take
further part in the debate, I hope so,
to some extent.

So I think that the remaining time
now before there is a recess under pre-
vious order of the Senate I will confine
myself to my written remarks and take
up other things later.

Mr. President, let me say that as far
as the things I point out here I assume
my part of the guilt that goes with the
neglect, and that is what it amounts
to, of the preceding years. I am not
trying to point to any culprits or
blame them any more than I blame
myself. That is not the question now.

We can go point out to where the
President was in error, and so forth,
and we can point out where we were in
error. That is not what the people are
interested in at all, not at all, They
want someone who will come in here
and tackle this problem and come up
with some kind of improvement on the
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situation that will lead to further im-
provement.

This is the fourth year we have tried
hard to improve our annual budget
and substantially reduce the annual
deficit and the national debt.

In this field things have not gotten
better. But instead they have gotten
substantially worse.

Let me mention now some of these
facts that impress me and impel me to
whatever action I can bring.

In 1964 we operated the entire Fed-
eral Government on less than $100 bil-
lion. For fiscal year 1985 it is estimat-
ed that the interest alone on the na-
tional debt will be $127 billion.

If that does not arouse and stir
almost to anger any redblooded Ameri-
can, I do not know what it will take,
and particularly those who stand in
the positions that we do with entrust-
ed power of the citizenship of our
country to act. We are the ones, the
Members of Congress, the President of
the United States, who are the chosen
ones for this particular period and we
are the only ones who can move in
under our system of law and try to
bring about real meaningful corree-
tions.

At the present rate, the national
debt in 1989, that is just 5 short years
away, will be $2.805 trillion—$2.805
trillion, however much that means.

Now, these are figures from the Office
of Management and Budget. They are
official. They come from the adminis-
tration as such, but they are official
and legal and certainly cannot be chal-

lenged unless it is for a correction of
reasonable error.

That sum is 52.4 percent of our
entire gross national product. Think of
that. Over half of the gross national
product, the total production of our
enterprises.

These figures, Mr. President, speak
for themselves.

Now I fully considered some valua-
ble comments by the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, the Honorable
Paul A. Volcker, who has served one 4-
year term and was recently appointed
for another term by President Reagan
and by this body, less than a year ago
by a vote of 84 to 16, confirmed for an-
other 4 years.

- Now, many economists and financial
people at large endorse his positions.
In my own official duties, I rely on his
knowledge, judgment, and integrity a
great deal. There is nothing between
us. I have never known him, nor had
the privilege of knowing him until he
came here to Washington. At my re-
quest I have gone to his office several
times. I have found him to be highly
responsible, knowledgeable, and
modest, but by experience, he is the
one in whom I put confidence, in his
predictions and his estimates.

Chairman Volcker has said, for in-
stance, that he favors a $50 billion re-
duction per year in the deficits for 3
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years, and he predicted that a $50 bil-
lion cut, a reduction in the Federal
deficit in the next fiscal year, would
reduce the interest rates 1 percentage
point. I will come back to that later.
He said such action would suggest that
the budget is coming firmly under con-
trol, and would ease upward pressure
on interest rates.

I believe he knew what he was talk-
ing about. This gentleman has issued a
timely warning that unless something
is done within a few years we can
become a debtor nation in the finan-
cial world for the first time in many,
many years, since back in the early
days of our country.

He put it this way before the House
Banking Committee recently, and I am
quoting him literally.

The net investment position of the United
States overseas built up gradually over the
entire postwar period will in the space of
only 3 years be reversed. The richest econo-
my in the world is on the verge of becoming
a net debtor.

Now that means that we are not su-
preme. That means we are not the
leading nation in the world. That
means in money matters, in the finan-
cial markets of the world, we are in
doubt. We are in question. We do not
have that solid integrity feeling
behind our position that was once
found when we were taking these lead-
ing positions that I referred to earlier.

As I have said, I was here during the
Marshall plan, when there was that
rehabilitation of Western Europe. And
there was a plan for Japan and others,
that was extended under the name of
the Marshall plan. I was here when it
was conceived, debated, finally passed,
rigidly applied, and lived up to. Here
we are, as I said a minute ago, a little
over 30 years later finding ourselves
really in an inferior position. I do not
mean down in the gutter, but we are
not in a superior position in the finan-
cial world.

And with our capacity, we just
cannot—and I am not in the habit of
predicting dire consequences that we
are going to be overwhelmed and over-
come, but unless we restore that posi-
tion, considering the strength that we
have, the basic strength that we have
to do it, then we become a have-not
Nation, we become a has-been
Nation—call it what you will—and we
are on the way down.

I am not saying that we are going to
surrender, that we are going to yield
to it, but I do realize that we are yield-
ing now, we are postponing, we are not
doing enough, almost a do-nothing
program. And things cannot continue.

I am no economist, Mr. President,
but trying to find out what has hap-
pened—what in the world has hap-
pened—I believe I know one basic
reason that is perhaps controlling. For
many years we have been living well
beyond our means. We spend more
and more above what we had. Most ev-
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eryone else knew it but we did not re-
alize it enough to act on the thought.
We know it now, but we are too slow in
trying, really trying hard to do some-
thing about it.

Next year, how it would be easier to
start next year than now—true, the
election will be over. Someone brought
that in. But, what about the doubt,
what about the suspicion, what about
the opinion of fellow nations, what
about the financial world’s trust in us,
in our ability to meet the problem,
however great it may be?

We are not doing enough about it,
Mr. President, I submit, under any in-
terpretation, unless we really put our
teeth into this problem and come up
with something far reaching and defi-
nite and meaningful like what I call
the Hollings plan does.

Now, in view of these facts pressing
on us, which will get worse rather
than better if we merely wait, what
shall we do? I have decided we should
by all means act now. We have no
choice on that. The longer we put off
dealing with this imbalance, the
harder it will be to correct it. There is
an opportunity to set in motion a long
period of growth and stability, but to
delay in making a substantial reduc-
tion in this deficit places the economy
at great risk.

The budget year before the Congress
for consideration now, fiscal year 1985,
will be the third year of this current
recovery period. By all historical
precedents, this should be a year of
falling deficits. Instead, the deficit will
be near record levels: Up.

According to leading financial ex-
perts, if the Federal deficits continue,
the possibility of higher levels of infla-
tion, followed by a decline in economic
growth, is highly possible and proba-
ble. It would be very difficult to re-
strain cost-of-living increases during a
period of high inflation. The burden
on the people will be far too great.
Now, when inflation has cooled, is the
time to act.

This budget year, the fiscal year
which begins on October 1 of this
year, is an opportunity which should
not be missed to start on the budget
problems. This is the year when we
must make a concerted effort to
reduce this deficit.

Now, the economy has been through
a bleak period. A high price has been
paid to beat down inflation. It would
be a terrible waste to lose all that has
been gained in the battle against infla-
tion by continuing to spend beyond
our means and set off another round
of inflation. We know now what it
would mean.

I believe that we are now at the
jumping off place. And what shall
happen if we let those things come
about? We already know that we will
have a return of that devastating evil
of inflation. We already know that we
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will have a return of higher and
higher interest rates. And what does
that mean? We already know that that
means the cutting off of sales of auto-
mobiles, of new starts in homes and
countless other activities in our econo-
my that caters to the necessities of the
American way of life as we have
learned to know it and to expect it.

It destroys the concept of stability
and reliability and frugality. It de-
stroys the opinion that has been held
of us that we have the nerve, we have
the ability to see a thing through and
to make sacrifices and to make ends
meet and keep things on a sound basis
for our children and our grandchil-
dren.

I have no doubt—I am not given to
scare words if I could think them up,
but I cannot think them up—but I
have no doubt in my own mind that
we are inviting these troubles that we
have had in the last few years and in-
viting a renewal and a new start with a
certainty and with consequences that
we will have a more devastating round
of inflation and things that go with it
than we have had before.

We already know that unless we ac-
tually check these $200 billion annual
deficits, we shall have higher and
higher interest rates.

I am impressed with the Hollings
plan, that it really tackles the situa-
tion, really tackles the problem and
gets down to specifics, all problems
and all causes, and comes up with a
definite constructive, meaningful rec-
ommendation. The approach is across
the board; that is, reductions apply at
a small rate, apply across the board to
everyone in sharing this burden, and a
fair spreading of the load. And the
load can be made, under that method,
fairly thin.

It will be felt. I do not want to mis-
lead anyone. But it calls on all groups
to carry an equal part of the load ac-
cording to their situation.

The Hollings plan for deficit reduc-
tion will have an early impact on the
deficit. It approaches the deficit prob-
lem on an overall basis, calls for a
sharing of effort. It is in this across-
the-board approval of all shared sacri-
fices and early deficit reductions that
makes this plan so appealng, appeal-
ing for results. And that is what we
want. The amendment holds the de-
fense budget authority growth to 4-
percent above inflation for 2 years.
Then it holds the growth to 3-percent
above inflation through fiscal year
1989.

Now, I am not an expert in the field,
but I have been on the Armed Services
Committee a long time—since the be-
ginning of the Korean war. The rate
of military preparedness, in my opin-
fon, may be stretched out or slowed
down, considering the enormous rate
in which it is traveling now, or post-
poned, some of them, the weapons,
over future years without injury or se-
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rious impairment of our capacity for
action.

Now I tried to check out every way I
knew before I made that conclusion to
this august body that I do respect so
highly. This does not apply to every
phase of our program, but the military
can temporarily defer some of the
funds for the sake of a dire emergency
like we are facing now in our finanecial
affairs.

I know the cost of weaponry is great.
I have some idea about the need. I am
confident that this reasonable stretch-
out—for a few years, while we are
catching our breath and catching up
with reality—can be safely done under
this idea of 4 percent increase above
inflation for 2 years.

In summary, this is what the Hol-
lings amendment plan would specifi-
cally do in addition to holddown de-
fense spending grants to the 4 percent
above inflation rate. It freezes the
nondefense agency programs for 1
year, and holds the growth to 3 per-
cent through 1989. It also freezes for 1
year the pay raises of all Federal civil-
ian employees, military personnel, and
then holds the payroll growth to a
level not to exceed 3 percent through
1989. It freezes the cost-of-living ad-
justments for 1 year, and holds future
adjustments not to exceed 3 percent
through 1989. It freezes physician and
hospital reimbursement for 1 year;
delays cost-of-living adjustments to
tax brackets until 1990; increases tax
collection by increasing the tax audit
helping the Internal Revenue Service;
and directs the Finance Committee to
report within 45 days after enactment
changes in the law to increase reve-
nues by $4.3 billion in fiscal year 1985;
$7.1 billion in fiscal year 1986; $11.7
billion in fiscal year 1987; $19 billion
in fiscal year 1988; and $28.7 billion in
fiscal year 1989,

Mr. President, none of us like the
flavor of increasing taxes. But some-
times it is necessary. We are in the
predicament of having outflows great-
ly exceeding the income. I believe it is
virtually unanimous among the finan-
cial experts that it is going to require
an approach to this problem for both
ends of the line, and going to require
the changes in the income statute. We
are not fooling anyone except our-
selves, if we persuade ourselves to be-
lieve to the contrary. I emphasize, as
the financial world knows, that we
cannot get the economy on its feet
unless we increase the revenues. That
is what I am striking at here in con-
nection with discussing becoming a
debtor nation. It is unthinkable to me
and I believe on analysis to all of us
that we could let that happen. We are
on the way down, sure enough, if we
do.

Mr. President, I have figures here
that show for every l-percent increase
in unemployment, there is an addition-
al cost to the Federal Government of
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25 percent per year; $13 billion of that
is increased unemployment benefits;
$13 billion is lost income tax revenue.
It only adds further to the deficit and
the national debt to do the same or
fail to them which results in high in-
flation, high interest rates leading to
recession and loss of jobs.

We know what that means. We are
just out of the frying pan with those
experiences. We would rather sacrifice
something now or do without some
things now, whatever you want to call
it—pay the price is another way to de-
scribe it—and do those things now
avoiding these evil consequences that
we must avoid one way or another.

Mr. President, I thought about the
proposition—I am not preaching a doc-
trine—that we are down, out, in de-
spair, and that we do not have the
ability to come back. We do have the
ability to come back. I think we will
come back. Our Nation will get adjust-
ed, on the front where it belongs and
partly through the same thing that
has always made us grow and prosper;
that is, growth, growth and hard work.
We had the resources, national re-
sources, will power, ability on the part
of our people, and their willpower to
make this growth become reality.

We have grown rapidly as a nation
during these decades, and we are still a
relatively young country. We still have
those same resources—a tremendous
amount, beginning with iron, coal,
others, and coming on around to the
human elements, too. Do not discount
the American people.

Opponents in the Pacific in World
War II discounted the American
people, throught we would not fight
back, and thought we would give up
part rather than go through the cost
of victory. Do not discount the Ameri-
can people, and their natural re-
sources, their human resources, their
willpower, their ability all the way
around. We are going to come back.
We will survive.

I remember Mississippi. I remember
when we had boll weevils down in the
South. They thought the boll weevil
was going to wipe out the cotton crops.
They did for 2 years. We overcame
that and went on to higher production
then we had ever known. I remember
World War 1. After it was over, we had
a panic, to use that word. It was an ex-
treme recession. But people fought
right on. The automobile business was
born about that time. We came out of
the big depression of the 1930's. I was
practicing law by that time, and was
intimately connected with the deba-
cles that we had with extreme loss of
everything people had. The drought,
the wind in Oklahoma, all those
things—we came through all of that.

We came back stronger than we had
ever been before. We fought World
War II not alone, but we furnished a
lot to it. I believe it was said that we
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fought that war on borrowed money.
What we had to borrow was borrowed
at a rate of 2.5 percent. Let the record
bear that out fully. Yes. We are still a
resourceful people. We are deter-
mined. We have the manpower and
the other things that go to make up
success. But we have got to have com-
monsense enough, nerve enough fo
turn around, and do the hard things.
That is what this amendment does.

I commend the author again for his
resourcefulness, and the gentleman on
our Budget Committee, as well as
others. I have not been on it but
others who worked on it deserve tre-
mendous credit. But what we have to
do is get together, have a vote. It will
not be unanimous, of course. But
there has to be a majority that will
carry this thing because of its positive
features.

It will be politically popular, maybe
not now, but years ahead. In years
ahead, it will be looked to with pride
and appreciation. My time is virtually
up.
I thank the Chair.

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 12
noon having arrived, the Senate will
stand in recess until 2 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:02
p.m., recessed until 2 p.m.; whereupon,
the Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
LUGAR).

AMENDMENT NO. 3036

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the amendment of
the Senator from Maine will be consid-
ered.

The majority leader is recognized.

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

Mr. President, there is an hour on
this amendment. But I think it is
likely that we can finish much quicker
than that. I would urge Senators to
confine their remarks to the essen-
tials.

The Senator from Maine has already
indicated, I believe, that it will not
take very long on his side. I would
hope the managers on this side would
follow his good example.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maine is recognized.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
thank the majority leader for his re-
marks. I will accommodate him, and
those other Senators who are interest-
ed in a prompt resolution of this
matter.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
thank my distinguished colleague
from Maine.

The Senator from Maine has
brought to this body a most inequita-
ble situation which I probably sup-
ported, but cannot remember, in the
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budget restrictions before. I compli-
ment the Senator for permitting us to
have an opportunity to demonstrate
that many of us in this body realize
the necessity to keep the judicial sala-
ries at a pace with at least inflation.
Though there are ample criticisms of
the judiciary, I am one of those who
has said many times that it is not fair
to do what we have done.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that I be made a cosponsor of
the Senator from Maine's amendment.
I thank the Senator sincerely for
bringing this to the attention of our
colleagues. I hope that our colleagues
will support it.

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

(The name of Mr. SAsSEr was also
added as a cosponsor by unanimous
consent.)

The Senator from Maine is recog-
nized.

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank the Sena-
tor from Arizona.

Mr. President, the Senate had the
opportunity yesterday afternoon to
discuss the particulars of the amend-
ment offered by me, Senator MATHIAS,
Senator THURMOND, Senator BENTSEN,
and Senator BoscEwIiTrz which would
extend to the members of the Federal
Judiciary the same pay adjustment re-
ceived by other Federal employees on
January 1.

I would like now to just briefly
review the important points for the
benefit of those Senators who were
not present yesterday.

As of January 1, the salaries of offi-
cers and employees of the Federal
Government were increased 3.5 per-
cent in accordance with the pay plan
submitted by President Reagan last
summer. Under the provisions of
Public Law 98-270, which was enacted
only last month, Federal rates of pay
have been increased another one-half
percent retroactive to January 1.

That is for a total of 4 percent for
all Federal employees except Federal
judges.

Members of the Federal judiciary re-
ceived neither pay adjustment because
of an amendment to a continuing reso-
lution passed in 1981. This amendment
provides that Federal judges are not
entitled to any salary increase, except
as may be specifically authorized by
act of Congress. The Comptroller Gen-
eral has ruled several times, most re-
cently in connection with the 3.5-per-
cent pay adjustment under the Presi-
dent’s plan, that section 140 of Public
Law 97-92 is permanent legislation
and that absent specific authorization
by Congress, Federal judges are not
entitled to across-the-board pay in-
creases given other Federal employees.

That is where we stand today. My
amendment would constitute the re-
quired authorization for Federal
judges to receive a pay increase equal
to that afforded other Federal workers
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this year. That proposition, on its fact,
is modest and equitable.

It is modest, if we consider the scope
of who is affected under my amend-
ment; namely, there are roughly 700
Federal judges, including Justices of
the Supreme Court, judges of the Fed-
eral Appeals Court, Federal district
court judges to U.S. Tax Court judges;
700 Federal judges. The cost of the
amendment? The Congressional
Budget Office estimates the cost at
roughly $1.7 million. I should also
point out that in compiling its baseline
assumption for the budget resolution,
CBO included a pay adjustment for
Federal judges. Therefore, this amend-
ment’s adoption will have no effect on
the deficit when contrasted with the
budget resolution.

As a policy matter, I also believe the
scope of the amendment is modest.
The amendment authorizes a pay ad-
justment for Federal judges for only 1
year. It in no way repeals or alters sec-
tion 140 of Public Law 97-92.

The amendment is also equitable.
The question may arise in this debate
as to “Why Federal judges? Why are
we singling out judges for special con-
sideration?” It is an excellent ques-
tion, Mr. President, one which lies at
the heart of my amendment. Without
passage of the amendment, judges,
and judges alone, would be excluded
from a pay adjustment under the pro-
visions of this bill.

My amendment, far from singling
out Federal judges for special consid-
eration, does, in fact, just the opposite.
It includes judges with other Federal
employees for a pay increase retroac-
tive to January. Judges will get noth-
ing more, nothing less, than other
Federal workers under my amend-
ment.

Finally, the Senate may be asked to
consider my amendment in light of
pay rates for Members of this body
and the House of Representatives.
The question of our own pay is, of
course, one of the most difficult ques-
tions with which we must deal. It
makes no sense in logic for Members
of this body to believe we somehow im-
prove our circumstances by denying
the Federal judges an increase given
other Federal employees. Or that we
elevate our discussion relative to Mem-
bers’ pay when we include the issue of
judges’ pay.

For all of these reasons, Mr. Presi-
dent, I believe this Senate should sup-
port my amendment so that the
highly deserving individuals who com-
promise our Federal judiciary—700
men and women entrusted with the
most serious responsibilities—will not
be singularly excluded from an other-
wise across-the-board pay increase ret-
roactive to January.

Thank you, Mr. President.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Mexico is recog-
nized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
chairman of the Judiciary Committee
is on his way to address the issue. He
should be here shortly.

May I ask the distinguished Senator
from Maine a question?

Even with the Senator’s explana-
tion—because some of us have been
busy, have not had a chance to be
here, and have not been able to read
the Record—there still appears to be
some confusion.

Would the Senator tell the Senator
from New Mexico again, whether or
not the judges would be increased 3.5
percent without the Mitchell amend-
ment, and they will go to 4 with it, or
did they get totally eliminated in the
redrafting that occurred on the earlier
reconciliation bill?

Mr. MITCHELL. Unless this amend-
ment passes, they get nothing because
the provision added in 1981 to the
then continuing resolution provided
that Federal judges cannot receive a
pay increase. I quote from that provi-
sion. “Except as may be specifically
authorized by act of Congress.” The
Comptroller General has ruled several
times that that requires specific au-
thorization by Congress for any in-
crease to be received by judges. As a
consequence, Federal judges receive
neither the 3.5 percent that was pro-
vided in the President’s recommenda-
tion, nor the 0.5 of 1 percent that was
added last month.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Sena-
tor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. 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.

Mr. BAEER. Mr. President, the dis-

tinguished chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary, the President pro
tempore (Mr. THURMOND), had indicat-
ed a desire to speak on this amend-
ment. He is, however, opening a hear-
ing at this moment and cannot leave.
He has authorized me to say that he
supports the amendment and urges
other Senators to do the same.
@ Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be an original cosponsor of
the Mitchell-Bentsen-Mathias amend-
ment providing Federal judges with
the 3.5 percent pay adjustment retro-
actively to January 1884. This adjust-
ment has already been received by
other Federal employees.

This summer the Quadrennial Com-
mission on Legislative and Judicial
Salaries will begin meeting on recom-
mendations for legislative and judicial
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compensation levels. This amendment,
however, would grant Federal judges
only that amount of pay increase that
other Federal employees have already
received. It is only fair and just that
these men and women who serve in
such extremely demanding and critical
roles receive the compensation that
was afforded other Federal employees
by Executive order in January. Until
the Quadrennial Commission makes
its recommendations to the President
early next year, I believe we must pro-
vide Federal judges with this pay ad-
justment.

I am aware that in these times of
high deficits and spiralling Govern-
ment spending we must be mindful of
the way we spend our dollars. I also
believe, however, that it would be
highly inequitable for this body to use
Federal judges as the starting point
for a revised fiscal policy. I would
stress that this is only a pay adjust-
ment that every other Federal employ-
ee has already received, including
Members of this distinguished body. I
realize that the issue of salary in-
creases for Members of Congress is a
very sensitive one, and that we have
voted to rescind last January's pay in-
crease for ourselves. But that measure
is not public law.

There can be no argument that Fed-
eral judges serve a vital function in
this country. It is through the opin-
ions that they write and the rulings
that they make that the Constitution
is enforced and upheld, and that the
rights of individuals are protected.
Unlike other professionals, Federal
judges do not enjoy incentives or bo-
nuses for increased productivity or
professional expertise. Their sole
source of income derives from the sal-
aries they receive from the Federal
Government.

Finally, and perhaps most impor-
tantly, I must note that it is incum-
bent for us to be able to continue to
attract and retain highly competent
and motivated individuals to the Fed-
eral judiciary. We cannot expect the
best and the brightest of the legal pro-
fession to remain in or join the ranks
of the Federal judiciary if we cannot,
at the minimum, guarantee them that
they will be treated on par with other
Federal employees. As we wait on the
recommendations of the Quadrennial
Commission, I believe we must grant
the Federal judges the pay raise al-
ready received by other Federal em-
ployees.@

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I know
of no other requirements for time. I
believe we are prepared on this side to
vote.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I hope
the majority leader would put in a
quorum before we do that, because we
have a Senator on this side who is
counting on a vote at 2:30 p.m.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have
Senators who need to leave. That is
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the reason I was trying to precipitate
it a little bit. I assure the minority
leader I shall be generous in accommo-
dating the length of the rollcall as far
as I can. Of course I shall.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. 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.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it is 2:20
p.m. We have checked on our side and
there are no other speakers. We are
prepared on this side to go forward
with the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Maine yield back his
time?

Mr. MITCHELL. I do, Mr. President.
I am prepared to vote at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Al
time has been yielded back. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Maine. The yeas
and nays have been ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
ABDNOR), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. EasT), and the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI), are
necessarily absent.

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. DixonN)
and the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
HART), are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber who wish to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 67,
nays 28, as follows:

[Rolleall Vote No. 83 Leg.]
YEAS—67

Gorton
Hatch
Hawkins
Hecht
Heflin
Heinz
Hollings
Huddleston
Inouye
Johnston
Kennedy
Lautenberg
Laxalt
Leahy
Levin

Long
Lugar
Mathias
Matsunaga
Melcher
Mitchell
Moynihan
Nunn

NAYS—28
Bumpers
Burdick
Byrd
Exon

Baker
Bentsen
Biden

Packwood
Pell
Percy
Quayle
Riegle
Roth
Rudman
Sarbanes
Sasser
Simpson
Specter
Stafford

Bingaman
Boschwitz
Bradley
Chafee
Chiles
Cochran
Cohen
Cranston
D’Amato
Danforth
DeConcini
Denton
Dodd
Dole
Domenici
Durenberger

Stennis
Stevens
Thurmond
Tower
Trible
Tsongas
Warner
Weicker
Wilson

Andrews
Armstrong
Baucus
Boren

Garn
Goldwater

Grassley
Hatfield
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McClure

Metzenbaum

Nickles

Pressler

Proxmire

Pryor
NOT VOTING—5

East Murkowski
Dixon Hart

So, Mr. MiTcHELL's amendment (No.
3036) was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT—AMENDMENT
NO. 3041

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, earlier I
had a conversation with the minority
leader about the possibility of estab-
lishing a time certain to vote on the
Hollings amendment, which is now
pending, after the disposition of the
Mitchell amendment.

I wonder if the minority leader is in
a position now to consider a request
that I might put to provide for an up-
or-down vote on the Hollings amend-
ment at 5:30 p.m. and that the time
between the time we recommence con-
sidering the Hollings amendment and
5:30 p.m. be equally divided.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have
discussed this with the distinguished
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
HoLrings) who is on the floor. He has
indicated, I believe, that he would be
agreeable to this approach.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I do
not know how many speakers they
have on that side. The Senator from
North Dakota, Senator ANDREWS,
would know on that side of the aisle
how long they wish to talk in opposi-
tion. When you say divided, then we
are going to end up with about an
hour’s time and I know six that want
to talk on this side. I think we could
do it by 5:30 p.m.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I may
say I discussed this with our caucus
today and with Senator ANDrREws. He
feels that we could do it easily in the
time provided. I do not think there
will be many speakers on this side. I
do not think there would be any diffi-
culty.

I see the Senator from North
Dakota is here. I yield so that he may
respond.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the leader yielding. I certainly
want to accommodate the movement
of this legislation through the Senate.
If we are going to divide the time be-
tween that side and this side, I would
be glad to yield some time that came
to this side. I have said essentially all I
have to say on this. I would be glad to
yield some of that time to Senator
Howrrings. I would say an hour on this
side and 1% hours on that side would

probably be a fair breakdown.

Helms
Humphrey
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Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, could I
ask the distinguished chairman of the
committee, the manager on this side,
if that would suit him.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
hour on this side would be in opposi-
tion and I would say to my friend I do
not think I would use it all and to the
extent that I did not, I would yield it
to him; 1% hours on his side and 1
hour on mine.

Mr, HOLLINGS. All right.

Mr. EXON. Reserving the right to
object.

Mr. BAEKER. Mr, President, I have
not made the request yet. Just so
Members can reserve, I make that re-
quest. Let me state it for clarification.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that, when the Senate resumes
consideration of the Hollings amend-
ment at not later than 3 p.m. today,
the time between 3 p.m. and 5:30 p.m.
be divided as follows: 1% hours under
the control of the distinguished mover
of the amendment, Senator HOLLINGS,
and 1 hour under the control of the
distinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee, Senator DomMmEenIicr; and
that at the hour of 5:30 p.m. the vote
occur on the Hollings amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, only for the pur-
pose of stating for the record that this
side has checked by telephone with of-
fices of Senators and there is no objec-
tion.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator.

Mr. EXON. Reserving the right to
object, was the arrangement made for
1% hours on this side, for the propo-
nents, and an hour on that side in op-
position?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Right.

Mr. EXON. I have no objection.

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

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, while
the Hollings amendment is now pend-
ing under the order previously en-
tered, do I understand there is a
D'Amato amendment that will take a
minute or two?

Mr. DOMENICI. There is a
D’Amato-Moynihan amendment that
will take 2 minutes. Both sides have
conferred on it and I assume we will
accept it.

Mr. BAKER. That was why I provid-
ed that the time between 3 p.m. and
5:30 p.m. would be divided. If the Sen-
ator wishes to proceed in that manner,
who is the author of the amendment?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am offering it
for myself and Mr. D'AMATO.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
for the Senator from New York to be
recognized for the purpose of calling
up an amendment and the debate and
action on that amendment will not

extend beyond the hour of 3 p.m.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? Without objection, it
is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3042
(Purpose: To require the disposal of certain
lands at Montauk Air Force Station, East

Hampton, N.Y., for park and recreation

purposes)

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and my distinguished
colleague, I send an amendment to the
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New York (Mr. Moyni-
han), for himself and Mr. D’'Amato, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3042.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

“Sec. . The Administrator of General
Services shall assign to the Secretary of the
Interior for use as a public park or recrea-
tion area, portions of the Montauk Air
Forces Station in East Hampton Township,
Suffolk County, New York, totaling two
hundred and seventy-eight acres that were
declared surplus to the needs of the United
States Government on December 21, 1981.

“Sec. . The Administrator of General
Services shall assign the land identified in
the first section of this Act to the Secretary
of the Interior within thirty days of enact-
ment of this Act. Within thirty days of said
assignment, the Secretary of the Interior
shall, in exchange for the transfer of the
fee title to one hundred and twenty-five
acres of the real property owned by the
State of New York at Fire Island, New York,
to the Secretary of the Interior, convey the
property to the State of New York for
public park or recreation uses in accordance
with section 203(k)X2) of the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Act of 1949 (40
U.S.C. 484(kX2).”

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the
amendment that I offer today with my
colleague from New York, Senator
D’AmaTo, is identical to the legislation
we introduced on April 25, 1984, S.
2595. This amendment would compel
the Administrator of the General
Services Administration to relinquish
to the Secretary of the Interior, 278
acres of the Montauk Air Force Sta-
tion in Suffolk, N.Y.; land the GSA de-
clared surplus to the needs of the Fed-
eral Government more than 2 years
ago, on December 21, 1981. The Secre-
tary of the Interior will exchange the
land for 125 acres of State-owned
parkland on Fire Island.

This is not the first time I have
brought this matter to the attention
of the Senate. Last year, I introduced
S. 2041, which simply would have di-
rected the Government to do that
which a 35-year-old statute authorizes
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and encourages. The Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of
1949 allows for the free transfer of
surplus property to States and local
governments for park and recreational
use. Unfortunately this policy changed
under the current administration, and
the GSA opposed such a transfer for
the Montauk property. This policy,
however, is inconsistent with the
intent of the law. Instead GSA has
sold similar properties to the highest
bidders, and in fact, GSA attempted to
do just that with the Montauk Air
Force Station.

This amendment will insure that a
marvelous tract of recreational land
will become part of the Montauk Point
State Park, in accordance with the de-
sires of the elected officials and citi-
zens of eastern Long Island. And
permit to me to mention, the Secre-
tary of the Interior supports this pro-
posal. Secretary Clark wrote to Ray
Kline, Acting Administrator of GSA,
that—

Keeping such environmentally significant
property as Montauk Point in public owner-
ship is most important, especially where the
public can enjoy and appreciate it through
the superlative development program pro-
posed by the State.

The Department of the Interior will
be compensated, by receiving a stretch
of beach property worth perhaps
three times as much as the Montauk
tract. This kind offer from the New
York State Office of Parks, Recreation
and Historic Preservation will close a
long-time gap in the Fire Island Na-
tional Seashore.

The General Services Administra-
tion notwithstanding, there is com-
plete agreement that this precious
land should belong to the people of
New York and used for recreation. My
amendment will insure this happy out-
come.

The Secretary of the Interior is most
anxious to do this. I am authorized to
state for my friend, and Senator
D’AmaTo’s friend, Orin Lehman, com-
missioner of the New York State
Office of Parks, Recreation, and His-
toric Preservation, that he is most
anxious to bring it about, as well.

I ask unanimous consent that cer-
tain material pertaining to this matter
be printed in the RECORD.

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

OFFice oF THE COUNTY LEGISLA-
TURE, COUNTY OF SUFFOLK,
Riverhead, N.Y., March 8, 1984.
Hon. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MoOYNIHAN: This is to advise

that at a regular meeting of the Suffolk

County Legislature held on February 28,
1984, the following motion on the Sense of
the Legislature was taken and approved by
a majority of its members:

Sense of the Legislature resolution sup-
porting exchange of Montauk Air Base

properties for Fire Island Seashore proper-
ties.
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As Clerk of the Legislature, I have been
requested to forward notification of this
action to your office.

Very truly yours,

WiLLiam H. ROGERS,
Clerk.
SENSE OF THE LEGISLATURE RESOLUTION SUP-

PORTING EXCHANGE OF MONTAUE AIR BASE

PROPERTIES FOR FIRE ISLAND SEASHORE

PROPERTIES

Whereas, the General Services Adminis-
tration (GSA) has placed the properties at
the Montauk Air Base, Southampton, New
York, up for public auction and has received
bids in connection therewith; and

Whereas, such public auction may result
in the acquisition of said properties by pri-
vate interests which may develop such land
Im;l residential and/or commereial purposes;
an

Whereas, the Secretary of the U.S. De-
partment of the Interior has offered to
transfer 277.6 acres at the Montauk Air
Base to the State of New York, to be used
for State Park purposes, in exchange for a
transfer from the State to the Federal gov-
ernment of 125 acres at the Fire Island Sea-
shore in lieu of the above-mentioned public
auction; and

Whereas, this proposal will preserve the
open nature of the land at the Montauk Air
Base and constitutes fair exchange of value
between the State and Federal govern-
ments, now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That this Legislature hereby
supports the proposal of the U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior to transfer 277.6 acres
at the Montauk Air Base to the State of
New York in exchange for 125 acres at the
Fire Island Seashore in lieu of a public auc-
tion of said properties; and, be it further

Resolved, That the Clerk of the County
Legislature is hereby directed to file copies
of this resolution with the Long Island dele-
gation to the U.S, House of Representatives,
to the U.S. Senators from the State of New
York, and to the Secretary of the U.S. De-
partment of the Interior.

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, February 6, 1984.
Hon. GERALD P. CARMEN,
Administrator, General Services Adminis-
tration, Washington, D.C.

DeEar MR. CArRMEN: The concern of the
state of New York and its Congressional del-
egation regarding the February 8 sale by
GSA of the surplus Montauk Air Force Sta-
tion has been brought to my attention. I
also understand that the State of New York
has proposed a mutual conveyance of 125
acres of State owned land for addition to
the Fire Island National seashore and the
federally owned 282 acre Montauk property
{;::r kaddit.lon to the Montauk Point State

ark.

The Montauk property is surrounded on
three sides by the State Park, has signifi-
cant natural features and a fragile ecology.
I am sure it could be developed by the state
to serve important public outdoor recreation
needs. The 125 acre State of New York
property is identified in the Fire Island Na-
tional Seashore Land Protection Plan as the
last remaining piece of land needed to com-
plete the acquisition requirements for the
Seashore. For these reasons, I believe such a
mutual conveyance is appropriate and ad-
vantageous to both the Federal Government
and the State of New York.

The National Park Service informs me
that the State of New York will soon submit
an application for public benefit discount
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conveyance of the entire Montauk Air Force
Station surplus property to replace their
current application for only 35 acres. The
Town of East Hampton has written the Na-
tional Park Service withdrawing its applica-
tion in favor of the State. I would appreci-
ate you making no final decision on the dis-
position of the Montauk property until I am
able to evaluate the State of New York's re-
vised application.
Sincerely,
WiLLiAM CLARK.
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,

Washington, D.C., January 30, 1981.
Hon. DaNIEL P. MOYNIHAN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR MOYNIHAN: This is to pro-
vide you with information concerning prop-
erty disposal at Montauk Air Force Station,
New York.

Attached is a copy of Disposal Report No.
511 being submitted to the Senate and
House Committees on Armed Services. The
report describes the property in detail and
indicates the circumstances of disposal.

We hope this information will be useful to
you. If additional facts on this matter would
be helpful, please let us know,

Sincerely,
JOHN G. SCHROEDER,
Colonel, USAF, Chief, Program Liaison
Division, Office of Legislative Liaison.
Attachment.

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR Forcg, DisPosAL
REePoRT No. 511, JaNuary 30, 1981

Submittal Pursuant to Section 2662, Title
10, United States Code.

1. Name of Installation: Montauk Air
Force Station, Montauk Communications,
Facility Annex, New York.

Using Service: Air Defense/Tactical Air
Command (USAF').

Former Use: Radar Station.

Land Area: 314 Acres Fee, 10 Acres Ease-
ment. 103 Buildings, including 27 Appropri-
ated Fund Family Housing units, totaling
203,131SF.

Cost: Land, $125,000; Improvements,
$10,050,000, Total $10,175,000.

Proposed Action: Report the property to
the General Services Administration (GSA)
for disposal.

Authority for Disposal: Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as
amended.

2. This reports an Air Force proposal to
dispose of all Air Force controlled facilities
and land at Montauk Air Force Station,
New York, and its off-base Communications
Facility Annex. The station is located on
the eastern tip of Long Island, New York.

3. Land for the radar station was acgquired
from the Army on what had been a portion
of former Camp Hero, a Coast Artillery
post. Land for the off-base communications
annex was acquired in 1959. The main in-
stallation was activated in 1950 as an air-
craft control and warning radar site in the
developing air defense system. The station
operated height finder and search radar in
support of the 21st Air Division's air defense
mission at Hancock Field, New York, The
proposed disposal results from the radar
station’s function, but not the site, being
transferred,to the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration (FAA) as part of the Joint Surveil-
lance System (JSS). This combined surveil-
lance will meet both FAA's civil aviation re-
quirements and the Air Force's detection
and reporting requirements for the North
American Air Defense Command.
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4, This property has been screened with
the Departments of the Army and Navy, the
Defense Agencies and Services, the National
Guard Bureau, and the U.S. Coast Guard
(DOT), with negative results. It is planned
to declare the installation excess to the re-
quirements of the Department of Defense
for disposal through GSA. A condition im-
posed on disposal of the off-base Communi-
cations Facility Annex is that the Air Force
continue to use that facility until the Re-
gional Operations Control Center pro-
grammed for Griffiss Air Force Base, New
York is activated in late 1982. The Report of
Excess will contain the proviso that the net
proceeds from sale of the family housing
will accrue to the Family Housing Manage-
ment Account, Defense. The Air Force does
not contemplate acquiring any property at
or near this location in the foreseeable
future. It is certified that the property is
not suitable for exchange for other real
property authorized to be acquired for mili-
tary purposes.

5. This disposal has been approved by the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower,
Reserve Affairs, and Logistics).

[From Newsday, Feb. 14, 1984]
REJECT THE BID FOR FEDERAL LAND AT
MONTAUK

The Reagan administration’'s decision to
sell 278 acres of surplus federal land at
Montauk was wrong from the beginning—
and now that the sale has been held, it's
clear that the price was wrong, too. The
highest bid was $1.3 million lower than the
administration’s $3.25-million estimate of
the property’s fair market value.

The acreage, surrounded on three sides by
Montauk State Park, is ill suited for devel-
opment, and it's now zoned only for park
use. It contains valuable fresh-water marsh-
land, has little groundwater, and its soil is
heavy with clay, making wastewater dispos-
al difficult.

The General Services Administration
should reject the bid and begin negotiations
with New York State to exchange the Mon-
tauk property for 125 acres of state-owned
land within the federally owned Fire Island
National Seashore.

The GAS went ahead with the sale de-
spite the opposition of Interior Secretary
William Clark and the intervention of U.S.
District Judge Leonard Wexler, who ruled
the day before the auction that if the sale
proceeded, no title transfer could take place
until a hearing had been held. That hearing
has yet to be scheduled.

GSA Administrator Gerald Carmen has
the power to refuse the $1.9-million bid. “If
the government were going to buy 125 acres
on Fire Island, $1.9 million would be a down
payment,” said Rep. William Carney (C-
Hauppauge). “I will suggest very strongly to
Carmen that he aggressively pursue swap-
ping that land.”

That's good advice; for everyone’'s sake,
Carmen should heed it.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the amendment of-
fered by myself and my distinguished
colleague, the senior Senator from my
State. This amendment is identical to
legislation we offered last week. It
would transfer jurisdiction over an old
Air Force base at Montauk on Long
Island, N.Y., from the General Serv-
ices Administration to New York State
for use as a park and simultaneously,
it would transfer a park at Fire Island
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currently administered by the State,
to the Department of the Interior.
This is a fair and even swap of State
land for Federal land.

I believe that Senator MOYNIHAN
and I have fashioned a very reasona-
ble compromise in this matter. The
General Services Administration had
opposed our earlier efforts in this area
which would have transferred the Fed-
eral land to New York State without
any compensation to the Federal Gov-
ernment except, of course, for the
knowledge that the land was being put
to its optimal use.

Qur current proposal, however, will
transfer to the Federal Government
land that, by all accounts, is worth
more than the land for which it is
being exchanged. In fact, the Depart-
ment of the Interior is eager to ac-
quire the Fire Island parcel and has
gone on record in support of that ac-
quisition.

The parcel of land at the abandoned
Air Force base has been the subject of
lengthy negotiations between the local
government and various local citizens
groups and the GSA. These negotia-
tions have bogged down, however, be-
cause the town government did not be-
lieve that any portion of the parcel
should be used for private develop-
ment.

The town and State subsequently
initiated a lawsuit to prevent the sale
of the land. That suit is currently
being held in abeyance while the GSA
prepares an environmental impact as-
sessment.

As these negotiations have pro-
gressed, however, the Department of
the Interior also has become interest-
ed in the land: The State of New York
had filed a request with them to have
the land considered as a suitable site
for a park, Mr. President, I think it is
especially worth noting that the Inte-
rior Department issued a press release
last Thursday stating that the GSA
ought to accede to the request of State
and local officials and make the area a
park.

I believe that this history clearly
demonstrates that, but for a few bu-
reaucrats, everyone involved with this
problem believes that the area is most
suitable for park usage. It is for that
reason that Senator MoyNIHAN and I
are urging that this amendment be ac-
cepted. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port us in this endeavor.

Mr. President, I am delighted to
have had the opportunity to work
with my distinguished colleague, the
senior Senator from New York, in
bringing about this magnificent result.
I commend the senior Senator for his
perspicacity and for his interest in pre-
serving the delicate balance of fragile
lands on Long Island. And also to
make available and keep open to
future generations this magnificent
park and recreational area.
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Indeed, this is a reasonable compro-
mise which will add to the parklands
of both New York State and the Fed-
eral Government. These precious re-
sources on Montauk Point can never
be replaced.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
emphasize that this is a matter that
my distinguished colleague and I were
together on from the beginning and I
am happy to state the Federal Gov-
ernment, except for one small portion,
has been working together on from
the beginning.

Mr. President, I move the adoption
of the amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
have had an opportunity to review the
Moynihan-D'Amato amendment. Obvi-
ously it is not exactly the kind of
amendment that belongs on this
budget bill that is here, but we have
been convinced that it is the right
thing to do and that it will be helpful
to the Senators and the State of New
York.

As a consequence, we have no objec-
tion on this side. I understand that the
distinguished Senator from Florida on
the minority side has reviewed it and
has no objection. With that, I join in
the motion that we approve the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time for debate has expired. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from New York (Mr.
MOYNIHAN).

The amendment (No. 3042) was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. D'AMATO. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3041

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry. My under-
standing now is that the Senate re-
turns to the Hollings amendment, the
Hollings-Andrews amendment. Is the
Senator correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct, the Senate returns
to the Hollings amendment. The Sena-
tor from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
want to thank the distinguished Sena-
tor from Mississippi. He has made an
informative statement about the con-
ditions we have worked ourselves into.
He gives us a sense of hope, and a
sense of purpose. But as Senator STEN-
n1s has stated, there is going to have
to be a sobering up, a stopping, look-
ing, and listening by us as a body to
get hold of ourselves and control these
runaway deficits so that we can give
hope to the next generation.

The distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska, as a former Governor, has
been giving real leadership through-
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out on our Budget Committee at every
particular turn to try to hold these
deficits down, and practice fiscal re-
sponsibility at the Federal level, which
he did as a Governor at the State
level. He understands, and knows it
better than anyone I know of in this
particular Chamber. We yield to him
as a cosponsor. I am really following
his leadership.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ARMSTRONG). Who yields time?

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield such time as
necessary.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska is recognized.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair. I
thank my friend and colleague from
South Carolina.

Mr. President, I hope that every
Member of this body, before we vote
on the matter before us, will take time
to stop by and take a look at the
charts that are on display here. They
are very self-explanatory. It is clear
that the amendment offered by the
Senator from South Carolina, cospon-
sored by myself and the Senator from
North Dakota, is the only—I empha-
size the word “only”—proposition that
is before this body that really does
anything about deficits. I simply say
that all of the figures on this chart are
CBO figures.

Oftentimes in this body, we try to
compare apples with oranges and or-
anges with apples. These are factual
figures. We have bitten the bullet. We
are recognizing the fact that this
country is not going to be able to go
on with $200 billion deficits, plus or
minus $10 billion or so, forever with-
out doing something about it.

I simply say that the President’s
Rose Garden approach is not a down-
payment on the deficit, as has been
loudly proclaimed in the press; in fact,
it is not even a bandaid. It clearly
shows that, even the Rose Garden ap-
proach of the President, which I un-
derstand is very near obtaining half of
the votes in this Chamber, according
to the CBO will not—I emphasize the
word “not”"—reduce the budget deficit
at the end of 3 years.

When we talk about these proposi-
tions, we should emphasize not only
what again is the deficit in its amount,
but also what happens to the budget
deficit at the end of each year. It does
not just go away, as you know, Mr.
President; it is transferred at the end
of each year over to the national debt.
At the end of this fiscal year, we shall
find that the national debt has nearly
doubled in the last 4 years. I cite that
only as a reference point. Most of the
discussions that will take place here
today, I suspect, will be on the deficit,
where the annual deficit will be at the
end of a certain period of time.

Mr. President, this is not a time to
find fault; this is a time to seek
remedy to the catastrophic situation
that faces the economy of this coun-
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try. Somebody out home last week
said to me that the real problem is
that too many people in the United
States do not realize the difference be-
tween a $20 billion deficit and $200 bil-
lion deficit. It is about time—and,
hopefully, the discussions on this and
other proposals to be offered will rivet
home the necessity for change in the
direction this country has been
moving in with regard to irresponsible
spending programs.

Supposedly, in some sections of the
economy in the United States today,
we are seeing an economic recovery.
You can pick up any newspaper, you
can hear it in every newscast. I can tell
the Senate that the economic recovery
has passed by completely one of the
basic sectors of our economy. That is
agriculture. Never since the great days
of the 1930 Depression have we seen a
time when agriculture is in the diffi-
cult situation it is in now.

This economic recovery that sup-
posedly is going on has been caused, in
the opinion of this Senator, by
Keynesian economics running com-
pletely wild, Keynesian economics
that have been attacked by certain
conservative groups in this country
from its very inception, yet those same
conservative economic groups are
saying today, “We are all for Keynesi-
an economics; it is a wonderful, great
thing.” It has been embraced by some
of the conservative Members.

I do not know whether the Senator
from Nebraska is a conservative or
moderate—I am not a liberal—but I
certainly have a record in my home
life, in my business, and in my entire
career in public service as being one
who always balanced the budget when
I had control. I have not had control,
obviously since I came to the U.S.
Senate, or things would be run a lot
differently than they have been.

I simply say in this regard, Mr.
President, that for the last 3 years,
each and every year, this Senator has
joined with others on this floor in
sounding the alarm for the difficulties
that were obvious to anyone who
wanted to take a look at the facts. But
we were shunted aside and Keynesian
economics has continued to run wild.

There are three reasons, Mr. Presi-
dent, in my opinion, for the economic
recovery that is not going on in some
sectors for our economy—three rea-
sons.

First, history shows us that when-
ever we have been on a wartime foot-
ing economy, the good times have
rolled. Does anyone question that we
are not on a wartime economic footing
today? That is one reason.

Second, we always let the good times
roll when we have massive tax cuts.
There cannot be any question that we
have had massive, huge tax cuts, titled
toward the wrong segment of our soci-

ety, in the opinion of this Senator, to
the more wealthy in this country. But
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certainly the good times have rolled
partially because of the tax cuts and
the infusion of that money into the
economy.

Third, if you look back through his-
tory, you will see that the good times
have always rolled when we had mas-
sive deficits—the Federal Government
spending but not paying for it, not bal-
ancing income with outgo. And the
good times have always rolled in the
past when that has happened. I simply
put out that never before in history
have we had a situation such as we
have had in the last 3 years, where
little, if any, attention has been paid
to these massive deficits. Never before
in our history have we begun to match
the deficits that we have piled up in
the last 3 years, and never before in
our history have we amassed the huge
national debt that we have amassed in
the last 3 years.

Mr. President, 4 short years ago, in
1980, the Federal budget deficit was
projected to be under $200 billion. My
friend from South Carolina and I,
with other Members on the floor, are
members of the Budget Committee.
Ed Muskie was chairman of the com-
mittee at that time. I remember well
when he was pointing across that
room late one evening and said, “If we
just work a little harder now, we can
balance this budget, because we are
only $19 billion to $20 billion away.”

Where are we today? Over $200 bil-
lion.

I recall the great efforts expended
by the Senate Budget Committee,
aimed at whittling down that deficit so
our committee could submit a bal-
anced Federal budget to this floor.
Today, deficits are projected to be
near $200 billion for many, many years
to come. In my mind, the projected
deficit is 10 times as large as it was in
1980. It is at least worthy of 10 times
the effort to eliminate it. Instead, the
steady stream of $200 billion deficits is
treated with a shocking lack of action.

Between the end of World War II
and the beginning of this administra-
tion, deficits as a percentage of our
gross national product never exceeded
4 percent. In 1983 the deficit was 6.1
percent of GNP and is expected to
remain in the 4- to 5-percent range
through the end of the decade.

The accumulated national debt has
nearly doubled from $791 billion in
1981 to over $1.4 trillion today. By the
end of 1986, it is expected to top the
$2 trillion mark.

As yearly deficits add to the debt,
the proportion of Federal resources
devoted to interest expense necessarily
increases. Interest expense is the fast-
est growing part of the Federal
budget. In 1971 it comprised 7 percent
of total outlays. In fiscal year 1985 it is
at 13 percent and by 1987 it is expect-

ed to devour a full 15 percent of the
budget.
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This year’s deficit alone will make
next year’s budget $20 billion more ex-
pensive than the previous year; $20
billion could fund the entire medicaid
program. Increased interest costs since
1981 have more than offset the sav-
ings from cuts in social programs,
many of them very painful.

The Federal Government's enor-
mous appetite for credit has kept in-
terest rates much higher than they
need to be. Real interest rates, the dif-
ference between the nominal interest
rate and inflation, is at record high
levels. Historically, the gap between
interest rates and inflation was less
than 2 percent. In 1983 it was an as-
tounding 7 percent.

In turn, the high real rates of inter-
est attract foreign capital to this coun-
try like a magnet, pushing the value of
the dollar to record levels. While a
super-strong dollar is great for Ameri-
can tourists abroad, it is devastating
for export-sensitive industries such as
agriculture. Last year produced a
record $69 billion balance of trade dei-
icit, and there is relief in sight. Ambas-
sador Brock, the U.S. Trade Repre-
sentative, has estimated that figure to
increase to $100 billion at the end of
this year. The Department of Com-
merce estimates that the 17-percent
decrease in exports from 1981 to 1983
cost American workers 1.3 million jobs.

A few of us have recognized the evils
of deficit financing for quite some
time. The record shows that we did
not just preach, but we offered serious
legislation to courageously attack the
problem. Mr. President, I can assure
you that this Senator is no “born-
again deficit cutter.” As a small busi-
nessman in Lincoln, Nebr., I learned
that income must match expenditures
or financial disaster will result.

As Governor of the State of Nebras-
ka, I learned how difficult it can be for
the executive and legislative branches
to work together to produce a bal-
anced budget as required by our State
constitution, and it required a great
deal of effort, but, Mr. President, in
each and every year it was done. And
we can do it here if we have the cour-
age.

As a U.S. Senator for over 5 years,
my greatest disappointment has been
the Federal Government's inability to
bring its budget under control.

The very President who once said he
would “fight to the last blow to bal-
ance the budget by 1984"” recommend-
ed a budget in February with $200 bil-
lion deficits for each of the next 5
years. Despite calls for a constitution-
al balanced budget amendment, which
I support, this is the first administra-
tion not to attempt to balance the
budget within its 5-year plan.

In the past 2 years, I have come to
this floor to support alternative budg-
ets which take an across-the-board ap-
proach to deficit reduction. Today
Senators HoLLINGS, ANDREWS, and I
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offer a comprehensive across-the-
board plan to put the Federal budget
on an accelerated glide path toward
balance. This bipartisan freeze is a
good plan which makes serious but
achievable deficit reductions. It is a
plan which actually balances the
budget using sound and realistic eco-
nomic assumptions as prepared by the
CBO.

Mr., President, I cite once again the
blue line on the end which shows defi-
cits plunging from the $200 billion
range down to $26 billion in 5 years,
and I say that there is no other plan
that would even come close to doing
anything like that.

This package concentrates primarily
on spending cuts, saving $450 billion in
spending over 5 years. Because the
revenue portion of this package is sig-
nificantly less than the spending cuts,
the plan guarantees that increased
revenues go toward deficit reduction
rather than new spending. It is also a
plan which controls entitlement pro-
gram growth and allows an acceptable
level of growth in necessary defense
expenditures.

This $800 billion deficit reduction
package over 5 years gives the Senate
its only real opportunity to make the
meaningful deficit reductions which
will send a strong signal to the finan-
cial markets to reduce interest rates
and will spur long-term economic re-
covery. We can hope for no improve-
ment in interest or exchange rates
unless we attack the deficit.

The country is bobbing up and down
in a sea of red ink. Whether our econ-
omy drowns or swims to safety, de-
pends on what we do now. To wait
until after the national elections to
make serious deficit reduction is not
only an example of cowardice, it shows
callous disregard for the economic
well-being of the very people who sent
us here to represent them.

It is time to stop nibbling away at
these corrosive deficits and, instead,
take a large bite out of them. Only a
comprehensive, long-term budget plan
like that being presented now can do
the job. I urge the Senate in the
strongest possible terms to vote for
the Hollings-Andrews-Exon plan to re-
store our Nation to fiscal sanity.

Mr. President, I would like to have
printed in the REcorp immediately fol-
lowing my remarks letters that I have
received from the National Association
of Realtors and the National Associa-
tion of Home Builders which address
and support the plan that I have just
outlined.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, these two
organizations represent highly sensi-
tive, interest-sensitive, industries.
They have extensive research analysts
who look at the different proposals
that come out. The proposal now
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before us is the only one that these
and many other organizations and in-
dividuals are supporting.

So I simply say that before the vote
is taken on this proposal about 5:30
today, I hope my colleagues will look
at the proposal, understand it, and be
prepared to support the matter before
us.
I yield back to my friend from South
Carolina.

ExHIBIT 1

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
HoME BUILDERS,
Washington, D.C., March 29, 1984.

Dear SenaTOR: On behalf of the 120,000
members of the National Association of
Home Builders, I am writing to urge rapid
action on a deficit reduction package. After
reviewing a variety of options which have
been presented, we would support the bipar-
tisan “freeze" proposal sponsored by Sena-
tor Hollings, Senator Andrews and Senator
Exon. We believe that a one-year freeze on
all domestic discretionary and entitlement
program increases represents the fairest
way of spreading the burden across-the-
board. Similarly, the 3% rate of growth in
defense spending represents a reasonable at-
tempt to hold down spending without crip-
pling our national security.

We would urge that the increased revenue
portion of the plan similarly focus on broad-
based, across-the-board “shared sacrifice” as
opposed to the Finance Committee's ap-
proach which takes at least 20% of the in-
creased revenue from the real estate sector
of the economy.

We are deeply concerned about recent in-
creases in interest rates which threaten the
continuation of economic recovery. We are
pleased to see various alternative budget
proposals which offer greater deficit reduc-
tion than the three-year $150 billion *“down-
payment.” And we share the view of Sena-
tor Chiles that such competition can lead to
“a bidding war to see who can cut the deficit
the most.”

We urge you to act responsibly to reduce
the deficit substantially in FY '85. We sup-
port an approach which is fair, across-the-
board and represents the spirit of “shared
sacrifice” in the Hollings-Andrews-Exon
plan. We believe that this is the only plan
which has been proposed which would pro-
vide for a budget near balance in five years.

A budget reduction package of $285 billion
over three years and $800 billion over five
years is politically attainable . . . and makes
good common sense. We cannot wait until
next vear to take such a step in order to
keep the economic recovery on track.

Get on with the “competition”—the
American people ... and the American
homebuyer will be the real beneficiaries.

Sincerely,
PETER D. HERDER,
President.
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS,
Washington, D.C., April 5, 1984.
Hon. J. JAMES EX0ON,
U.S. Senate, Hart Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaTor Exon: The National Asso-
ciation of Realtors is extremely concerned
about the threat to continued economic
growth in housing and the entire economy
imposed by the continued enormous defi-
cits. We continue to urge significant deficit
reduction now through spending reductions
in all categories: defense growth should be
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held to the 5% real growth level agreed
upon by Congress last year; real domestic
discretionary spending should be frozen;
and the rapid growth of entitlements should
be slowed. Any tax increases necessary to
help lower the deficit toward balance should
not discourage savings and investment.

We offer support for the deficit reduction
plan you are sponsoring since it calls for
across the board spending reductions. Of all
proposals being offered it is the only one
which promise to bring the budget to a near
balance by 1989. This result would be a dra-
matic improvement over the $326 billion
deficit now being predicted for 1989.

We are concerned, however, that the plan
encompasses the tax increases included in
the Finance Committee bill and calls for an
additional $50.9 billion to be recommended
by the Finance Committee. We urge you to
oppose tax changes which discourage sav-
ings and investment. Some provisions of the
Finance Committee bill, if put in law, such
as increases in the cost recovery by 33%
from 15 to 20 years would effectively reduce
the growth of jobs and family income.
Moreover, the rollback of ACRS for rental
residences and commercial structures pro-
posed by the Finance Committee bill asks
housing and real estate alone to bear 25% of
the total tax bill, twenty-five times greater
than the burden on all industries.

Requiring the Finance Committee to
report $50.9 billion additional tax increases
could have the effect of putting housing or
other investment in greater jeopardy unless
you make clear your intention to encourage
savings and investment.

To suggest, as I have in this letter, that
your proposal contains flaws is not to damn
it with faint praise. We understand that
your support of the Dole package is based
on a support of the aggregate number only,
a position we too support, and that you, as
well as we might oppose components within
the Finance bill. We are merely trying to
point out, as we have consistently done
throughout the deficit debates of the last
five years, that there are two basic ways to
provide jobs and economic growth:

(1) Through the stimulation provided by
new, excessive government expenditures
and deficits;

(2) By providing the private sector with
sufficient incentives to save and invest in
the capacity to grow on a more long-term
and stable basis—clearly this approach is
preferable.

With that understanding, the National As-
sociation of Realtors supports your effort to
reduce deficits.

It is in the national interest that a signifi-
cant deficit reduction plan be adopted now.
Interest rates are already rising—we cannot
wait.

Sincerely,
DonaLp H. TREADWELL,
President.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Nebraska.

The distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. TsoNGas) wants to
be heard on this matter, and the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. BuMPERS) wishes to speak at 4
o’'clock.

While we are waiting, I say to the
Senator from Nebraska that I think
there has to be a way to get attention.
The Senator has done a splendid job.
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I do not want to insult anybody. I
have tried some harsh language. The
word “deficit” is an accounting term.
All of us suffer from deficits in our
families and personal accounts, so we
do not become alarmed by it.

I reiterate that the deficits from the
end of World War II, 1947, until 1980,
a 33-year period, were only $464.5 bil-
lion; and the deficits for the 3-year
period 1982, 1983, and 1984, the 3
years my friends on the other side of
the aisle have been in charge of Con-
gress, were $495 billion.

So I refer to the profligacy of this
Congress and the one before it—wild
extravagance. I had to get a better
word. We may get out of their chairs
some people who are listening on their
radios, and maybe they will come to
the floor and defend themselves. Ac-
cording to Webster, the definition of
“profligacy” is “completely given up to
dissipation and licentiousness.” That is
Congress—'‘completely given up to dis-
sipation and licentiousness.” That is
far better than the word “deficit.”
“Deficit” just does not get anybody's
attention. I have tried for 2 years on
the highways and byways, and you see
where I am. I am back here.

I hope the distinguished chairman
of our Budget Committee can tell us
the wisdom of the Rose Garden strate-
gy for about 10 minutes of his time,
while we are waiting for Senator Tson-
cAs and Senator BUMPERS.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. I will be pleased to
use 10 minutes.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I want to hear the
distinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee, because this will be the
best act off Broadway this year. I
know how he feels. I know how re-
sponsible he is and how he has to
carry this one. It ought to be very in-
teresting, so I am going to watch.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
say to my good friend that he de-
scribed it as the best act off Broadway.
I want him to know that there is no
way I can follow him, so I do not know
what I can call his remarks. I have no
name to describe it in terms of his elo-
guence.

I would prefer at this time to take a
few minutes to describe the Hollings-
Andrews-Exon plan. We have a KGB.
This one is the HAE plan.

First, I should like to suggest a
couple of things about it. Very simply,
it is said that this really reduces defi-
cits significantly. There is no doubt
about it. How could it help but do
that? It raises $87 billion more in
taxes than any other proposal around.
It freezes indexing, and then still
needs more money. It does not provide
those additional taxes, so it says to the
Finance Committee: “You find the
other $20 billion or $30 billion. We
don’t know how you're going to do
that.”
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That is easy, I say to my friend, for
whom I have the greatest respect. You
reduce the deficits nicely when you in-
crease taxes $87 billion more than that
we just passed, after a week’s debate,
which the Finance Committee of the
U.S. Senate took months to do.

So there is part of it: $87 billion
more in taxes. I am not saying that is
good or bad. The distinguished Sena-
tor from South Carolina has his views,
and I have mine. I do not think we
should do that at this particular time,
No. 1.

Second, I do not think it is going to
happen, under any circumstance, at
this particular time. But there may be
people who want to vote for it, none-
theless, because we would like to
reduce the deficits, and there is one
nice way, and that is $87 billion worth
of it. There are no easy ways to do
that.

I recall very well about 3 years ago
when we in the Budget Committee
said that social security is almost
broke, just about bankrupt. The two
Senators who have spoken so elo-
quently were there in our Budget
Committee. I recall that neither sup-
ported the budget resolution that said
we had better fix social security. We
said it is $40 billion insolvent. We re-
ported a budget resolution that re-
quired $40 billion worth of solvency
over 3 years.

It did not take 30 minutes for the
people of the United States to be in-
formed that the Republicans in the
Senate Budget Committee were cut-
ting social security $40 billion.

Do you know what else happened? It
was said that there are 36 million of
elderly folks in this country; they then
added up the savings and divided it by
the number of elderly, and concluded,
“You are cutting the social security
fund, and the number is $1,110.00 over
three years.” It did not take 25 min-
utes for that to go out across this
land—cutting social security.

Let me tell you an interesting thing.
We were right. That fund was $40 bil-
lion insolvent, because 18 to 20 months
later, a bipartisan commission fixed
social security, and they did not cut
anybody. They deferred COLA’s for 6
months. They found that it was $38.3
billion worth of insolvency. We were
pretty close to being right.

They fixed it in this very excellent
bipartisan commission and said, “We
are taxing people some more, and all
the money is going into social security
and it is taken care of.” They did that,
and we voted for it. I guess it was the
third major reform in the history of
social security.

So that everyone will know, using
the same logic and the same approach,
this proposal will cut social security,
after all the things we just did. We at-
tempted to reform it, and I thought
we did reform it. According to what I
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understand, nobody wants to balance
the budget on social security or on
social security recipients. This propos-
al will cut social security over what we
just fixed in that reform, so that the
average retired couple will lose $1,848
in benefits. The average disabled
worker with a family will lose $2,100 in
benefits.

That is all in social security.

I remind the Senate, though, that if
we are interested in Federal retirees—I
notice the Senator from Nebraska is
on his feet. I am going to speak for an-
other 10 or 12 minutes. I have been lis-
tening attentively, and the Senator
from Nebraska will have an opportuni-
ty to respond.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a statement?

Mr. DOMENICI. I wish to finish.

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield
for a statement?

Mr. DOMENICI. I will just finish
mine and then I will yield in maybe 5
minutes.

I shall move over to the Federal re-
tirees and leave social security for a
minute. As to Federal retirees, there
are $2,976 in benefits lost and military
retirees loose $2,472 compared to the
current law.

I do not state those because I wish
to say this plan is something we
should not under any circumstance
ever consider. I have too much respect
for both Senators who have spoken
and others who support it.

But I do suggest that everyone
should know that we are not talking
about a vague budget resolution with
tentative targets that may or may not
be complied with by committees later
on.

This is a bill. We intend that this go
to the House of Representatives in
conference, and what is done here is to
literally change the social security and
retirement laws of the Nation so that
the recipients are reduced in terms of
their entitlement. And I think that is
a fair way to say it, that they are re-
duced in terms of their entitlement by
the amounts that I have stated.

Now I really am not going to talk a
great deal more. I hope everyone un-
derstands that the $87 billion in taxes
plus a 1l-year freeze on the entitle-
ments that pay people’'s pensions,
social security, disability, plus 2 years
thereafter at a special COLA level
when we add that up, we sure reduce
the deficits. If that is what the Senate
wishes to do here today, in a substan-
tive law, not a budget resolution, then
I want them all to understand that is
what we are doing.

There are some other aspects to it.
Defense is reduced somewhat over the
leadership package, but clearly not in
a freeze manner.

The Senator from South Carolina
and I started too far back on defense
to say that we can freeze it and it will
not hurt anything because we are the
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ones, if I recall, that said before Presi-
dent Carter went out that we are
going to raise defense and we are
going to do it, and we will put it on a
5-percent growth trend line. In fact, I
say to my friend, the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HoLriNgs) I told
President Carter a number of times
when we talked about the budget in
the outyears on defense, he was pretty
low. Go back and look at it. We made
them raise defense a real 5 percent
even when we had the 1l-percent in-
flation. We made them raise it 16 per-
cent at one point. We were afraid that
America was in serious risk of military
preparedness, and this was a number
that permitted it to grow substantially
as it must,

We cannot start weapons systems in
this country because we are ready to
compete and provide this country and
the world with deterrence and peace
and just turn that off and on like a
water faucet. I mean, we start eight or
nine new systems and say let us freeze
it. While we freeze half, finish some,
with the buys done 2 years out of 10,
and people will say it is not going to
cut anything; we are just going to
freeze military.

This does not do that. I am going to
say that in all honestly it provides a
significant increase, slightly less than
the leadership package, but in that
regard certainly livable,

With reference to the appropriated
accounts, it is not as stringent as the
leadership package but clearly evi-
dences the kind of fiscal responsibility
that we are going to have to exercise
around here if we are going to get
where we have to go.

Now having said that, I wish to
repeat that I think the Senate should
know precisely what is in a package. If
anyone needs more detail on the taxes,
I think Senators who are involved in
this particular plan can give it to
them.

I suggest, however, that clearly it
does away with indexing for 3 years
and it says we do not know where the
other money is going to come from but
we want the Finance Committee to
change the tax laws to raise additional
revenue, and I do not have any argu-
ment with that, except that is normal-
ly the way we do it in a reconciliation
and not a substantive bill.

But they are not trying to hide the
fact that there is $87 billion more
than is provided in the Baker leader-
ship plan over the next 3 years. There
is something in it that I am a little
concerned about. There is some with-
holding requirements on independent
contractors and royalty recipients, and
I do not really know the extent of it,
but I would just say we went through
a huge debate here on further with-
holding, and I guess we had to do
away with that tax on withholding be-
cause of the public pressure on the
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banks withholding and dividend with-
holding.

I do not know that portion in this
amendment with regard to independ-
ent contractors and royalty recipients,
whether that would be the kind of
thing that would be considered to be
harmful as the previous dividend with-
holding requirement was assumed to
be.

That is about all I have to say to the
Senate. We have substantial time, if
any Senator wishes to address this
issue in any regard. I do say to my
good friends, and they are my good
friends, on the other side, I have no
way of explaining things that I feel
strongly about other than as best I
can and in my typical manner, and I
surely did not intend anything other
than a straightforward explanation,
and if they do not want me to call
those COLA changes cuts, I will do
whatever they like. I will say a reduc-
tion in entitlements, however they
wish me to say it. But clearly I think
the numbers that I have given are the
result and will result if this plan were
adopted.

How much time did the Senator
from New Mexico use?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has used 13 minutes and has
47 minutes remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HOLLINGS and Mr. EXON ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from South Carolina.

I wish to say I tried to save time to
interrupt my friend from New Mexico.
He misinterpreted my standing. I
stood so that I could hear his words of
wisdom a little bit clearer. I was not at
all upset with what he had to say. I
never, ever get upset with what my
friend from that great State down
south has to say.

So if he thought that I was objecting
to what he said, I wish him to stand
corrected.

Mr. President, I listened to the
chairman of the committee very close-
ly, and I first wish to tell him that
whatever he had to say about a $40
billion reduction in social security that
was not said by this Senator, and I
hope he knows that. I would have
thought maybe people who did not
know the background who might be
reading this or sitting up in the gallery
might have thought that this Senator
went out and said that. He did not.

I think the chairman of the Budget
Committee knows that while he and I
do not always agree, I do not know of
a case where he has ever taken advan-
tage of me politically or that I have
ever taken advantage of him, but I
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simply wish to say and hope that the
Senator from New Mexico will agree
that, whatever he had to say about
what certain people did, did not in-
clude the Senator from Nebraska.

Is that correct?

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor-
rect. It was not he who construed the
reform required to make social securi-
ty solvent as a cut. It was other Sena-
tors. The record is clear. But it was
not the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from
New Mexico for that.

I simply point out that if the Sena-
tor fron New Mexico was complaining
about certain statements that were
made then, that he thought were inap-
propriate, then it might be fair to say
that in the statements that he just
said on the floor with regard to the
plan offered by the Senator from
South Carolina, the Senator from
North Dakota and myself, he criticized
those I think in basically the same
vein and fashion, but then I under-
stand politics. I have been in it a long
time also.

I simply wish to say, Mr. President,
that we got out of the social security
difficulty by not only freezing some
COLA’s, but we also got out of that
problem by significant tax increases.

I simply say that I hope that sooner
or later people who claim to be con-
servative leaders on both sides of that
aisle will stand up and tell the people
that we have to have a combination of
tax increases and spending cuts, a
combination of the two if we are ever
going to do anything about this defi-
cit.

In fact, no less authority than the
Director of the Office of Management
and Budget testified in public to the
Budget Committee this year that the
U.S. Government was in effect in
chapter 11 bankruptcy. And if the
Federal Government is in chapter 11
bankruptcy, then I think it is time
that we have the courage to face up
and do something about it.

I think, though, the point that the
chairman of the Budget Committee
makes is probably a good one. If you
will look at all of the other plans, in-
cluding the rose garden plan that the
chairman of the Budget Committee is
supporting, I think he would concede
and he would agree that according to
the nonpartisan, nonpolitical Congres-
sional Budget Office, there is none of
those plans that makes any reduction
at all or any significant reduction in
the budget at the end of 3 years
except the plan before us.

So I simply say that what we are
trying to do is not take the easy way
out, not to fool the American public
that this is going to be done without
sacrifices on the part of all. And it has
been my experience with Nebraskans,
who have their heads screwed on
right, that they are all willing to make
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some sacrifices so long as it is fair and
equitable.

I would simply emphasize that the
plan before us cuts spending in billions
of dollars, considerably more than it
increases revenue.

1 yield back to my friend from South
Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank my distin-
guished colleague. I yield now to my
distinguished colleague from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, I am
at the same basic level with the Sena-
tor from New Mexico and the Senator
from Nebraska, I think I am ready to
proceed with my remarks.

Mr. President, the deficit is the No. 1
economic problem this country faces
today. It is the chief culprit in the un-
typically high interest rates that we
have been experiencing and it threat-
ens to crowd the private sector out of
financial markets, thereby undermin-
ing future economic growth and pros-
perity. If Washington does not take
the deficit seriously, Wall Street does.
Financial markets have been unstable
and nervous since the beginning of the
year, waiting to see what we in Wash-
ington will do.

In many ways, the deficit is a king
pin, which, if knocked down, would
take many problems with it. Reducing
the deficit would certainly result in
lower interest rates which in turn
would favorably affect the exchange
rate and with it our trade deficit. At
home, lower interest rates would en-
courage the capital investment that
we need to modernize our plants and
equipment and realize the productivity
gains necessary to improve our com-
petitiveness at home and abroad.

I think the time to act has now
come. We were elected to represent
our constituents. Mine are telling me
to reduce the deficit. We were also
elected to serve the Nation as a whole.
It is time to take these responsibilities
seriously. The Nation, the economy
will best be served today and in future
years by a serious effort to cut the red
ink.

That is why I support the bipartisan
budget offered by Senators Exon, AN-
DREWS, and HoLrLINGs. According to
CBO estimates, the package will
reduce the deficit by $268 billion over
the next 3 years. That is nearly three
times the reduction offered by the ad-
ministration as a “downpayment.” The
time for downpayments is past. We
need to pay off some of the principal
as well.

Our plan is a fair one—it would
affect virtually all sectors and pro-
grams equitably and responsibly. It
freezes all social and entitlement
spending programs for the next year,
with the exception of those social pro-
grams targeted for the most needy of
our society—SSI, food stamps, health
care, and veterans—which would be al-
lowed to expand to the extent that the
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number of eligible clients increased. 1
believe this is a necessary and impor-
tant feature particularly because of
the rapid increase we have experi-
enced in the past 3 years in the
number of families in poverty.

The plan also takes a responsible ap-
proach to defense. It provides a 4-per-
cent real rate of increase over the next
2 years and 3 percent thereafter for
the rest of the decade. These increases
are high enough to maintain combat
readiness and continue modernization
of our forces. In fact, given the huge
increases for defense already in place,
the DOD budget will have grown at an
average annual rate of 6 percent in
real terms throughout the 1980's. All
together, our plan cuts spending by
$425 billion over the next 5 years.

On the revenue front, substantial
gains are realized by postponing for 5
years the tax bracket indexation. I
have long been opposed to this index-
ation policy because I would rather see
Congress correct the problem of brack-
et creep due to inflation through legis-
lative action rather than an automatic
formula. Most importantly, this allows
a greater degree of flexibility for
coping with difficult economic circum-
stances. The postponement of index-
ation, together with the Senate tax
bill passed last month would raise
total revenues by about $350 billion
over the next 5 years. In total, our
plan would cut the deficit by two-
thirds over that period and by 1989, in-
stead of facing triple-digit budget
shortfalls, the annual deficit would
have fallen to $16 billion.

Mr, President, the budget deficit is a
clear and present danger. It is under-
mining the health of our economy and
the credibility of all of us as elected
leaders. Let us accept our responsibil-
ity and make this bipartisan budget
our choice in dealing with the deficit.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article written by Michael
K. Evans in the March 19, 1984, issue
of Industry Week be printed in the
RECORD.

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

“CrowpING OuT"” IsN'T FAR DOWN THE RoAD
(By Michael K, Evans)

The term “crowding out” has become
somewhat overused in recent economic dis-
cussion. It refers to the situation in which
an increase in interest rates—caused either
by excessive borrowing or insufficient
saving—causes business investment (as a
percent of gross national product) to de-
cline.

Normally, the capital-spending ratio bot-
toms out in the first year of recovery and
then begins to rise again. Either interest
rates fall by then and/or profits, stock
prices, and capacity utilization rise.

The ensuing investment boom is then fi-
nanced—for a while—by an increase in cor-
porate savings and a reduction in the feder-
al government deficit, which by its nature
is—or at least used to be—countercyclical.
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But once government spending begins to
catch up with the increase in tax receipts,
the competition for funds intensifies and in-
terest rates begin to rise again until they
tend to reduce capital spending, housing,
and inventory investment.

Yet, for some reason, there are some
economists who still believe that these basic
suppositions (supported by historical data,
see graph) can be suspended during this
business cycle and that interest rates will
somehow fall in an apparent denial of the
laws of supply and demand.

If anything, rates ought to rise more rap-
idly in this cycle because of two unusual fac-
tors. First, the government deficit will not
decline very much as a proportion of GNP,
certainly much less than normal for the
later stages of a business cycle. There are
several reasons for this. First, personal-
income tax rates will be indexed, starting in
1985. Second, defense spending continues to
rise more rapidly than usual. Third, all the
cuts that can be made in social-welfare pro-
grams have already been accomplished.
Fourth, interest payments are growing so
rapidly that they are more than wiping out
any modest cutbacks in social-welfare pro-
grams. Fifth, the tax base is eroding faster
than ever because most middle-class taxpay-
ers have now been pushed into the 40% to
509 marginal tax bracket. Yet, in spite of
these reasons, we hear nonsensical talk that
the budget-deficit ratio will shrink sharply
in the next few years.

The other unusual factor is the projection
of net foreign investment, which is more or
less the inverse of the net export deficit.
Generally speaking, our net exports are
quite strong during a recession—since the
U.S. economy is usually more depressed
than the rest of the world—but then they
decline as the recovery moves into high
gear. The reduction in net exports trans-
lates into more dollars coming to our shores,
which to a certain extent ameliorates the
credit crunch. However, this time the trade
figures are starting off from a horrendous
deficit, and with the weakening of the
dollar imminent, the trade deficit will
bottom out at its current rate of about $100
billion and then will improve only slightly
in 1985 and 1986. Hence, foreign money will
be fleeing our shores.

The total investment ratio this year is ex-
pected to be about 14.5%, which is about 2.5
percentage points below normal for this
stage of the business cycle. However, 1.5
points of that gap have been temporarily
closed by the influx of foreign funds. The
remaining shortfall is split about evenly be-
tween capital spending and a rather modest
level of 1.756 million housing starts expected
for the year. Hence, crowding out is already
in evidence and will become much worse
when foreign investment declines. But how
far will interest rates have to rise to clear
the market?

It probably takes about a 2-point increase
in the long-term bond rate to reduce the in-
vestment ratio by 1 point. If this is the case,
then the 2-point decline in this ratio we
have predicted by the time of the 1987 re-
cession would be caused by long-term inter-
est rates increasing about 4 points from
their present levels to their peak sometime
in 1986. Thus will crowding out return with
a vengeance.

Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, this
is an interesting situation we find our-
selves in because it seems like there
are two worlds that we live in, one the
world of politics. And I am struck by
how much of the discussion that takes
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place is a concern for interest groups.
Somehow the impression is given that,
if the economy goes to hell in a hand
basket, particular interest groups will
somehow not be affected. That not
only violates any sense of rationality
but, if you think of it in nautical
terms, if you have got a hole in the
floor of a boat, the idea that anybody
is not going to get wet just simply
defies logic.

I was at a conference 2 months ago
in Europe. And the Europeans are
very concerned about the United
States because if our economy slips
back into a recession, they are going to
be affected by that as well.

Their comments basically were along
the lines of the following: That we
have so much going for us in terms of
natural resources, in terms of the edu-
cation base, the high technology
sweep that we see in my State and
others, and why is that the only thing
we lack is leadership on the deficit?

Now, part of that, of course, was ad-
dressed to the President. You remem-
ber the President’s comments about
balancing the budget in 1982 but cer-
tainly by 1983. Well, history will write
the legacy of Ronald Reagan as the
deficit. And if I were Ronald Reagan I
would be terrified by what historians
are going to say. Historians do not
spend their time watching candidates
on television. They have the lamenta-
ble procedures of reading the record.
And the record of Ronald Reagan on
deficits is worse than anyone could
have presumed.

If I had taken my colleagues back to
1972 and I said I am going to ask you a
guestion and I am going to give you
two pieces of information. Piece No. 1:
In 1984, we will have deficits that ap-
proach, and will exceed over time, $200
billion a year. That is information
No.l. Information No. 2: You will have
a Secretary of the Treasury who will
say there is no linkage between high
deficits and high interest rates.

Those are the only two things I will
tell you. Question: Who is the Presi-
dent? George McGovern or Ronald
Reagan?

No one in 1972 would have said
Ronald Reagan. If you said that they
would have tied you up and carried
you off. It was inconceivable that this
person could give us these kind of defi-
cits. And yet, in fact, that has hap-
pend.

We are not going to get any leader-
ship from the White House. So the
question is: Is there another place in
the Government of the United States
where there is leadership? And it
seems to me rather obvious that Sena-
tors HoLrLiNGs, ExoN, and ANDREWS
have demonstrated indeed there is.
The question is now one of, will we
follow?

The Europeans, in their comments
in talking about leadership and cour-
age, had a rather curious reflection
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upon where America has come. The
sacrifice that we have been through to
be the Nation that we are and here we
are talking about deficits that threat-
en our economy and we are caught,
and we are caught in inaction.

What we are talking about on the
Senate floor is a downpayment. It
would be curious to go back and look
at all our campaign literature about
leadership. You know the old expres-
sion, “Tell me where my people are
going so I can lead them.”

Well, in terms of the long-term sur-
vivability and health of our economy,
we only have to do one thing and that
is deal with the deficit. There are
other issues, obviously, that are impor-
tant but they are secondary in my
mind to this issue.

What is so difficult about supporting
the amendment offered by my three
colleagues? First of all, it is the most
dramatic in terms of the impact on the
deficit. Those people who want more
defense, you have 3 percent real
growth in there. There is some sensi-
tivity to the social programs. But over-
all it deals with the deficit. Now what
is so difficult about that? I do not,
frankly, think it is.

And somehow the idea that one is
vulnerable if you vote for this, I would
just suggest the vulnerability is on the
other side. To have run for the Senate
and to be here and to, in essence, walk
away from some very tough votes that
are in the national interest, I do not
think is good politics. And I think that
could be sold.

The final point I would make is that
I intend to support, as well, the bipar-
tisan freeze that Senators KAsSsSEBAUM,
Bipen, Bavucus, and GRASSLEY have in-
troducted. Part of, I must say, my sup-
port of these two is somewhat selfish;
that I am not going to be a Senator
next year and I am going to be out in
the private sector; that I do not have a
Government salary that I can depend
on. So if the economy goes into a de-
cline, I will be one of those people out
there who will be affected by it. So I
have learned, since I decided to retire
in the last 3 months, something about
the frustration of those out in the pri-
vate sector who look to us to do some-
thing as we sit here twiddling our
thumbs.

The final comment I would make is
this. Part of the reason that I think
the Democratic Party is in trouble in
this country—and I have been saying
this for a number of years now—is
that fundamentally the Democratic
Party is very good on issues of justice,
social justice, that kind of thing, and
very good on the issues of war and
peace. When those are the issues
before the country, Democrats gener-
ally prevail. The weakness that we
have is that we, as Democrats, have
never convinced the country we know
how to run the economy; that Demo-
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cats are viewed as people who care less
about how well the economy is doing
and spend all of their time worrying
about how you distribute the golden
eggs. The goose’s health is irrelevant.
There is somehow some kind of tooth-
fairy view that the economy will do
well no matter what happens. And
there is a basic disrespect for Demo-
crats.

You know, the funny thing about it
is, we deserve it, because it is true.

When I was on the House side, I re-
membered that the late Bill Steigers
had an amendment that dealt with the
capital gains tax, reducing it. I voted
against it. Do you know why I voted
against it? Because I was a Democrat.
1 considered the ethic in the House
among my fellow colleagues that this
was probusiness and, therefore, since
it is probusiness we are against it. So I
voted against it. That bill which I did
not support did more for the economy
of my State than anything I did as a
Congressman.

And there is a lot of that still linger-
ing, the notion that concern about eco-
nomic growth is a Republican instinet,
that Democrats are uncomfortable
caring about economics.

I think the reason we are not ahead
of Ronald Reagan in the polls is not
through any great skill of the Presi-
dent. I mean what, for example, would
you say his foreign policy achieve-
ments were? I mean you would really
be hard pressed. Grenada?

Grenada has the same number of
people as Lynn, Mass. If I went into
Lynn and deposed the mayor, do you
think anybody would say it was a
great achievement? They would think
I was crazy. No. The President's major
accomplishment beyond personality
skills is the default of the Democrats
on economics. No one believes when
push comes to shove that Democrats
care about economic growth and will
do the tough things to make things
work. Our colleagues give us a chance.
We should be grateful. If the Demo-
cratic Party were ever to show real
concern—not rhetorical concern—
about the deficit and did something
about it, then I think we would do
very well in November and do very
well in the Novembers that follow
that.

1 feel very strongly about this. The
reason I do can be laid to two matters.

I know this is a terrible thing to
admit, but my father was a conserva-
tive Republican businessman. I should
get this out of my system before I
leave. He thought Spiro Agnew was
just wonderful, and that Richard
Nixon would go down in history as a
great American President. Needless to
say, we had our disagreements at the
time. But the funny thing about my
father was that he was a nice guy. I
grew up believing that you could be a
businessman and still be a decent
human being. That would almost dis-
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qualify me from membership in the
Democratic Party.

The second major reason is that I
grew up in a city in economic decline. I
saw my father’s business get wiped
out. I still live in that city. The fact is
that most of my colleagues have never
really experienced economic hardship,
and feel that economic decline is sort
of an academic issue. If you grew up
the way I did, it is not. So when I look
at my home city that has an unem-
ployment rate of about 5 percent be-
cause of high technology and other
things that were done, I think that is
good. Democrats should be proud of it.
The one thing we can do to sort of
bring that about throughout the coun-
try more than anything else is to deal
with the deficit. I commend my friend
from South Carolina, and my friends
from Nebraska and North Dakota.
They are doing us a real service, and I
hope that we have the commonsense
to support them.

I yield back to the Senator from
South Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President,
before 1 yield to the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Mexico, let me thank
my friend from Massachusetts. He has
made a very dramatic statement.
There is no question that he has ana-
lyzed it. He has voted as a private citi-
zen could, would, and should vote. He
states very candidly that next year he
will be out and working. In that sense
he will be very, very much concerned
about interest rates, unemployment,
and everything else of that kind. He
brings into sharp focus the Achilles
heel of the Democratic Party. I could
not agree more.

I state this advisedly. There is no
one I respect more. I ran on his ticket
in 1968. I was running for reelection
for the U.S. Senate; our friend from
Minnesota, Senator Humphrey was
running for the Presidency. He could
and should have been the President.
We had gotten rid of Richard Nixon.
My friend, Pat Brown, the Governor
of California, had run him out of Cali-
fornia. He had even stated—that is,
Nixon—*“you will not have me to kick
around any more.” That was his public
statement.

We as Democrats recreated that
monster. Senator Humphrey had all
the high ground on arms control. He
started the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency. It was his bill; and,
certainly on feeding, on housing he
knew the problems. He was a city
mayor. On urban renewal he certainly
was respected; education; certainly
with respect to student loans; and ev-
erything else; legal services. He had
the high ground on the social pro-
ETams.

But I was running in a race, in 1968
and I was always having to explain the
problem because my constituents had
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the perception that the Democratic
nominee, Senator Humphrey, was not
going to be able to handle the econo-
my. He was a spender. We reincarnat-
ed that fellow Nixon, and brought him
back to political life. In 1972, standing
right here was our good friend as a
Senator, the Senator from South
Dakota. Again, he had the high
ground on all the social issues but he
was going to mail everybody $1,000. I
told George, “You frighten me.”

Of course, we continued Mr. Nixon.
In 1980, the only question, Senator,
was could the economy stand 4 more
years of 12-percent inflation and 20-
percent interest rates? I was in a State
where my distinguished senior col-
league went around talking about the
movie star, and that we had to have
John Connally. You could not find a
more loyal and leading Republican.
But the Republican Governor, Jim Ed-
wards, and the Republican Senator
STtRoM THURMOND, were running all
over saying you could not have the
movie star. You had to have Connally
who knew how to handle these things.
Why? We Democrats, Senator Tson-
Gas, put Ronald Reagan in the White
House because of the fact which you
mentioned—handling the economy. It
has been true. We had 12-percent in-
flation, 20-percent interest rates. I
know it. I was running for reelection
at that time. We lost the last three out
of four races.

The Senator from Massachusetts is
right on target. I think it would be-
hoove us to get back into the saddle of
Government as a party and as Sena-
tors by showing collectively—that is
why I am delighted to have Republi-
can support for this particular amend-
ment—that we can handle the econo-
my at the national level as leaders
from around the country do as city
mayors, and as State Governors.

James Madison over 200 years ago
foresaw the difficulty of this particu-
lar time. He said Government is none
other than the best reflections of
human nature. If men were angels, a
government would not be necessary.
And if angels governed men, you
would need no controls over the gov-
ernment. So he had the task in formu-
lating a government to be adminis-
tered by man over man, and a govern-
ment with the capacity to control gov-
ernment, and thereafter oblige that
same government to control itself.
That is what we flunked and failed to
do. We are not controlling ourselves,
We did not last year. We did not the
year before. Seemingly, we are not
going to do it next year. We are always
saying let us wait until after the elec-
tion.

I could not thank the Senator from
Massachusetts more for his wisdom
and candor in setting forth the prob-
lem that confronts us.
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I yield now to the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Mexico, a cosponsor of
our amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Mexico is recog-
nized.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
am pleased to speak in support of the
efforts of the Senator from South
Carolina, the Senator from Nebraska,
and other Senators to deal with this
very serious deficit problem. Any at-
tempt to constrain increases in spend-
ing is subject to attack. It is for that
very reason I believe that the job of
controlling these increasing expendi-
tures each year is so difficult for the
Congress and the administration to
come to grips with.

Mr. President, since coming to the
Senate I have been impressed with the
urgency and sincerity with which all
of us express our concerns about the
deficit. Also, I have been impressed
with how we can agree upon the need
for us all to get together to do some-
thing about the deficit. But the prob-
lem is, that is about all we have been
able to agree upon. We spend the rest
of our time trying to score points off
the other party, or playing to various
constituency groups rather than sit-
ting down to hammer out the kind of
compromise that is passable and will
get things done.

We are good at having it both ways.
We all get out and vote against things
we do not think need more money. We
vote for the programs that we do
think need more money. The problem
is, of course, that when the cuts we
vote for do not pass, we do not adjust
our demands for spending elsewhere.

Most of the comments and sugges-
tions that 1 have heard for reducing
the budget play to some absolute solu-
tion which is guaranteed—at least in
this body based on my observation—to
never receive a majority.

The suggestions range from whole-
sale abolition of departments and pro-
grams—suggestion like no more for-
eign aid, abolish the Department of
Energy, abolish the Department of
Education, cut entitlements to the
bone—on the one side, and on the
other side, no increase in defense
spending at all. There are several
problems, at least two major problems,
with these absolute approaches. First,
they do not get us around to solving
the problem; second, we cannot pass
them.

What we have seen in the budget
standoffs of the Reagan years is a
great deal of posturing, with the im-
plicit and sometimes explicit message
being given, “Don’'t worry, we can
solve this budget deficit problem with-
out affecting you. It will come out of
someone else’s taxes, someone else’s
benefits, some one else’s public serv-
ices.” But I think we all know that
does not work.
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The President has not been as suc-
cessful as he would like in rewriting
the last 50 years of American history.
Those on the opposite side of the ar-
gument have had to accept cuts in
social programs, as well as substantial
increases in defense spending. The
fact is that despite the rhetoric, there
is a basic consensus that has appeared
between the Congress and the Presi-
dent on spending. This consensus has
been arrived at through the budget
and the appropriations process.
Through the accumulation of deci-
sions, through the votes cast on indi-
vidual issues, we have decided where
cuts will be made, where we will hold
the line, and where increases will be
allowed. The irony is that the Presi-
dent and the Congress have not been
that far apart in overall spending
levels. Where we have disagreed is in
the mix. But those decisions have been
made and they have been agreed to by
the President.

I believe we need to build on this
hard-won consensus to attack the defi-
cit this year in the only practical way
that we can attack it seriously. This
amendment does that. It imposes a 1-
year freeze on the discretionary spend-
ing levels, with the exception of de-
fense. It imposes a 4-percent increase
on defense spending, an amount which
is dramatically smaller than that pro-
posed by the President.

This is realistic, Mr. President. It is
not ideal, it is not exactly what I
would prefer, but it is realistic in this
Congress this year. It recognizes the
widespread agreement that our de-
fenses need improving. Contrary to po-
litical charges that will be made this
year and for many years, it does not
cut the actual dollar amounts received
by such groups as the elderly, the
needy, the sick. It reflects the agree-
ment in this Congress that these pro-
grams have already suffered substan-
tial reductions and should not bear
any more. Those battles have been
fought over the last few years, and
Congress has decided on its answer,
and we do not need to expend more
energy and time unnecessarily aruging
those issues again.

The Hollings-Exon-Andrews freeze
recognizes that we cannot attack the
structural deficit without dealing with
taxes. The proposal would instruct the
Finance Committee to report meas-
ures which would raise $350 billion in
revenue increases over the next 5
years.

I know, Mr. President, that this is a
proposal that does not draw applause
from anywhere. No one wants to have
their taxes raised. But I have to stress
again that if we do not balance the
burden of deficit reduction as fairly
and as practically as we can in this
Congress, we shall never succeed.

We must agree that if we decide to
expend a certain level of resources to
do the things that we as a people be-
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lieve will make our country safe
abroad and prosperous and compas-
sionate and just at home—and that is
what we all seek—then we should be
willing to pay for the Government we
create.

Mr. President, I do not believe that
our Government spending programs
are perfect. It is not my intention to
forgo my responsibility to make those
programs more efficient and to cut
them where necessary and to support
increases where I believe it is impor-
tant to make investments for the
future such as in the area of educa-
tion. I shall continue to do my best to
see that Americans get the best they
can for their tax dollars. But I believe
we have to get started with deficit re-
duction this year. We have to work
within the political reality that exists
on spending issues. To do otherwise is
to contribute to the delusion that the
deficit can always be cured if only the
other fellow can be made to pay.

Mr. President, in his small book on
the Vietnam war, John Kenneth Gal-
braith had a statement which I believe
is worth repeating. He said in that
book that when all the people agree,
the politicians cannot be far behind. I
believe that statement is appropriate
in this case.

This amendment represents a tough
but honest and fair approach which I
believe the American people would
agree to. This amendment deserves
the support of my colleagues. I urge
them to vote for it.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SeecTER). Who yields time?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
yield now to my distinguished col-
league from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from South Carolina. I
commend him, the Senator from Ne-
braska, the Senator from North
Dakota, and others who have joined
together in offering this bipartisan
proposal.

This is, I think, a truly bipartisan
proposal. It is an American proposal.
As I talk to people in my State, they
send me a very strong message that
they are tired of the partisan bicker-
ing, they are tired of the finger-point-
ing, they are tired of one party trying
to cast blame on another for the defi-
cits, the budget problems we now face.
They are sending us a loud and clear
message. That is, get on with solving
this problem now. Do something to get
these deficits under control before
they destroy the economy of this
country.

I think if there are a few words that
we could take out of the American vo-
cabulary this year they should be the
words, “Wait until after the election.”
None of us was elected to this body or
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to positions of responsibility and
public trust to wait until after some
election to deal with the problems at
hand. There are always some 468
Members of Congress within 2 years of
some election. We need to get on with
solving the problems now. We need to
get deficits under control before it is
too late. Our country is walking on a
high wire without a net underneath it.

We all know what is going to happen
if we do not take substantial action
under the trendline on which we are
now operating. The national debt of
the United States is projected to reach
almost $3 trillion by 1989. Every
Member of this body knows that if we
were to allow the debt to continue to
skyrocket in this fashion, long before
that time, the Government of the
United States would be taking two-
thirds of all the available credit in the
country just to finance this kind of
debt. That would leave only one-third
of the credit or less for everyone else—
the farmer, the small businessperson,
the young couple who want to buy a
home, all of the other people who
need credit. It would set off an auc-
tion, set off a bidding war for that
little bit of credit that would be left. It
would drive interest rates absolutely
through the ceiling.

Already, the stock market is re-
sponding on a daily basis to rumors of
increases in interest rates. The leading
economic indicators are beginning to
slow down. And even now, other sec-
tors of our economy are already
paying a heavy, a disastrous price for
the huge deficits which we are run-
ning.

Because of our high deficits, the
dollar has been overvalued compared
with other currencies in the world. We
have had to allow a massive influx of
foreign investment and foreign dollars
into the United States. Our trade defi-
cit this year will be over $100 billion,
and it is again attributable to the huge
deficits which we are running. There
is not a farmer in the United States
who is not already paying the high
price exacted by these huge deficits as
we have seen our exports plummet
and the value for our agricultural
products fall. It is estimated that over
2 million people in this country have
lost their jobs because of declining ex-
ports brought about by the trade im-
balance which has been caused by
these huge budgetary deficits.

We had testimony before the Fi-
nance Committee just 2 weeks ago
that if the trade imbalance continues
at the current rate, it will take only 30
months to make the United States a
net debtor nation for the first time in
its history. That would mean people in
other countries would own in essence
more of the United States of America
than we would have investments in
the rest of the world. What a tragedy
it would be for a nation with our vast
resources and strengths to be depend-
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ent on the whims of those in other na-
tions with other aims and with other
goals for our economic well-being and
our economic security.

We cannot afford to wait until after
an election. We cannot afford to wait
to deal with the problem while inter-
est rates start back up substantially
under the pressure of Government
borrowing. We cannot afford to have
another year in which we add so much
to the national debt. Every single
American worker would have had to
have saved $2,000 last year and loaned
every penny of it to the Federal Gov-
ernment just to finance what was
added to the national debt last year
alone.

We cannot afford to continue along
that path without courting disaster. I
applaud the bipartisan group of Sena-
tors which has come together to offer
a proposal that asks all Americans to
join together in sacrificing in the
short run to come up with an Ameri-
can solution. This proposal will more
dramatically reduce the deficit over
the next 3 years and over the next 5
years than any other proposal about
which we will have an opportunity to
express our views.

Under this plan, For example, using
the accounting of the administration,
the deficit would be reduced some
$316 billion over the next 3 years com-
pared to only $144 billion under the
administration plan. If we use CBO ac-
counting, the figure for deficit reduc-
tion is $268 billion versus $89 billion
under the administration plan. In §
years we could reduce the deficit $800
billion, bringing this country to the
brink of a balanced budget, if we pass
this bipartisan proposal.

So I say, Mr. President, let us not
wait until after the election to do our
duty. Let us not continue to court eco-
nomic disaster by running deficits that
are going to raise interest rates
through the roof and cripple our econ-
omy, bringing it to a grinding halt. Let
us not continue to run deficits that
devastate the export sector of this
economy; that threaten to make the
United States of America a net debtor
nation for the first time in its history
within the next 3 years. Let us not un-
derestimate the understanding, the in-
telligence, and the patriotism of the
American people. The American
people know that their Government
cannot continue year after year to live
so far beyond its means. The American
people have enough belief in this
country and enough love for their
country to be willing to sacrifice, as
long as that sacrifice is fairly shared,
to get our country back on the right
track again.

We who have been elected to posi-
tions of leadership must not be guilty
of underestimating the intelligence,
understanding, and patriotism of
those who sent us here to do a job.
They sent us, as I have said, Mr. Presi-
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dent, not to wait for some signal from
political leaders, not to wait until after
some election, not to wait until our
own personal political interests have
been met. They sent us here to do a
job. They sent us here to do an Ameri-
can job. This is an American plan and
it ought to be adopted.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
thank our distinguished colleague
from Oklahoma. He has been a tre-
mendous help last year and the year
before and we will keep on plugging to
see if we can bring about a sense of re-
sponsibility.

I now yield to our distinguished col-
league from Arkansas, a cosponsor of
the amendment.

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Senator
from South Carolina for yielding these
few minutes for me to speak on this
measure.

I am one of the 16 Senators, I be-
lieve it was, who supported a similar
amendment the Senator from South
Carolina offered last year. We are
going to do better than that today.
How much better is anybody’s guess.

Mr. President, for the next 3 or 4
days, depending on how long it takes
us to deal with this bill, every person
on this floor is going to speak at some
time or other lamenting the deficit.
Everybody is going to talk about how
terrible the deficits are and what it is
doing to the interest rates, what it is
going to do to our grandchildren, but
the truth is this place is paralyzed
with fear. This is a drastic measure
the Senator from South Carolina is of-
fering. It deals with entitlements. It
deals with indexing. It deals with dis-
cretionary spending. It is not going to
be easy, especially for those who are
up for reelection this fall, to go home
and tell our constituents, particularly
those interest groups, why we support-
ed this amendment. I suspect there
will not be enough votes to pass this
amendment. And what a tragedy.
What a travesty.

I have never known a candidate
since I have been in the Senate—I will
take that back; there may be two or
three—who lost because they demon-
strated some courage in this body. I
have seen politician after politician fi-
nally, ultimately stiffen his spine and
do what had to be done, and then soar
in the polls.

Mr. President, we are in an election
year and the promises are flowing on
both sides. The truth is this deficit is
going to be the issue. These deficits
and the economic apocalypse that is
absolutely certain to come if we do not
deal with it, and the nuclear apoca-
lypse that is going to come if we do
not scale down the arms race, are the
only two issues that can be legitimate-
ly discussed in this fall's campaign.
The only honest promise you or I or
any of the Presidential nominees can
make is that the future holds a lot of
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sacrifice, a lot of burden, a lot of sweat
and a lot of tears. You are not going to
bring under control a trillion-and-a-
half dollar debt or a $2 trillion debt by
lamenting it on the floor of the
Senate.

Yesterday I went down to speak to
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce.
Howarp BAKER, our distinguished ma-
jority leader and a good friend and a
very able man and a fine man, and I
spent 20 minutes each trying to per-
suade them to vote Democrat or Re-
publican this fall. And to tell you the
truth, with that a group I do not fare
too well against Howarp BAKER. But I
tell you, I said to those people, “four
years ago when President Reagan said,
‘Are you better off?’ that was the dy-
namite, litmus test question that cata-
pulted him into the White House and
gave the Republicans control of the
U.S. Senate.” I said, “If 1 were to
repeat the question to that particular
audience today, ‘Are you better off
now than you were 4 years ago?’ there
would be a resounding yes,” because
the economy is red hot, people are
making money as never before. But if
vou were to follow that question up
with a more sobering question: “ ‘Do
you think your children and your
grandchildren are going to have a
better, more secure future as a result
of what has happened in the past 3%
years?” then at least people would
have to pause and reflect on that.” I
said in that speech and I have said in
other places, “If you think you are
going to deal with the deficits without
raising taxes, you are simply saying, ‘I
love the deficits."” If you think you
are going to deal with the deficits by
saying we can continue to increase de-
fense spending 100 percent every 4
years, then you are not serious about
controlling the deficits. If you think
we are going to grow our way out of
this, you are the only economist in the
United States who has said that.

I am not speaking as a partisan
Democrat. I am saying what Milton
Friedman has said. I am saying what
even George Will and William Safire
are saying. I am saying what the Presi-
dent’s chief economist, Marty Feld-
stein, has said. Yes, I am even saying
what the distinguished chairman of
the Finance Committee has said. And
Henry Kaufman, too.

When Henry Kaufman says interest
rates are going up, bonds are sold or
bought by the billions of dollars
worth, based on his predictions. Henry
Kaufman and Paul Volcker say that if
you think you are going to deal with
this deficit by cutting out social spend-
ing—why, if you eliminated every dime
that could remotely be classified as
social spending in the deficit, you still
would have a $60 billion deficit.

I know it is easy to go home and say:
“I would have voted for it, but there is
this little thing in there. I did not
quite know what to do. But I came
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down on this side or that side because
there was this little provision in there.
You have a 62-page bill, and one line
in there really troubled me.” That is
the way we justify our votes back
home.

This amendment postpones index-
ing. There is a good argument to be
made for indexing. 1 have never sup-
ported it. I am sorry the Senator does
not postpone it for 3 years. That is $51
billion. Are we postponing it for 5
years?

Mr. HOLLINGS. As each year goes
by, yes.

Mr. BUMPERS. We will have to deal
with it each year?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Right.

Mr. BUMPERS. I know the statistics
on a 3-year postponement of indexing,
$51 billion.

The other night when we debated in-
dexing, it was brought up by Senator

, and we had figures showing
that the median family of four, under
indexing, over the next 5 years, would
save $1,500 in taxes. But if you reduce
the interest rate in this country by 1
percent—and $51 billion in deficit re-
duction might just do it—the same
family, paying on a home that cost
them $50,000, would save $2,000 in in-
terest on the mortgage.

So just the postponement of index-
ing alone, if it reduces interest rates
by 1 percent, means $500 more to the
average family over the next 4 to 5
years than what they are going to get
out of indexing.

Mr. President, the thing I like best
of all about the Hollings amendment
is that everybody shares. Everybody
assumes a part of the burden. Nobody
is let loose scot-free. If that is not part
of our national character, I do not
know what is.

I have heard RUSSELL LONG say a
thousand times on the floor of the
Senate: “Don’t tax me, don’t tax thee,
tax that man behind the tree.” That is
the reason why our tax code is now to
the point where it has very little popu-
lar support and confidence in America.
People do not really understand a flat
tax rate. All they know is that they do
not like what we have.

So when you are up for election this
fall, here is a chance to tell your
people that you are really serious, that
this is not make believe. Do not worry
about what your opponent is going to
say about you.

That is the reason why we have a
tough time voting around here. Every-
body looks at it and says, “How could
my opponent use that?”’ Here is a
chance to go home and say, “I know
this is true, but I voted for an amend-
ment that shared the burden. The
social security recipients, everybody,
shared in trying to get this country
back on track.”

There is not one Member of the
Senate who does not know we are
going to suffer an economic collapse if
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we do not get control of the deficit. At
a time when we are going through a 7-
percent growth rate, the hottest
growth rate since 1966 or 1962 we still
have a $180 billion deficit. If you
cannot deal with it now, how are you
going to deal with it next year, when
every economist in the country says
the economy is going to turn down?

So here is a chance to vote for your
children and their future. Do not vote
for it just hoping it will be defeated.
Vote for it because you believe in it
and you feel confident in your ability
to go home and explain it to your
folks.

I did not initially oppose the Viet-
nam war. I am ashamed that I did not
turn against it earlier than I did, sit-
ting in a small town in Arkansas,
watching the evening news. We were
confused. We thought democracy was
on the line, freedom all across the
world was on the line.

Do you know when I turned against
it? When my two sons became old
enough that I was going to have to ex-
plain it to them, and I tried to explain
to them why they might have to die in
Vietnam. I could not explain it to
them; and I thought, “If I can't ex-
plain it to them, I'm not for it.” So I
turned against it.

That is one of the reasons why I ran
for the U.S. Senate, I was so despair-
ing of that war. The reason I stay in
politics is that I love the politics of
hope, and I am hoping the U.S. Con-
gress, somehow or other, when the
chips are down, as they are now, will
do the responsible thing, so that the
Members can go home and tell their
children, “Today I did something for
your future.”

I yield the floor.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield myself 2
minutes.

Mr. President, the distinguished
Seantor is right on target. It seems to
me that we would be satisfied to do a
good job, I say to the Senator. I think
of the old school, the distinguished
senior Senator from Mississippi. We
used to get reelected the hard way. We
earned it. You had to do a good job in
the legislature in order to get to Lieu-
tenant Governor. Then, as Lieutenant
Governor, you had to do a good job to
become Governor. Then, you had to
do a good job as Governor in order to
be sent here.

Now that is out the window. You can
forget about doing a good job. That is
not the issue or concern here today.
Were that the case, we would all vote
for this. I think if we had a secret
ballot, we could pass this quickly.

They do not know how to explain it
over there to the President. That is
what is bothering them.

What we have learned is pollster
politicking. What you do in national
office, I say to the Senator from Iowa,
is that you take a poll, find out what
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the issues are, and then the pollster
will say, “Having found that out, iden-
tify, but do not solve.” That is where
you divide voters and begin to lose.

So the favorite gimmick among
Democrats and Republicans, both
sides of the aisle, is, “I am concerned.”
If you ask about deficits, “I am con-
cerned about the deficits.” “I am con-
cerned about Central America.” “I am
concerned about the Mideast.” But do
not go with a plan that will solve the
problem.

I came around and tried to identify,
tried to do something. I showed my
concern. This is a real solution; and as
the Senator indicated, it is a sacrifice.
It is not easy. But it is certainly a de-
sirable one at this particular hour, be-
cause next year, with the interest
rates, the countercyclical funds, food
stamps, and unemployment compensa-
tion beginning to trigger, you cannot
cut those, and then we do not want to
raise taxes.

A minute ago, the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Mexico mentioned $87
billion. He says sure we could do it if
we would get $87 billion in revenues
and new taxes.

That is easy for me. We have listed
these amounts that came from the Fi-
nance Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s 2 minutes have expired.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Let me just yield
whatever time necessary.

How much time do we have remain-
ing?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three
minutes and fifty-four seconds.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I might have to get
some time from my distinguished col-
league here on the other side of the
aisle.

But in a capsule, if we had taken a
10-percent tax cut that we had last
July, less than a year ago, and rein-
stated it, we pick up $183 billion. That
is where we have been losing all the
revenues.

With respect to indexing alone, over
the 5-year period, that is $165 billion,
not just $87 billion. Over 5 years we
lose $165 billion.

I am limited by time. The Senator
from New Mexico talks about cutting
social security. No one is cutting social
security.

The last word to be said on this par-
ticular debate is it is time we in public
office quit treating social security re-
cipients as welfare recipients. They
resent it. They should not be de-
meaned. And they are not entitled to a
cost of living adjustment.

I have been elected three times to
the Senate when they did not even
have COLA’s in 1966, 1968, and 1974.
‘We only started them in 1975.

We did not have COLA’s under the
Great Society. Our friend President
Johnson thought of every way in the
world to spend money, but he never
thought of COLA’s.
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And the recipients have not paid for
a COLA. They have not been taxed for
it.

Right this minute, the other Senator
was saying a moment ago we raised
taxes and we have frozen entitlements.
And we did a third thing. We dipped
into the general revenues to the tune
of $16.9 billion for social security for
this year alone.

We are now making it a means
tested program. The trust capacity has
been destroyed. We are not only
paying out from the general revenues
but we are going to begin next year
taxing social security. And we are
going to change it into welfare then.

I know the senior citizens. I have
gone to them all over this country. As
long as it is a shared sacrifice, they
have children and they have grand-
children, and they will go along so
long as it is a shared sacrifice and we
are not balancing the Federal budget
on their backs, and we are not. We are
not cutting their benefits. We are just
not giving them an increase for 1 year
for their part of the sacrifice. We are
holding up on discretionary spending,
holding up on tax spending, holding
up on defense, and all the rest. They
will do their part, rather than offload
this debt onto their children and
grandchildren.

So is it reducing their entitlements?
No. They are not entitled to it. The av-
erage social security recipient gets all
the money he paid into the trust in 18
months.

So they should be told the truth.
Even with the increased revenues now
they are not paying for it. They are
not entitled to it and they should not
be treated as welfare recipients.

If I have another minute I withhold
that time, and then I will go begging
to the distinguished senior Senator,
the chairman of our Budget Commit-
tee, for additional time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President,
from our side, I say to my good friend
from South Carolina, the only Senator
I know who wishes to speak is Senator
DoLe, after I finish here. He needs
maybe 10 minutes or so. I will get hold
of him and ask him if he can come
down.

I am only going to talk for about 5
minutes and then I will yield another
10 or 15 minutes of my time.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I will be happy to
check with a couple of other Senators
who have not gotten here yet.

Mr. DOMENICI. I will yield to the
Senator. We will probably, combined,
need about 20 minutes.

And we have how much time remain-
ing?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-
six minutes and thirty seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. I think at least 20
minutes, or more, we will yield to the
Senator from South Carolina, I say to
my friend.
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Let me make just two points, and
then leave it in the hands of the
Senate.

To tell the truth, I think I have been
as much for reducing deficits as
anyone. But I can tell the Senate in all
honesty I am not sure that if I were
king of the world here—I told the
story once what my little daughter
told me one morning when I was
trying to get their attention. They
were 6 years old, and I was talking to
them one morning. There was a teach-
ers’ convention so they were home,
and I stayed late and did not come
down here at 7:30 a.m. I was getting
their attention, and one of them
looked back at me and said: “Daddy,
you is no king; you is just a Senator.”

Even if I were king, I am not sure
that I would take, and I did the num-
bers here—if I am wrong, correct me—
I do not know that I would take $71
billion out of the social security to bal-
ance this budget. I am not sure I
would do that. I say that in all hones-
ty. That is for 5 years what this pro-
posal does to a social security plan
that we just finished reforming, that
we just put the taxes on for, that we
are just told in probably 1 more year it
will be solvent for a long time. I am
not sure I would take $71 billion and
say put that on the debt. I do not
know what we want to call that. I
think it is a $71 billion reduction in
social security divided up, as I said
here a while ago. I think it is an $1,800
reduction for an average retired
couple. I think it is a $2,100 reduction
for a disabled worker. But I am not
sure that I would take almost $71 bil-
lion out of an entrusted fund for
which taxes are imposed and say here
today that I know enough about the
next 5 years that I am going to take
that big a chunk of money and apply
it on this debt.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. If I could finish
two points, and then I will be glad to
yield.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is one.

If the Senator wants to do it on 3
years to compare it with whatever else
we are doing, it is almost $32 billion.
Let me round it out. It is $31.9 billion
in social security over 3 years that we
are taking out of the trust fund and
saying even though it is there we are
not going to pay it to these people; we
are going to reduce their benefits. I
am going to round that to $32 billion
over the 3 years.

Let me say medicare I know is in big
trouble, but I am not sure that I know
enough today to reduce by some kind

of freeze on medicare over 5 years at
the rate of $18 billion. I say in all hon-

esty that I do not know that I know
enough about how to straighten up
this fiscal policy to just come along
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and say today for 5 years we are going
to take $18 billion out of medicare by
cutting it or reducing it or whatever
we are talking about here. That is a re-
duction over current law of $18 billion.

I remind the Senate also that is en-
trusted money. I know that by 1992 it
will be in trouble if we do not fix it.
Maybe by 1995 it will be in big trouble.
But I think everyone should know
that is $18 billion reduction in medi-
care. Then we have these other enti-
tlements, the predominant ones being
Federal pensions, both military and ci-
vilian. Those are the principal ones,
and we reduce them by $40.2 billion,
some of which are entrusted, some are
not.

That is for starters on the cut side,
and then over 5 years we would today
by one act, by one vote, we would in-
crease taxes $352 billion; over 3 years,
$132.5 billion. I tell the Senate I am
for multiyear budgets. I have been one
who has argued regularly with the ad-
ministration about looking at 2, 3, 4
years, but I can tell the Senate in all
honesty I am not at all sure if I were
the benevolent dictator that I know
enough about this American economy
to put on $352 billion in new taxes now
in a permanent manner saying we are
just going to fix everything, get rid of
indexing, do these other things, and
we are really going to have a humming
economy. I am just not sure of that.

As a matter of fact, to tell the truth,
I am not going to give my speech here
today. I think I will save it for other
packages. But I do not think this econ-
omy is in such bad shape. As a matter
of fact, I think we have to reduce the
deficit, but I do not have a great anxi-
ety about it that we better do it tomor-
row morning or this world is coming to
an end.

As a matter of fact, we have some
things in pretty good shape that were
in pretty bad shape 4 years ago. We
had inflation at 14 percent; it is now 4
percent. We had interest at 21 percent;
it is now 12.5 or 13 percent. Yes; it has
gone up a little bit, and I am worried
about it. We had a dollar falling off
the table then, and it is now strong.
We had a Defense Department that
did not have enough money to pay its
personnel and they were on food
stamps. We have doubled their pay.
Maybe that is extravagant to some.

Those are four pretty good things
we have done. And we have a deficit
left. There is no question about it. We
should fix it. But I just think to sit
here today and say to the Senate, let
us fix it all right now and let us take
almost $71 billion out of social securi-
ty, when we just had the reform, and
let us take $18 billion out of medicare,
and let us take the other entitlements
and take $40 billion out of that, I
really think when Senators get to
thinking about that we are not going
to do it; but it is not because they do
not have any courage, and it is not be-
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cause they are not fearful of the defi-
cits.

To tell the truth, with all the re-
spect I have for the proponents, I do
not know that the Senate should be
putting on a $485 billion deficit reduc-
tion package in law here today and say
that is going to fix the American econ-
omy.

Mr. ANDREWS. Will my colleague
yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. I have been here
and I did not use much of my time. I
am going to send a message for Sena-
tor DoLE. He wants to speak and we
are going to reserve some time for
him.

But I would be delighted to answer
some questions from the Senator from
North Dakota or my good friend, Sen-
ator HoLLiNGs. I have an appointment
in about 5 minutes, so if you will make
them brief, we will answer them brief.

Mr. ANDREWS. Could I ask my col-
league a question?

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator HOLLINGS
was first.

Mr. HOLLINGS. By way of explain-
ing, because there is really inflamma-
tory language being used, taking the
money from the trust fund, and Sena-
tor knows and I know, that this
amendment does not disturb any
moneys in the social security trust
fund.

Mr. DOMENICI. No; I know that.

Mr. HOLLINGS. It is not taking
money off the trust fund.

Second, I am sending for a copy of it
now, the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana—I will never forget it be-
cause we were both concerned—made
the statement at that particular time,
and I ask the Senator if that was not
correct, that he said over the next 3
years it would cost the general reve-
nue $61 or $62 billion out of the gener-
al revenue for that so-called reform
you are talking about. That is why I
have checked and that is why I have
the accurate figure from the CBO and
the social security trust fund. That is
why I quoted the $16.9 billion this
year, fiscal year 1984; that we are
taking from the general revenues to
put into the trust fund, $16.9 billion.

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Medicare is not
covered in this freeze. You cannot
freeze that right now. You said we
were freezing funds of the medicare. I
will correct that later when you give
me the time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President,
since the Senator from New Mexico
has the floor, let me just correct this. I
do not want to overcorrect, because I
am not suggesting that anybody is
taking social security money and ab-
sconding with it. I am suggesting that
when we wanted to make social securi-
ty solvent and we spoke of raising $40
billion to make it solvent, what did we
hear? “Don’t balance the budget on
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the backs of social security.” And we
needed $40 billion to make it solvent.

Now, all I am telling you is that it is
solvent. And you are taking $71 billion
and saying, “Don’t pay benefits; keep
it in the general fund to reduce this
deficit.”

You are not taking it. It is there. It
is just that they are not going to get
it. You can call it what you like—a cut,
a reduction, an entitlement that is not
going to be realized, whatever you like.
I am merely telling you that this is
how you get the deficit reduced, $70.8
billion out of social security when
nobody is even telling us that it is in-
solvent.

The other big item is $352 billion in
taxes imposed now for the next 5
years. Now, that does reduce deficits, I
say to my friend, if it does not do some
other things along with it. It surely
will reduce the paper deficits as you
read them.

Now, my friend had a gquestion.

Mr. ANDREWS. I do have a gues-
tion, Mr. President. I listened to my
chairman’s remarks with a great deal
of interest. Now, I will admit that
things get awfully cold in North
Dakota, Mr. President, and they are
warm down in New Mexico.

But if I heard my good friend cor-
rectly, I think he said that we were
trying to do this all at once. My gosh,
Mr. President, there is a $181 billion
projected deficit for next year out
there. This rose garden package—and
those blossoms are pretty well wilted
and faded away when we take a look
at that—only cuts $12 billion out of
that deficit. Now, maybe that is move-
ment, but it is surely a turtle.

Now, ours cuts $37 billion. That is no
Kentucky Derby winner. That is not
doing it overnight. That is not doing it
quick. But it is a whale of a lot more
responsible, Mr. President, if you want
ot get this deficit under control or
starting under control in that first
year if you want to impact the interest
rates.

Our farm families. Mr. President,
are not very happy with these interest
rate projections that we see. Our
homebuilders are not very happy.

And, certainly we end up freezing
social security. I would rather not do
that. But we are not cutting anybody.

And if my colleague and good friend
and the chairman has any suggestions
on how you do it and still keep 4 per-
cent for defense and how you do it any
better than we are doing it, and if my
colleague really thinks that reducing a
$180 billion projected deficit by $37
billion is doing it too fast, gosh, that is
kind of smoky mirrors. That is a little
bit “Alice in Wonderland.” I wish we
could do it faster.

So I hope, Mr. President, that my
colleague recognizes the need is there
and the need is now and if we are
going to address that deficit in that
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first year, instead of more promises,
promises, promises in that third out-
year, we are going to have to do some-
thing about it now. And if that is ex-
cessive speed, it is excessive speed. But
I suggest it is not speed, as I say, that
is going to win that Kentucky Derby
this weekend. But at least our turtle is
moving while the Senator's seems to
be pretty well bogged down in sand.
And the goal is to reach that final
point of getting these deficits more
well-defined and under control.

I hope that my colleague and good
friend would join us in that effort to
get these deficits more swiftly under
control.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let
me just suggest two more things, then
I will yield the floor.

First of all, I will argue the package
that the Senator referred to as the
rose garden is not really the issue
here. The issue is not the rose garden
or any others. The issue is your pack-
age, the issue is the Hollings-Andrews-
Exon package referred to as the bipar-
tisan package to reduce the deficits.

I do not know how bipartisan it will
be when we get to vote, but it is bipar-
tisan in its sponsorship at this point
and that is enough to call it that. It
has been called American here today
by those who proposed it. I guess it is.
If we pass it, I think it probably is
American.

But let me repeat, I honestly do not
believe that the U.S. Congress, this
President, this President if reelected,
or one of the other individuals run-
ning to become President, that they
are going to pass a 5-year plan that
takes $70.8 billion out of social securi-
ty with no reform, that just says we
are going to freeze it or cut the
COLA's where there is hardly any-
thing left and we are going to take $70
billion out of that program for senior
Americans that is solvent and the only
reason you would be doing it is be-
cause of the deficit.

I just do not believe anybody is
going to do that. I think we are going
to have to do some major reform in all
these areas. But I think the Senate
ought to know that that is what it is
and they ought to know that on medi-
care it is 18 billion dollars’ worth.

And I do not know how you are re-
forming it. I wish I did know. I do not
know how you can find that kind of
money by just saying we are not going
to pay doctors or hospitals are going
to be frozen for a while. That is a huge
amount of money.

The rest of the entitlements, $40.2
billion over 5 years, and we know how
to do that right now., I just do not
think that is going to happen.

Having said that, I understand my
friend from Missouri would like to
speak. And I would ask the Senator to
hold the floor for the Senator from
New Mexico for a few minutes and
then if Senator DoLE desires to speak,
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we can give the rest of the time back
to those who are the sponsors of the
amendment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, at
the outset let me say that I intend to
vote against the amendment that has
been offered by the Senator from
South Carolina, basically because I
think that it increases taxes more
than I would be willing to increase
taxes—as I understand it, $89 billion—
and also that it would cut defense
spending below what the administra-
tion and the Republican leadership in
the Senate agreed to. My guess is, al-
though I could be educated on this,
that that would be too deep a cut in
defense spending.

But I want to say this to the Senator
from South Carolina: I think what is
happening right now on the floor of
the Senate is a watershed. I think that
it is a very significant occasion because
what we have had is a bipartisan
effort to face up to the serious nature
of the budget deficit and a bipartisan
effort to take on the untouchable in
deficit reduction, and that is the
growth rate of the entitlement pro-
grams.

I do not have a list in front of me of
the cosponsors of this amendment, but
it is my understanding that, in addi-
tion to the Senator from South Caroli-
na, the Senator from Arkansas spoke
on behalf of this amendment, and the
Senator from Oklahoma, Senator
Boren spoke in favor of the amend-
ment.

It has significant and very highly re-
spected Democratic support for the
concept which has been politically poi-
sonous to date; that is, dealing with
the entitlement programs.

Mr. President, I do not know how it
is possible mathematically to get the
deficits under control without doing
something about entitlements. This is
something we in the Congress are
going to have to face up to as quickly
as possible. This year with the fact
that an election is coming, realistically
it is not going to be done until after
the election. But it is going to have to
be done. But I simply want to review
the bidding on the entitlement ques-
tion, because I remember so well 3
years or so ago when President
Reagan suggested doing something
about social security. I can remember
what happended on the floor of the
Senate. I can remember how that pro-
posal was turned into a major political
issue. I can remember the distin-
guished minority leader standing at
his desk talking about Republican ef-
forts to cut social security. I was a can-
didate for reelection in 1982. I am
told—although I do not know—that
the National Education Association
ran a phone bank in one of the con-
gressional districts of our State in
which they said, if you vote for the re-
election of Jack DANFORTH to the
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Senate and GENE TayLOR to the House
of Representatives, you will lose social
security. That is how it was used po-
litically. It was used in a very partisan
way.

I have on my desk a mailing which
was received by one of my constituents
in Kansas City, Mo. This man is a
senior citizen. He is incapacitated. He
suffers Lou Gehrig's disease. He is at
home. He is on a respirator.

It is a long letter from the Speaker
of the House, Tip O’NEILL, and is five
pages long. Then it has a little form to
send in. The form is headed “Cam-
paign To Save Medicare-Medicaid.” It
says on the form,

I want to help stop the Republicans from
gutting critically needed health assistance
programs of older Americans. Only the
Democratic majority in the House of Repre-
sentatives was able to protect and save
social security from Republican attacks.
Now is the time for the same Democratic
majority to stop the Republicans from
taking their budget axes to Medicare and
Medicaid.

Then the letter, which is single
spaced, and five pages long, says,
among other things—I will just read
one paragraph, Mr. President:

* * * right this moment, my Democratic
colleagues and I are in the midst of a crucial
fight to block the Reagan Administration
and New Right Republicans from callously
slashing the benefits and services of what is
literally the life’'s blood of our elderly—Med-
icare and Medicaid.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter from Speaker of
the House O'NEILL, a form letter, be
printed in the ReEcorp at this point.

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

DEear FrienDp, hardly an American could
have missed the enormous battle waged
here in Washington last year to save the
Social Security system. And when Congress
placed this all-important program on a
sound financial foundation for future gen-
erations, headlines and TB reports pro-
claimed “Social Security Saved!”

Well, sad to say, the battle is not yet over.

What millions of Americans do not realize
is that our battle to ensure the health and
economic security of older Americans is only
half-won. Because without adequate health
care insurance, the economic protection
that Social Security provides to millions of
elderly people is hollow and meaningless.

And right this moment, my Democratic
colleagues and I are in the midst of a crucial
fight to block the Reagan Administration
and New Right Republicans from callously
slashing the benefits and services of what is
literally the life's blood of our elderly—Med-
icare and Medicaid.

We are vehemently opposed to their vi-
cious proposed cuts of more than $1 billion
in Medicare and the new cuts of more than
$1 billion in Medicaid. And I am personally
appealing to you to enlist your immediate
help in preventing Medicare and Medicaid
from being gutted. Just as the Democratic-
controlled House prevented the Reagan Ad-
ministration from destroying Social Securi-
ty, we must now save Medicare and Medic-
aid. And I urge you to help us right now, by
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making a contribution to the Democratic
Congressional Campaign Committee's Cam-
paign To Save Medicare/Medicaid.

If you could see some of the letters I re-
ceive from older Americans throughout the
country, I am sure you would be as appalled
as I am with the stories all too many of
them tell.

Here are honest, upstanding citizens, who
have worked hard—many even fought hard
in our nation’s wars—to keep America
strong. They have given this great country
their entire lives, Their only crime is that
they have gotten old and sick.

Some letters cry out how, even under cur-
rent Medicare and Medicaid programs, criti-
cal health needs go untreated . . . an 80-
year-old woman needs eyeglasses, but the
fuel bill is overdue . .. a grandfather needs a
heart operation, but cannot have the oper-
ation and pay his rent.

And with over 30 million people in this
country without any medical insurance, the
frequency of such tragedies is all too
common.

In spite of this, Ronald Reagan and the
New Right Republicans advocate a utopian
kind of self-responsibility. In their country-
club mentality, they seem to think that
every American can somehow find the
money to pay for enormous medical bills,
hospitalization, and physicians’ services.
And in their ruthless attempt to cut to the
bare bones domestic services, they totally
ignore the real facts. The average American
over age 65 has a total gross yearly income
of only $9,700! The Republicans could not
care less that low-income, elderly Americans
are already spending at least 16% of their
annual income on medical care!

If passed, the Republican plan would sub-
stantially increase the financial burden of
medical care for older citizens. Reagan has
proposed over $1.9 billion in cuts to Medi-
care in the 1984 budget. More than 50%
would come out of the pockets of the elder-
ly.

1, for one, am not going to stand by silent-
ly and let the Republicans add intolerable
medical expenses to the budgets of millions
of older Americans already struggling just
to get by. And I don't think you will stand
by either.

That's why I'm writing to ask you to join
with me and the Democrats in our Cam-
paign To Save Medicare/Medicaid.

Medicare was first instituted under Dem-
ocrat Lyndon Johnson in 1967. Medicare
fulfilled the earlier commitment of Franklin
Delano Roosevelt, who founded Social Secu-
rity, to provide the security of guaranteed
medical health care. Tens of thousands of
senior citizens are alive today thanks to ad-
vanced medical technologies, such as kidney
dialysis, provided through Medicare. But
the opportunity for a longer, healthier, and
more satisfying life is being denied to many
other older American because of Reagan's
“get tough™ attitude toward older citizens.

As soon as Ronald Reagan took office, he
attacked Medicare by cutting millions of
dollars in funding and by asking low-income
elderly citizens to pick up the burden of
even heavier medical expenses.

If Reagan gets his way, hospital costs
alone for the average older American would
increase more than 80% in just one year!

Medicaid was first proposed when Demo-
crat John F. Kennedy was president and
later passed into law by Democrat Lyndon
B. Johnson. Medicaid took an enormous
burden from families who were faced with
the need to provide long-term residential
care for elderly parents.
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But once again, President Reagan and his
New Right political allies have taken the
budget axe to Medicaid during the last two
years.

These Republican budget cuts would be as
catastrophic to our nation’s elderly as the
original Reagan proposals to gut Social Se-
curity. And just as we fought off those at-
tacks together, we must now save Medicare/
Medicaid.

Over the years it has been the Democratic
Party that has guarded Social Security,
Medicare, Medicaid, and other -critically
needed programs.

With the health and economic security of
millions of older Americans under attack by
the Reagan Administration, we Democrats
have set as our number one priority the goal
of saving Medicaid and Medicare.

And believe me, there’s a lot at stake for
all of us. Medicare and Medicaid together
account for over $80 billion a year in federal
health care expenditures.

Members of your family have probably al-
ready benefited greatly from these two pro-
grams which pay for a large part of their
hospitalization, their physicians’ fees, and
medical necessities, such as prescription
glasses and wheelchairs.

With so much at stake for all of us, here's
our battle plan for our campaign to save
Medicare/Medicaid.

1. First, the political staff of the Demo-
cratic Congressional Campaign Committee
has started working up strategies to guaran-
tee the election of a Democratic House in
1984 that will stand for, work for, and fight
for strong and improved programs in both
Medicare and Medicaid.

2. Next, Democratic leaders in the House
are scheduling a series of hearings on the
future of Medicare and Medicaid. But we're
also going to appear on radio and TV talk
shows and write editorials for the newspa-
pers. We intend to make the survival and
improvement of Medicare and Medicaid a
top political issue in the 1984 elections.

3. Third, we must bring our battle to save
Medicare/Medicaid into the homes of mil-
lions more Americans like you—people who
care, people who will not turn their backs
on the nation’s elderly.

We must seek their help through letters
like this one asking for their personal sup-
port in making our Campaign To Save Medi-
care/Medicaid one of the very top issues of
the coming campaign. And we must also
urge their financial support to make sure
Democrats are victorious.

Believe me, the ballot box is the most im-
portant weapon we have against those who
would destroy or weaken health care serv-
ices for older Americans.

But to elect and reelect candidates who
will champion the defense of Medicare and
Medicaid will not be easy.

In the 1982 midterm elections, the three
Republican campaign committees outspent
the democratic committees by nearly 8 to 1.
Their spending, in fact, was the largest in
the annals of American politics. And their
immense financial influence threatens to
destroy our two-party system of govern-
ment.

Of course I know we Democrats can never
match them dollar for dollar. The Republi-
can Party has always been and will always
remain the party of wealth and privilege.

But to defend the future of Medicare and
Medicaid on which so many older Americans
critically depend, you and I must close the
money gap. Next November we must be able
to send to Washington more Democrats who
will stand up and fight for health care serv-
ices for older Americans.
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But we face heavy opposition. The Repub-
licans, now in control of both the Senate
and the White House, will spend lavishly to
gain control of the House . . . the last re-
maining govenmental opponent of their cru-
elly indifferent public policy for our older
citizens.

You and I must not turn our backs on mil-
lions of older Americans who have planned
their retirement and their monthly budgets
on their trust in the good faith and commit-
ment of our federal government.

Just as Americans have a legitimate right
to expect their monthly Social Security
checks, so they have an equally legitimate
right to expect that their government will
continue to protect them against the high
costs of hospitalization, surgery, and the
long-term care required after a devastating
illness.

Growing old and getting sick is a natural
part of life. Citizens should not be penalized
and burdened with medical bills beyond
their ability to pay.

But unless we act now, the Republicans
following President Reagan’s lead will pe-
nalize and burden older Americans for the
natural and inevitable results of aging and
illness.

The only way you and I can make sure
that insensitive politicians do not under-
mine or dismantle Medicare and Medicaid is
to elect Democrats who will stand for, work
for, and fight for a strong, secure health
program for older Americans.

We need Democrats in the House of Rep-
resentatives who will place Medicare and
Medicaid at the top of their list of prior-
ities—not at the bottom.

As Speaker of the House, I know from
firsthand experience that the threats to
Medicare and Medicaid are real and immi-
nent!

I urge your help in our Campaign To Save
Medicare/Medicaid.

Your emergency membership contribution
today of $15, $20, $25, or more will help us
expand this campaign and win this fight.

I am doing all I can every day to protect
the health needs of older Americans. But
more help is urgently needed now. Please let
me know that the Democrats in the House
of Representatives can count on your help
in this battle to save and improve Medicare
and Medicaid services and benefits.

Age and illness befall every one of us. And
that's why the stakes are so enormously
high for every one of us.

Sincerely,
THoMAS P. O'NEILL, Jr.,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives.

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I
believe that something has to be done
to check the rising cost of medicare. I
believe that something has to be done
to check the uncontrollable rise in the
entitlement programs; and that with-
out that action, there is no possibility
of having a responsible budget.

Some people say, well, let us cut de-
fense spending. Fine. But no responsi-
ble suggestion on defense spending
would get a deficit below, say, $150 bil-
lion a year.

Anything more than that is wildly
beyond the mainstream of debate on
the subject of the defense budget.
Some people say we should raise taxes.
I am sure we are going to have to do
that. All of us have proposals. Most of
us have proposals which have some in-
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creases in revenue. But there has to be
a limitation, Mr. President, as to what
we can do on the tax side of the
ledger.

What we are going to have to do is
put together a package which will in-
clude something on defense, some-
thing on taxes, and something on the
entitlements. Let us face it. Without
that there is no possibility of having a
responsible budget.

The people of my State believe that
the Congress of the United States is
acting irresponsibly. They are willing
to face up to the necessity of reducing
the size of the deficit provided every-
body is treated fairly. People of all
ages, Madam President, people who
are retired, people who are elderly,
people who are of all ages and all
groups are willing to do their part pro-
vided they are treated fairly.

But I say to the Senate today that
one thing that is going to absolutely
prevent the possibility of responsible
action on the budget, is the question
of the entitlement programs continues
to be demagog for political purposes;
that is if it continues to be made into
such a political issue that nobody can
vote for anything without fear of po-
litical death, then the Congress is
going to be immobilized.

I compliment the Senator from
South Carolina for breaking the ice. It
is statesmanlike. With proposals like
this, I understand why the Senator’s
Presidential campaign may not have
exactly led the parade. While I have
difficulties with the tax and defense
proposals of this proposal, the Senator
from South Carolina has shown the
way in indicating that the politically
poisonous subject of the entitlement
programs can be addressed in a re-
sponsible and bipartisan manner.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
Hawgins). Who yields time? Does the
Senator from Missouri yield time?

Mr. DANFORTH. Madam President,
I am not aware of anyone in opposi-
tion to this amendment who desires to
speak at this time. Senator DoLE, I un-
derstand, is on his way to the floor.

Does the Senator from South Caroli-
na want to speak on his time?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes; I would like to
put some things in the REcorbp, if I am
allowed a minute. I appreciate your
courtesy. I thank the distinguished
Senator for his generous references to
me. I wonder. When we talk about the
cuts in defense, Senator, we are not
cutting defense. This present fiscal
year, right this very minute, we are ex-
periencing a 3-percent real growth
1984 over 1983. If we pass the pay sup-
plemental, we will then have a 3.5-per-
cent real growth for 1984. This par-
ticular bipartisan amendment calls for
a 4-percent real growth of a larger de-
fense budget figure.

In reality, instead of cutting de-
fense—yes; from the President’s re-
quest it is a cut—it is a $24 billion in-
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crease. In a way, it is a little larger
than desired for this particular Sena-
tor. But I was trying to fashion the
amendment to do exactly what you
say, that is, get into the realm of
debate where we were.

The distinguished Senator from
Kansas has a follow-on amendment
where there is an absolute flat freeze
on defense. In other words, it is $24
billion less than this particular amend-
ment,

I thought that unrealistic. I thought
it was unwise with respect to our 3-
percent commitment to NATO. I
thought it was unwise economically,
trying to keep the defense programs
current so we would not have to re-
trench on any particular program.

I ask unanimous consent at this
point to include in the REcorp the
tables that would provide specific de-
tails about the Hollings-Andrews-Exon
bipartisan budget reduction plan and a
talk I recently gave on the topic of
budget freeze. I ask unanimous con-
sent that they be included.

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

DEFICIT REDUCTION PLAN
[By fiscal year, in billions of doliars)

1985 1986 1987 1988

197 ar a5
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Mote: Totals may not add due to rounding.

BIPARTISAN BUDGET FREEZE PROPOSAL
MAJOR POINTS ON NATIONAL DEFENSE
Provides 4 percent annual “Real Growth"
in fiscal year 1985-86 and 3 percent in fiscal
year 1987-89 with CBO economic assump-

tions.
Provides 5.5 percent annual “Real

Growth” in fiscal year 1985-86 and 4.5 per-
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cent in fiscal year 1987-89 with Administra-
tion economic assumptions.

Reduces Congressional Baseline Defense
totals for fiscal year 1985-87 established in
fiscal year 1984 Budget Resolution by $22
billion. Reduces President’s new Defense
totals by $26 billion.

President’s revised Defense totals add $4
billion to Congressional baseline.

Historical defense spending totals:

Annual real growth in total defense
spending, fiscal year 1981-84............
Annual real growth in defense pro-
curement, fiscal year 1981-84...........
Annual real growth in defense R&D,
fiscal year 1981-84... s e 11.9
Holding defense spending to -i peroent. in
fiscal year 1885 would still provide for
annual real growth of 7.7 percent (fiscal
yesrtlﬁal—ss) and meet the NATO commit-
ment.

Bipartisan proposal provides for annual
real growth through fiscal year 1989 of 5.7
percent per year for 1980s under CBO eco-
nomic assumptions.

Bipartisan proposal provides for annual
real growth through fiscal year 1989 of 6.5
percent per year for 1980s under administra-
tion economic assumptions.

8.9
17.2

DEFENSE ALTERNATIVES
[in biions of dolars]

1984 1985 1986

./ Andrews,Exon 4-

Everywhere men cry “freeze” but there is
no freeze. This is to be expected. David
Brinkley recently said, “We have been
spending with abandon for 40 years and
there is no reason to think that Congress
will change this election year.” Perhaps we
could dispel this air of futility if we under-
stood that for years we have maintained a
discipline against “tax and tax and spend
and spend.” Today that discipline has been
broken. We are in serious trouble.

All politicians love tax cuts. For the
twenty year period 1960-1980, we had one
general tax increase. In contrast, we passed
seven tax cuts during the 70's for a revenue
loss of $731 billion. The thrust of Kemp-
Roth supply side was “if you can't beat
them, join them."” If the Democrats insisted
on redistributing the wealth of the country
with niggling tax cuts then the Republicans
would take care of the rich with a 30 per-
cent tax cut. Discipline against large deficits
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had been maintained since World War II.
For the 33 year period between 1947 and
1980, the total cumulative deficit was $465.5
billion. The cumulative deficit for the three
years 1982, 1983 and 1984 amounts to $495
billion. Our trouble didn’t begin 40 years
ago but just now. Each year you run a $200
billion deficit you in essence launch a new
spending program of $20 billion for interest
costs—$20 billion that could be spent for
cancer research, cracks in roads and bridges,
education, etc.—$20 billion for nothing. The
national debt grows, and interest com-
pounds. Today we are spending $3 billion a
week to finance the national debt. Before
long Congress will be meeting and after
taking care of defense, Social Security and
health costs there will be an annual struggle
to raise taxes to finance the national debt.
We won’t be able to provide for anything
else.

The reason there is no freeze is that the
Republicans want to run on the Reagan tax
cuts and hope they can get past the election
before interest rates rise. Democrats, know-
ing that the deficits will cause a rise in in-
terest rates, hope that this will happen
before the election causing the Republicans
to be thrown out of office. One side doesn't
want to see a problem, the other doesn't
want to solve it. Neither side wants to face
the necessary sacrifice and discipline before
the election so both sides engage in the po-
litical charade of “freeze"” plans that identi-
fy with the problem without a solution.

To do the job, the freeze must:

1. Be Bipartisan. The Republicans and
Democrats each have the power to cancel
the other in the Congress today so that any
freeze must be bipartisan;

2. Be Politically Attainable—one that
could pass the House and the Senate;

3. Eliminate the Deficit in 5 Years. Unless
there is a realistic five year plan, the finan-
cial markets will not respond. We must
show that we can control the uncontrolla-
bles and that the Federal budget will be
back in the black in five years,

4. Be Enacted Now—next year is too late.
A freeze today could be impossible later.
When inflation reignites, touching entitle-
ments will be out of the question. If reces-
sion hits, restraining counter cyclical spend-
ing will be impossible.

The Republican freeze increases the defi-
cit instead of cutting it. The House Demo-
cratic freeze maintains the deficit at a $181
billion level and probably higher. The
Senate Democratic freeze maintains the def-
fcit at a $170 billion level. The Kassebaum
freege is only for one year and its total
freeze for defense would require a cut in
readiness and maintenance of the troops.

The Hollings-Andrews-Exon freeze is bi-
partisan and politically attainable in that it
has just been attained. We are saying, “Let's
take this year's budget which was signed
into law just five months ago and live with
it another year.” Is that so difficult? Is that
so different from what most families, busi-
nesses, unions, state and local governments
have had to do during the last four years?
We say NO. We say it's about time Washing-
ton caught up with the rest of the country.
Our proposal will freeze cost-of-living ad-
justments, discretionary spending and civil-
ian pay for one year followed by 3 percent
increases for the next four years. Programs
for the nation's needy—supplementary secu-
rity income, food stamps, Medicare, Medic-
aid—are exempted. Our plan allows a 3 per-
cent real growth in defense. A total freeze is
politically unrealistic—and damaging to de-
fense, The 3 percent maintains the readi-
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ness of our troops and our NATO commit-
ment. Our proposal cuts spending $450 bil-
lion. On the revenue side, our plan provides
$350 billion over 5 years to be raised by a
delay in tax indexing, a stretch-out of build-
ing depreciation from 15 to 20 years, full
basis adjustment for investment tax credits,
a minimum corporate tax and other meas-
ures included in the Finance Committee bill.
The deficit is reduced in five years to $8 bil-
lion.

This bipartisan freeze is severe. But the
economic forces afoot in the Federal budget
are so devastating that it has to be traumat-
ic to get the the job done. A down payment
is just a cop-out. Our plan calls for sacrifice
but it’s a shared sacrifice. We have been on
a spending binge too long. Now is the time
to put America on a diet and give the future
a chance.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Pending the arrival
of Senator DorE in the Chamber, I
might also comment on social security.
The distinguished Senator from Mis-
souri, on the Finance Committee, will
understand that it is not solvent in the
sense that we are now taking from the
general fund this year. Those on the
Finance Committee know we will be
taking again next year.

The so-called reform plan had the
word saying “reform,” but what we did
was to borrow from the general reve-
nue. We ran out of the health care
fund. We had been borrowing from
there. Now we jump the borrowing
over to keep it all going, with the so-
called increases, from the general reve-
nues. Senator LoNc will be on hand in
just a moment. I am trying to jog my
memory. I believe he used the figure
in excess of $60 billion which we would
be borrowing from the general reve-
nues in order to pay social security. So
we are not taking from the trust fund.

One letter was read about medicare.
I agree with the distinguished Senator
from Missouri. We really have dem-
agogged the social security issue all
over the country. I have traveled the
country and everywhere we went dif-
ferent candidates were running for
office who stood for social security
and would save it, and wondered who
really opposed it and were trying to
cut it.

I did not know of any movement on
either side to cut social security.

We do have damagogs. But we do
not cut medicare. We do not cut the
medicare funds.

With that, I see that the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska also
has a small inclusion for the REcCORD
that he also wants to present, if the
Senator will yield. I will yield so the
Senator from Nebraska may proceed.

Mr. DANFORTH. Madam President,
I yield to the Senator from Nebraska.
The only problem I have is that I un-
derstand Senator DoLE may be coming
to the floor and may like to speak.
When he arrives, I hope the Senator
from Nebraska will yield to him.

Mr. EXON. Of course. I thank my
friend from Missouri.
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Madam President, there has been a
lot of talk here today, much of it not
about the merits or demerits of this
bill, but politics.

I say to my friend from Missouri
what I said to my friend from New
Mexico earlier. This Senator does not
play the games that he alluded to in
his campaign. If it was my party that
was behind that, I apologize. It was
not this Senator who played the type
of games that the Senator from New
Mexico indicated were played 2 years
ago on the social security issue.

Concerning the letter that the Sena-
tor read from Tip O'NEILL, I have sev-
eral letters of that general nature by
prominent Republicans, some holding
the highest offices in this land, which
I do not believe would meet the test of
fairness in terms of what the Senator
from Missouri and the Senator from
Nebraska would think was right.

Obviously, the Senator from Missou-
ri was quite touched and probably
hurt by the unfairness of the cam-
paign waged against him.

I would not be surprised if some of
us might not find a like circumstance
coming up this November. I think the
stage was set pretty clearly for that by
the chairman of the Budget Commit-
tee and inadvertently, perhaps, by the
Senator from Missouri.

I would like to say that there has
been some talk here about this terrible
tax increase. I would simply say,
Madam President, that the first 3
years, $137 billion over a 3-year period,
would just about, or a little bit more,
cover the two main increases in our
bill, national defense, which I suppose
we are all interested in, the increase
for national defense, and the increase
in interest on the national debt.

Somewhere along the line those who
support defense must arrange to pay
for it.

A great hue and cry went up on the
other side when the House said we
should have a tax for national defense.
I simply say that the Hollings-Exon-
Andrews bill in the first 3 years, with
the $137 billion figure alluded to by
the chairman of the Budget Commit-
tee, would just about take care of the
increase that our bill allows for na-
tional defense and interest on the na-
tional debt, two things that we cannot
get out of, in the opinion of this Sena-
tor.

I was quite discouraged, Madam
President, to again hear talk by my
good friend, in whom I have great re-
spect, the chairman of the Budget
Committee, talking about attacks on
entitlement programs. There is no
attack on entitlement programs in this
particular bill. We try to treat every-
one equally.

I am quite surprised that the Sena-
tor from Missouri is not with us on
this, because he has been with us on
similar plans that did about the same
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thing as this, only for a shorter period
of time.

I was also quite disappointed,
Madam President, frankly, at the atti-
tude expressed by the chairman of the
Budget Committee about entitlement
programs.

On three or four occasions I have
personally heard the chairman of the
Budget Committee, the Senator from
New Mexico, get on the air—and I
said, “There is a man of courage”—and
say “We are not going to attack the
deficit program until we take a look at
entitlements.” He said that over and
over and over again, until today.
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There is a lot of politics going on, a
lot of politics being played. I see a lot
of smiles on faces of staff members,
who had part and parcel of this. I only
say to you, Madam President, that we
can make political attacks and we can
play politics. But that is not going to
solve the deficit. This is a fair and rea-
sonable proposal. I would hope that
for once we could put partisan politics
and elections aside and do what is
right for this country.

I am disappointed that we are not
getting more support so far from the
other side of the aisle, despite what
the Senator from New Mexico said,
that this is indeed a bipartisan plan.

May 1, 1984

How many votes we will get on the
other side I do not know, because that
side is already locked into the rose
garden patchwork plan that is not
going to do anything.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Will the distin-
guished Senator yield 1 more minute?

Mr. DANFORTH. I yield.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the reve-
nue proposal table be printed in the
REcoRrbD at this point.

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

POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES DEFICIT REDUCTION PLAN—REVENUE PROPOSAL

[in billions of dollars]

1886

estimate]

Pending finance and reconciliation action to date [prefimi

f

Additional revenue requirement, 25 determined by Finance Committee ! ...

3.
3.
36
1

235 4 B6.5

* Possible atternatives include repeal of excess bad debt allowance for banks, increased minimum corporate tax, full basis adjustment for investment tax credit, and other base broadening measures.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President,
what we propose to do is not out of
thin air and not in contradiction to
anything being considered by the Fi-
nance Committee. In order to be real-
istic, we went to the Finance Commit-
tee. We took the pending Finance
Committee Reconciliation Act to date.
Then, unlike the Finance Committee,
since there has been a split in the com-
mittee, we did delay indexing. We
added on the Congressional Budget
Office estimate of improved taxpayer
compliance.

Then we took the different revenue
measures that were suggested by dif-
ferent members of the Finance Com-
mittee and their staffs, namely the
bad debt allowance of banks. Some of
these were to be considered. Not to
hogtie, because we could not, the Fi-
nance Committee, but to consider
some things they had been proposing.
The minimum corporate tax, the full
base adjustment for the investment
tax credit, and all the rest.

When my distinguished colleague
from Kansas, the chairman of the
Committee on Finance (Mr. DOLE)
comes in, I know he might say I am
trying to foresee—he will say, you give
us these billions and billions, and
where are we going to get them from?
These proposals come from the Fi-
nance Committee. We are not taking it
out of whole cloth and giving it an un-
realistic assignment.

Now that the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana is here, I say I shall
never forget his poignant statement at
the time the so-called social security
reform package was adopted. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana

and I voted against it. I believe the
figure used at that time by the Sena-
tor from Louisiana was some $60 bil-
lion over a period of 3 years or 5 years
that was to come out of the general
revenues in order to pay for social se-
curity.

I called the social security office and
the CBO. They both agreed that this
year, 1984, the figure is 16.9 billion.
But cumulatively, was there not some
$60 billion figure, I ask the Senator
from Louisiana, coming from general
revenues in order to pay social securi-
ty?

Mr. LONG. Madam President, I
shall be glad to review the matter and
give a more complete statement on it,
but as I recall it amounts to about $68
billion over the period of 1983 through
1989, over this period, by gimmicks,
tricks, and sleight of hand, about $68
billion of printing press money was
put in the social security fund. It
worked out exactly the same as if you
said, “Let’s simply adjust the figures.
The general fund is $68 billion deeper
in debt, and the social security fund is
richer by $68 billion.”

One device that was used was to put
money in the trust fund before it is
collected. When the Secretary of the
Treasury collects the social security
tax, he puts it in the social security
fund. Rather than have him put it in
the fund when he collects the money,
we said, “Let him estimate how much
that is going to be and put it in in ad-
vance.” By doing that, this social secu-
rity fund gets the money a month
sooner than it would otherwise.

It works out just exactly the same as
if you had simply taken an amount

equal to 1 month's tax payment and
put that in the social security fund,
without having collected the tax.

That one trick picks up about 8 per-
cent of 1 year’s social security tax col-
lection. That is a lot of money, quite a
few billion dollars.

Then there were various other ways
to transfer general fund money to the
social security fund. For example, we
have been paying benefits based on
World War II military service even
though they did not pay social securi-
ty tax. Previously, we just charged the
general fund for the cost of the bene-
fits. Last year we changed this to pay
the money into the Treasury that we
would have collected if we had put the
tax on the servicemen for all those
years before 1956.

Mr. HOLLINGS. There you go.

Mr. LONG. All these devices work
out just exactly the same as if you
were simply ordering that the Treas-
ury print and add to the Federal debt
$68 billion of cash and put that in the
social security fund.

In fact, you do not even have to
print the money; you just put the
number of the balance sheet. But it all
works out the same as if you had
printed the money, put the Govern-
ment $68 billion in debt over a period
of years to help pay for the program.

I shall be glad to provide the Sena-
tor a memo saying in detail what these
various gimmicks were. You can say
that we are paying for the benefits
that have been provided the service-
men in years gone by and things like
that, but what it all amounts to is just
taking the money out of the Federal
Treasury, saying the Government is
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just that much deeper in debt, and
adding it to the social security fund, so
the social security fund is hereby sol-
vent and the Federal Government is
hereby that much deeper in debt.

Mr. HOLLINGS. There you go. We
are deeper in debt.

I appreciate the distinguished Sena-
tor's clarifying that point. The reason
it is significant is that the chairman of
the Budget Committee was talking in
terms that someone would think we
would take $70 billion. Rather than
taking $70 billion from the trust fund,
what we have done is really add it to
the general revenue, $68 billion. We
are not taking anything from the trust
fund by this particular amendment.
That is what frustrated me.

We are cheated by going ahead, for
seeing, as the Senator says, gimmicks.
We have paid farmers already. I hope
they are living because they have the
money and if they do not plant next
year in accordance with the moneys
advanced them this year—this is the
most shameful, or shameless, or what-
ever, Congress I have ever seen. We
are just doling money out to farmers,
social security recipients, $200 billion
generally to the public that we do not
even have and do not seem to be wor-
ried about it.

I can tell the Senator right now, it
just distresses me that, somehow,

somewhere, we cannot get the atten-
tion of the American people.

Mr. LONG. Madam President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes.

Mr. LONG. It falls into the same
category as an item we did in the Fi-
nance Committee some years ago
when the Senator from Louisiana was
chairman. We just ran out of ways to
save money, so we simply said we
would move forward the date on which
a certain payment was due. By moving
that date forward, that meant that
money would be paid in one fiscal year
rather than the other fiscal year. That
improved our situation in the budget
year by several hundred million dol-
lars by just moving that date. That
was not a very honest way to improve
our situation.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I think the Senator
from Missouri is trying to get our at-
tention.

Mr. LONG. If I can just complete
this statement—then the next year,
under Mr. DoLE's leadership, the com-
mittee was again in difficulty. If found
itself hard put for money in the new
budget year so it just moved the date
back where it came from and picked
the money up all over again. One year
you improve your situation by moving
the date forward, and the next year,
you improve your situation by moving
the date back where it came from and
there is quite a bit of that same type
of legerdemain in the social security
bill.
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Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the Sena-
tors from Missouri, New Mexico, and
Louisiana.

May I have the yeas and nays on the
amendment, please Madam President?

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DANFORTH. Madam President,
I should like to point out that it my
understanding of the Hollings amend-
ment that it does alter the proposal
before us in that it cuts defense spend-
ing more than—I would say the in-
crease in defense spending is less than
the Budget Committee’s proposal. In
addition to that, it would raise more
revenue than the proposal that is
before us. But I think that the thing
that is really important to emphasize
is that this proposal, as I understand
it, does have a freeze on medicare.

Mr. HOLLINGS. No; it does not
freeze medicare, Mr. President.

Mr. DANFORTH. It is my under-
standing that within the amendment
itself, under the provision, “Medicare
Freeze,” that is found on page—appar-
ently the pages are not numbered—but
there is a section called Medicare
Freeze.

In addition to that, it is my under-
standing that it does freeze cost-of-
living adjustments for entitlement
programs for 1 year. Then, for an ad-
ditional 2-year period, it places an ad-
ditional cap on the growth. So it does
deal with the entitlement issue.

I think, therefore, that what this
amendment recognizes, although the
numbers are not what I would prefer,
is that a mix is necessary, that some
additional revenues, restraint in de-
fense spending, and doing something
about the entitlements is a mix which
is necessary if we are going to get the
deficit under control.

For that reason, I commend the Sen-
ator from South Carolina, even
though I shall not be voting with him,
for the political courage necessary to
face up to the problem of the entitle-
ment programs and what to do with
them.

(The name of Mr. NuNN was added
as a cosponsor, by unanimous con-
sent.)

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, any
vote to cut the looming Federal budget
deficits facing this country this year
and for future years entails significant
sacrifice. This vote is no different.

The plan offered by the Senator
from South Carolina, Mr. HOLLINGS,
the Senator from North Dakota, Mr.
AnDREwWS, and the Senator from Ne-
braska, Mr. ExonN, is tough medicine.
Given the depth and scope of the cur-
rent deficit dilemma we find ourselves
confronted with, tough medicine is
needed.

This budget plan represents an inte-
gration of two extremely important
concepts which are essential to the
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current debate: First, it is comprehen-
sive from the standpoint that it re-
duces the Federal deficit by some $315
billion over the next 3 years; second, it
embodies the notion of shared sacri-
fice in that everybody is asked to pay
the price for sustained economic
growth for the future.

I voted for the plan only reluctantly
due to the nature of the social spend-
ing constraints contained within. In
particular I refer to the l-year freeze
on social security cost-of-living adjust-
ments. While the freeze is not an
actual cut, it does represent holding
the line on these adjustments for 1
year. The Government's commitment
to the elderly is one of the most pro-
found commitments we have to make.
It is my belief, however, that had the
Hollings-Andrews-Exon plan been
adopted, we would have secured a
stable economic growth path which
would have fully protected the fiscal
integrity of the social security trust
funds.

It must also be remembered that the
budget reconciliation we are consider-
ing would only be binding for 1 year,
and given encouraging economic per-
formance we would have the opportu-
nity to revisit these actions next year.

In summary, I felt that the drastic
nature of the economic problems
facing the Nation warranted drastic
action, and drastic action now, not
after the November elections. This
vote in no way reflects a change in un-
wavering commitment to the security
of one of the Nation'’s most valuable
resources; our elderly citizens.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I
commend the Senator from South
Carolina for his work on deficit reduc-
tion. I agree with the basic thrust of
his amendment, which calls for very
substantial deficit reduction through a
program of shared sacrifice. I agree
that we must take action or else we
risk generating higher interest rates
which will cut short economic recov-
ery. For my State of Michigan, stalling
out the recovery would mean having
the unemployment rate stay at a pla-
teau of 11 percent, which is a higher
rate than was reached nationwide
during the depth of the recession. We
cannot permit this to happen.

However, my general agreement
with the approach of the Hollings
amendment does not include its provi-
sion which would freeze for 1 year the
COLA’s for social security recipients
and others who are receiving Federal
retirement benefits. This provision
represents asking many of those who
are most in need to take too large and
sudden a step in the march toward
deficit reduction. Due to the parlia-
mentary situation, it was impossible to
amend the Hollings plan prior to its
being voted on. However, I have con-
sulted with the Parliamentarian and
was advised that if the Hollings plan is
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adopted, then it would be possible to
amend it. I have informed the Senator
from South Carolina that I would at
that point seek to offer an amendment
to modify the 1-year COLA freeze. If
this amendment to the Hollings plan
were not adopted, then I would not
support the Hollings plan on final pas-

sage.

Deficit reduction is essential. So is
being fair. I shall continue to work
during this debate to achieve both of
these goals.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I
cannot support this amendment, much
as the Senator from Kansas would like
to cut the deficit by $314 billion. We
have to live in the real world, and
there is just no reality behind these
numbers. The Hollings budget raises
taxes by more than is possible or desir-
able and asks us to vote for a COLA
freeze that is sure to be vetoed by his
own party in the House. Moreover, Mr.
President, the centerpieces of this
budget—repealing indexing and freez-
ing COLA’s—have already been reject-
ed or have received little support this
year.

The Hollings budget claims to
reduce baseline deficits by $314 billion
over the next 4 years, including $135
in tax increases, $172 in spending cuts,
and $36 billion in interest savings.

The amendment would raise $135
billion in taxes by: First, accepting the
Finance Committee package of $48 bil-
lion; second, delaying indexing 5
years—$54 billion; third, imposing a 10
percent withholding on independent
contractors and on royalty payments;
and forth, an unspecified increase of
$23 billion by issuing the Finance
Committee a reconciliation instruc-
tion.

Delaying indexing 5 years is tanta-
mount to repeal. We have fought this
battle before; a short time ago, a simi-
lar indexing delay was defeated by a
vote of 38-57. Yet, this failed amend-
ment is the centerpiece of this budget.

It is interesting that Senator Hor-
LiNgs would offer an extension of
withholding. We could have used his
support in the vote on withholding
last year but the Senator from South
Carolina opposed the Dole compro-
mise on withholding.

This amendment accepts the Fi-
nance Committee package on reve-
nues; yet a similar-tax reform, base-
broadening package of 2 years ago,
TEFRA, was opposed by the Senator
from South Carolina.

Then there is the unspecified tax in-
crease of $23 billion. Apparently the
sponsors of this amendment ran out of
ideas, so they are laying it on the Fi-
nance Committee. This is another
demonstration of the unreality of the
budget. The Senator from Kansas, as
chairman of the Finance Committee,
would have liked to raise another $23
billion, but $48 billion was as high as
we could go. I dare say that the Sena-
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tor from South Carolina would oppose
many of the provisions necessary to
raise another $23 billion. If he has
some ideas, I would suggest he spell
them out instead of passing the buck
to the Finance Committee.

This budget lacks credibility. Of
$137 billion in revenue, $77 billion
come from delaying indexing and an
unspecified tax increase. Neither is
going to happen.

Neither is the freeze on entitlements
going to happen, not until it is en-
dorsed by T1p O'NEILL.

The Hollings-Exon-Andrews budget
would yield $7.3 billion in savings in
medicare by freezing hospital pay-
ments; but our finance committee bill
gives more than that, $10.4 billion, in
fact. And we believe that we have done
so in a more efficient and equitable
fashion.

This amendment would reduce social
security spending by $28 billion over
the next 3 years, or a reduction of
$1,850 for an average retired couple
over this period.

When you strip away the items on
the Senator’s wish list, you are left
with the Republican leadership
budget. This underscores why I am
supporting the leadership budget—it is
not perfect, but it is the best that is
going to happen this year.

Plans that make larger savings
sound great, but they make those sav-
ings by either raising taxes substan-
tially more than $48 billion, freezing
entitlements, or making deep cuts in
defense. None of these is in the cards
this year.

Madam President, the Republican
leadership budget is the only realistic
possibility this year. If it is defeated,
the likelihood is that there will be no
deficit reduction in 1984.

Madam President, is there 1 minute
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute remains.

Mr. DOLE. Again, I commend every-
body who wants to reduce the deficit. I
think it is great to make these speech-
es on the floor, but when you go into
the committee of jurisdiction to get
the votes, they are not there.

The House had a little freeze—it was
not even frozen, a semifrozen proposi-
tion. It got 108 votes. That is con-
trolled by the Democrats.

There is not going to be any freeze
passed by the Congress. We are walk-
ing into a trap, the House just waiting
for us to vote a big freeze over here.
Then they say, ‘“Ha, ha, there they go
again.”

So if you want to defer indexing for
5 years, who is going to lose? Seventy-
eight percent of the tax increase for
deferring indexing would fall on tax-
payers earning less than $50,000 per
year. Twenty-two percent of the cost
of the repeal of indexing would fall on
taxpayers earning more than $50,000.
I hope next year we can continue this
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bipartisan spirit. This year let us go
ahead and pass something that we can
get support for on both sides. I hope
we will defeat this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time has expired. The yeas and nays
have been ordered. The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. DUREN-
BERGER) and the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. MURKOWSKI), are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Minneso-
ta (Mr. DURENBERGER), would vote
"Day-"

Mr. CRANSTON. 1 announce that
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. DixoN),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
HarT), and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) are necessari-
ly absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. DixonN) would vote “yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber who wish to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 38,
nays 57, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 84 Leg.]
YEAS—38

Hollings
Inouye
Johnston
Kassebaum

Andrews
Bentsen
Biden
Bingaman
Boren
Bumpers
Burdick
Chiles Stafford
Cohen Stennis
Dodd Tsongas
Eagleton Melcher Weicker
Exon Mitchell Zorinsky
Grassley Nickles

NAYS-—57

Garn
Glenn
Goldwater
Gorton
Hatch
Hatfield
Hawkins
Hecht
Heflin
Heinz
Helms
Huddleston
Humphrey
Jepsen
Kasten
Lautenberg
Laxalt

Nunn
Pressler
Proxmire
Pryor
Quayle
Sasser

Specter

Metzenbaum
Moynihan
Packwood
Pell

Percy
Randolph
Riegle
Roth
Rudman
Sarbanes
Simpson
Stevens
Symms
Thurmond
Tower
Trible
Wallop
Lugar Warner
Mattingly Wilson

NOT VOTING—5

Dixon Hart Murkowski
Durenberger Eennedy

So Mr. HoLLings' amendment (No.
3041) was rejected.

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

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Abdnor
Armstrong
Baker
Baucus
Boschwitz
Bradley
Byrd
Chafee
Cochran
Cranston
D’Amato
Danforth
DeConcini
Denton
Dole
Domenici
East
Evans
Ford
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
majority leader is recognized.

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I do
not know what is going to happen
next, and until I can find out, we
cannot go out.

I do not know how to proceed except
with a quorum call, but let me warn
Senators that we have not necessarily
had our last vote. I hope we can work
something out, but it is not yet done.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am
happy to report that the authors
of the Kassebaum-Grassley-Biden-
Baucus amendment have said that
they will offer that amendment to-
night. In exchange, I have assured
them that we will not proceed beyond
the point of simply offering it, and
making it the pending question.

As soon as it is offered, reported, and
made the pending question, it will be
the intention of the leadership of this
side to put us in a brief period for
morning business, and to go out
promptly. Based on that, and with
great gratitude, I wish to announce
that there will be no more RECORD
votes today.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF POSITION ON AMENDMENT

NO. 3034

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I wish
to announce that I was necessarily
absent yesterday during the rollcall
vote on amendment No. 3034. Had I
been present, I would have voted
“nay,” and I ask that this be made a
part of the permanent record.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am ad-
vised that the Kassebaum, et al.,
amendment is on its way to the floor
to be introduced. It is not yet here.

To conserve time, I ask unanimous
consent that it may be in order to pro-
ceed with morning business with cer-
tain routine matters not past 6:30
p.m., with no limitation as to time so
that the minority leader and I may
speak.

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

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the ma-
terial that I am about to cover appears
to have been cleared on both sides for

action by unanimous consent. Let me
g0 through it now and state the re-
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quests for the minority leader and
other Senators.

ORDER TO PLACE HOUSE JOINT
RESOLUTION 537 ON THE CAL-
ENDAR

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that once the
Senate receives from the House, House
Joint Resolution 537, a joint resolu-
tion designating the Brigantine and
Barnegat units of the National Wild-
life Refuge System as the Edwin B.
Forsythe National Wildlife Refuge, it
be placed on the calendar.

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

ORDER TO PLACE HOUSE CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION 275 ON
THE CALENDAR

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that once the
Senate receives from the House, House
Concurrent Resolution 275, to com-
mend Colombia for drug enforcement,
it be placed on the calendar.

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

ORDER FOR STAR PRINT OF
REPORT NO. 98-400

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Report No.
98-400 to accompany S. 2582 be star
printed to reflect the following
changes which I send to the desk.

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

CRITICAL AGRICULTURAL
MATERIALS ACT

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if the
minority leader has no objection, I ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate
calendar order No. 262.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R, 2733) to extend and improve
the existing program of research, develop-
ment, and demonstration in the production
and manufacture of guayule rubber, and to
broaden such program to include other criti-
cal agricultural materials.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection to the immediate con-
sideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill which
had been reported from the Commit-
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry with an amendment.

On page 11, after line 20, insert:

TARGET PRICES AND EXPORT INITIATIVES

Sec. 16. (a) This section may be cited as
the “Target Prices and Export Initiatives
Act of 1983".

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of
sections 10TB(bX1X(C), 105B(b)}1X0),

103(g}3XB), and 101(iX2XC) of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949, the Secretary of Agricul-
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ture may prescribe that the established
price for the 1984 or 1985 crop of wheat,
corn, upland cotton, or rice shall be such
price as the Secretary determines to be ap-
propriate, but in no case shall the price be
less than the minimum established price for
the 1983 crop of the commodity.

(c) Effective for each of the fiscal years
ending September 30, 1984, and September
30, 1985, the Secretary of Agriculture shall
use not less than $300,000,000 of funds of
the Commodity Credit Corporation for
export activities authorized to be carried
out by the Secretary or by the Commodity
Credit Corporation under the provisions of
law in effect on the date of enactment of
this section, notwithstanding the fact that
the activity may not be included in the
budget program of the Commodity Credit
Corporation. The Secretary shall carry out
the program authorized by this section
through the Commedity Credit Corpora-
tion. The authority provided in this section
shall be in addition to, and not in place of,
any authority granted to the Secretary or
the Commodity Credit Corporation under
any other provision of law.

(d) Section 4(d) of the Food for Peace Act
of 1966 is amended by—

(1) striking out the second sentence of
paragraph (3);

(2) amending the second sentence of para-
graph (4) to read as follows: “All funds re-
ceived by the Corporation in payment for
credit extended by the Corporation (A)
under the provisions of the Target Prices
and Export Initiatives Act of 1983 and sec-
tion 135 of the Omnibus Budget Reconcilia-
tion Act of 1982, and (B) using the revolving
fund, including interest or other receipts on
investments and credit obligations, in fi-
nancing export sales of the types specified
in paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be
added to and become a part of such revolv-
ing fund.";

(3) striking out *1982" in the third sen-
tence of paragraph (5) and inserting in lieu
thereof “1985";

(;) striking out paragraphs (6) and (B);
an

(5) redesignating paragraph (7) as para-
graph (6).

COTTON

Sec. 17. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, in order to acquire a sufficient
amount of upland cotton to carry out the
payment-in-kind program established by the
Secretary of Agriculture for the 1983 crop
of upland cotton, the Secretary shall solicit
bids from cotton producers, without specify-
ing any limit on the amount of the bids, for
sale to the Commodity Credit Corporation
of cotton pledged by such producers as secu-
rity for nonrecourse loans made under sec-
tion 103(g)1l) of the Agricultural Act of
1949 (7 U.S.C. 1444(g)X(1)). Until sufficient
cotton to carry out the payment-in-kind
program for the 1983 crop of upland cotton
is acquired under this procedure, or until a
reasonable bid period opportunity has been
determined and made available by the Sec-
retary, but in no event less than two weeks,
no bid shall be rejected unless it exceeds the
amount (on a percentage basis) of the high-
est bid received and accepted by the Secre-
tary under the same procedure for feed
grains. The Secretary shall give any produc-
er who has previously submitted a bid the
opportunity to nullify such bid if the pro-
ducer agrees to submit another bid under
the terms of this section.

The title to be amended so as to
read: “An Act to improve research and
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development in the production and
manufacture of guayule rubber and to
broaden the program to include other
critical agricultural materials, to pro-
vide discretion to the Secretary of Ag-
riculture in the establishment of
target prices, to extend agricultural
export initiatives, and to provide
equity in the payment-in-kind pro-
gram for certain producers of upland
cotton”,

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Crit-
ical Agricultural Materials Act of 1983,
H.R. 2733, extends for 5 years the au-
thorization for appropriations for ex-
isting programs of research, develop-
ment, and demonstration in the pro-
duction and manufacture of guayule—
pronounced why-you-lee, and broadens
program authority to include other
nontraditional agricultural materials
as well. This bill continues the promo-
tion of the development and commer-
cialization of a domestic natural
rubber based on the cultivation of gua-

e.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a summary of H.R. 2733 be
printed in the Recorp at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. HELMS. I urge the support of
H.R. 2733 since it provides the impetus
to develop the capability for the
United States to produce native latex
and reduce the 100-percent dependen-
cy we have for natural rubber. The
natural rubber supply for this country
comes totally from foreign sources.
Presently the United States imports
annually 800,000 metric tons of natu-
ral rubber at a cost exceeding one-half
billion dollars per year.

Mr. President, Federal involvement
in guayule research has spanned the
last two decades. Guayule was pro-
duced in California during World War
II when foreign supplies of natural
rubber were cut off. However, produc-
tion ended once foreign rubber again
became available. During the Korean
war, cultivation programs began in
Texas, but were ended after the war.

Increased efforts in this area were
renewed in 1978 when Congress passed
th Native Latex Commercialization
and Economic Development Act of
1978. My distinguished colleague, Sen-
ator DomeNnIct of New Mexico, took a
leadership role in this effort and I
commend his efforts to establish a na-
tional policy for the development and
demonstration of economically feasi-
ble means of culturing and manufac-
turing guayule for the extraction of
natural rubber.

However, Mr. President, the full ca-
pacity of the program has never been
reached and the United States still re-
mains totally dependent on foreign
sources of natural rubbers. H.R. 2733
will send the message from Congress
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that we intend to see this dependency
reduced.

Most of the natural latex produced
in the world comes from tropical
plants which are not suitable for
growth in the United States. Yet gua-
yule, which is a member of the sun-
flower family and native to North
America, produces significant amounts
of natural rubber, and its development
could introduce a domestic source for
natural rubber. Research on the com-
mercial development of guayule sug-
gests that the United States may be
able to produce 30 percent of its do-
mestic rubber needs from guayule.
This legislation furthers this endeav-

or.

In addition, Mr. President, H.R. 2733
broadens program authority to include
other nontraditional agricultural ma-
terials. We have the potential to devel-
op new uses for many ancient crops
which hold commercial promise as re-
newable sources of critical materials.
Plants such as meadow foam, crambe,
buffalo gourd, gopher weed, and
jojoba—pronounce ho-ho-bah—are but
a few known to produce feedstocks, in-
dustrial hydrocarbons, plastics, fertil-
izers, and lubricants.

Furthermore, modern technology
and continuing research are opening
new doors that will allow us to
produce more and better food and
fiber products. It is interesting to note
that just a few decades ago soybeans
and sunflowers were considered non-
traditional crops. Thinking ahead, it
may be, for instance, that concentrat-
ed protein from the tobacco plant may
be the wonder food of the next decade.

Mr. President, private capital invest-
ment cannot be expected until it can
be shown that such crops can be
grown profitably. The future in this
area is encouraging, and we have yet
to reach our full capacity. For exam-
ple, the commercial development of
guayule could encourage growth of
jobs and small industries in our South-
west. Similar activity with other
plants can provide these opportunities
nationwide.

Research in both the public and pri-
vate sectors is appropriate for develop-
ing guayule into a viable crop to
supply an alternative natural rubber
source for this Nation. Public support
should be directed toward basic genet-
ic materials, disease and general pest
resistance, improved cultural prac-
tices, and providing information on
seed production practices, harvesting,
and storage procedures.

The private sector can engage in ap-
plied and developmental guayule re-
search to improve large-scale planting
and harvesting techniques, new stor-
age technology, processing, and ulti-
mately the commercialization of gua-
yule as a finished natural rubber prod-
uct.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to include as part of the REcorbp,
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two letters that were received in sup-
port of H.R. 2733. These letters are
very encouraging and provide insight
on this new frontier in agricultural re-
search and development. I am con-
vinced that with proper research, pro-
duction data, and feasibility studies,
private industry can and should be en-
couraged to pursue new uses for an-
cient crops, and new crops as well, that
are found to have a promising future.

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

(See exhibit 2,)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I urge
adoption of H.R. 2733. This bill will
continue efforts to develop farming
systems which conserve our resources,
develop new crops and new uses for ex-
isting crops, and better agriculture-re-
lated research and development pro-
grams. Additionally, H.R. 2733 can fa-
vorably contribute to our national
economy and security, our national de-
fense, and our foreign trade balance.

ExHIBIT 1

Summary: H.R. 2733, CRITICAL
AGRICULTURAL MATERIALS ACT

H.R. 2733, A bill to extend and improve
the existing program of research, develop-
ment, and demonstration in the production
and manufacture of guayule rubber, and to
broaden such program to include other criti-
cal agricultural materials.

The Purpose of this bill is to extend for
five years the Native Latex Commercializa-
tion and Economic Development Act of 1978
(Public Law 95-592). The measure broadens
our guayule research and development pro-
gram to one of a more generic nature that
will include other agricultural crops that
have the potential for producing materials
of strategic or industrial importance.

Major Provisions of H.R. 2733:

Extends for five years the Native Latex
Commercialization and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1978;

Authorizes appropriations on an annually
graduating scale totaling $50 million. Of
this amount USDA will receive $32.5 million
and the Department of Commerce will re-
ceive $17.5 million;

Establishes the Department of Agricul-
ture as the lead agency to carry out provi-
sions of the Act;

Establishes within USDA an Office of
Critical Agricultural Materials, which will
coordinate research activities on mnative
latex and other agricultural crops that bear
strategic and industrial materials;

Calls for the acceleration of genetic re-
search, large-scale plantings, and develop-
ment of pilot and commerical size extrac-
tion facilities for native latex from guayule;

Broadens the guayule research and devel-
opment program to include other critical ag-
ricultural materials that would be of strate-
gic and industrial importance to the United
States; and

Expands the membership of the Joint
Commission that coordinates activities in
this area to include the Department of De-
fense, the Department of State, and the
Federal Emergency Management Agency.
The Secretary of USDA will chair the Joint
Commission.
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EXHIBIT 2
BoTtaNIicAL RESOURCES,
October 12, 1983.
Hon. JEssE HELMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR HELMS: In discussions of
glamorous new technologies there is a tend-
ency to overlook that agriculture is our
country's most productive technology. As
such it deserves its proportionate share of
stimulation and scientific support.

New cash crops are needed for the United
States. With food crop overproduction there
is now much unused fertile land, and with it
come highly skilled farmers eager to devel-
op the new cash crops. If the crop has an
existing market and a critical end use but is
totally imported from unstable growing re-
gions, then domestic production simulta-
neously serves national security, creates
jobs and returns money to the United States
rather than a foreign economy.

Pyrethrin is a natural insecticide extract-
ed from pyrethrum flowers and is the safest
insecticide. It is classified a strategic and
critical material by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency and is to be stockpiled
because the United States is completely de-
pendent on foreign sources of supply. How-
ever, we recently formed Botanical Re-
sources to begin producing pyrethrin domes-
tically.

Enclosed is a copy of a letter recently sent
to Dr. Wheaton at the USDA along with
other information detailing the importance
of pyrethrin. But briefly here is what can be
said about pyrethrin: It is a non-synthetic,
non-petroleum based, non-persistent, renew-
able natural material extracted from daisy-
like flowers, having FDA/EPA food toler-
ance and safety towards humans, animals
and the environment; after centuries of use
it is definitely established that it does not
cause cancer, birth defects or cellular muta-
tions. In these days of dioxin, toxic waste
dumps, improperly tested synthetic pesti-
cides, etc., there will be much popular sup-
port for such a benign alternative.

The manufacture of pyrethrum extract
has such commercial potential that it can be
privately financed. But the most important
and most expensive step of the project is to
develop the agriculture; that is, to show
that U.S. farmers can make money growing
pyrethrum, that they can grow it more effi-
ciently than anywhere else, Botanical Re-
sources has spent about $75,000 with nurser-
ies, farmers and the universities to get the
project started, and we would at least like to
see our funds matched by state and federal
agencies.

Developing the agriculture of a new crop
is what the USDA and agricultural universi-
ties have done so successfully in the past.
Earlier this year the House passed by a wide
margin a $50 million Critical Agricultural
Materials Act (summary enclosed) which
will provide funding to the USDA and other
agencies to develop crops such as pyre-
thrum. The bill is now with your agriculture
Committee and we urgently request your
support for its passage into law in its pure
form. It is a very efficient use of federal
money for stimulating the creation of new
U.S. industry. We will be grateful for any
help you can provide.

Sincerely,
MARC S1Ms,
President.
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE,
Riverside, Calif.,, June 7, 1983.

GEORGE S. DUNLOP,

Chief of Staff, U.S. Senate, Committee on
Agriculture, Nulrition, and Forestry,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. DunLor: Dean Irwin Sherman
has asked me to respond to your letter of
May 25, 1983.

The major objective of agricultural re-
search has been the development of tech-
nology for producing more and better food
on our better agricultural lands. In recent
years, however, a new frontier in agricultur-
al research and development has emerged:
the development of technology for the pro-
duction of energy related, renewable re-
sources, in our extensive semiarid regions of
the Southwest.

Non-traditional plants such as jojoba, gua-
yule, mesquite, latex plants, tepary bean,
salt bush, fast growing tree species, and
meadowfoam have been suggested as poten-
tial crops for the semiarid regions. It is im-
plied that private industry would engage in
the development of large scale commercial
plantings of the above plants. Investment of
private capital in such ventures could not be
expected, however, until it can be shown
that these new crops could be grown profit-
ably. This is a role for state and federal gov-
ernments. To accomplish this, pilot size
(100-200 acre) plantings need to be estab-
lished for each crop to generate well docu-
mented production data which could be
used for the preparation of sound feasibility
studies. Once this was done private industry
could be encouraged to pursue those crops
that would be found to have a promising
future.

To take jojoba as an example, consider-
able information has been gathered on how
to grow this plant commercially. Also,
sources of superior germplasm have been
identified. This germplasm could be trans-
ferred into a pilot plantation for evaluation
and further improvement. At the same time
large scale experiments and demonstrations
could be established to develop information
on optimum cultural and management prac-
tices that should be used for it, in terms of
irrigation, fertilization, weed control, popu-
lation density, disease and pest control, me-
chanical harvesting, companion crops, ete.
Additional research could look into the utili-
zation of these crops and their by-products,
the expected demand for them, the price
range at which they could be sold, and the
degree to which they could contribute to
our national economy. A similar approach
could be used with each of the other poten-
tial crops mentioned. It should be pointed
out that crops such as the above would not
only develop economic activity and job op-
portunities in semiarid areas which are eco-
nomically depressed, but also provide mate-
rials of considerable significance to our na-
tional defense and foreign trade.

Sincerely,
Lewis G. WEATHERS,
Associate Dean, Research.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
the provisions of H.R. 2733, as passed
by the House of Representatives, are
important to the Nation’s program for
research to promote self-sufficiency in
critical materials, and I am pleased
that the bill has been cleared for con-
sideration by the Senate.

H.R. 2733, as reported by the com-
mittee last June, contained controver-
sial provisions concerning the wheat,
feed grain, upland cotton, and rice
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programs. The issues relating to those
programs have been resolved in the
conference report on H.R. 4072, which
passed the Senate on April 2. The
President approved the legislation on
Tuesday, April 10. That action clears
the way for consideration, at this time,
of the critical agricultural materials
portion of this legislation, which is the
same in the House-passed bill and the
bill, as reported by the Agriculture
Committee.

HR. 2733 will amend the Native
Latex Commercialization and Econom-
ic Development Act of 1978 to
strengthen the existing program of re-
search, development, and demonstra-
tion in the production of guayule
rubber. In addition, other critical ma-
terials will be included in the program.

As world demand for rubber expands
and the price of synthetic rubber con-
tinues to rise, there has been renewed
interest in the use of guayule as a do-
mestic source of natural rubber.

The United States is wholly depend-
ent on foreign sources for natural
rubber, including all strategic and
military stockpile requirements. The
successful commercialization of
quayule in the United States will
enable us to break this dependence on
foreign production of rubber.

The 1978 act established a national
policy for the development and dem-
onstration of economically feasible
means of culturing and manufacturing
guayule for the extraction of natural
rubber. In addition, the 1978 act au-
thorized development of other hydro-
carbon-containing plants to produce
raw materials for industrial use.

H.R. 2733 will redesignate the 1978
act as the “Critical Agricultural Mate-
rials Act” and expand it to require re-
search and development into the use
of any native agricultural material
having critical strategic or industrial
importance.

Also, the Secretary of Agriculture
would be required to construct a devel-
opmental rubber processing facility
for the extraction and production of
test quantities of guayule natural
rubber and to establish an office of
critical agricultural materials within
the Department of Agriculture. The
bill authorizes appropriations of funds
to carry out the critical materials pro-
gram through 1988.

I urge the Senate to approve the
House-passed bill.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am au-
thorized by the chairman of the com-
mitee to ask that the amendment to
the bill and the amendment to the
title be withdrawn. Does it require
unanimous consent, Mr. President,
under those circumstances?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
chairman of the committee has au-
thority to approve that request.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am not
sure that I agree with that interpreta-
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tion of the Chair. For future refer-
ence, it may be that the matter should
be addressed again. At the moment, I
will not raise the issue.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the committee reported
amendment and the amendment to
the title, at the request of the chair-
man of the committee, be withdrawn.

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

The bill is before the Senate and
open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be offered, the question
is on the third reading and passage of
the bill.

The bill (H.R. 2733) was ordered to a
third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, that
completes the action I had to raise for
wrapup, as we call it. May I inquire of
the minority leader if he has anything
further?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I do not.

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 11:02 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bill, without amend-
ment;:

8. 2597. An act to authorize the awarding
of special congressional gold medals to the
daughter of Harry S Truman, to Lady Bird
Johnson, and to Elie Wiesel.

The message also announced that
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
WriGHT) has signed the following en-
rolled bills and joint resolution:

S. 2460. An act to designate a Federal
building in Augusta, Maine, as the “Edmund
8. Muskie Federal Building";

S. 2461. An act to designate a Federal
building in Bangor, Maine, as the *‘Margaret
Chase Smith Federal Building”; and

S.J. Res. 136. Joint resolution to recognize
“Volunteer PFirefighters Recognition Day"”
as a tribute to the bravery and self-sacrifice
of our volunteer firefighters.

The enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tion were subsequently signed by the
President pro tempore (Mr. THUR-
MOND).

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate report-
ed that on today, May 1, 1984, he had
presented to the President of the
United States the following enrolled
bills and joint resolution:

8. 2460. An act to designate a Federal
building in Augusta, Maine, as the “Edmund
S. Muskie Federal Building"';

S. 2461. An act to designate a Federal
building in Bangor, Maine, as the “Margaret
Chase Smith Federal Building"”; and

8.J. Res. 136. Joint resolution to recognize
“Volunteer Firefighters Recognition Day”
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as a tribute to the bravery and self-sacrifice
of our volunteer firefighters.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and
documents, which were referred as in-
dicated:

EC-3116. A communication from the Di-
rector of the DOD Office of Dependents
Schools transmitting, pursuant to law, the
Annual Test Report for 1983-84 for overseas
dependents’ schools; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-3117. A communication from the Di-
rector of the Administrative Office of the
U.8. Courts transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on applications for delays of notice
and customer challenges under the Right to
Financial Privacy Act; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-3118. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the Master Meter Gas Opera-
tors report; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-3119. A communication from the
Comptroller General of the United States
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual
report on activities of the Office of Person-
nel Management and the Merit Systems
Protection Board; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

EC-3120. A communication from the
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Commerce
for Administration transmitting, pursuant
to law, the Department's annual Freedom of
Information report; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

EC-3121. A communication from the Di-
rector of the Administrative Office of the
U.S. Courts transmitting, pursuant to law,
the annual report on applications for court
orders to permit the interception of wire or
oral communications during 1983; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-3122. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Veterans Administration
transmitting, pursuant to law, recommenda-
tions for equitable relief in certain cases of
reliance on erroneous determinations; to the
Committee on Veterans Affairs.

EC-3123. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Agriculture transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend the Food
Stamp Act of 1977; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-3124. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Interna-
tional Security Policy transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report on the technology trans-
fer control program; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-3125. A communication from the
Acting Director of the Defense Security As-
sistance Agency transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the matter of the wounding
on April 3, 1984 of the Administrative Su-
pervisor for the Joint U.S. Military Aid
Group in Greece by unknown assailants; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-3126. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower
and Reserve Affairs transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to authorize forfeiture
of accrued leave by certain members of the
uniformed services discharged prior to serv-
ing satisfactorily on active duty for 6
months; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.
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EC-3127. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower,
Installations, and Logistics transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report on the adequacy
of pay and allowances of the Armed Forces,
to the Committee on Armed Services.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. McCLURE, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, with
amendments and an amendment to the title:

S. 1868. A bill to add $17,996,558 to the
budget ceiling for new acquisitions at Sleep-
ing Bear Dunes National Lakeshore (Rept.
No. 98-419).

S. 2095. A bill to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act by designating the Wild-
cat River for study as a National Wild and
Scenic River (Rept. No. 98-420).

By Mr. ANDREWS, from the Select Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs, with an amend-
ment:

S. 1224. A bill to provide for the disposi-
tion of certain undistributed judgment
funds awarded the Creek Nation (Rept. No.
98-421).

By Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, without
amendment:

S. Res. 384. An original resolution relating
to the purchase of calendars (Rept. No. 98-
422).

S. Res. 375. An original resolution author-
izing the printing of the prayers by the Rev-
erend Richard C. Halverson, D.D., as Chap-
lain of the Senate during the Ninety-sev-
enth Congress.

S. Res. 376. An original resolution author-
izing the printing of the prayers by the Rev-
erend Richard C. Halverson, D.D., as Chap-
lain of the Senate during the Ninety-eighth
Congress.

S. Res. 377. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Carol Jeffery Toliver; Norman
Lee Toliver; Marvin Lewis Toliver; Cather-
ine Amelia Henderson; Ruth Louise Toliver;
Mary Etta Samuel; Phyllis Jean Pelham;
Alvin Windell Toliver; Grace Ann Toliver.

S. Res. 378. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Ruth M. Firshein.

S. Res. 379. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Eric Swanson and Kristan
Booth.

S. Res. 380. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Patsy L. Funk.

S. Res. 381. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Walter M. Stickell.

S. Res. 382. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Laura Dudley Page.

S. Res. 383. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Daniel T. Foley; Maureen C.
Canny; Eileen P. Twigg.

By Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, without
amendment:

S. Con. Res. 107. A concurrent resolution
authorizing the rotunda of the Capitol to be
used from May 25, 1984, through May 28,
1984, for the unknown American of the
Vietnam era to lie in state.

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:
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By Mr. McCLURE (by request):

S. 2610. A bill to amend the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. McCLURE (by request).

S. 2611. A bill to entitle certain United
States citizens and nationals domiciled in
Guam, American Samoa, or the Northern
Mariana Islands and citizens of the North-
ern Mariana Islands to document vessels
under the laws of the United States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. GORTON (for himself, Mr.
Packwoop, Mr. HoLLiNgs, Mr.
HEeFLIN, and Mr. LAUTENBERG):

S. 2612. A bill to authorize appropriations
for the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration for research and development,
space flight, control and data communica-
tions, construction of facilities, and research
and program management, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation,

By Mr. HEINZ:

S. 2613. A bill to suspend the duties on cir-
cular knitting machines designed for sweat-
er strip or garment length knitting until the
close of December 31, 1989; to the Commit-
tee on Finance.

By Mr. ANDREWS (for himself and
Mr. HATFIELD):

8. 2614. A bill to amend the Indian Fi-
nancing Act of 1974; to the Select Commit-
tee on Indian Affairs.

By Mrs. HAWKINS (for herself, Mr.
HatcH, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. MarT-
SUNAGA):

S. 2615. A bill to revise and extend pro-
grams conducted by the National Institute
on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism and the
National Institute on Drug Abuse, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Labor
and Human Resources.

By Mr. DENTON (for himself, Mr.
HarcH, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. EasT, Mr.
KENNEDY, and Mr. EAGLETON):

5. 2616. A bill to extend the Adolescent
Family Life Demonstration Program; to the
Committee on Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr.
JEPSEN, Mr. BoscawiTz, Mrs. Haw-
KINS, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. BOREN,
Mr. CoHEN, and Mr. HEINZ):

8. 2617. A bill to amend the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 and the National Lunch Act
to reauthorize the special supplemental
food program and other child nutrition pro-
grams, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry

"By Mr. DANFORTH (for himself, Mr.

LAUTENBERG, Mr. HEINz, and Mr.
BRADLEY):

8. 2618. A bill to amend the Trade Act of
1974 to promote expansion of international
trade in telecommunications products, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. McCLURE (by request):

S.J. Res. 286. A joint resolution to approve
the “Compact of Free Association”, and for
other purposes; to the Commitiee on

Energy and Natural Resources.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. MATHIAS, from the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration:
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5. Res. 375. An original resolution author-
izing the printing of the prayers by the Rev-
erend Richard C. Halverson, D.D., as Chap-
lain of the Senate during the Ninety sev-
enth Congress; placed on the calendar.

S. Res. 376. An original resolution author-
izing the printing of the prayers by the Rev-
erend Richard C. Halverson, D.D., as Chap-
lain of the Senate during the Ninety-eighth
Congress; placed on the calendar.

8. Res. 377. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Carol Jeffery Toliver; Norman
Lee Toliver; Marvin Lewis Toliver; Cather-
ine Amelia Henderson; Ruth Louise Toliver;
Mary Etta Samuel; Phyllis Jean Pelham;
Alvin Windell Toliver; Grace Ann Toliver;
placed on the calendar.

S. Res. 378. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Ruth M. Firshein; placed on the
calendar.

S. Res. 379. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Eric Swanson and Kristan
Booth; placed on the calendar.

S. Res. 380. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Patsy L. Funk; placed on the cal-
endar.

S. Res. 381. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Walter M. Stickell; placed on the
calendar.

8. Res. 382. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Laura Dudley page; placed on
the calendar.

S. Res. 383. An original resolution to pay a
gratuity to Daniel T. Foley; Maureen C.
Canny; Eileen P. Twigg; placed on the calen-
dar.

S. Res. 384. An original resolution relating
to the purchase of calendars; placed on the
calendar.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. McCLURE (by request):

S. 2610. A bill to amend the Land
and Water Conservation Fund Act of
1965; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND ACT

AMENDMENTS
® Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, at
the request of the administration, I
send to the desk for appropriate refer-
ence a bill to amend the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965.

Mr. President, this draft legislation
was submitted and recommended by
the Department of the Interior, and I
ask unanimous consent that the bill,
and the executive communication
which accompanied the proposal from
the Assistant Secretary of the Interior
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rials was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrbD, as follows:

S. 2610

Be il enacled by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of
1965 (16 U.S.C. 460 1-4), as amended, is fur-
ther amended by striking out section 9 in its
entirety and renumbering succeeding sec-
tions accordingly.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., March 16, 1984.
Hon. GEoRGE BUsH,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. PReESIDENT: There is enclosed a
draft bill, “To amend the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act of 1965.”

We recommended that the draft bill be in-
troduced, referred to the appropriate com-
mittee for consideration, and enacted.

The President’s budget for fiscal year 1985
proposes the repeal of certain authority
contained in the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund Act of 1965 to enter into con-
tracts for land acquisition in advance of ap-
propriations for that purpose. This author-
ity, section 9 of the Act as amended, has
only been used twice—in 1969 and 1970. Fur-
ther, the Congress now appropriates Feder-
al land acquisition funds for recreation pur-
poses on the basis of specific projects that
are considered individually by the Appro-
priations Committees. Accordingly, we be-
lieve the advance contracting authority
should be repealed. The draft bill would
strike section 9 from the Act and renumber
succeeding sections accordingly.

The Office of Management and Budget
has advised that this legislative proposal is
in accord with the program of the Presi-
dent.

Sincerely,
G. RAY ARNETT,
Assistant Secretary.e

By Mr. McCLURE (by request):

S. 2611. A bill to entitle certain U.S.
citizens and nationals domiciled in
Guam, American Samoa, or the North-
ern Mariana Islands and citizens of
the Northern Mariana Islands to docu-
ment vessels under the laws of the
United States, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

DOCUMENTATION OF CERTAIN VESSELS UNDER

THE LAWS OF THE UNITED STATES
® Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, at
the request of the administration, I
send to the desk for appropriate refer-
ence a bill to entitle certain U.S. citi-
zens and nationals domiciled in Guam,
American Samoa, or the Northern
Mariana Islands and citizens of the
Northern Mariana Islands to docu-
ment vessels under the laws of the
United States, and for other purposes.

Mr. President, this draft legislation
was submitted and recommended by
the Department of the Interior, and I
ask unanimous consent that the bill,
and the executive communication
which accompanied the proposal from
the Assistant Secretary of the Interi-
or, be printed in the RECORD.

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

8. 2611

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

SeEcTION 1. DECLARATION OF POLICY AND
Purproske. It is hereby declared to be the
policy of Congress and the purpose of this
Act to further the economic development of
Guam, American Samoa and the Northern
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Mariana Islands by promoting the develop-
ment of an indigenous local fishing indus-
try. Recognizing the economic needs of
these islands and the impracticability of—

(1) requiring the use of United States-
built hulls for fishing and the coastwise
transportation of fisheries products in these
locations;

(2) limiting by statute the documentation
of vessels to citizens of the United States;

and

(3) requiring United States citizenship for
the operation of vessels in an area in which,
due to the great distance from the United
States, the cost of processing, transporting,
and maintaining United States-built vessels
is prohibitive, and in which many persons,
although not citizens of the United States,
owe permanent allegiance to the United
States or will become citizens in the near
future;

it is declared the intent of Congress to pro-
vide for limiting exceptions to the require-
ments of the use of United States-built hulls
for fishing and coastwise transportation of
fisheries products in those locations, and of
United States citizenship for the documen-
tation and operation of vessels.

SEec. 2. DeFiniTiONS. For purposes of this
Act, the term—

(1) “national of the United States” has
the meaning given it in section 101(aX(22)XB)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1101(a)X22XB));

(2) *“citizen of the Northern Marina Is-
lands"” means an individual citizen of the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands who is
exclusively domiciled in the Northern Mari-
ana Islands within the meaning of section
1005(e) of the Covenant to Establish a Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands in Political Union with the United
States of America (90 Stat. 278);

(3) “domicile” means that place where a
person maintains a residence with the inten-
tion of continuing such residence for an un-
limited or indefinite period, and to which
such person, when absent, even for an ex-
tended period, has the intention of return-
ing; and

(4) “fishing” includes—

(A) all activities defined as fishing in sec-
tion 3(10) of the Magnuson Fishery Conser-
vation and Management Act (16 U.S.C.
1802(10)); and

(B) all activities included in the definition
of fisheries in section 102(2) of the Vessel
Documentation Act of 1980 (94 Stat. 3453).

Sec. 3. VessELS ELIGIBLE FOR DOCUMENTA-
TION. Any vessel of at least five net tons
that is not registered under the laws of a
foreign country is eligible for documenta-
tion under this Act if it is owned by—

(1) an individual who is a citizen or nation-
al of the United States domiciled in Guam,
American Samoa, or the Northern Mariana
Islands, or a citizen of the Northern Mari-
ana Islands;

(2) an association, trust, joint venture, or
other entity capable of holding title to a
vessel under the laws of the United States
or of Guam, American Samoa, or the North-
ern Mariana Islands, all the members of
which are citizens or nationals of the United
States domiciled in Guam, American Samoa,
or the Northern Mariana Islands, or citizens
of the Northern Mariana Islands;

(3) a partnership whose general partners
are citizens or nationals of the United
States domiciled in Guam, American Samoa,
or the Northern Mariana Islands, or citizens
of the Northern Mariana Islands, and the
controlling interest in the partnership is
owned by citizens or nationals of the United
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States domiciled in Guam, American Samoa,
or the Northern Mariana Islands, or citizens
of the Northern Mariana Islands;

(4) a corporation created under the laws
of the United States, Guam, American
Sm:nf oa, or the Northern Mariana Islands
s

(A) the controlling interest is owned by
citizens or nationals of the United States
domiciled in Guam, American Samoa, or the
Northern Mariana Islands, or by citizens of
the Northern Mariana Islands;

(B) its president or other chief executive
officer and the chairman of its board of di-
rectors are citizens or nationals of the
United States domiciled in Guam, American
Samoa, or the Northern Mariana Islands, or
are citizens of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands and

(C) no more of its directors than a minori-
ty of the number necessary to constitute a
quorum are other than citizens or nationals
of the United States domiciled in Guam,
American Samoa, or the Northern Mariana
Islands, or citizens of the Northern Mariana
Islands; or

(5) the government of Guam, American
Samoa, or the Northern Mariana Islands.

Sec. 4. FISHING AND COASTWISE TRADE BY
Foreren-BuiLt VEssELs. Foreign-built ves-
sels documented under this Act are entitled
to engage in—

(1) fishing within the territorial sea and
fishery conservation =zone adjacent to
Guam, American Samoa, and the Northern
Mariana Islands in accordance with applica-
ble United States laws; and

(2) coastwise trade of fisheries products in
and among Guam, American Samoa, and
the Northern Mariana Islands.

Sec. 5. CITIZENSHIP FOR PURPOSES RELATED
TO THE OPERATION OF DOCUMENTED VESSELS.
Nationals of the United States domiciled in
Guam, American Samoa, or the Northern
Mariana Islands and citizens of the North-
ern Mariana Islands shall be considered citi-
zens of the United States for all citizenship
requirements related to the operation of
vessels documented under this Act while the
vessel is engaged in the activities described
in section 4 of this Act.

Sec. 6. EFFect oF TERMINATION OF TRUST-
EESHIP. Upon the effective date of the termi-
nation of the Trusteeship Agreement over
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
with respect to the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, section 2(2) of this Act and all refer-
ences to the Northern Mariana Islands con-
tained in this Act shall cease to be effective.

Sec. 7. EFFECT ON THE LAWS APPLICABLE TO
THE NORTHERN MARIANA IsLanDs. Nothing in
this Act shall be deemed to render applica-
ble to the Northern Mariana Islands the
coastwise laws of the United States or any
prohibition in the laws of the United States
against foreign vessels landing fish or unfin-
ished fish products in the United States.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 1. This section declares it the pur-
pose of the Act to further the economic de-
velopment of Guam, American Samoa, and
the Northern Mariana Islands by allowing,
in those jurisdictions, limited exceptions to
the requirements that only United States-
built vessels be used for the fishing and
coastwise fisheries trade.

Section 2. This section contains defini-
tions. The term “fishing" includes fishing
activities as defined by both section 3(10) of
the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1802(10))
(MFCMA) and by section 102(2) of the
Vessel Documentation Act (46 TU.S.C.
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65)(VDA). The term has been defined to in-
clude both definitions of fishing in order to
make the range of included fishing activities
as broad as possible. For instance, sole use
of the definition of “fishing” contained in
the MFCMA would mean that the subject
vessels could not be used for the tuna fish-
ery, since tuna is a highly migratory species
and not included within the scope of the
MFCMA definition. Since the tuna fishery
is one of the richest in the waters surround-
ing these jurisdictions, such an omission
would undercut the intent of the legislation.

Section 3. This section is patterned after
section 104 of the VDA (46 U.S.C. 65b) and
describes the vessels eligible for documenta-
tion under this Act. It permits documenta-
tion of vessels over five net tons owned by
United States citizens or nationals domiciled
in Guam, American Samoa, or the Northern
Mariana Islands, or citizens of the Northern
Mariana Islands; by associations, trusts, or
joint ventures comprised of these citizens or
nationals; by partnerships and corporations
under their control; and by their govern-
ments.

Section 4. This section provides that any
foreign-built vessel documented under this
Act is allowed to engage in fishing, as de-
fined in section 2, within the territorial sea
and fishery conservation zone adjacent to
Guam, American Samoa, and the Northern
Mariana Islands. These vessels may also
engage in the coastwise trade of fisheries
products in and among these jurisdictions.
The latter provision is intended to dispel
confusion as to whether transportation in
and among the jurisdictions is coastwise
trade. It confers a clear entitlement to
transport fisheries products regardless of
whether that activity is characterized as
coastwise trading. It should be emphasized
that this entitlement is restricted in scope
and does not contemplate the use of these
vessels in unlimited coastwise trading.

Section 5. This section provides that
United States nationals domiciled in Guam,
American Samoa, or the Northern Mariana
Islands and citizens of the Northern Mari-
ana Islands are considered United States
citizens for purposes of satisfying all citizen-
ship requirements related to the operation
of vessels documented under this Act.

Section 6. This section provides that refer-
ence to “citizens of the Northern Mariana
Islands" will cease to be effective upon ter-
mination of the Trusteeship Agreement
over the Trust Territory.

Section 7. This section draws from the
language of the Covenant with the North-
ern Mariana Islands to state that nothing in
this legislation overrules the provisions in
the Covenant concerning the non-applicabil-
ity of either the coastwise laws of the
United States to the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, or the prohibitions against foreign
vessels landing fish in the United States.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., March 22, 1984.
Hon. GEORGE BuUsH,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. PresipENT: There is enclosed a
draft bill, “To entitle certain United States
citizens and nationals domiclled in Guam,
American Samoa, or the Northern Mariana
Islands and citizens of the Northern Mari-
ana Islands to document vessels under the
laws of the United States, and for other pur-
poses."”
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We recommend that the draft bill be in-
troduced, referred to the appropriate com-
mittee for consideration, and enacted.

This proposal is intended to increase the
economic vitality of Guam, American
Samoa, and the Northern Mariana Islands
by removing a number of statutory impedi-
ments currently blocking development of an
indigenous fishing industry in these juris-
dictions. The statutory relief contemplated
by this proposal would consist of a narrow
exception to the vessel documentation,
vessel manning and fisheries laws.

This proposal would entitle domiciliaries
of Guam, American Samoa, and the North-
ern Mariana Islands who are also citizens or
nationals of the United States or citizens of
the Northern Mariana Islands to register
vessels under United States vessel documen-
tation laws. The Vessel Documentation Act
(94 Stat. 3453) (VDA) currently restricts
vessel documentation to those vessels
wholly owned by United States citizens.
Since the availability of preferred mortgage
financing hinges on a vessel being docu-
mented as a “vessel of the United States,”
inability to document vessels under United
States law is a significant handicap to pro-
curing and financing the larger vessels nec-
essary to a viable fishing industry.

In addition, the definition of United
States citizens found in the VDA excludes
citizens of American Samoa. This proposal
would create a legal entitlement to United
States vessel documentation for this cur-
rently excluded group, at the same time as
the privilege of documenting foreign-built
vessels is conferred on all of the Pacific ter-
ritorial groups.

This proposal would also create a limited
exception to existing statutory restrictions
on the activities in which a foreign-built
United States registered vessel may engage.
One of these restrictions, found in the Mag-
nuson Fishery Conservation and Manage-
ment Act (90 Stat. 331) (MFCMA), allows
only United States-built vessels to be docu-
mented as vessels of the United States eligi-
ble to be employed in commercial fishing ac-
tivities in the fishery conservation zone
without a permit. The other restriction,
found in the VDA, also requires, as a gener-
al rule, that a vessel be United States-built
in order to obtain a fishery license entitling
the vessel to fish within the fishery conser-
vation zone created by the MFCMA. In
these remote Western Pacific areas, United
States-built vessels are prohibitively expen-
sive to buy, transport and maintain. Conse-
quently, the fisheries resources of these
areas are either underutilized or principally
benefit foreigners who fish these areas. This
legislation would permit qualifying entities
to document foreign-built vessels for use in
fishing activities in the territorial sea or the
fishery conservation zone adjacent to the
territorial sea surrounding Guam, American
Samoa, and the Northern Mariana Islands.
It would also allow foreign-built vessels doc-
umented under this proposal to engage in
the coastwise trade of fisheries products in
and among these jurisdictions only.

Finally, this proposal would provide that
nationals of the United States domiciled in
Guam, American Samoa, or the Northern
Mariana Islands and citizens of the North-
ern Mariana Islands are to be considered
United States citizens for the purpose of
meeting the manning standards related to
the operation of vessels documented under
this proposed legislation. Statutes imposing
citizenship requirements on the crews of
United States-flag vessels have been an im-
pediment to the development of a local fish-
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ing industry in that these statutes have pre-
cluded American Samoans and citizens of
the Northern Mariana Islands from serving
on documented vessels as masters, licensed
officers, and pilots and have limited the
numbers who may serve as crew members.
Examples of these restrictions include the
following:

(1) A vessel of the United States is re-
quired to be under the command of a citizen
of the United States (94 Stat. 3456).

(2) All licensed officers and pilots of ves-
sels of the United States must be citizens of
the United States (46 U.S.C. 672a and 46
U.S.C. 690).

(3) Upon each departure of a vessel of the
United States from a port of the United
States, 75 percent of the crew, excluding li-
censed officers, must be citizens of the
United States (46 U.S.C. 672a).

Enactment of this proposal is necessary to
further the economic development of the
jurisdictions concerned. The waters sur-
rounding Guam, American Samoa, and the
Northern Mariana Islands are rich in
marine resources and have the potential for
serving as the basis for a profitable commer-
cial fishing and canning industry. The pas-
sage of a large number of statutory require-
ments has, however, created a series of per-
ceived legal barriers to the development of
an economically significant commercial fish-
ing industry. This proposal does not reflect
an intent to overturn established cabotage
and citizenship requirements. Rather, recog-
nizing that the wvarious statutes discussed
above serve legitimate political and econom-
ic objectives, this proposal is limited in
scope and creates specific exceptions only to
the extent necessary to further an equally
legitimate objective in a unique political and
geographic context.

The Office of Management and Budget
has advised that there is no objection to the
submission of this proposed legislation from
the standpoint of the Administration’s pro-

'Smcerel,v.

RicHARD T. MONTOYA,
Assistant Secretary.e

By Mr. GORTON (for himself,
Mr. Packwoop, Mr. HOLLINGS,
Mr. HEFLIN, and Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG):

S. 2612. A bill to authorize appro-
priations for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration for research
and development, space flight, control
and data communications, construc-
tion of facilities, and research and pro-
gram management, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE

ADMINISTRATION ACT, 1985

® Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am
introducing today, along with my col-
leagues, Senators Packwoop, HoL-
LINGS, HEFLIN, and LAUTENBERG, a bill
to authorize appropriations for fiscal
year 1985 to the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (NASA) for
research and development, space
flight, control and data communica-
tions, construction of facilities, re-
search and program management, and
for other purposes.

We have just witnessed a space shut-
tle mission in which our astronauts
performed their second untethered
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space walk and the first shuttle-assist-
ed repair in space of a malfunctioning
satellite. The space shuttle has now
proven itself in yet another dimension
and has shown the world that the
shuttle is indeed a truly remarkable
spacecraft whose capabilities we have
just begun to exploit.

This legislation proposes funding for
other meaningful and exiting missions
and activities, one of which is a new
planetary start, the Mars geoscience/
climatology orbiter, which, when
launched in 1990, will begin yielding
the most comprehensive Mars data
since the earlier Mariner and Viking
missions.

Another new start proposed in this
legislation is the upper atmosphere re-
search satellite, which will give an im-
portant boost to the atmospheric sci-
ence community, especially in our uni-
versities.

Most exciting of the new starts in
this legislation, however, is the propos-
al to develop within a decade a perma-
nently manned civil space station.
This initiative promises to advance our
scientific and technological capabili-
ties, to provide a focal point for the
commercialization of space, and to
serve as an operations base for more
advanced missions.

The increases proposed in the space
science and applications budget pro-
vide additional support for NASA's
programs and missions of most impor-
tance to our universities, in addition to
addressing the problem of aging labo-
ratory instrumentation in our univer-
sities.

At a time when the communications
satellite technology gap between the
United States and our foreign competi-
tion is narrowing, this legislation sup-
ports a flight-test demonstration for
advanced communications satellite
technologies.

The budget for aeronautical re-
search and technology reflects a
healthy growth in funding for basic
and applied research and supports the
activities leading to a 1987 flight test
of an innovative aircraft technology,
the advanced turboprop.

This legislation also provides fund-
ing for structural spares for the space
shuttle fleet and reserves the option
for procurement of a fifth orbiter.

As our Nation moves into a new era
of space activity, it is important that
we articulate our long-term goals and
policy options for our civil space pro-
gram. Included in this legislation is a
provision that establishes a National
Commission on Space. This Commis-
sion will help formulate our role in
space for the next 25 years and will
help maintain our Nation’s position of
preeminence in space.

NASA'’s position as the world leader
in aeronautics and space is no longer
uncontested; foreign competition is se-
riously, and quite often, successfully
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challenging this position. However,
NASA’s commitment to our Nation's
leadership in aeronautics and space
will continue to be the decisive factor
in meeting this challenge. This legisla-
tion asserts this commitment to meet-
ing our Nation's goals in aeronautics
and space and to maintaining the posi-
tion of preeminence which NASA has
held in the past.e

® Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
I am pleased to join in introducing the
NASA authorization bill for fiscal year
1985 with my colleagues on the Senate
Science, Technology and Space Sub-
committee,

The bill provides for the continu-
ation of several aeronautics and space
programs, the initial design work on a
proposed civil space station, and the
creation of a National Commission on
Space to help this Nation devise ap-
propriate space policy and programs
for the future. Finally, the bill reaf-
firms our commitment to NASA space
applications programs to further space
communications technology.

Pathbreaking work by NASA was re-
sponsible for the growth of a new in-
dustry in communications satellite
manufacturing, and a new industry in
satellite communications services.
These are industries in which the
United States has enjoyed a trade sur-
plus and a technological edge. Howev-
er, our dominance is being challenged
by foreign nations that are eager to
develop capabilities of their own.

The advanced communications tech-
nology satellite program, which is au-
thorized at $50 million for fiscal year
1985, is intended to respond by leap-
frogging existing technology in satel-
lite communications. The bill contem-
plates a flight test program, with a
launch in 1989. The ACTS program
will test new high-risk technologies
that will enhance spectrum efficiency
and increase the economies of satellite
communications for rural and remote
areas.

Initial work on the project had been
authorized in prior years. In 1983, bids
were solicited. A team of contractors
led by RCA in New Jersey, along with
TRW in California, and Motorola in
Arizona, was selected, and a contract
was negotiated. However, the contract
was not signed and work on the
project has been at a standstill since
the end of the year. The bill mandates
the execution of the negotiated con-
tracts and the commencement of work
without delay.

In a race for technological superiori-
ty, continuing delay can be fatal. I
have attempted, in the course of our
committee review of the NASA au-
thorization, to make the case for main-
taining a fight test program and get-
ting it back on track. I am pleased that

this bill would accomplish that goal.
The bill also authorizes $150 million

for a civil space station. This is an ini-
tial step in what may be the next
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major undertaking in space. A space
station program could result in inno-
vations in automation, robotics, and
artificial intelligence, while providing
the platform for scientific experi-
ments and the development of manu-
facturing in space. However, during
the course of subcommittee hearings,
it also became apparent to me that a
great deal of work needs to be done in
defining the kind of civil space station
we should develop. Should it be
manned or unmanned? What should
its economic or technological goals be?
What should it cost?

I view this initial authorization as a
means of finding answers to these
questions. One point, however, is made
certain in the bill. Any space station
shall be civil in purpose, and shall not
be used as a vehicle for militarizing
space.

Another important element in the
NASA Act is the creation of a National
Commission on Space. This proposal is
similar to that embodied in Senator
HoLrines’ bill, S. 955, which I was
pleased to cosponsor. There is no ques-
tion that NASA’s work in the past has
made a significant contribution to
American technological leadership and
industrial growth. The advice of an in-
dependent commission on space
should assist the Congress and the ad-
ministration in charting our path for
the future.

Mr. President, I want to acknowl-
edge the work of the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Science, Technolo-
gy, and Space, Senator GorToN, and
the ranking minority member, Senator
HEerFLIN, for their hard work in devel-
oping a NASA authorization bill. This
legislation will enable us to continue
to reap the benefits from our Nation's
aeronautics and space activities. I am
pleased to join as a cosponsor.e

By Mr. ANDREWS (for himself
and Mr. HATFIELD).

S. 2614. A bill to amend the Indian
Financing Act of 1974; to the Select
Committee on Indian Affairs.

INDIAN FINANCING ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1984
® Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I am
introducing a bill to amend the Indian
Financing Act of 1974. It is necesssary
to amend this piece of legislation be-
cause the current authority to make
and/or guarantee loans out of a re-
volving fund provided in the act, will
be used up at the end of this fiscal
year. The need to continue this pro-
gram is clear. The President’s action in
appointing a special Commission on
Reservation Economies recognizes
that for the most part that Indian res-
ervations are severely depressed
areas—areas where unemployment
rates are often five and six times
higher than that of Americans gener-

ally.
Some progress has been made in eco-

nomic development and there is cur-
rently underway a growing interest on
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the part of many Indian tribes and in-
dividuals to promote economic devel-
opment on reservations, an interest
that exceeds the available financing.
Because of the trust status of Indian
lands and other resources, convention-
al financing is frequently unavailable.
Economic development has the poten-
tial to provide jobs, to promote a level
of economic self-sufficiency and pro-
vide funds for essential tribal govern-
mental services.

The bill that I am introducing will
aid in these economic development ef-
forts. The Indian Finance Act is one of
the few bright spots in the otherwise
spotty record of the Federal Govern-
ment on Indian reservations. Since its
inception, a total of $63.4 million have
been appropriated which has allowed
loans of $163.2 million. In all, the fund
has produced a net profit of $18.4 mil-
lion.e

By Mrs. HAWKINS (for herself,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HATCH, and
Mr. MATSUNAGA):

S. 2615. A bill to revise and extend
programs conducted by the National
Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alco-
holism and the National Institute on
Drug Abuse, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

ALCOHOL ABUSE, ALCOHOLISM, AND DRUG ABUSE
AMENDMENTS OF 1984

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, as
the first step in the reauthorization of
the National Institute on Aleohol
Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA) and
the National Institute on Drug Abuse
(NIDA), and in an attempt to find out
more about the effects of drugs and al-
cohol on women, how these problems
can be treated and how we can better
educate the public about the dangers
of drugs, I am today introducing reau-
thorization legislation for these two
organizations.

Recent figures show an alarming
trend among women. The percentage
of female members of alcoholics anon-
ymous has risen from 26 percent in
1968 to 31 percent in 1980. Of the 10
million alcoholics in the United States
today, up to one-half may be women;
68 percent of all psychoactive drugs
are prescribed to women; a figure
which indicates women are more
prone to cross addiction—mixing alco-
hol with pills.

Perhaps these figures should not
come as a surprise. Women have made
great strides over the last 15 to 20
years. Women have entered the work
force and quickly risen to the high-
pressure jobs formerly occupied only
by men. But along with these women
are those who were forced to enter the
work world, displaced homemakers
who because of divorce or death of a
husband, are forced to find work while
raising a family.
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The recovering alcoholic is taught to
watch out for four danger signals,
they are strung together into the ana-
gram halt. These four danger adjec-
tives are hungry, angry, lonely and
tired; all of these would apply to the
typical displaced homemaker.

But even if and when a woman real-
izes she needs help, the help may not
be there. Recent statistics show that
of the 5,577 drug and alcohol treat-
ment programs in the country, only
375 are women's centers. The treat-
ment system, having grown up cater-
ing to male needs often ignores the
special problems of women. Most
treatment programs do not provide
child care or adequate alternatives for
women who are entering treatment.
An expert’s quote of 15 years ago still
seems to hold true that—

Studies on alcoholism tend to either
ignore women entirely or to simply assume
that alcoholism is the same regardless of
the sex of the sufferer.

The legislation I introduce today
would ask that the Directors of NIDA
and NIAAA carry out a program of re-
search, investigations, experiments
and studies with an eye toward cata-
loging the special problems that exist
in preventing and treating alcoholism
and drug addiction among women and
then helping to solve those problems.

Another important aspect of this
legislation is its requests in regard to
education. I recently held a hearing
which looked into the role of the
media in drug abuse prevention and
education.

During the hearing we better came
to realize that we live in the media age
and that while it was once enough for
children to hear about the dangers of
drugs and alcohol from parents and
teachers, times have changed. Chil-
dren now need constant reenforce-
ment of correct behavior. Parents and
teachers need help.

The media seem willing to help. The
networks and their production part-
ners have said that they will assist in
creating, testing, and airing public
service announcements designed to
educate children about the dangers of
drugs and alcohol.

This legislation, in recognition of
the power of the media, requests that
the Directors of NIAAA and WIDA
enter into contracts with commercial
producers and television networks to
produce stimulating, informative cost-
effective commercials. Television has
been accused of molding our minds
and selling us everything under the
Sun. It is about time that we moved to
harness this awesome power of persua-
sion for the best possible cause; to
help us win the battle for our chil-
drens’ minds.

Finally, this legislation requests that
NIAAA and NIDA be reauthorized at

the following funding levels:
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$47,835,000
63,513,000

For the money expended, these pro-
grams perform invaluable services.
They provide leadership, policy and
goals in our efforts to discover the
causes and cures of alcohol abuse, al-
coholism, and drug and substance
abuse.

They are the leaders in the various
fields of research in these areas and
are working to inform the public
about the dangers associated with
drugs and alcohol. They also make
sure that those involved in prevention
and treatment of these troublesome
problems are informed and effective in
their work.

NIAAA and NIDA are out in front in
the fight to save lives from the rav-
ages of alcoholism and drug abuse.
The noble efforts of these fine organi-
zations deserve our full moral and fi-
nancial support.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today, I
am pleased to join my colleagues in in-
troducing the Alcohol Abuse, Alcohol-
ism and Drug Abuse Amendments of
1984, which would among other
things, reauthorize the National Insti-
tute on Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse
and the National Institute on Drug
Abuse. In particular, I would like to
salute Senator HAwkINs, who chairs
the Senate Subcommittee on Alcohol-
ism and Drug Abuse, and who is the
Senate’s legislative leader on sub-
stance abuse and drug prevention.

This bill is eritically important legis-
lation addressing a major public
health problem in our Nation, sub-
stance abuse. The problem of alcohol
and drug abuse takes it toll on an ever
increasing number of Americans and
their families. The estimated cost is
above 100 annually.

ALCOHOLISM AND ALCOHOL ABUSE

The Fifth Special Report to the U.S.
Congress on Alcohol and Health
issued earlier this year, and other re-
ports from the National Institute on
Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism offer
some perspectives on the problems cre-
ated by drug and alcohol abuse. Con-
sider the following:

First, alcohol plays a role in 10 per-
cent of all deaths in the United States.
It is the principal cause of deaths
through accidents among those aged
15 to 24.

Second, alcohol abuse during preg-
nancy has been found to cause fetal al-
cohol syndrome (FAS) and other alco-
hol-related birth defects.

Third, the prevalence of adolescent
drinking—75 percent of 10th to 12th
graders—is high.

Fourth, approximately 15 percent of
adolescent drinkers consume five or
more drinks per session weekly and
about 30 percent of the adolescent
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sample can be classified as alcohol
misusers.

Fifth, more males than females in-
dulge in heavy drinking, and heavy
drinking peaks at younger ages in
men—ages 21-34—than in women—
ages 35-49—but the percentages of
women who drink is on the rise and al-
coholism appears to progress more
rapidly in women than in men.

Sixth, employed women appear to
have a higher rate of alcoholism and
employed married women have signifi-
cantly higher rates of both problem
drinking and heavier drinking than
either single working women or house-
wives.

Seventh, in adults, alcohol abuse is
the leading cause of liver cirrhosis—
the eighth leading cause in the United
States—and the leading contributing
factor for chronic pancreatitis as well
as other illnesses.

Eighth, the heaviest drinking one-
third of the population accounts for
over 95 percent of total consumption,
and the heaviest drinking 5 percent of
the population account for roughly 50
percent of the total alcohol consumed.

Ninth, one in three Americans sur-
veyed last year felt that alcohol
caused problems in his or her family.

Secretary of the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Margaret
Heckler, is a leading advocate of in-
creased research into the causes and
cures of alcohol and drug abuse. In
her introductory remarks in the Fifth
Special Report, she states:

Fortunately, this long-neglected problem
has now become of increasing concern to
many Americans. As a result of citizen
action, drunk driving, once largely ignored,
is nmow being taken seriously. More and
mores States are enacting tougher laws to
discourage driving after drinking. Treating
alcoholics once was of interest to a few dedi-
cated men and women—themselves often re-
covering alcoholics. Treatment now involves
many thousands in the helping professions
as well. In industry, many, perhaps most,
companies are coming to recognize that
losing a valued employee to alcholism is
costly—and that making provision for treat-
ment just makes good business sense. Many
health insurance plans are providing bene-
fits to treat alcoholism itself as they discov-
ered it costs much less in the long run than
treating its chronic health consequences.

The report also notes that there
have been other benefits of more hon-
estly recognizing that problems from
alcohol abuse can occur at all levels of
drinking and of the society. The preva-
lent myth that drinking is sophisticat-
ed, a necessary part of a successful
life, is slowly being eroded. It now re-
quires less social courage to refuse a
drink or to request a nonalcoholic sub-
stitute. The belief that drinking is es-
sential to masculinity has been very
much a part of American folklore. It is
being supplanted by an increasing rec-
ognition of the health hazards of alco-
hol abuse and a new commitment to
affirmation of good health practices. A
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public health revolution is underway
with official recognition that the indi-
vidual can do more for his or her own
health than any doctor, hospital drug,
or other medical innovation. The past
decade has clearly shown that habits
as basic to personal health as smoking,
diet, and exercise can be changed—and
in a remarkably short time. Our suc-
cess in changing behaviors that were
once thought immutable provides
good reason for optimism about alco-
hol and drug abuse. As has become
true of smoking, not using drugs, not
drinking, or drinking more moderately
may become the in thing.
DRUG ABUSE

Now, let us turn to a more detailed
look at drug abuse. The National Insti-
tute on Drug Abuse has concluded:

Eighth, from the late 1950's to the
late 1970's, there was a tenfold to
twentyfold increase in levels of drug
use among American teenagers and
young adults.

Second, drug use levels remain unac-
ceptably high. For instance, more high
school seniors reported in 1983 that
most or all of their friends used mari-
huana than that none of their friends
use the drug. Also, nearly as many
high school seniors are current users
of marihuana as are current smokers
of cigarettes.

Third, although overall levels of
drug use have peaked, or are declining,
patterns of heavier use, more danger-
ous use, and use of more potent mate-
rials are present. This causes an inevi-
table increase in the level of adverse
consequences and medical complica-
tions.

Fourth, recent changes in adminis-
tration of the drug-abuse service
system has allowed States greater
flexibility to target resources to meet
their unique needs.

Fifth, research continues to provide
insight into such vital areas as the bio-
logical factors of drug abuse, the effi-
cacy of drug-abuse treatment services,
and ways to increase the effectiveness
of prevention efforts.

THE ALCOHOL ABUSE, ALCOHOLISM AND DRUG

ABUSE AMENDMENTS OF 1984

The Department of Health and
Human Services cites one of the satis-
fying developments in recent years has
been research innovation. Federal sup-
port for substance research, once
almost nonexistent, has had signifi-
cant impact. By its very nature, basic
research is a long range enterprise,
and its practical implications are not
immediately apparent.

The bill we are introducing today
would:

Reauthorize at President Reagan’s
requested funding level, the research
programs of the National Institute on
Alcohol Abuse and Alcholism at
$47,835,000 for fiscal year 1985,
$49,748,000 for fiscal year 1986; and
$51,739,000 for fiscal year 1987.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Reauthorize at President Reagan's
requested funding level, the research
programs of the National Institute on
Drug Abuse at $63,513,000 for fiscal
1985, $66,053,000 for fiscal year 1986,
and $68,695,000 for fiscal year 1987.

Continue the demonstration pro-
grams for NIAAA and NIDA with sep-
arate authorizations for each Institute
at $10 million for each of the fiscal
years 1985 to 1987.

Include an additional $1 million for
each Institute for each of the next 3
fiscal years to conduct research into
the impact of alcoholism, alcohol
abuse, alcohol-related problems, and
drug abuse among women.

Require the Secretary of Health and
Human Services to prepare and trans-
mit to the Congress a report which
sets forth a comprehensive national
plan to combat alcohol abuse and alco-
holism. The report is intended to pro-
vide basic information of such a plan
and is not intended to be exhaustive or
burdensome.

Provide explicit authority for
NIAAA and NIDA to develop public
service announcements on research
findings to help inform and educate
the American public on the problems
of alcohol and drug abuse.

I have long been an advocate of Fed-
eral, State, and private efforts to
reduce the tragedies of alcohol and
substance abuse. This bipartisan effort
is one important step in pursuit of our
national goals.

I urge my colleagues in the Senate
to support this cost-saving measure,
and, help promote the public health of
this Nation.

By Mr. DENTON (for himself,
Mr. HatcH, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
East, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr.
EAGLETON).

S. 2616. A bill to extend the adoles-
cent family life demonstration pro-
gram; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

ADOLESCENT FAMILY LIFE DEMONSTRATION

PROGRAM

® Mr. DENTON. Mr. President. It is
my pleasure to introduce, with Sena-
tors HatcH, GRASSLEY, EAsT, KENNEDY,
and EAGLETON, a bill to reauthorize the
Adolescent Family Life Demonstration
Projects Act of 1981, title XX of the
Public Health Service Act. My bill
would reauthorize the law with no
changes in the current statute at the
current authorization of $30 million
for 1985, 1986, and 1987. The $30 mil-
lion authorization level would contin-
ue the operations of the multiyear
demonstration projects and research
grants already funded under the act,
and would establish several new dem-
onstration projects.

The passage of the Adolescent
Family Life Act by the Congress in
1981 was a very important accomplish-
ment. I, and many of my colleagues,
are constantly reminded of the alarm-
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ing rise in the number of adolescent
pregnancies and abortions, in spite of
major Federal expenditures for poli-
cies to deal with the problem. Accord-
ing to statistics recently released by
the National Center for Health Statis-
tics, 527,000 babies were born to ado-
lescents 15 to 19 years of age in 1981,
and over 9,600 babies were born to
teens under 15 years of age. In 1980,
460,000 abortions were performed on
pregnant, unmarried teenagers. The
statistics show that pregnancy causes
health and social problems for the
mother and baby. Pregnant teenagers
generally begin prenatal care later
than the national average for preg-
nant women and, consequently, have
higher rates of infant mortality and a
higher incidence of low birth weight
babies. Furthermore, adolescent moth-
ers exhibit a lower level of educational
and vocational attainment than the
national average for adolescents. The
continuing tragedy of unintended
teenage pregnancy led me to believe
strongly that new and different ap-
proaches had to be found for alleviat-
ing the problem. We found a different
way.

As a result of a bipartisan effort in
which my bill was reported unani-
mously by the Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee, the Adolescent
Family Life Act was enacted into law
as part of the Omnibus Budget Recon-
ciliation Act of 1981. It was readily em-
braced by the Reagan administration
as an essential demonstration of a de-
sirable approach to addressing our Na-
tion's adolescent pregnancy problem.

The Adolescent Family Life Act has
a threefold purpose. First, prevention
demonstration programs around the
country are helping teenagers and
their parents to work together, with
the assistance of outside advisers and
counselors, to exchange views and to
examine the values of family life and
sexuality. Second, care demonstration
programs are providing comprehensive
services to help pregnant adolescents
and their families throughout the
pregnancy, delivery, and care of the
babies. Third, Federal funds are being
used for practical research into the
causes, consequences, and means of
discouraging premarital sexual rela-
tions and of reducing adolescent preg-
nancy, and for evaluation of the best
kinds of programs for adolescent par-
ents.

I am a supporter of family life and
sex education. My experience in that
area for 10 years, including the last 3
years as a Member of the Senate, has
shown me that parents are not neces-
sarily the only and best source of in-
formation about sexuality. I have
found, however, that the best sex edu-
cation includes the parents and relies
upon the cooperation of teachers,
social workers, the medical communi-
ty, representatives of community and
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religious organizations with parents to
develop the curriculum. The Adoles-
cent Family Life Act provides an op-
portunity for demonstration projects
throughout the country to involve par-
ents along with their children in learn-
ing and communicating about sexual-
ity and the problems of adolescent
pregnancy.

One purpose of the law is to support
the development of prevention demon-
stration projects at the local level to
encourage teenagers to refrain from
premarital sexual relations and to in-
volve their families so that they have
a chance to help their children to de-
velop and reinforce their decisions.
The Adolescent Family Life Act pro-
vides the seed money for projects that,
among other things, attempt to deal
with the problem, in ways different
from before, namely, by developing
sex education programs that present
more than biological facts, birth con-
trol pills, and abortion when birth con-
trol fails.

Another purpose of the law is to pro-
vide funds for the development of
model care programs which provide
supportive services to pregnant adoles-
cents. These young pregnant women
are linked up with health, educational,
and counseling services in their com-
munities,. The care programs also
direct their services toward the young
men involved. These programs rely
heavily on the cooperation of other
community and religious organiza-
tions, as well as their families.

Thus, the Adolescent Family Life

Act places a significant emphasis on
the involvement of parents with their

children in the demonstration
projects. The reason for the require-
ments for parental consent and family
involvement in programs conducted
under the act is to provide program
administrators, counselors, and re-
searchers with the opportunity to
evaluate the principle that family in-
volvement in sex education and adoles-
cent pregnancy programs should be
the rule rather than the exception.

Although I am firmly convinced that
Government-funded programs should
and must acknowledge the family as
the first line of defense in dealing with
the problems of adolescent pregnancy,
I am continually exploring the best
possible approaches to insure that par-
ents are granted the privilege of exer-
cising their inalienable right and obli-
gation to be properly involved in fed-
erally supported sex education and ad-
olescent pregnancy programs that
serve their children. The demonstra-
tion projects that have been initiated
under the Adolescent Family Life Act
offer examples that we should observe
and from which we can learn.

One of the other major thrusts of
the Adolescent Family Life Act is to
present adoption as a positive alterna-
tive for adolescent parents to consider.
The prevention and care projects
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funded under the act are required to
provide information about the adop-
tion option and to establish formal
linkages with agencies that are li-
censed to provide adoption placement
services as well as maternity residen-
tial services. Adolescent family life
projects are currently testing new ap-
proaches to see how adoption can be
better presented to and understood by
adolescents and their families. Re-
search is also being conducted to as-
certain the current attitudes about
adoption as well as to determine the
requirements for successful adoption
planning by young parents. Today we
will hear about the results of one re-
search project on adoption that is
funded by the Adolescent Family Life
Act.

Through the adoption emphasis, the
Adolescent Family Life Act is provid-
ing demonstration projects opportuni-
ties to develop better techniques for
counseling. Teenage parenthood is not
the only, nor necessarily always the
best alternative to teenage abortion.
By providing funds for projects devel-
oping adoption counseling services, we
are giving renewed support to another
option that can provide positive out-
comes for both the adolescent parents
and the baby. Adoption also provides
an opportunity for many waiting cou-
ples to become loving adoptive par-
ents.

The Adolescent Family Life Act is
one Federal Government program
that acknowledges the need for sup-
portive services to pregnant adoles-
cents as an alternative to abortion. To
that end, the act specifically restricts
the activities of the demonstration
projects by prohibiting abortion coun-
seling, referral to abortion clinics, or
payment for abortions. If both the ad-
olescent and her parents request infor-
mation about abortion, however, a re-
ferral for abortion counseling can be
provided.

Through the demonstration ap-
proach, the Adolescent Family Life
Act is assisting in the development of
workable and effective programs for
adolescents and their families who
might otherwise turn to an abortion
when faced with an unintended preg-
nancy. That aspect is a very important
factor for many who support the ado-
lescent family life program, both here
in the Congress and in the local com-
munities where the demonstration
projects are located. The act provides
an alternative approach to demon-
strate to adolescents and their parents
that options other than abortion do
exist in their communities. I am firmly
convinced that the demonstration
effort is worthwhile and that it is a
necessary addition to the current Fed-
eral repertory of family planning serv-
ices and programs to pregnant adoles-
cents.

The Adolescent Family Life Act is
not a large Federal program. It is pur-
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posefully a small demonstration ap-
proach. There are currently 59 demon-
stration projects, 18 research projects,
and a technical assistance project op-
erating in 39 States, Guam, and the
District of Columbia, utilizing $15 mil-
lion in adolescent family life funds.

Each of the demonstration projects
is required to develop an evaluation
process so that its program can be
tested and those programs shown to
be effective can be replicated in other
communities. The projects can receive
Federal funds only for a maximum of
5 years. The majority of the projects
are in the first or second year of their
program. When the 1984 grant awards
are made, by September 30, 1984,
there will be several new projects initi-
ated.

Obviously, we do not have the final
results or accomplishments of the pro-
grams. The evaluation process is just
getting started. In order to get a clear
picture of the law's successes to date,
the Subcommittee on Family and
Human Services held 2 days of hear-
ings on April 24 and April 26.

The hearings provided interested
grantees and organizations with the
opportunity to discuss their percep-
tions of the need for adolescent sexu-
ality and pregnancy programs in their
communities. The record provides
strong evidence that the Adolescent
Family Life Act, which expires on Sep-
tember 30, 1984, should be reauthor-
ized.

During the subcommittee’s hearings,
administration officials and grantee
representatives from across the coun-
try discussed their involvement with
the demonstration and research
projects. Dr. Edward N. Brandt, Jr.,
the Assistant Secretary for Health of
the Department of Health and Human
Services, made it clear that the De-
partment is committed to the princi-
ples of the Adolescent Family Life
Act’s alternative approach to the prob-
lems of teenage sexuality and preg-
nancy. Mrs. Marjory Mecklenburg, the
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Popu-
lation Affairs and Director of the
Office of Adolescent Pregnancy Pro-
grams, enthusiastically described her
work with grantees to establish
projects that can provide services to
teenagers in accordance with the act’s
requirements and restrictions. I appre-
ciate the support of the President and
the Department in the effort to find
ways of providing sex education and
services to pregnant teenagers
through a family-centered approach.

The grantee representatives who tes-
tified before the subcommittee empha-
sized their willingness fully to develop
their projects so that the alternative
methods of providing services to ado-
lescents can be tested and evaluated
during an adequate period.

After hearing the testimony of two
young program participants, both of
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whom received care services through-
out pregnancy and delivery, I am con-
vinced that the Adolescent Family
Life Act is providing services that can
help to change the normally devastat-
ing condition of teenage pregnancy
into a positive and healthy outcome
for both the teenage mother and the
baby.

The witnesses representing the pre-
vention projects asserted that many
teenagers want to learn how to say no
to premarital sexual relations. Prelimi-
nary results show that the program
participants are exhibiting a less pro-
miscuous attitude toward premarital
sexual relations and a more mature
understanding of the joys and respon-
sibilities of family life.

Two recipients of research grants
discussed the need for improved data
on the causes, consequences, and most
effective means of reducing the inci-
dence of teenage sexual relations,
pregnancy, and parenthood. One re-
searcher reviewed his findings on the
attitudes of pregnancy -counselors
about the adoption option. Another
researcher discussed the use of serv-
ices in the community by pregnant
adolescents and adolescent parents
and the need to improve the access to
comprehensive services for pregnant
adolescents.

I am gratified to know that the
people most involved in the develop-
ment and operation of adolescent
family life projects are encouraged by
the results, even though the projects
are relatively new and have just begun
to set up their evaluation systems.

In addition, the subcommittee re-
ceived testimony from a broad and di-
verse group of national and communi-
ty organizations active in fields related
to the goals of the adolescent Family
Life Act which are interested in the
intent of the Act and in its practical
application. Many of the organizations
endorsed the bill when it was first pro-
posed in 1981, and all of them urged
the reauthorization of the Adolescent
Family Life Act for 3 more years.

The need for the continuation of the
demonstration projects established by
the Adolescent Family Life Act has
been clearly established. I urge my col-
leagues to support the reauthorization
bill in order to allow this alternative
approach to the reduction of adoles-
cent pregnancy to be tested fully.

I look forward to a strong, bipartisan
effort of my colleagues to report the
bill as quickly as possible from the
Labor and Human Resources Commit-
tee.@

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr,
JEPSEN, Mr. BoscEwITz, MTrs.
Hawgins, Mr. DURENBERGER,
Mr. BoreN, Mr. CoHEN, and Mr.
HEINZ):

S. 2617. A bill to amend the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 and the National
School Lunch Act to reauthorize the
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special supplemental food program
and other child nutrition programs,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition and
Forestry.
CHILD NUTRITION REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF
1984
® Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, today I
and my colleagues, Senators JEPSEN,
BoscEwiTz, HAWEKINS, DURENBERGER,
Boren, CoHEN, and HEINz are intro-
ducing legislation to reauthorize the
child nutrition programs that expire
at the end of this fiscal year. These in-
clude the special supplemental food
program for women, infants, and chil-
dren—usually referred to as WIC—the
commodity supplemental food pro-
gram, the summer food service pro-
gram, nutrition education, and train-
ing (NET), State administrative ex-
penses, and the authority to purchase
commodities for the school lunch pro-
gram. Under this legislation, all pro-
grams would be reauthorized for 4
years—through fiscal year 1988. The
school lunch, school breakfast, and
child care food programs are entitle-
ments, but we traditionally evaluate
them along with the others, as we go
through the hearing and markup proc-
ess.
CHANGES IN WIC PROGRAM

Most of this legislation consists of
changes to improve the WIC program.
This is the first opportunity we have
had in 6 years to address this program
in any comprehensive fashion, and it
is my hope that these proposed
changes will further strengthen what
is already a very effective Federal nu-
trition program. The authorized fund-
ing levels for the 4 year reauthoriza-
tion are based on CBO estimates and
baselines, and they are sufficient to
accommodate the current level of serv-
ices—3 million women, infants, and
children.

OTHER PROGRAMS

The other reauthorization provisions
are fairly straightforward and merely
extend expiring programs. However,
this legislation would raise the author-
ization level for the nutrition educa-
tion and training program for $5 mil-
lion to $10 million, because I believe
that nutrition education is the founda-
tion upon which all of our food assist-
ance efforts lie. This net provision
would permit the additional $56 million
to be used for efforts to provide nutri-
tion education to food stamp recipi-
ents. This would seem to be a good in-
vestment for our Federal food assist-
ance efforts.

The only other significant provision
relates to the school lunch program.
This legislation would authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to conduct a
feasibility study for a universal school
lunch program, evaluating potential
options for a self-financing structure.
As a Member of Congress who has wit-
nessed the growth of this program
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over several decades, I believe that we
should continue to look for new direc-
tions that may be appropriate for
future program development.

EFFECT OF SPENDING REDUCTIONS

Mr. President, during the budget
process of 1981 the Congress made
some serious attempts to take a look
at social programs and slow their
growth in a bipartisan effort. At this
time about $1.3 billion in spending re-
ductions were achieved in various
child nutrition programs.

As one who played a lead role in de-
signing budget-cutting proposals for
child nutrition programs to make cer-
tain that we could achieve savings
without imposing harm on low-income
Americans. I believe that what was ac-
complished was more effectively tar-
geted available program benefits to
the most needy children. Some pro-
gram directors will actually admit that
the changes we made really strength-
ened the administration of their pro-
grams and made them better, more ac-
countable, and more responsive to the
real nutritional needs of children.

At this time I remain unconvinced
that we should retreat from our previ-
ous efforts to impose spending re-
straints on Federal social programs, in-
cluding child nutrition. It might be ap-
propriate to mention that this budget-
cutting trend began in 1980 under the
last administration when savings in
the $500 million range were enacted.
Unless any real harm can be demon-
strated to have been caused by con-
gressional action as a result of our ef-
forts. I believe we should not begin to
undo what we have so -carefully
achieved in past years. Above all, we
should make certain that our prior-
ities are well-directed.

CHILDREN'S ACCESS TO GOOD NUTRITION

Today, there is a wide array of child
nutrition programs serving children of
all ages—infants to high school age
kids. All American children have
access to good nutrition through these
various programs, but a recurrent
issue continues to be who should pay
for these benefits. In the school lunch,
breakfast and child care food pro-
grams, the Federal Government con-
tinues to subsidize meals for children
from families of every income level,
but it only provides free meals to
those who meet the low-income eligi-
bility criteria of 130 percent of pover-
ty. The children of near-poor families
must contribute part of the cost of
their meals in the school lunch and
breakfast programs, and those who
can afford to pay more participate in
the so-called paid category.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my statement from the Nu-
trition Subcommittee hearing on the
child nutrition programs from March
12, 1984 appear in the REcorp at this
point.
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There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcoORD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BoB DOLE
REAUTHORIZATION PROCESS

Every four years, we have an opportunity
to evaluate the child nutrition programs in
their entirety, even though we are techni-
cally engaged in the process of reauthoriz-
ing only the nonentitlement programs,
which are WIC, the summer food service
program, nutrition education and training,
State administrative expenses, and the au-
thority to purchase commodities.

We made a lot of program changes in the
school lunch, school breakfast, child care
and the summer food programs back during
the reconciliation process of 1981, just a
year after the programs were reauthorized
the last time. After a period of program sta-
bility, we can now look back to see how
these changes have affected the programs
in question. I am aware of two bills current-
ly pending before the Congress and this
committee—S. 1913, the Huddleston-Coch-
ran bill, and its counterpart, HR. 4091. Al-
though I disagree with the way in which
benefits are targetted under both of these
bills, I think they should receive a fair hear-
ing. We are now at a time in our Nation’s
history when we must be certain that nutri-
tion program funds are being targetted ef-
fectively to low-income children. As the
CBO evaluations reveal, both of these legis-
lative initiatives would direct over T0 per-
cent of their benefits to children from fami-
lies above 130 percent of poverty, which de-
fines low-income eligibility for both the
food stamp program and the school lunch
and breakfast programs.

SUPPORT OF CHILD NUTRITION

As everyone here knows, the Senator from
Kansas has long been a strong supporter of
child nutrition programs. Nothing has
changed my commitment to these programs
or my belief that the Federal Government
should maintain its leadership role in the
nutrition program area. However, the Fed-
eral Government can't be expected to do ev-
erything.

In recent years, I have been concerned
about a tendency for people to consider
these programs in terms of Federal spend-
ing instead of the children served. I would
like to address this concern.

In 1970, the Federal Government was
spending just over $700 million on all child
nutrition programs. By 1980, this amount
had grown to approximately $4.4 billion,
and would have exceeded $5 billion by fiscal
year 1982 had it not been for reconciliation.
Based strictly on budgetary considerations,
some might say, and have said, that this
over 500% increase in Federal child nutri-
tion funding is not justified. Others, whose
considerations are limited to program oper-
ations and activities, have said that the $1.3
billion that Congress cut from the 1982
child nutrition program is equally unjustifi-
able. I would like to address both of these
contentions, because I think they are equal-
ly false. They are false because they over-
lock the important issue of how changed
funding has affected the children served.

LOW-INCOME TARGETTING

For those who limit concerns to budget
numbers, I would point out that in 1970
very little of child nutrition expenditures
(about 20%) were directed toward low-
income children. Only 4.6 million out of the
22.4 million children in the school lunch

program were receiving free or reduced
price meals.
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Additionally, the school breakfast pro-
gram, which was better targetted to low
income children, had just begun, and served
only 450,000 children. Finally, the WIC pro-
gram, which many regard as the best need-
based of all child nutrition programs, had
not yet been created. In contrast, by 1980,
Federal expenditures for children in low-
income families represented 60% of all fed-
eral child nutrition program expenditures.
The school lunch program served a total of
26.6 million children in 1980, or 4.2 million
more children than in 1970. However, all of
this growth and more was in the free and re-
duced price programs, which increased by
7.3 million children (to 11.9 million), while
participation in the regular, non-income
tested portion of the program dropped from
17.8 million to 14.7 million. For the break-
fast program, participation grew from a
total of 450,000 in 1970 to 3.6 million in
1980. And 85% of these children were from
low-income families.

Finally, the WIC program, which had not
existed in 1970, was serving an average of
nearly 2 million women, infants and chil-
dren in 1980, and funding for this program
alone represented 16% of all child nutrition
program expenditures.

I recite these statistics for those whose
primary interest is in dollar figures because
I think it is important for them to under-
stand the human consequences of child nu-
trition expenditure growth. The dollar
growth in funding for these programs, when
viewed from the context of participation is
not as haphazard as a graph only showing
dollars might suggest. Yes, funding grew
considerably between 1970 and 1980, but
with it came a commitment to the needs of
low-income children, a commitment which
costs more than just providing a minimal
subsidy and letting childen pay the differ-
ence, or go hungry. In the late sixties and
early seventies, the Federal Government
embarked on a non-partisan effort to im-
prove the nutrition of our children, particu-
larly our needy children. As a consequence
of this commitment we have provided the
best nutrition programs for children that
the world has ever seen. Not perfect per-
haps, but unequivocally the best. Even more
importantly, our special concern for needy
children is clearly reflected in the data
showing the dramatic increase in the
number of such children participating in
these programs, and the proportion of ex-
penditures committed to their needs. We
chose to give more, not because more is nec-
essarily better, but because more is neces-
sary where there is greater need.

EFFECT OF RECONCILIATION

Now let me turn to what happended to
child nutrition programs after 1980 when
Congress enacted reconciliation legislation
that reduced program funding. Compared to
1980, when Federal expenditures for child
nutrition were $4.4 billion, 60% of which
went to low-income children, 1983 expendi-
tures were $4.7 billion. And even more im-
portantly, nearly $3.7 billion of this amount,
or 78% of these funds were expended for
low-income children.

In 1980, it is true that there were 26.6 mil-
lion children participating in the school
lunch program, compared to 23.1 million in
1983. However, all of this 3.5 million differ-
ence is in the paid category where participa-
tion is down from 14.7 million to 11.2 mil-
lion. The same total number of children
participated in the free and reduced price
segment of the program in 1980 as in 1983—
that is 11.9 million. However, the distribu-
tion is slightly different with reduced price
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participation going down from 1.9 million to
1.6 million, while free participation went up
from 10 million to 10.3 million.

WIC PROGRAM

For the WIC program, Federal expendi-
tures grew to approximately $1.16 billion in
1983 and represented 25% of all child nutri-
tion program funds. This is an increase of
$390 million over the F'Y80 funding level for
this program and compares to 16% of child
nutrition program funding in 1980. More im-
portantly, average WIC participation in
FY1983 was approximately 2.6 million, com-
pared to 1980 when average participation
was just under 2 million.

FACTS BEHIND STATISTICS

I am pointing out these statistics for those
who continue to allege that the child nutri-
tion budget cuts of 1981 were too large, and
harmed an inordinate number of low-
income children—an allegation that I be-
lieve to be unjustified. It is unjustified be-
cause it looks only to dollar terms and not
to the human reality—the children being
served, and their need. The data indicates
that low-income children continue to be
served in significant numbers and that a
growing proportion of expenditures are
being distributed on the basis of need. It
also appears that greater numbers of chil-
dren with very low income levels are partici-
pating in the programs than in the past.
This sounds to me like appropriate target-
ing, and I find it hard to see the danger in
it.

In this difficult time, I believe that those
of us involved in the delicate balancing act
of allocating limited Federal resources
should look carefully at the human factor
instead of dollars. I believe that if we do, we
will find that our current commitment to
child nutrition programs is justified and
that there is no need to either cut more
child nutrition funds, or restore them.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry plans to begin the markup
process on the reauthorization of the
child nutrition programs tomorrow.
There are many worthwhile proposals
that will be considered by the commit-
tee.

As chairman of the Nutrition Sub-
committee I have a great interest in
what we do with the child nutrition
programs. This legislation is being in-
troduced in an attempt to provide a
neutral, responsible approach to vari-
ous programs during the reauthoriza-

‘ tion process. I thank my colleagues for

their support.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a section-by-section summa-
ry along with the text of the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

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

8. 2617

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representalives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That this

Act may be cited as the “Child Nutrition
Reauthorization Act of 1984",
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TITLE I-SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL
FOOD PROGRAM
COSTS FOR NUTRITION SERVICES AND
ADMINISTRATION

Sgec. 101. (a) Section 17(b) of the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(bX1)) is
amended—

(1) by striking out paragraph (1);

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3),
and (4) as paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), re-
spectively; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (3), as so
redesignated, the following new paragraph:

“(4) ‘Costs for nutrition services and ad-
ministration’ means costs that shall include,
but not be limited to, costs for certification
of eligibility of persons for participation in
the program (including centrifuges, measur-
ing boards, spectrophotometers, and scales
used for such certification), food delivery,
monitoring, nutrition education, outreach,
start-up costs, and general administration
applicable to implementation of the pro-
gram under this section (such as the cost of
staff, warehouse facilities, transportation,
insurance, developing and printing food in-
struments, and adminstration of State and
local agency offices).”.

(b) Section 17 of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “administrative funds"
each place it appears in subsections
(fX1XA), (IX1XD), (EX11), (hX2), (h)X3),
and (hX4) and inserting in lieu thereof
“funds for nutrition services and adminis-
tration”; and

(2) by striking out “administrative costs™
each place it appears in subsections (h)1)
and (h)3) and inserting in lieu thereof
“costs for nutrition services and administra-
tion”.

DISTRIBUTION OF FOODS FOR THE INITIAL
MONTH

Sec. 102, Section 17(¢) of the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(c)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“(4) If a person is certified as eligible to
participate in the program after the begin-
ning of the initial month or other initial
period for which supplemental foods are dis-
tributed to the person, the amount of sup-
plemental foods distributed to such person
for such initial month or other initial period
shall be reduced accordingly.”.

PREGNANT WOMEN UNDER INCOME ELIGIBILITY
STANDARDS

Sec. 103. Section 17(d)(2) of the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(dX(2)) is
amended by inserting after the first sen-
tence the following new sentence: “For the
purpose of such standards, a pregnant
woman shall be considered two individ-
uals.”.

PARTICIPATION REPORT

Skc. 104. (a) Section 17(d) of the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(d)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“(4)(A) The Secretary shall report bienni-
ally to the Congress on the income and nu-
tritional risk characteristics of participants
in the program and such other matters re-
lating to participation in the program as the
Secretary considers appropriate.

“(B) In carrying out this paragraph, the
Secretary may not require a State agency to
report any information which is not re-
quired to be reported under other provisions
of this section.”.

(b) The second sentence of section 17(g) of
such Act is amended by inserting “preparing
the report required under subsection
(dX4),” after “benefits,"”.
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PLAN OF OPERATION AND ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 105. Paragraph (1) of section 17(f) of
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1786(£)(1)) is amended to read as follows:

“(1XA) Each State agency shall submit
annually to the Secretary, by a date speci-
fied by the Secretary, a plan of operation
and administration for a fiscal year.

‘“(B) In order to be eligible to receive
funds under this section for a fiscal year, a
State agency must receive the approval of
the Secretary for the plan submitted for the
fiscal year.

“(C) The plan shall include—

“(i) a description of the State agency's
food delivery system, to be administered in
accordance with standards developed by the
Secretary;

“(ii) a description of how the State agency
plans to coordinate operations under the
program with special counseling services
such as, but not limited to, the expanded
food and nutrition education program, im-
munization programs, prenatal care, well-
child care, alcohol and drug abuse counsel-
ing, and child abuse counseling, and with
the food stamp program;

“(iii) plans to provide program benefits
and nutrition education under this section
to eligible migrants and Indians; and

“(iv) such other information as the Secre-
tary may require.

“(D) The Secretary may permit a State
agency to submit only those parts of a plan
which differ from plans submitted for previ-
ous fiscal years.

“(E) The Secretary may not approve any
plan that permits a person to participate si-
multaneously in both the program author-
ized under this section and the commodity
supplemental food program authorized
under sections 4 and 5 of the Agriculture
and Consumer Protection Act of 1973 (7
U.8.C. 612¢ note).”.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Sec. 106. Paragraph (2) of section 17(f) of
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1786(£)(2)) is amended to read as follows:

“(2) A State agency shall establish a pro-
cedure under which members of the general
public are provided an opportunity to com-
ment on the development of the State
agency plan."”,

NOTIFICATION PERIOD

Sec. 107. The first sentence of section
17(fX7) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966
(42 U.S.C. 1786(f)(7)) is amended by striking
out “twenty” and inserting in lieu thereof
“thirty".

AVAILABILITY OF PROGRAM BENEFITS

Sec. 108. Paragraph (8) of section 17(f) of
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1786(1)}(8)) is amended to read as follows:

“(8) The State agency shall, in coopera-
tion with participating local agencies, dis-
tribute information on the availability of
program benefits (including the eligibility
criteria for participation and the location of
local agencies operating the program) to of-
fices and organizations that deal with signif-
icant numbers of potentially eligible persons
(including health and medical organizations,
hospitals and clinics, welfare and unemploy-
ment offices, social service agencies, farm-
worker organizations, Indian tribal organi-
zations, and religious and community orga-
nizations in low income areas).”.

COORDINATION WITH CHILD CARE FOOD
PROGRAMS

Sec. 109. Section 17(fX13) of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(f)(13))
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
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following new sentence: “In the case of chil-
dren who receive food under the program
authorized under this section and the child
care food program authorized under section
17 of the National School Lunch Act (42
U.8.C. 1766), such authority shall assure
that supplemental foods served under this
section complement the foods served under
the child care food program.”.

REPAYMENT OF CERTAIN BENEFITS BY
RECIPIENTS

Sec. 110. Section 17(f) of the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(f)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“(15) If a State agency determines that a
member of a family has received benefits
under the program authorized by this sec-
tion as the result of fraud or intentional
misrepresentation by a member of such
family, the State agency shall seek to recov-
er from such family, in cash, an amount
which the State agency determines is equal
to the value of the benefits issued to such
member as the result of such fraud or mis-
representation, unless the State agency de-
termines that the recovery of such benefits
would not be cost effective.”.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 111. (a) The first sentence of section
17(g) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42
U.S.C. 1786(g)) is amended by striking out
“and $1,126,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1984" and inserting in
lieu thereof *$1,360,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1984,
$1,470,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1985, $1,525,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1986,
$1,600,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1987, and $1,670,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1988".

(b) Section 17 of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “1984" in the matter
preceding clause (A) of subsection (¢)(2) and
inserting in lieu thereof “1988"; and

(2) by striking our ““1984" in subsection
(h)(2) and inserting in lieu thereof “1988".

(c) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall become effective on the date of the
enactment of this Act.

IMPROVING STATE AGENCY ADMINISTRATIVE
SYSTEMS

Sec. 112, The second sentence of section
17(g) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42
U.S.C. 1786(g)) (as amended by section
104(b) of this Act) is amended by inserting
“providing technical assistance to improve
State agency administrative systems,” after
“subsection (d)(4),”.

PAPERWORK REDUCTION

Skec. 113. Section 1T(h)(1) of the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(hX1)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence: “The Secretary
shall limit any such documentation required
under the preceding sentence to a minimum
level."”.

EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS

SEec. 114 (a) Section 17(i) of the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(1) is
amended—

(1) by inserting “(1)" after the subsection
designation; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

*“(2) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, not more than 2 percent of any
State’s allocation of funds under this sec-
tion for supplemental foods for any fiscal
year may be expended by such State for ex-
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penses incurred under this section for sup-
plemental foods during the fiscal year pre-
ceding the fiscal year for which the sums
were appropriated.”.

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall not apply to appropriations made
before the date of the enactment of this
Act.

REPORT OF MIGRANT PARTICIPATION

Sec. 115, Section 17 of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786) is amended—

(1) by striking out subsection (j); and

(2) by redesignating subsections (k) and (1)
as subsections (j) and (k), respectively.

TITLE II—OTHER CHILD NUTRITION

PROGRAMS

COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

SEec. 201. Section 5(a)1) of the Agriculture
and Consumer Protection Act of 1973 (7
U.S.C. 612¢ note) is amended—

(1) by striking out “two years” in clause
(1) and inserting in lieu thereof “five years";

(2) by redesignating clause (2) as clause

(3);
(3) by inserting after clause (1) the follow-
ing new clause: “(2) shall permit local agen-
cies administering the commodity supple-
mental food program to provide supplemen-
tal commodities to low-income elderly per-
sons under such terms and conditions as the
Secretary may by regulations prescribe,
except that such agencies may not termi-
nate or reduce the amount of commodity as-
sistance provided to women, infants, and
children in order to provide such assistance
to low-income elderly persons,”; and

(4) by striking out “1985" in clause (3) (as
s0 redesignated) and inserting in lieu there-
of “1988".

SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN

Sec. 202. Section 13(p) of the National
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1761(p)) is
amended by striking out “1984" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof *1988"".

COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM

SEec. 203. The matter preceding clause (1)
of section 14(a) of the National School
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1762a(a)) is amended
by striking out “1984" and inserting in lieu
thereof “1988".

STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Sec. 204, Section T(i) of the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1776(i)) is amend-
ed by striking out “1984" and inserting in
lieu thereof “1988".

NUTRITION EDUCATION AND TRAINING

Sec. 205. Section 19(j)(2) of the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1788(jX2)) is
amended—

(1) by striking out ‘‘September 30, 1984"
in the first sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof “September 30, 1988""; and

(2) by striking out “$5,000,000" in the
second sentence and inserting in lieu there-
of “$10,000,000".

STUDY OF A UNIVERSAL SCHOOL LUNCH
PROGRAM

SEec. 206. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture
shall conduct a study to consider—

(1) the feasibility of making the school
lunch program established under the Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et
seq.) a universal program for all children in
the United States; and

(2) various methods of operating a self-fi-
nancing school lunch program under such
Act for all children, including reserving a
separate source of revenue for any such pro-
gram.

(b) The Secretary shall submit a report
containing the results of the study required
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by subsection (a) to the Congress, together

with any recommendations or proposals for

legislation, no later than January 1, 1987.
(e¢) This section shall become effective on

the date of the enactment of this Act.

TITLE III-TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS

TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS

Sec. 301. (a)(1) Clause (1) of the sixth sen-
tence of section 17(a) of the National School
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(a)) is amended by
striking out “Health, Education, and Wel-
fare” and inserting in lieu thereof “Health
and Human Services".

(2) The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (7
U.S.C 1771 et seq.) (as amended by section
115 of this Act) is amended by striking out
“Health, Education, and Welfare” each
place it appears in section 4(a) (42 U.S.C.
1773(a)), subsections (bX6), (bX}13), (eX2),
(jul), and (jX2) of section 17 (42 U.B.C.
1786), and subsections (d)(2) and (dX3) of
section 19 (42 U.S.C. 1788) and inserting in
lieu thereof “Health and Human Services™.

(3) Section 19(j)}(3) of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1788(j}3)) is amended
by striking out “Office of Education of the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare” and inserting in lieu thereof “Depart-
ment of Education™.

(b) Section 22 of the National School
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769¢c) (as added by
section 9 of the Child Nutrition Amend-
ments of 1978 (92 Stat. 3623)) is redesignat-
ed as section 23 of the National School
Lunch Act.

(c) Section 19 of the Child Nutrition Act
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1788) (as amended by sub-
section (a)(3) and section 204 of this Act) is
amended by redesignating subsection (j) as
subsection (i).

TITLE IV-EFFECTIVE DATES
EFFECTIVE DATES

Sec. 401. Except as provided in sections
111(c), 114(b), and 206(c) of this Act and the
amendments made by this Act shall become
effective on October 1, 1984.

SumMmarY OF TITLE [—PROVISIONS RELATING
TO THE SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL Foop Pro-
GRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN
(WIC)

Section 101. Redefining administrative
costs: Section 101 changes the term “admin-
istrative costs” to “‘costs for nutrition serv-
ices and administration” in recognition of
the fact that costs for nutrition assessments
and nutrition education are included in this
cost category. The new term provides a
more accurate description of the costs in-
volved.

Section 102. Initial month's benefits: This
section requires that when WIC benefits are
issued to a participant for only a part of a
month (because the participant has applied
after the beginning of the month), the
monthly WIC food package must be reduced
accordingly.

Section 103. Pregnant women: This sec-
tion provides that a pregnant woman shall
be counted as two individuals (in order to
count both the unborn child and the
mother) when it is determined whether her
family meets the WIC income limits for its
family size. This provision affects income
determinations only and does not affect the
quantitites of supplemental foods distribut-
ed to pregnant women.

Section 104. Participation report: The Sec-
retary would be required to report to the
Congress every other year on the income
and nutritional risk characteristics of WIC
participants. The Secretary would be al-
lowed to use some of the $3 million current-
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ly reserved for evaluations and pilot
projects in order to collect the data and pro-
vide the report.

Section 105. State plan: This section sim-
plifies and streamlines the state plans by
eliminating 9 of the 12 current statutory re-
quirements for what must be included in
the plan.

Section 106. Public comment: This section
repeals the statutory requirement that
states must hold a public hearing each year
to secure public comment on the state plan
and state WIC operations. Instead, states
would simply be required to have some pro-
cedure, of their own choosing, to obtain
public comment.

Section 107. Notification period: Current-
ly, states are required to provide supplemen-
tal foods to eligible applicants within 20
days of application. This section lengthens
the timeframe to 30 days. However, the re-
quirement that persons at particularly high
risk (e.g., pregnant women suffering from
nutritional deficiences) be processed more
quickly would be retained.

Section 108. Availability of program bene-
fits: The requirement that state and local
agencies publicize the availability of WIC
and publicly announce WIC eligibility crite-
ria at least once a year would be repealed.
However, the requirement that eligibility in-
formation be provided to hospitals, health
clinics, medical organizations, social service
agencies, etc. would be retained—in order
that these agencies refer high-risk persons
to WIC.

Section 108. Coordination with child care
food program: This section requires that
when children certified for WIC receive
meals through the Child Care Food Pro-
gram, the WIC medical professional who
prescribes the WIC food packages shall
tailor the food package accordingly.

Section 110. Recovery of excess benefits:
This section requires that when a WIC par-
ticipant improperly receives benefits due to
fraud or intentional misrepresentation, the
state agency must seek repayment in cash
from the participant, except in cases in
which the cost of pursuing recovery would
exceed the amount to be collected.

Section 111. Authorization of appropria-
tions: Section 111 reauthorizes the WIC pro-
gram for four years at the Congressional
Budget Office current services level. These
levels—$1.47 billion in FY 1985, $1,525 bil-
lion in FY 1986, $1.6 billion in FY 1987 and
$1.67 billion in FY 1988—would allow
enough funds to be appropriated to hold
WIC caseloads at current levels for the next
four years with neither growth nor reduc-
tions in participation.

Section 112. Improving state administra-
tive systems: This allows the Secretary the
flexibility to use a portion of the $3 million
now reserved for evaluations and pilot
projects for technical assistance contracts to
improve state computer systems and other
state administrative systems. Continued en-
hancement of program integrity requires
upgraded computer systems, and this provi-
sion enables the Secretary to utilize a
modest amount of funds in this area if he
finds this to be useful.

Section 113. Paperwork reduction: This
section directs USDA to keep to a2 minimum
the paperwork that states are required to
complete in order to satisfy USDA that at
least % of WIC administrative funds are
used for nutrition education. It is intended
that USDA would reduce the current paper-
work requirements in this area.

Section 114. Expenditure of funds: This
section allows up to 2 percent of a state's
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WIC food grant for a fiscal year to be used
for WIC expenses incurred in the state in
the prior fiscal year. This provision, recom-
mended by the National WIC Directors' As-
sociation, is designed to enable states to uti-
lize their WIC grants more fully and to im-
prove their program management in the
final months of the fiscal year.

Section 115. Report on migrant participa-
tion: This deletes a statutory requirement
for an annual USDA report on migrant par-
ticipation in the WIC program.

TriTLE II—OTHER CHILD NUTRITION
PROGRAMS

Commodity supplemental food program.
Section 201 reauthorizes the program for
four years, permits local agencies adminis-
tering this program to provide supplemental
commodities to low-income elderly persons
at the discretion of the Secretary, provided
these efforts do not interfere with commodi-
ty assistance to low-income women, infants,
and children; extends pilot projects in De-
troit, New Orleans, etc.

Summer food service program for children:
Section 202 reauthorizes the program for
four years; maintains current law (during
reconciliation in 1981, changes made elimi-
nated just about all fraud and abuse that
had been previously reported).

Commodity distribution program. Section
203 extends the authority to purchase com-
modities for the School Lunch Program for
four years.

State administrative expenses: Section 205
extends the program for four years.

Nutrition education and training: Section
205 reauthorizes the NET program for four
more years, raising the authorization ceiling
from $5 million to $10 million, and allowing
this additional $10 million to be spent to
provide nutrition education to food stamp
recipients,

Universal school lunch program study:
Section 206 authorizes the Secretary of Ag-
riculture to conduct a study concerning the
feasibility of a universal school lunch pro-
gram as well as various methods of operat-
ing a self-financing program through wvari-
ous revenue options; report is to be submit-
ted January 1, 1987.

Title ITII—Technical corrections.

Title IV—Effective dates.®

By Mr. DANFORTH (for him-
self, Mr. LAUTENBERG, MTr.
HEeinz, and Mr. BRADLEY):

S. 2618. A bill to amend the Trade
Act of 1974 to promote expansion of
international trade in telecommunica-
tions products, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS TRADE ACT OF 1984
@ Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, on
August 5, 1983, a decision was made
that is likely to have the greatest
impact on U.S. trade of any other in
recent decades. The decision was not
made by the President or by the Con-
gress—in fact, its impact on American
trade was hardly considered by those
involved in this and other events lead-
ing up to the final outcome.

For this reason, I am pleased to be
introducing legislation to address the
trade impact of that decision and to
open major foreign markets to U.S. ex-
ports.

The decision—the final step before
the breakup of the Bell System—came
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about after years of thought, litigation
and legislation focused on domestic
considerations of competition and de-
regulation. Yet, this domestic policy
decision will have an enormous impact
on the U.S. position in world markets.

In fact, the restructuring of the U.S.
telecommunications market is a trade
disaster in the making:

In trade terms, AT&T divestiture is
nothing less than the unilateral give-
away of the U.S. market to foreign
suppliers. Moreover, since most for-
eign markets are effectively closed to
U.S. telecommunications exports, di-
vestiture also represents a giveaway of
the only leverage that might ever be
used by our trade negotiators to gain
access to those markets.

Therefore, it is imperative that we
capitalize on the restructuring of the
U.S. market to promote negotiations
that will achieve an open world trad-
ing system in telecommunications.

The Telecommunications Trade Act
provides such a framework for negoti-
ations. In a manner fully consistent
with U.S. trade obligations under the
GATT, it offers U.S. trade negotiators
the mandate, authority, and leverage
to gain access for U.S. exports of tele-
communications equipment and serv-
ices comparable to that provided by
the restructuring of the U.S. telecom-
munications market.

BACKGROUND

Observed in a vacuum, the fragmen-
tation of the American telecommuni-
cations system may be a good idea,
where increased competition among
domestic providers of equipment and
services may ultimately benefit the
system’s users.

But in this interdependent world, we
cannot afford to make decisions in a
vacuum. We cannot afford to let trade
be the stepchild of domestic policy de-
cisions—particularly if we consider the
tremendous impact trade has on the
U.S. economy, our employment, and
our competitiveness.

If we are to have a forward-looking
trade policy, a job-creating trade
policy, we must pay special attention
to those sectors with the greatest
promise for growth and employment—
be it direct or indirect.

Taken in this context, the decision
to restructure the U.S. telecommunica-
tions market is devastating. In trade
terms, divestiture represents the uni-
lateral dismantling of a major nontar-
iff barrier to imports through elimina-
tion of AT&T's vertical integration re-
lationship between the manufacturer
of equipment and the provision of
service. That a number of American
equipment manufacturers will be able
to take advantage of the breaking of
this link is clearly a healthy event.
That this will also lay bare the U.S.
market to many billions of dollars in
new sales by foreign manufacturers—
without any corresponding improve-
ment in market access for U.S. ex-
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ports—would be grounds enough to
fire any team of trade negotiators.

The Constitution provides for Con-
gress to regulate commerce with for-
eign nations. It is imperative that Con-
gress act now to prevent this trade dis-
aster before it is too late.

The international situation with re-
spect to telecommunications trade is
unique. The United States is virtually
the only country in the world with a
private telecommunications system.
Practically all other industrialized
countries have telecommunications en-
tities that are controlled by—if not
owned and operated by—their govern-
ments.

The world over PTT's—post, tele-
graph, and telephone entities—are
protected, nurtured, and supported by
their governments., Equipment pro-
curement is confined to the extent
possible to domestic manufacturers,
who in turn use government financial
support to develop new equipment and
to promote their export drives. And
export they must—because in this day
of highly sophisticated, R&D-inten-
sive telecommunications equipment,
economies of scale dictate that few
home markets are big enough to pro-
vide adequate returns on investment.

Throughout the world, one finds
that virtually all major telecommuni-
cations markets are closed: The Euro-
pean Common Market may be an EC-
wide market for many products—but
not for telecommunications. In
Europe, almost every country has its
own system and each government
inures the protection of its home
market and producers.

In Japan, Nippon Telegraph & Tele-
phone serves an enormous market. Al-
though efforts have been made by the
NTT leadership to increase purchases
of foreign products, the agreement to
open NTT's procurement to foreign
suppliers has had marginal impact.
Moreover, recent moves to privatize
NTT have exposed governmental and
industry efforts to protect key mar-
kets for telecommunications services
and sales, leaving in doubt prospects
for the future.

Meanwhile, major Japanese manu-
facturers continue to make inroads
into the U.S. telecommunications
market at an alarming pace—a pace
that will increase exponentially with
the restructuring of the U.S. market.

Therefore, in trade terms, the break-
up of AT&T is more than just the uni-
lateral elimination of a major barrier
to imports. It also means that on Jan-
uary 1, 1984, we may have discarded
the only trade concession that could
ever be effective negotiating leverage
for the United States to gain recipro-
cal market access for our telecom-
munications exports. It is hard to
imagine any other U.S. concession pro-
viding as much incentive for foreign
telecommunications manufacturers
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and their governments to really open
up domestic markets.

Today the United States is still the
world's most highly competitive pro-
ducer of telecommunications equip-
ment. The wholesale giveaway of the
U.S. market, however, has already set
the stage for a major, irreversible shift
in high technology trade patterns.

The exponential growth in U.S. im-
ports will not happen overnight, but
the trends are there. Unless we are
willing to risk waiting for the clamor
for import quotas on telecommunica-
tions equipment that is sure to come,
something must be done now—before
the damage cannot be reversed.

Recent trends in telecommunica-
tions trade only begin to tell the story:
Although the consent decree which set
the terms for divestiture was only
signed in 1982, the shift in purchasing
patterns has already contributed to
America’s first negative balance of
trade in telecommunications. This
1983 deficit is expected to almost
double in 1984, attributable once again
to flat exports and an increase of im-
ports by over one-third.

One need look no further than the
landmark FCC Carterfone decision of
1968—involving the interconnection of
certain terminal equipment with the
national network—to see the dramatic
impact a domestic decision to deregu-
late can have on production and im-
ports of telecommunications equip-
ment.

Since the Carterfone decision, the
United States has accelerated the

move toward telecommunications de-
regulation. Some court and regulatory
decisions have had a greater impact on
trade than others. Yet, at no time has

the United States sought from its
trading partners reciprocal concessions
for these unintended market liberaliz-
ing measures. Recent decisions—in
particular, the final breakup of the
Bell System—will produce a trade
effect that can no longer be ignored.

The potential trade giveaway from
AT&T divestiture is staggering: One
Japanese telecommunications newslet-
ter recently estimated that the break-
up of AT&T would open a new $5 bil-
lion market in the United States—
almost 50 percent more than all NTT
purchases in a single year. Another
study has predicted that by 1990, im-
ports of customer-premises equipment
alone will triple, with Japan and
Canada capturing 42 percent and 23
percent shares, respectively.

It is hardly surprising, then, to find
that Japanese, Canadian, and Europe-
an companies alike have already
launched massive sales offensives in
this country.

The magnitude of the shift in tele-
communications trade in the future
should not be surprising in the light of
deregulation.

Foreign telecommunications firms
will be increasingly dependent on ex-
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ports to meet the growing cost of their
investments. The U.S. market will
stand alone in size and openness.

U.S. manufacturers will have to rely
on the domestic market for the bulk of
their sales with little prospect of for-
eign barriers being lifted and major
export opportunities.

At home, U.S. manufacturers will be
faced with competition from foreign
firms that can afford to move into this
market for long periods without turn-
ing a profit—given protection in their
home markets, patient capital and the
potential return on their investment
in the most lucrative market for tele-
communications in the world.

Finally, in the foreseeable future,
U.S. telecommunications manufactur-
ers will consist of one major producer
that is unused to full competition and
many other American firms that could
be highly successful competitors if
given a few years to take advantage of
divestiture without being swamped by
imports.

The Bell operating companies have
already begun to assert their inde-
pendence and are in the market for
the cheapest quality source of equip-
ment they can find. It is no accident
that the first major wave of telecom-
munications imports coincided with a
dramatic drop in purchases by some of
the BOC’s from Western Electric.
With the Bell logo in hand and access
to AT&T patents, foreign suppliers
willing to slash profits to expand
market share offer attractive bargains.

Unfortunately, these same American
companies will be the most severely
hurt if—as I expect—the end of the
decade finds us scrambling to close the
U.S. market to imports in the face of
lost sales and lost jobs.

And make no mistake, the trade
shift is by no means inevitable: The
world market for telecommunications
shows signs of growth undreamed of a
few years ago—expanding from $45
billion today to $60 billion by 1987 and
$90 billion in 1990. The shift is not in-
evitable—if only American producers
are able to garner a share of the world
market commensurate with their com-
petitiveness.

What is absolutely certain is this:
The United States cannot afford to
wait before we react to the trade im-
plications of the restructuring of the
U.S. telecommunications market. A
few years from now it will be too late.
Efforts to close the U.S. market then
will hurt consumers and put at risk
American exports.

We need to resolve this potential
trade disaster before its full impact is
felt—to use the opening of the U.S.
market as leverage to gain access for
U.S. telecommunications exports.

The legislation I am introducing
today can accomplish this—in a
manner fully consistent with U.S. obli-
gations under the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). AT&T
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divestiture presents us with a unique
set of circumstances, including low
levels of current trade relative to the
future and a major reduction in U.S.
import barriers as yet uncompensated
by our trading partners.

These unique circumstances offer us
a unique opportunity—namely, the op-
portunity to create on open world
trading system in telecommunications
that will benefit world producers and
consumers alike.

SUMMARY
Title I of the Telecommunications
Trade Act establishes the framework
for major multilateral negotiations in
telecommunications trade.

Title II of the act sets out new tariff
nomenclature for telelcommunications
equipment to clarify and facilitate
data collection on trade in this sector.

Under title I, based on concepts and
provisions of the Trade Act of 1974,
U.S. negotiating objectives are estab-
lished for agreements on trade in tele-
communications. These objectives
stress the need for competitive oppor-
tunities abroad for U.S. exports of
telecommunications products and serv-
ices comparable to those in the U.S.
market following AT&T divestiture.
Above all, U.S. negotiators are urged
to seek the reduction of foreign non-
tariff and tariff barriers to compen-
sate for the trade liberalizing impact
of the restructuring of the U.S.
market for telecommunications.

The President would be granted ne-
gotiating authority for a 3-year period
to meet these objectives. Ideally, the
authority would be used to negotiate
multilateral or plurilateral free trade
agreements—perhaps a cross between
the MTN tariff agreement on trade in
civil aircraft and the Government Pro-
curement Code. Should he be unable
to negotiate a multilateral agreement,
the President would have the author-
ity to negotiate a series of bilateral
agreements—such as the reciprocal
landing rights arrangements that ac-
companied airline deregulation or the
sectoral agreements currently in effect
or being considered between the
United States and Canada.

All such agreements in telecommuni-
cations trade would be subject to con-
gressional approval under the acceler-
ated legislative procedures set out in
the Trade Act of 1974.

To provide negotiating leverage for
the President, the legislation provides
for the removal of U.S. tariff bindings
on certain telecommunications equip-
ment negotiated in previous GATT
rounds, as well as any compensation
authority the President might need
for article XXVIII negotiations under
the GATT. In the absence of legisla-
tion to implement telecommunications
trade agreements, these U.S. duties
would, after 3 years, revert to rates
specified in column 2 of the tariff
schedule—namely, those higher rates
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in place prior to GATT trading
rounds.

It would be my hope and expecta-
tion that the U.S. tariff increases
would never have to occur.

The object is not to shut out imports
that would have entered in the ab-
sence of divestiture, but rather to
counteract the import-liberalizing
effect of divestiture in the absence of
compensatory foreign concessions.

Should, however, all of our trading
partners steadfastly refuse to negoti-
ate telecommunications trade agree-
ments, it is worth noting that even
U.S. import duties on the order of 35
percent would still leave the TUT.S.
market far more open than foreign
markets where discriminatory govern-
ment purchasing and other nontariff
barriers effectively bar entry.

As regards any compensation needed
to bring U.S. actions into conformity
with GATT, relatively low predivesti-
ture trade levels and the fact that for-
eign countries never expected or paid
for AT&T divestiture in trade terms
should make the cost minimal.

Finally, title I of the legislation cites
a broad definition of telecommunica-
tions equipment for which duties
would be raised—namely, those prod-
ucts where court and regulatory
orders pertaining to divestiture would
have had the effect of lowering bar-
riers to importation.

As currently drafted, the legislation
does not specify the actual product
categories involved. The specific tariff
line items will be added later—based
on public hearings and the Interna-
tional Trade Commission study on the
trade implications of AT&T divesti-
ture that was requested by the Fi-
nance Committee last November.

Title II of the legislation, the Tele-
communications Product Classifica-
tion Act, establishes new tariff nomen-
clature for telecommunications equip-
ment. Without changing current tariff
rates, it is designed to facilitate data
collection on trade in such equip-
ment—correcting a major flaw in the
U.S. tariff schedules—(TSUS)—attrib-
utable to hopelessly out-of-date defini-
tions.

The proposed nomenclature—draft-
ed by the ITC as part of its study—
provides for a breakout of certain
types of telecommunications equip-
ment currently buried in other high
technology categories.

The need for new terminology is
clear: Current tariff nomenclature for
telecommunications equipment re-
flects pre-1962 technology. In fact, the
definitions of “telegraph” and ‘“tele-
phone” in TSUS can be traced back to
at least 1897. Technologies such as
fiber optics do not even appear in the
U.S. tariff schedule.

The fact that our tariff nomencla-
ture has not kept up with technologi-
cal improvements in communications
means that it is now virtually impossi-
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ble to find adequate statistics to meas-
ure trade in telecommunications. For
example, in 1983 over $1 billion in tele-
phone equipment entered the United
States under three general tariff anno-
tations: “switching equipment,” “tele-
phone instruments,” and “other.”

Clearly, better trade statistics are
needed to measure U.S. imports and
exports of telecommunications equip-
ment. Title II of this act provides a
means of accomplishing this.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, U.S. trade policy to
date has invariably been reactive or, in
the case of AT&T divestiture, a by-
product of purely domestic decision-
making. Therefore, it is not surprising
that we constantly find ourselves
trying to resolve last year's trade prob-
lems.

The United States must have a for-
ward-looking trade policy. Problems
must be anticipated and resolved
before they reach unmanageable pro-
portions.

In the case of telecommunications,
we have a unique opportunity to re-
solve a trade problem before it does
major harm to our economy. If we do
not resolve the problem now, it will
have been a problem of our own
making.

The negotiation of reciprocal access
market arrangements is the corner-
stone of the GATT. In the case of tele-
communications trade, unfettered
access to our market is the only con-
cession likely to be attractive enough
to open foreign markets for U.S. ex-
porters. To give away this access with-
out compensation would be an oppor-
tunity lost and foolish to the extreme.

International trade is too important
to the U.S. economy to allow it to
remain a stepchild of our domestic
policy decisions. The restructuring of
the U.S. telecommunications market
has major trade implications. We
ignore them at our peril.

ATTACHMENTS

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a detailed outline of the
Telecommunications Trade Act and
the text of the legislation be inserted
in the RECORD.

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

S. 2618

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

TITLE I-TRADE IN
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the “Telecom-
munications Trade Act of 1984".

SEC. 102. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds that—

(1) the restructuring of the United States
market for telecommunications will result
in a dramatic increase in imports of tele-
communications equipment;
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(2) foreign telecommunications markets
are characterized by extensive Government
intervention (including restrictive import
practices and discriminatory procurement
practices) which adversely affect United
States exports of telecommunications equip-
ment and services;

(3) there will be rapid growth in the world
market for telecommunications in the
coming decades;

(4) the United States can improve pros-
pects for United States telecommunications
exports, and export-related employment,
technological leadership, and consumer
service by taking steps to achieve an open
world market for trade in telecommunica-
tions products, services, and investment; and

(5) without reciprocal foreign market
access, the United States should avoid
granting improved access for foreign tele-
communications products to the United
States market.

SEC. 103. AMENDMENTS TO THE TRADE ACT OF 1974.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the Trade Act
of 1974 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new chapter:

“CHAPTER 8—TELECOMMUNICATIONS
TRADE AGREEMENTS AUTHORITIES

“SEC. 181. TELECOMMUNICATIONS TRADE NEGOTI-
ATING OBJECTIVES.

“(a) GENERAL NEGOTIATING OBJECTIVES.—
The United States negotiating objectives
under section 182 shall be—

(1) to obtain multilateral or bilateral
agreements that would provide competitive
opportunities for United States exports of
telecommunications products (including
services using such products) in foreign
countries which are substantially equivalent
to the competitive opportunities provided
by the United States after the restructuring
of the United States market for telecom-
munications, and

“(2) to avoid uncompensated reductions in
barriers to foreign access to the United
States market.

“(b) Facrors To BE TaAKeN INTO Ac-
coUNT.—In pursuing United States negotiat-
ing objectives under subsection (a), the
President shall take into account the follow-
ing factors:

‘(1) barriers to United States exports of
telecommunications products, including, but
not limited to foreign government—

“(A) procurement practices;

“(B) restrictions on services and invest-
ment related to trade in telecommunication
products;

“(C) nontariff barriers not described in
paragraph (1) or (2); and

‘(D) tariff barriers;

“(2) domestic and international competi-
tiveness of United States telecommunica-
tions products and services, and

“(3) the national economic interest of the
United States.

“SEC. 182. TELECOMMUNICATIONS TRADE NEGOTI-
ATING AUTHORITY.

‘(a) GENERAL NEGOTIATING AUTHORITY.—
Whenever the President determines—

“(1) that—

“(A) any duties, import restrictions, or
barriers to (or other distortions of) interna-
tional trade of any foreign country or the
United States—

“(i) unduly burden and restrict the foreign
trade of the United States in telecommuni-
cations products, or

“(il) adversely affect the United States
economy, or

“(B) the imposition of such duties,
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restrictions, or barriers (or other distor-
tions) is likely to result in such a burden, re-
striction, or effect, and

“(2) that attainment of the objectives of
this chapter will be promoted by the taking
of action under this subsection,
the President, during the 3-year period be-
ginning on the date of the enactment of the
Telecommunications Trade Act of 1984, may
enter into multilateral or bilateral trade
agreements with foreign countries or instru-
mentalities which provide for the harmoni-
zation, reduction, or elimination of such
duties, restrictions, or barriers (or other dis-
tortions), or the prohibition of or limita-
tions on the imposition of such duties, re-
strictions, or barriers (or other distortions).

“(b) AGREEMENT TREATMENT IN SAME
MANNER AS AGREEMENT UNDER SECTION 102.—
For purposes of subsections (¢) through (g)
of section 102 and chapter 5 of this Act, any
trade agreement entered into under subsec-
tion (a) of this section shall be considered to
be a trade agreement entered into under
section 102.

“SEC, 183. SUSPENSION OF TARIFF BINDINGS.

“(a) UwnBiNDING oF DvuTiEs oN TELECOM-
MUNICATIONS Propucrs.—The President
shall, after not more than 90 days of consul-
tations with the appropriate foreign coun-
tries or instrumentalities—

(1) terminate, withdraw, or suspend all or
part of any trade agreement entered into
under this Act (other than section 182), sec-
tion 201 of the Trade Expansion Act of
1962, or section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930
with respect to any United States duty or
other import restriction on telecommunica-
tions products (as defined in section 184),
and

“(2) terminate, withdraw, or suspend the
obligations of the United States with re-
spect to such duty or other import restric-
tion.

“(b) 3-YEAr SvUsSPENSION OF UNBINDING.—
Notwithstanding the provisions of subsec-
tion (a) or section 125(e), any duty (or other
import restriction) with respect to which
action is taken under subsection (a) shall
remain in effect, including previously staged
reductions (as though such action had not
been taken) until the date which is 3 years
after the date of enactment of the Telecom-
munications Trade Act of 1984. After such
date, any duty with respect to which action
is taken under subsection (a) shall be in-
creased to a rate equal to the rate applicable
under the rate column numbered 2 unless
such duty has been otherwise modified pur-
suant to an implementing bill adopted
under section 182 of this title.

“(c) AcTION TREATED AS INCREASE OR IMPO-
SITION OF DUTY FOR PURPOSES OF COMPENSA-
TION AUTHORITY.—For purposes of section
123, any action under subsection (a) shall be
treated as an action under section 203 to in-
crease or impose a duty (or other import re-
striction) which takes effect on the date
such action is proclaimed (and not on the
date an increase in duty takes effect under
subsection (b)). For purposes of this subsec-
tion, section 123(b)(4) shall not apply.

“SEC. 184. DEFINITION OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS
PRODUCTS.

“For purposes of this chapter, the term
‘telecommunications products’ means any
equipment, instruments, components, parts,
or other property—

“(1) which is designed for incorporation
in, conncection to, or interconnection with
telephone, telegraph, and related telecom-
munications networks, and

“(2) for which uncompensated reductions
in barriers to importation have occurred as
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a result of judicial and regulatory orders in-
tended to increase competition in U.S. tele-
communications services and products.”.

(b) CreEricaL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents for title I of the Trade Act of 1974
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

“CHAPTER 8—TELECOMMUNICATIONS
TRADE AGREEMENTS AUTHORITIES

“Sec. 181. Telecommunications trade negoti-
ating objectives.

“Sec. 182. Telecommunications trade negoti-
ating authorities.

“Sec. 183. Suspension of tariff bindings.

“Sec. 184, Definition of telecommunications
products.”.

SEC. 104. CONSULTATION.

The President shall consult with the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of
Representatives and other appropriate con-
gressional committees, as well as the appro-
priate committees established pursuant to
section 135 of the Trade Act of 1974, in car-
rying out the provisions of this title.

TITLE II-TELECOMMUNICATIONS
PRODUCT CLASSIFICATION

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the “Telecom-
munications Product Classification Act”.
SEC. 202. TARIFF SCHEDULE NOMENCLATURE.

(a) IN GENErRAL.—The Tariff Schedules of
the United States (19 U.S.C. 1202) are
amended as follows:

(1) Subpart G of part 4 of schedule 6 is
amended—

(A) by striking out item 676.15 and insert-
ing, in numerical sequence and subordinate
to the superior heading to item 676.15, the
Iollowtng new it,ems:

and other data

676.13 Wmngm for  A5% a0 3% 3%
val. val val

{elegraphic or
Telephonic apparatus
of ustru_m;ls or to
ic. networks.
(U STIRRN | | 4.53; o

I %A
val. val”,

(B) by striking out item 676.30 and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following new items:

‘Oﬂnemadlnum

676.28 m dﬁ?d fu 1.2:: ad 3.?3; a 35?&”

mﬂlﬁ
o instruments or o
l*@m o
telephonic. netwarks.
Sy O e 1.2; ad

IMhad  35% ad
val. wl”,

and

({C) by striking out item 676.52 and insert-
ing, in numerical sequence and subordinate
to the superior heading to item 676.50, the
following new items:

676.53 w?:‘[s igned for
3 b
telegraphic or

tus

W of fo
o

mm

676.54 Other ... IS:;-&

39%ad 3%
val val".

(2) Subpart H of part 4 of schedule 6 is
amended—

(A) by striking out item 678.50 and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following new items:
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678.49 3% ad 3% ad
val val

I 3%
val. wal”,

and

(B) by redesignating item 678.51 as item
678.55, with the article description therefor
subordinate to the article description for
items 678.49 and 678.53 (as added by sub-
paragraph (A)).

(3) Part 5 of schedule 6 is amended—

(A) by inserting after headnote 5 the fol-

lowing new headnote:
‘6. For purposes of the tariff schedules, the
term ‘entertainment broadcast band receiv-
ers' means those radio receivers designed
principally to receive signals in the AM
(550-1650 kHz) and FM (88-108 MHz) enter-
tainment broadcast bands, whether or not
capable of television, marine, public safety,
industrial, and ecitizens band),”,

(B) by striking out items 684.62 and 684.64
and inserting, in numerical sequence and
subordinate to the superior heading to item
684.62, the following new items:

“Telephonic apparatus and
instruments and parts

35% ad
wal”.

(C) by inserting, in numerical sequence,
the following new items:

“Communications satellites (however pro-
vided for in this part) and parts thereof:

684.80 To be launched in the T e Free
United States

for use in
2

e system.

(D) by striking out items 685.21 through
685.31 and inserting, in numerical sequence
and subordinate to the superior heading to
item 685.21, the following new items:

“685.20 Radio receivers, other than

solid-state (lubeless).
Solid-state { ) radio

Ihmfwrmlu

Em:wnu'ltm

685.21 8.9% ad
val

685.22 1.7% od
val.

onic transceivers
operating on
from
@ o f950 W
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35% ad
wal,

35% ad
val.
35% ad
val.

(E) by inserting, in numerical sequence
and at the same hierarchical level as the ar-
ticle description for item 685.40, the follow-
ing new item:

“585.39 Telephone answering

A%a  39%ad 35
machines, and parts val. val.
thereof.

%
val”,

(F) by striking out the article deseription
for item 685.40 and inserting in lieu thereof
the following: “Tape recorders and dictation
recording and transcribing machines (other
than telephone answering machines), and
parts thereof"”,

(G) by striking out item 685.50 and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following:

59%ad 49%ad 35% ad
val. val.

(H) by striking out item 688.15 and insert-
ing, in numerical sequence and subordinate
to the superior heading to item 688.10, the
following new items:

“Dther:
B88.17  With modular telephone  5.8% ad  S53% ad  35% od

68818  OMMO....on 58% 20 53% 20 35% 20
val vl val”,

(I) by redesignating item 688.16 as item
688.19, with the article description therefor
subordinate to the article description for
items 688.17 and 688.18 (as added by sub-
paragraph (G)), and

(J) by striking out item 688.43 and insert-
ing, in numerical sequence and subordinate
to the superior heading to item 688.34, the
following new items:

4.5% ad
val

3% ad 3% ad
val. val

s 45% 30 39 34 val.. 35% ad
val, val”,

(4) Subpart A of part 2 of schedule T is
amended—

(A) by inserting in numerical sequence the
following new items:

mounted.

Optical fiber bundies........ 13.1% ad  84% ad ~ 65% ad

Optical fibers and optical 13.1% ad  84% ad  85% ad
fiber cables. val. val. val”.

and

(B) by redesignating items 708.09 and
708.29 as 708.10 and 708.30, respectively.

(5) Subpart A of part 3 of schedule 8 is
amended by striking out the superior head-
ing to item 837.00 and inserting in lieu
thereof the following: "Articles for the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion and articles (other than communica-
tions satellites and parts thereof) imported
to be launched into space under launch
services agreements with the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration:”.

(6) Subpart B of part 3 of schedule 8 is
amended by striking out the superior head-
ing to item 842.10 and inserting in lieu
thereof the following: “Upon the request of
the Department of State, articles (other
than communications satellites and parts
thereof) which are the property of a foreign
government or of a public international or-
ganization:".

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) RATE REDUCTIONS.—

(A) The rate of duty in column numbered
1 of the Tariff Schedules of the United
States (as added by subsection (a)) for each
item set forth below in the column headed
“A” in the table under subparagraph (C)
shall be subject to all staged rate reductions
for the corresponding item set forth below
in the column headed “B"” in such table
which were proclaimed by the President
before the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(B) Whenever the rate of duty specified in
column numbered 1 of the Tariff Schedules
of the United States for each item set forth
below in the column headed “A” in the
table under subparagraph (C) is reduced to
the same level, or to a lower level, as the
corresponding rate of duty specified in the
column entitled “LDDC"” of the Tariff
Schedules of the United States for such
item, the rate of duty in such “LDDC"
column shall be deleted.

(C) The table referred to in this subpara-
graph is as follows:

A B
676.15
676.15
676.30
676.30
676.52
676.52
678.50
678.50
684.64
684.64
684.64
685.21
685.24
685.24
685.26
685.40
685.50
685.50
688.15
688.15
688.43
688.43
707.90 708.29
T07.92 T08.09

(2) AUTHORITY UNDER THE TARIFF ACT OF
1930.—Subsection (a) of section 322 of the

676.13
676.14.
676.28
676.29
676.53
676.54
678.49
678.53
684.65
684.66
684.67
685.21
685.22
685.23
685.26
685.39
685.48
685.49
688.17
688.18
688,41
688.42
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Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1322(a)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence: “The authority del-
egated to the Secretary by this subsection
shall not extend to communication satellites
and components and parts thereof.”,

(¢) MODIFICATION OF ScHEDULE B.—The
President shall modify schedule B of the
Tariff Schedules of the United States to re-
flect the changes made by this section.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this title shall apply with respect
to articles entered, or withdrawn from ware-
house, for consumption on or after the date
of the enactment of this title.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS TRADE ACT: SUMMARY

TITLE I! THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS TRADE ACT
OF 1984

1. Findings:

The restructuring of the U.S. market for
telecommunications will result in a dramatic
increase in imports of telecommunications
equipment.

Foreign telecommunications markets are
characterized by extensive government
intervention, including restrictive import
practices and discriminatory government
procurement.

The world market for telecommunications
will be the source of rapid growth in the
coming decades.

The United States can increase U.S. tele-
communications exports, export-related em-
ployment, technological leadership and con-
sumer service by achieving an open world
trading system for telecommunications
products, services and investment.

The United States should avoid granting
improved access for foreign telecommunica-
tions products in this market in the absence
of improved market access abroad for U.S.
exports.

2. Amendments to the Trade Act of 1974:

(a) Telecommunications Trade Negotiat-
ing Objectives.—

Competitive opportunities for U.S. exports
of telecommunications equipment and serv-
ices in foreign countries substantially equiv-
alent to the competitive opportunities pro-
vided by the U.S. market following AT&T
divestiture—with a view to avoiding uncom-
pensated reductions in U.S. import barriers.

Competitive opportunities abroad should
be measured in terms of both nominal
access opportunities and documented or an-
ticipated results. Government procurement
practices, standards, investment restrictions
and other non-tariff barriers should be con-
sidered, as well as tariff barriers.

(b) Telecommunications Trade Negotiat-
ing Authority.—

For a period of three years from enact-
ment, the President is granted the authority
to enter into multilateral or bilateral trade
agreements providing for open trade in tele-
communications equipment. For this pur-
pose, he may reduce, eliminate or otherwise
modify U.S. tariff and non-tariff barriers.

Any such telecommunications trade agree-
ment must be approved by Congress and
will be treated as a trade agreement under
fast-track legislative procedures set out in
Sections 102/151 of the Trade Act of 1974,

(c) Suspension of Tariff Bindings.—

Upon enactment, tariff bindings on U.S.
imports of telecommunications equipment
negotiated in previous GATT trade rounds
shall be removed, however

For three years following enactment, U.S.
import duties will remain at current rates.
After three years, such duties will, in the
absence of legislation to implement telecom-




May 1, 1984

munications trade agreement(s), automati-
cally revert to Column 2 rates (ie., the
higher rates in place prior to GATT trading
rounds.)

The President is granted authority to
compensate (through offsetting trade con-
cessions, if necessary) major foreign suppli-
ers of products for which tariff bindings
have been removed. U.S. negotiators would
be expected to cite low pre-divestiture trade
levels and involve “reasonable expectations”
arguments (re: AT&T divestiture) to mini-
mize compensation in GATT Article
XXVIII negotiations.

3. Definitions:

For purposes of this bill, the term “tele-
communications products” refers to any
telecommunications equipment for which
uncompensated reductions in barriers to im-
portation have resulted from court and reg-
ulatory orders intended to increase domestic
competition in U.S. telecommunications
services and products (i.e., related to divesti-
ture.)

(Note: Specific product categories will be
drawn from hearings and the ITC report on
the trade impact of the breakup of AT&T,
and will be substituted later in the legisla-
tive process. Products could include:

Transmission Equipment (microwave, sat-
ellites, cable, fiber optics, etc.);

Switching Equipment (all central office
equipment); and

Customer Premise (Terminal) Equipment
(telephones, mobile telephones, PBXs, call
directors, pagers, etc.))

4. Consultations:

The President will consult on a regular
basis with the appropriate committees of
Congress and private sector advisory com-
mittees established under Section 135 of the
Trade Act of 1974.

TITLE II: TELECOMMUNICATIONS PRODUCT
CLASSIFICATION ACT

1. Specifies new tariff (TSUS) nomencla-
ture for telecommunications equipment to
clarify and facilitate data collection on
trade in telecommunications. (Nomencla-
ture was drafted by the ITC at the request
of the Committee on Finance and does not
change current tariff rates.)e

® Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
January 1 marked the end of an era. It
marked the end of the Bell System,
and the end of the integrated monopo-
ly. But, January 1 also marked a be-
ginning of a new era, an era of compe-
tition.

Like it or not, we have embarked on
a monumental experiment unequalled
in our industrial history. The pros-
pects are there for boosts in innova-
tion; for a widening variety of services
and products; and for rising productiv-
ity in the keystone industry of our in-
formation based economy. Seven of
ten Americans are employed in the
service sector of our economy and the
quality, efficiency, and variety of com-
munications is key to how well they
compete.

But, this great experiment has many
risks. We face risks as we move to new
ways of pricing telephone service—
ways based on cost. Some people may
no longer be able to afford basic
access. While a move toward cost-
based pricing should yield new effi-
ciencies, we cannot abandon universal
service as a result. We also face the
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risk that regulation will tilt unfairly in
one direction or the other. We face an-
other risk. We face the risk that we
will lose a major American market to
foreign competition. That is the sub-
ject of the legislation I join in sponsor-
ing today: Trade in telecommunica-
tions in the new era. For while Gov-
ernment sorts out the regulatory
strands in the domestic industry, and
while industry continues to adjust and
shake itself out, with new corporate
alinements and new services, some-
thing very significant—something very
disturbing, is happening at the nation-
al border.

What is happening is that America
has dramatically slipped from a net
exporter of telecommunications equip-
ment to a net importer. This is hap-
pening in a nation that, by any reason-
able measure, enjoys the world’s tech-
nological edge. Is it happening in an
economic sector whose growth Amer-
ica counts on for America’s benefit. Is
it happening in an high tech industry,
when high tech is key to maintaining
our international competitiveness. If
we lose ground here, then where do we
hold ground?

The numbers are striking. In 1982
we had a trade surplus in telephone
and telegraph equipment of $203 mil-
lion. In 1983, we had a trade deficit of
$240 million. And the trend seems
likely to get worse.

Why is this happening? In part, be-
cause foreign manufacturers have
products that people want. But why,
for 1982 to 1983 did our exports
remain virtually unchanged, at around
$830 million, while imports rose some
70 percent, from $626 million to $1,075
billion?

A major reason I think, is clear.
That reason is divestiture of AT&T
and our procompetitive telecommuni-
cations policy. Viewed in the light of
international trade, the AT&T break-
up must be seen as a step of major sig-
nificance. America has unilaterally
withdrawn a major barrier to foreign
entry into our market. True, it was a
nontariff barrier. But it was a barrier
all the same. And America has with-
drawn it unilaterally.

Before divestiture, $13 billion in
annual procurement by Bell operating
companies went, by and large, to West-
ern Electric. But the Bell operating
companies have now been unlinked
from AT&T. And already we see the
Bell operating companies shopping for
the best deal on central switches even
if it means going off-shore. Before di-
vestiture, relatively few customers
took advantage of the right—granted
since 1977—to buy their own terminal
equipment. Before divestiture, AT&T
rented out some 100 million telephone
sets. But as divestiture approached,
customers became more and more
aware that they could buy their own
telephone. AT&T faces competition
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not only from GE and GTE, but from
NEC—Nippon Electric Co.

Some 70 percent of telephone cus-
tomers said in a recent survey that
buying a phone is a better deal than
leasing it. Is it any wonder that ana-
lysts predict that the sale of telephone
sets will be a multibillion-dollar indus-
try in the eighties? Is it any surprise
that the import of telephone handsets
rose, in the first 9 months of 1983, a
whopping 247 percent over the previ-
ous year?

Lest there be any doubt about what
divestiture means, a comment by a
manager of NEC North America is re-
vealing. Quoted in a recent Business
Week article, he said, “All at once the
United States has become an open
market. If you have a good product,
you can ride the wave.” And, let us not
focus solely on the Japanese. Jeu-
mont-Schneider, the largest PBX man-
ufacturer in France, is entering the
U.S. market, with a target of 5 percent
of a market that should top 10 billion
by 1990. A lot of foreign based manu-
facturers have their eyes set on a
bigger piece of the American pie,

What is terribly wrong is not that we
have opened our markets. What is ter-
ribly wrong is that at the same time,
foreign markets remain closed. Unless
we act, trade in telecommunications
equipment will increasingly be a one-
way street. Any rational observer has
to wonder whether in the area of
trade, the divestiture and our procom-
petitive policy are a monumental case
of American shooting itself in the
foot.

While America has opened its doors
to new entry, the doors to foreign mar-
kets remain largely closed. In most de-
veloped nations, the public network is
owned and operated by government-
owned monopolies—the Postal Tele-
phone & Telegraph or PTT's generally
favor their domestic manufacturers.
While large American firms may re-
spond by buying into firms abroad,
buying into foreign companies is not
all that easy for smaller firms. More-
over, such activity does not do as
much for American jobs and American
economic growth.

Industrial nations adhere to the so-
called government procurement code,
under which their government agrees
to forgo policies of buying domestic.
But few have agreed to extend the
code to telecommunications agencies.

Japan has entered into a bilateral
agreement with the United States.
Japan is the second largest telecom-
munications market. Its government-
owned monopoly is Nippon Telephone
& Telegraph—(NTT). Since 1980, NTT
has promised open procurement under
a bilateral agreement with the United
States. But in the first 3 years of the
agreement, less than 1 percent of the
$3 billion in yearly purchases has gone
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to American firms. Meanwhile roughly
half our imports come from Japan.

I led 14 other Senators late last year
in urging various improvements in the
agreement. And shortly after the new
year, an agreement was struck be-
tween the United States and Japan, in-
corporating some of those. Time will
tell if they will make a difference. But
we had something of a warning about
overoptimism. Around the time the
agreement was extended, Japanese of-
ficials clarified their reading of the
new agreement. They said that com-
munications satellites were excluded
from the agreement. Why? Quite
simply because Japan felt it in its na-
tional interest to develop a domestic
industry. Recent talks between Am-
bassador Brock and Japanese officials
still have not completely resolved this
matter.

Obviously, there is no turning back
the clock. Divestiture is complete. But,
we cannot stand by while our trade po-
sition deteriorates. America must take
firm steps to insure that trade in tele-
communications is a two-way street.
The legislation we introduce today is
Jjust such a step.

The outline of the solution we are
proposing is a simple one. It directs
the President to commence multilater-
al negotiations with our trade part-
ners—to secure access to their markets
reciprocal to the access enjoyed in the
United States. At the very least, we
would demand improvements. Failing
to achieve that, the United States
would significantly increase tariffs on
imports.

For New Jersey, taking these steps
for the industry is critical, New Jersey
ranks fourth in the Nation in ship-
ments of telephone and telegraph
equipment. Home of Bell Labs, New
Jersey is a leader in the research and
development of new products. Some
40,000 men and women are employed
here in the manufacture of communi-
cations equipment. It is in their inter-
est that we move quickly, and decisive-
ly.

When trade sanctions are men-
tioned, some people are apt to think,
negatively, that that amounts to pro-
tectionism. What I am suggesting is
not the protection of a sick industry.
What I suggest is that we stop the sac-
rifice of a healthy one; a vital indus-
try; a leading industry.e

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise
today as a cosponsor of the Telecom-
munications Trade Act because this
country needs to be more vigilant in
opening up foreign markets for U.S
products. The telecommunications in-
dustry is one of the most protected in-
dustries in other countries. According
to the Department of Commerce:

Other major markets—outside of the
United States—remain essentially closed,
operating according to the established
system of government held ?IT'S—I}OSL&I-
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telephone and telegraph—and preferential
procurement procedures.

‘We must do more to open those mar-
kets for U.S. products because the
telecommunications industry is among
the world’s fastest growing industries.
It is estimated that the worldwide tele-
communications market will expand
from $59 billion in 1983 to $88 billion
in 1988.

The U.S. market for telecommunica-
tions equipment was $24 billion in
1983 and is expected to rise to $35 bil-
lion in 1988. However, access to this
market has been opened up as a result
of the AT&T divestiture. In effect, we
are unilaterally giving foreign compa-
nies new U.S. market opportunities
and we are getting nothing for it. We
can no longer afford to give something
away for nothing. If the U.S market is
open and foreign markets remain
closed, foreign producers will have no
incentive to pressure their govern-
ments to give U.S. companies a chance
to sell our telecommunications prod-
ucts in their markets.

In the words of the Commerce De-
partment:

As long as this type of asymmetry persists,
firms based in open-market countries—and
therefore without the luxury of insulated
domestic demand—could find themselves at
a temporary competitive disadvantage
before their protected counterparts. And
since the United States has led the way in
terms of liberalization, American telecom-
munications equipment manufacturers in
particular may face unreciprocated foreign
competition.

What the act does is to grant for 3
years to the President the authority to
enter into trade agreements providing
for more open trade in telecommunica-
tions equipment. As leverage, the act
stipulates that U.S. tariffs on telecom-
munications equipment will rise after
the 3 years to the level that would
have been in effect without the com-
mitments made during multilateral ne-
gotiations, unless the President suc-
cessfully negotiates a trade agreement
opening up foreign markets for U.S.
products. In effect, the act puts an-
other arrow in the quiver of our trade
negotiators when they sit down with
their counterparts from other coun-
tries.

While I am generally reluctant to in-
crease trade restrictions, this country
needs to use whatever means available
to force other countries back to the
bargaining table to liberalize trade.
Let me emphasize however, that the
act is GATT consistent because com-
pensation is provided for, if in fact tar-
iffs have to be raised. Of course, if
other countries negotiate to open their
markets, tariffs will not be raised. My
hope is that this act will result in
more open markets, not less.

National, even international, debate
is sadly limited by the brittle cliches of
“free trade’” and “protectionism.” The
first is a myth and the second is a
menace. Free trade is a noble goal but
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like absolute zero in physics or the
perfect oil painting copy of the Mona
Lisa, it can never be obtained. Liberal-
ized trade, developed under a set of
rules which provide a discipline in the
international market place, has served
the world well since World War II. But
those rules are not providing an effec-
tive international discipline today.
Five years ago this Congress passed
the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 and
we had high hopes for new codes, in-
cluding the one on government pro-
curement. But 5 years later we find
that precious little has been gained.
Our agreement with Nippon Tele-
phone and Telegraph (NTT) has re-
sulted in less than $200 million in
sales.

The policy issue today is not a ques-
tion of free trade versus protectionism.
It is a question of discipline and rules,
who obeys and who does not, what is
fair and what is not. Is it fair that for-
eign producers of telecommunications
equipment continue to receive protec-
tion and support from their govern-
ments, while we open up our market
to competition from these firms and
their governments?

This country must stop treating
trade policy as a stepchild of foreign
policy and domestic policy. Put blunt-
ly, we do not have a trade policy. In
this interdependent world, all of our
domestic policies have an effect on in-
dustry's ability to compete interna-
tionally. We have no idea what our
myriad of policies for defense procure-
ment, small businesses, subsidies, tax
breaks, and all of our trade restric-
tions have on the structure of our in-
dustry or its ability to compete inter-
nationally. The divestiture of AT&T is
another in a long list of policy changes
which are taken without considering
the implications for trade. Until this
country adopts a more coherent trade
strategy, we will be forced to use what-
ever leverage the Congress can muster,
on a piecemeal basis, to open up for-
eign markets. That is why I support
this bill.

In sum, the world market for tele-
communications will be the source of
rapid growth in the coming decades.
However, foreign telecommunications
markets are characterized by extensive
government intervention, including re-
strictive import practices and discrimi-
natory government procurement. Only
by using access to the U.S. market as
leverage, can the United States
achieve an open world market for
trade in telecommunications—thereby
gaining access for U.S. exports and in-
creasing export-related employment.
The time has come for the United
States to use that leverage, otherwise
our firms will continue to operate at a
competitive disadvantage to the detri-
ment of our economic base.

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor
and support the bill.
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By Mr. McCLURE (by request):
S.J. Res. 286. Joint resolution to ap-

prove the “Compact of Free Associa-
tion,” and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

APPROVAL OF THE “‘COMPACT OF FREE

ASSOCIATION"

® Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, at
the request of the administration, I
send to the desk for appropriate refer-
ence a joint resolution to approve the
“Compact of Free Association,” and
for other purposes. The text of the
President’s letter of transmittal ap-
pears at page S. 3522 of the REcorD of
March 30, 1984.@

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

5. 476
At the request of Mr. LeviN, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. WeIckeR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 476, a bill to amend title II of
the Social Security Act to require a
finding of medical improvement when
disability benefits are terminated, to
provide for a review and right to per-
sonal appearance prior to termination
of disability benefits, to provide for
uniform standards in determining dis-
ability, to provide continued payment
of disability benefits during the ap-
peals process, and for other purposes.
5. 1163
At the request of Mr. GLENN, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1163, a bill to amend title 5 of the
United States Code to provide death
benefits to survivors of Federal law en-
forcement officers and firefighters,
and for other purposes.
8. 1201
At the request of Mr. MaTHIAS, the
names of the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HatrieLp) and the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1201, a bill
to amend title 17 of the United States
Code to protect semiconductor chips
and masks against unauthorized dupli-
cation, and for other purposes.
8. 1746
At the request of Mr. Rupman, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
Symms) was added as a cosponsor of S.
17486, a bill to require that the Federal
Government procure from the private
sector of the economy the goods and
services necessary for the operations
and management of certain Govern-
ment agencies and that the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget
and the Comptroller General of the
United States identify the activities of
the Federal Government to produce,
manufacture, or otherwise provide
goods and services which should be
provided by the private sector and pre-
pare a schedule for transferring such
activities to the private sector.
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5. 1818
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
PercY) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1816, a bill to amend the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act, the Tariff
Act of 1930, and the Wool Products
Labeling Act of 1939 to improve the la-
beling of textile fiber and wool prod-
ucts.
5, 1844
At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM,
the name of the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PErcY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1844, a bill entitled the “Aviation
Tax Reduction Act of 1983.”
5. 1884
At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM,
the name of the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PErcY) was withdrawn as a co-
sponsor of S. 1884, a bill to relieve the
Elephant Butte Irrigation District of
certain repayment obligations and for
other purposes.
5. 1938
At the request of Mr. HarcH, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1938, a bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, the
Federal Meat Inspection Act, the
Poultry Products Inspection Act, and
the Egg Products Inspection Act, and
for other purposes.
S. 2014
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
name of the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. ExoN) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2014, a bill to amend the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974 to provide for assistance in
locating missing children.
8. 2025
At the request of Mr. NUnN, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. JoHNSTON) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2025, a bill to amend the
Highway Improvement Act of 1982 to
provide additional funds for the com-
pletion of certain priority primary
projects.
5. 2096
At the request of Mr. PAcKwoob, the
names of the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PErRCY) and the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. HEFLIN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2096, a bill to amend the
Employee Retirement Income Securi-
ty Act of 1974 and the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to permit investment
by employee benefit plans in residen-
tial mortgages.
8. 2374
At the request of Mr. STaFFORD, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. Pryor) and the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. BRADLEY) were added
as cosponsors of S. 2374, a bill to
extend the authorization for 5 years
for the low income home energy assist-
ance program, for the community
services block grant, and for the Head
Start program, and for other purposes.
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5. 2423

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
names of the Senator from Pennsylva-
nia (Mr. SpEcTER), the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. ABDNOR), the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNE-
pyY), the Senator from Montana (Mr.
Bavucus), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. EasT), the Senator from
Florida (Mrs. HAwkINs), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PeLn), the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. CocH-
RAN), the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
ExonN), the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. Burbpick), the Senator
from Texas (Mr. Tower), the Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. ZoORINSKY), the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Bump-
ERsS), the Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
HupbLESTON), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. SiMpsoN), and the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS)
were added as cosponsors of S. 2423, a
bill to provide financial assistance to
the States for the purpose of compen-
sating and otherwise assisting victims
of crime, and to provide funds to the
Department of Justice for the purpose
of assisting victims of Federal crime.

8. 2490
At the request of Mr. StaAFFoRD, the
name of the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. PRESSLER) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 2490, a bill to amend
and extend the Library Services and
Construction Act.

8. 2505

At the request of Mr. GorTon, the
name of the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. PRESSLER) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 2505, a bill to provide a
right of first refusal for metropolitan
areas before a professional sports
team is relocated, and for other pur-
poses.

5. 2569

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
GLENN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2569, a bill to amend XVI of the Social
Security Act to make necessary im-
provements in the SSI program with
the objective of assuring that such
program will more realistically and
more equitably reflect the needs and
circumstances of applicants and recipi-
ents thereunder.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 55
At the request of Mr. MaTHIAS, the
name of the Senator from Washington
(Mr. GorToN) was added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 55, a
resolution to recognize the pause for
the Pledge of Allegiance as part of Na-
tional Flag Day activities.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 87
At the request of Mr. Tsoncas, the
names of the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PErcy) and the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. TriBLE) were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution
87, a joint resolution designating a day
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of remembrance for victims of geno-
cide.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 165

At the request of Mr. MaTH1AS, the
names of the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EaGLETON), the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. ZorINsKY), and the Sena-
tor from Virginia (Mr. TRIBLE) were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 165, a joint resolution to
commemorate the bicenntennial anni-
versary of the constitutional founda-
tion for patent and copyright laws.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 260

At the request of Mr. QuayLE, the
names of the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. Lucar), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. GLENN), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. THURMOND), the Senator
from California (Mr. CraNsTON), the
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. AN-
DREWS), the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. HoLLiNgs), the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. CocHRAN), the Sena-
tor from Mississippi (Mr. STENNI1S), the
Senator from Florida (Mrs. HAWKINS),
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. DIxon),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
DURENBERGER), the Senator from
North Dakota (Mr. BurbpIcK), the Sen-
ator from Iowa (Mr. GRrassLEY), the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. RAN-
poLPH), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
JEPSEN), the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from
California (Mr. WiLson), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PeLL), the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY), the
Senator from Florida (Mr. CHILES),
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
Domenic), the Senator from Minneso-
ta (Mr. BoscawrTz), the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. DoLg), the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. EasT), the Sena-
tor from Idaho (Mr. Symms), the Sena-
tor from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER),
the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
McCLUuRrE), the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. MarTIiNGcLY), and the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. INoUYE) were added
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 260, a joint resolution designating
the week beginning on November 11,
1984, as “National Blood Pressure
Awareness Week."”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 261

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Joint Resolution 261, a joint
resolution to provide for the designa-
tion of the last week in June, 1984, as
‘“Helen Keller Deaf Blind Awareness
Week.”

At the request of Mr. LEaHY, the
names of the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. Dixon), the Senator from Arkan-
sas (Mr. BumpERs), the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. JoHwsTON), and the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG)
were added as cosponsors of Senate
Joint Resolution 261, supra.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 264

At the request of Mr. Tsoncas, the

names of the Senator from New York
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(Mr. MoyNIHAN) and the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG) were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 264, a joint resolution to
designate the month of March 1985 as
‘““National Hemophilia  Awareness
Month.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 269
At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the
names of the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. Exon) and the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. Dixon) were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution
269, a joint resolution designating the
week beginning September 23, 1984, as
“National Adult Day Care Center
Week."”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 279
At the request of Mr. KAsTEN, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. NickLES) was added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 279, a
joint resolution to designate the week
of November 11, 1984, through Novem-
ber 17, 1984, as “Women in Agricul-
ture Week.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 283
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. JoHNSTON) wWas added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 283, a
joint resolution to authorize and re-
quest the President to designate the
week of May 7, 1984, as “National
Arson Awareness Week.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 284
At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the
names of the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STevENns) and the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 284, a joint resolution to
designate the week beginning Septem-
ber 2, 1984, as “National School Age
Child Care Awareness Week."”
SENATE RESOLUTION 241
At the request of Mr. Levin, the
names of the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. DeConcini) and the Senator
from Virginia (Mr. TRIBLE) were added
as cosponsors of Senate Resolution
241, a resolution expressing the sense
of the Senate that the foreign policy
of the United States should take ac-
count of the genocide of the Armenian
people, and for other purposes.
SENATE RESOLUTION 360
At the request of Mr. Tower, the
name of the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GoLpwaTER) was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Resolution 360, a
resolution to amend rule XV of the
Standing Rules of the Senate to pro-
vide that no amendment that is not
germane or relevant to the subject
matter of a bill or resolution shall be
in order unless such amendment has
been submitted at the desk at least 48
hours prior to consideration.
SENATE RESOLUTION 364
At the request of Mr. DECONCINI,
the name of the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PELL) was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Resolution 364, a
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resolution expressing the sense of the
Senate that certain recommendations
of the President's Private Sector
Survey on Cost Control relating to the
Veterans' Administration health care
system should be rejected as a matter
of national policy.

AMENDMENT NO. 3038

At the request of Mr. Sasser, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 3036 proposed to H.R.
2163, a bill to amend the Federal Boat
Safety Act of 1971, and for other pur-
poses.

At the request of Mr. DECoNcINI, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 3036 proposed to H.R.
2163, supra.

SENATE RESOLUTION 375—
ORIGINAL RESOLUTION RE-
PORTED AUTHORIZING THE
PRINTING OF THE PRAYERS
OF THE SENATE CHAPLAIN
DURING THE 97TH CONGRESS

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
the following original resolution;
which was placed on the calendar:

S. Res. 375

Resolved, That there be printed with an
appropriate illustration as a Senate docu-
ment, the prayers by the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, D.D., the Chaplain of the
Senate, at the opening of the daily sessions
of the Senate during the Ninety-seventh
Congress, together with any other prayers
offered by him during that period in his of-
ficial capacity as Chaplain of the Senate;
and that there be printed such additional
copies not to exceed $1,200 in cost of such
document for the use of the Joint Commit-
tee on Printing.

SEec. 2. The copy for the document author-
ized in section 1 shall be prepared under the
$rectinn of the Joint Committee on Print-

E.

SENATE RESOLUTION 376—
ORIGINAL RESOLUTION RE-
PORTED AUTHORIZING THE
PRINTING OF THE PRAYERS
OF THE SENATE CHAPLAIN
DURING THE 98TH CONGRESS

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
the following original resolution;
which was placed on the calendar:

S. Res. 376

Resolved, That there be printed with an
appropriate illustration as a Senate docu-
ment, the prayers by the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, D.D., the Chaplain of the
Senate, at the opening of the daily sessions
of the Senate during the Ninety-eighth Con-
gress, together with any other prayers of-
fered by him during that period in his offi-
cial capacity as Chaplain of the Senate; and
that there be printed such additional copies
not to exceed $1,200 in cost of such docu-
ment for the use of the Joint Committee on
Printing.

Sec. 2. The copy for the document author-
ized in section 1 shall be prepared under the
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direction of the Joint Committee on Print-
ing.

SENATE RESOLUTION 377—
ORIGINAL RESOLUTION RE-
PORTED TO PAY A GRATUITY
TO CAROL JEFFERY TOLIVER,
NORMAN LEE TOLIVER,
MARVIN LEWIS TOLIVER,
CATHERINE AMELIA HENDER-
SON, RUTH LOUISE TOLIVER,
MARY ETTA SAMUEL, PHYLLIS
JEAN PELHAM, ALVIN WINDELL
TOLIVER, AND GRACE ANN
TOLIVER

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
the following original resolution;
which was placed on the calendar:

S. Res. 377

Resolved, That the Secretary of the
Senate hereby is authorized and directed to
pay, from the contingent fund of the
Senate, to Carol Jeffery Toliver; Norman
Lee Toliver; Marvin Lewis Toliver; Alvin
Windell Toliver, brothers of James R. To-
liver and Catherine Amelia Henderson,
Ruth Louise Toliver; Mary Etta Samuel;
Phyllis Jean Pelham and Grace Ann To-
liver, sisters of James R. Toliver, an employ-
ee of the Senate at the time of his death, a
sum to each equal to one-ninth of five
months’ compensation at the rate he was re-
ceiving by law at the time of his death, said
sum to be considered inclusive of funeral ex-
penses and all other allowances.

SENATE RESOLUTION 378—
ORIGINAL RESOLUTION RE-
PORTED TO PAY A GRATUITY
TO RUTH M. FIRSHEIN

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
the following original resolution;
which was placed on the calendar:

S. Res. 378

Resolved, That the Secretary of the
Senate hereby is authorized and directed to
pay, from the contingent fund of the Senate
to Ruth M. Firshein, widow of Benjamin H.
Firshein, an employee of the Senate at the
time of his death, a sum equal to nine
months' compensation at the rate he was re-
ceiving by law at the time of his death, said
sum to be considered inclusive of funeral ex-
penses and all other allowances.

SENATE RESOLUTION 379—
ORIGINAL RESOLUTION RE-
PORTED TO PAY A GRATUITY
TO ERIC SWANSON AND KRIS-
TAN BOOTH

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
the following original resolution;
which was placed on the calendar:

S. Res. 379

Resolved, That the Secretary of the
Senate hereby is authorized and directed to
pay, from the contingent fund of the
Senate, to Eric Swanson, son of Ruth B.
Swanson and Kirstan Booth, daughter of
Ruth B. Swanson, an employee of the
Senate at the time of her death, a sum to
each equal to one half of seven and one-half
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months' compensation at the rate she was
receiving by law at the time of her death,
said sum to be considered inclusive of funer-
al expenses and all other allowances,

SENATE RESOLUTION 380—
ORIGINAL: RESOLUTION RE-
PORTED TO PAY A GRATUITY
TO PATSY L. FUNK

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
the following original resolution;
which was placed on the calendar:

S. Res. 380

Resolved, that the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Patsy L. Funk, daughter of Thomas L. Ma-
loney, and employee of the Architect of the
Capitol assigned to duty on the Senate side
of the Capitol grounds at the time of his
death, & sum equal to six months' compen-
sation at the rate he was receiving by law at
the time of his death, said sum to be consid-
ered inclusive of funeral expenses and all
other allowances.

SENATE RESOLUTION 381—
ORIGINAL RESOLUTION RE-
PORTED TO PAY A GRATUITY
TO WALTER M. STICKELL

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
the following original resolution;
which was placed on the calendar:

S. Res. 381

Resolved, That the Secretary of the
Senate hereby is authorized and directed to
pay, from the contingent fund of the
Senate, to Walter M. Stickell, widower of
Rita L. Stickell, an employee of the Senate
at the time of her death, a sum equal to six
months' compensation at the rate she was
receiving by law at the time of her death,
said sum to be considered inclusive of funer-
al expenses and all other allowances.

SENATE RESOLUTION 382—
ORIGINAL RESOLUTION RE-
PORTED TO PAY A GRATUITY
TO LAURA DUDLEY PAGE

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
the following original resolution;
which was placed on the calendar:

S. REs, 382

Resolved, That the Secretary of the
Senate hereby is authorized and directed to
pay, from the contingent fund of the
Senate, to Laura Dudley Page, widow of
Stanley H. Page, an employee of the Senate
at the time of his death, a sum equal to four
months’ compensation at the rate he was re-
ceiving by law at the time of his death, said
sum to be considered inclusive of funeral ex-
penses and all other allowances.

SENATE RESOLUTION 383—
ORIGINAL RESOLUTION TO
PAY A GRATUITY TO DANIEL
T. FOLEY, MAUREEN C. CANNY,
AND EILEEN P. TWIGG

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
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the following original resolution;
which was placed on the calendar:
S. REs. 383

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate hereby is authorized and directed to
pay, from the contingent fund of the
Senate, to Daniel T. Foley, brother of Joan
V. Foley and Maureen C. Canny and Eileen
P. Twigg, sisters of Joan V. Foley, an em-
ployee of the Senate at the time of her
death, a sum to each equal to one third of
seven months’ compensation at the rate she
was receiving by law at the time of her
death, said sum to be considered inclusive of
funeral expenses and all other allowances.

SENATE RESOLUTION 384—
ORIGINAL RESOLUTION RE-
PORTED RELATING TO PUR-
CHASE OF CALENDARS

Mr. MATHIAS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
the following original resolution;
which was placed on the calendar:

S. REs. 384

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules
and Administration is authorized to expend
from the contingent fund of the Senate,
upon vouchers approved by the chairman of
that committee, not to exceed $65,520 for
the purchase of one hundred and four thou-
sand calendars. The calendars shall be dis-
tributed as prescribed by the committee.

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

FEDERAL BOAT SAFETY ACT
AMENDMENTS

HOLLINGS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 3041

Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mr.
STENNIS, Mr. Exon, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
Bincaman, Mr. JoHNSTON, Mr. Bump-
ERs, and Mr. NUNN) proposed an
amendment to amendment No. 3027
proposed by Mr. BAKER (and others) to
the bill (H.R. 2163) to amend the Fed-
eral Boat Safety Act of 1971, and for
other purposes; as follows:

On page 19 of amendment No. 3027:

Sec. relating to limitations of aggregate
total budget authority for National Defense
and non-defense discretionary activities, is
amended by striking out subsections (a)
through (e) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

TITLE X—INCREASING IN REVENUES
AND LIMITS ON BUDGET AUTHOR-
ITY AND OUTLAYS
DELAY COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT TO 1990
Sec. 1001. (a) Subsection (f) of section 1 of

the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating

to adjustments in tax tables so that infla-
tion will not result in tax increases) is
amended—

(1) by striking out “1964" in paragraph (1)
and inserting in lieu thereof “1989"”, and

(2) by striking out ““1983" in paragraph (3)
(B) and inserting in lieu thereof “1988".

(b) Subsection (e) of section 104 of the
Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 is
amended by striking out “1984" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “1989".
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(c) The amendments made by this section
shall apply to taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1984,

INCREASED TAX AUDIT COVERAGE

Sec. 1002. (a) In the case of revenue
agents, the Secretary of the Treasury, pur-
suant to section 7803(a) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954, shall employ no less
than 15,647 in fiscal year 1985, 16,569 in
fiscal year 1986, 17,395 in fiscal year 1987,
18,834 in fiscal year 1988, and 20,320 in
fiscal year 1989,

(b) In the case of tax auditors, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, pursuant to such sec-
tion, shall employ no less than 4,098 in
fiscal year 1985, 4,529 in fiscal year 1986,
5,001 in fiscal year 1987, 5,339 in fiscal year
1988, and 5,773 in fiscal year 1989.

WITHHOLDING OF TAXES ON ROYALTY PAY-
MENTS AND PAYMENTS TO INDEPENDENT CON-
TRACTORS

Sec. 1003. (a) Section 3402 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to income
tax collected at source) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(q) EXTENSION OF WITHHOLDING TO RoY-
ALTY PAYMENTS AND PAYMENTS TO INDEPEND-
ENT CONTRACTORS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In any case in which—

“(A) a person issues a royalty payment, or

“(B) notwithstanding subsection (a)4), a
person issues a payment to an independent
contractor,

such person or any withholding agent shall
deduct and withhold from such payment an
amount equal to 10 percent of such pay-
ment.

“{2) WITHHOLDING AGENT.—EXcept as pro-
vided in regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary, the term ‘withholding agent’ means,
with respect to any payment described in
paragraph (1), the person who controls, re-
ceives, has custody of, disposes of, or pays
such payment.

“(3) COORDINATION WITH OTHER SECTIONS.—
For purposes of sections 3403 and 3404 and
for purposes of so much of subtitle F
(except section 7205) as relates to this chap-
ter, payments described under paragraph
(1) which are subject to withholding shall
be treated as if they were wages paid by an
employer to an employee.”.

(b) The amendments made by this section
shall apply to payments made after June 30,
1984.

REVENUE INCREASES

Sec. 1004. (a) Within 45 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Senate
Committee on Finance shall report to the
full Senate changes in laws within the juris-
diction of the Senate Committee on Finance
sufficient to increase revenues by
$4,300,000,000 in fiscal year 1985,
$7,100,000,000 in fiscal year 1986,
$11,700,000,000 in fiscal year 1987,
$19,000,000,000 in fiscal year 1988, and
$28,700,000,000 in fiscal year 1989.

PAY COMPARABILITY ADJUSTMENT FOR FEDERAL
EMPLOYEES

Sec. 1005. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act or of any other law—

(1) there shall not be an adjustment under
section 5305 of title 5, United States Code,
in the rates of pay under the General
Schedule and in the rates of pay under the
other statutory pay systems during fiscal
year 1985; and

(2) the overall percentage of the adjust-
ment in such rates taking effect under such
section in each of fiscal year 1986, 1987,
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1988, or 1989, shall be an increase of 3 per-
cent.

COST-OF-LIVING INCREASES

Skec. 1006. (a)(1) Except as provided in sub-
section (b), for the purpose of determining
or computing the amount of any increase in
payments or benefit amounts or in stand-
ards for eligibility for payments or benefits
taking effect on any date during the fiscal
year 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988, or 1989 under
any provision of Federal law which requires
an increase or change in such payments,
benefit amounts, or standards as a result of
any change in—

(A) the Consumer Price Index (or any
component thereof); or

(B) any other index which measures costs,
prices, or wages.
the change in any such index shall be
deemed to be the change as computed or de-
termined under such provision of Federal
law or (if less)—

(i) zero percent in the case of increases
taking effect in fiscal year 1985; or

(ii) 3 percent in the case of increases
taking effect in fiscal year 1986, 1987, 1988,
or 1989.

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision
of Federal law, no person shall be—

(A) entitled to any increase in payments,
benefit amounts, or rates of pay; or

(B) eligible for any payments or benefits,
under any provision of Federal law to the
extent that such increase or eligibility is
denied by reason of paragraph (1).

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, any change in any index described in
paragraph (1) which would have resulted in
an increase in payments or benefit amounts
or in standards for eligibility for payments
or benefits effective on any date during the
fiscal year 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988, or 1989 but
for paragraph (1) shall not be taken into ac-
count for the purposes of determining or
computing any increase or change in such
payments, benefit amounts, or standards
taking effect on any date during any fiseal
year after fiscal year 1989.

(bX1) With respect to the Social Security
Act, subsection (a) shall apply only to cost-
of-living adjustments to cash benefits paid
under section 202 or 223, and shall not limit
cost-of-living adjustments wunder section
1617 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1382f), or any
other adjustment under any other provision
of such Act. The adjustments becoming ef-
fective under such section 1617, and any
other adjustment to which subsection (a)
does not apply, will be made as through
there had been made the full cost-of-living
adjustment which, but for subsection (a),
would have become effective under section
215(1) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 415(i)) with re-
spect to cash benefits,

(2) Subsection (a) shall not apply to in-
creases under section 3(o), 5(c), or 5(e) of
the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C.
2012(0), 2014(c), and 2014(e) respectively).

(3) Subsection (a) shall not apply to in-
creases under section 3112 of title 38, United
States Code. For the purposes of such sec-
tion, benefit amounts payable under title II
of the Social Security Act shall be deemed
to be increased when and by the percentage
such amounts would be increased (as a
result of a determination made under sec-
tion 215(1) of such Act) if subsection (a) had
not been enacted.

MEDICARE FREEZE

Sec. 1007. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act (or any amendment
made by this Act) or any provision of title
XVIII of the Social Security Act, the “appli-
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cable percentage increase” under section
1886(b)(3)(B) of the Social Security Act for
any 12-month cost reporting period or fiscal
year beginning on or after October 1, 1984,
and before October 1, 1985, shall be zero
percent.

(b) The Secretary of Health and Human
Services shall report to the Congress within
45 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act with respect to suggested methods
for assuring that hospitals will not increase
amounts charged to patients who are not
entitled to benefits under title XVIII of the
Social Security Act in order to compensate
for amounts not paid by reason of the limi-
tation under subsection (a).

LIMITATION ON INCREASE IN BUDGET
AUTHORITY FOR NATIONAL DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

Sec. 1008. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act (or any amendment
made by this Act), the Congress declares
that—

(1) an urgent priority of the United States
Government is the pursuit of a national de-
fense policy that adegquately provides for
the security of the United States and that
of its allies against the threat of their adver-
saries;

(2) the basic goal of any national defense
program of the United States should be to
provide a consistent and sustained growth in
defense readiness activities and in weapon
systems research and development, procure-
ment, and force modernization;

(3) an annual increase in the defense
budget of the United States Government, in
accordance with the commitment made in
1977 and 1978 by the United States Govern-
ment and the other members of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) to
provide for annual increases in the defense
budgets of the members by three percent in
excess of the rate of inflation, is an essential
element in developing a reliable national de-
fense capability; and

(4) the policies relating to the commit-
ment of resources to develop and maintain a
strong and comprehensive defense program
by the United States must be fully integrat-
ed with an overall fiscal and economic
policy directed toward restoring the finan-
cial credibility of the Government in an eg-
uitable manner.

(b) Therefore, it is the sense of the Con-
gress that the amount of budget authority
provided for each of the fiscal years 1985,
1986, 1987, 1988, and 1989 for all purchases
made by departments and agencies adminis-
tering activities classified under the func-
tional category of National Defense in the
Budget transmitted under section 1105(a) of
title 31, United States Code, should be the
amount of budget authority provided for
such purchases for the preceding fiscal year
plus an amount equal to the product of—

(1) the amount of budget authority pro-
vided for such purchases for such preceding
fiscal year; and

(2) the sum of—

(A) the rate of inflation projected (in ac-
cordance with subsection (cX2)) to occur
during the fiscal year 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988,
or 1989, as the case may be; and

(B) four percent in fiscal years 1985 and
1986; and

(C) three percent in fiscal years 1987,
1988, and 1989.

(e)(1) For the purposes of subsection (b),
budget authority does not include the
budget authority provided for the pay of
employees of any department or agency de-
scribed in subsection (b), including members
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of the Armed Forces, or for military retired
or retainer pay.

(2) For the purposes of subsection (b), the
rate of inflation projected to occur during a
fiscal year under subsection (b) shall be—

(A) for fiscal year 1985, the percent
change in the defense purchases index
which is projected for such fiscal year by
the Director of the Congressional Budget
Office within 30 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act; and

(B) for fiscal year 1986, 1987, 1988, or
1989, the most recent projection of the per-
cent change in such index for such fiscal
year made by such Director before the date
on which the Senate or the House of Repre-
sentatives, or any committee thereof, takes
action to provide budget authority for such
fiscal year to which subsection (b) applies.

DISCRETIONARY FEDERAL PROGRAMS

Sec. 1009. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act (or any amendment
made by this Aect), it is the sense of the
Senate that the total amount of budget au-
thority provided for all discretionary Feder-
al programs for fiscal year 1985 should not
exceed an amount equal to the total amount
of budget authority provided for all such
programs for fiscal year 1984.

(b) It is the sense of the Senate that the
total amount of budget authority provided
for all discretionary Federal programs for
each of the fiscal years 1986, 1987, 1988, and
1989, should not exceed an amount equal to
the total amount of budget authority pro-
vided for all such programs for the preced-
ing fiscal year plus an amount equal to the
product of —

(1) the total amount of budget authority
provided for all such programs for such pre-
ceding fiscal year, multiplied by

(2) three percent.

(c) For purposes of this section, the term
“discretionary Federal program’ means any
Federal program other than—

(1) a program classified under the func-
tional category of National Defense in the
budget submitted by the President for the
applicable fiscal year under section 1105(a)
of title 31, United States Code; or

(2) a program for which spending author-
ity (as defined in section 401(c)(2)XC) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974) is provid-
ed by law.

MOYNIHAN (AND D'AMATO)
AMENDMENT NO. 3042

Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself and
Mr. D’AmaTo) proposed an amend-
ment to amendment No. 3027 proposed
by Mr. BAkER (and others) to the bill
H.R. 2163, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:

. . The Administrator of General
Services shall assign to the Secretary of the
Interior for use as a public park or recrea-
tion area, portions of the Montauk Air
Force Station in East Hampton Township,
Suffolk County, New York, totaling two
hundred and seventy-eight acres that were
declared surplus to the needs of the United
States Government on December 21, 1981.

“Sgc. . The Administrator of General
Services shall assign the land identified in
the first section of this Act to the Secretary
of the Interior within thirty days of enact-
ment of this Act. Within thirty days of said
assignment, the Secretary of the Interior
shall, in exchange for the transfer of the
fee title to one hundred and twenty-five
acres of the real property owned by the
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State of New York at Fire Island, New York,
to the Secretary of the Interior, convey the
property to the State of New York for
public park or recreation uses in accordance
with section 203(kX2) of the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Act of 1949 (40
U.S.C. 484(kX2)).".

GRASSLEY AMENDMENT NO. 3043

Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mrs.
KAssSeBaAUM, Mr. BipenN, and Mr.
Baucus) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 2163, supra, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following: “Act.

“LIMITATIONS ON BUDGET AUTHORITY

“Sgc. . (a) It shall not be in order in the
Senate or House of Representatives to con-
sider any bill or resolution making appro-
priations, if the enactment of such bill or
resolution, as recommended by the respec-
tive committee on appropriations, would
cause the aggregate total budget authority
for function 050, National Defense, to
exceed $264,100,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.

“(b) It shall not be in order in the Senate
or House of Representatives to consider any
bill or resolution making appropriations, if
the enactment of such bill or resolution, as
recommended by the respective committee
on appropriations, would cause the aggre-
gate total budget authority for nondefense
discretionary activities to exceed
$137,000,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.

“(e) For the purposes of this section,
budget authority shall be determined on the
basis applicable for fiscal year 1984.

“(d) The provisions of subsection (a) or (b)
of this section may be waived or suspended
in the Senate by a majority vote of the
Members voting, a quorum being present, or
by unanimous consent of the Senate.

“(e) It is the sense of Congress that the
unprecedented magnitude and persistence
of current and projected Federal budget
deficits must be addressed in a comprehen-
sive strategy to moderate increases in de-
fense spending while continuing the effec-
tive constraints on nondefense discretionary
programs. To assure the success of such an
initiative, the foregoing procedural re-
straints. In addition to the total aggregate
spending limitations pursuant to the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended,
are necessary on budget authority both for
defense and for nondefense discretionary
programs for fiscal year 1985.

‘‘MEDICARE FREEZE

“Sec. . (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act (or any amendments
made by this Act) or any provision of title
XVIII of the Social Security Act, the ‘appli-
cable percentage increase’ under section
1886(b)X3)XB) of the Social Security Act for
any 12-month cost reporting period or fiscal
year beginning on or after October 1, 1984,
and before October 1, 1985, shall be zero
percent.

“(b) The Secretary of Health and Human
Services shall report to the Congress within
45 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act with respect to suggested methods
for assuring that hospitals will not increase
amounts charged to patients who are not
entitled to benefits under title XVIII of the
Social Security Act in order to compensate
for amounts not paid by reason of the limi-
tation under subsection (a).

“LIMITATIONS ON COST-OF-LIVING
ADJUSTMENTS

“Sec. . (a) Notwithstanding any other

provision of law, no increase shall be made
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in payments or benefit amounts under any
provision of law which would otherwise re-
quire such increase to become effective
during fiscal year 1985 as a result of
changes in—

“(1) the Consumer Price Index (or any
component thereof); or

“(2) any other index which measures
costs, prices, or wages.

“(b) No person shall be entitled to any in-
crease in payments or benefit amounts
under any provision of law if payment
thereof is denied by reason of this section.

“(¢) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, any change in—

“(1) the consumer Price Index (or any
component thereof); or

“(2) any other index which measures
costs, prices, or wages,
which would have resulted in any increase
in payments or benefit amounts during
fiscal year 1985 but for the provisions of
subsection (a) shall not be taken into ac-
count for purposes of determining any in-
crease in payments or benefit amounts
during fiscal year 1986 or any fiscal year
thereafter.”.

NOTICES OF HEARINGS

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND
FORESTRY

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I wish to
announce that the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry will
hold a business meeting on Wednes-
day, May 2, and Thursday, May 3, to
consider legislation pertaining to the
child nutrition programs.

The bills to be considered are S.
1994; S. 2545; S. 1913, a proposed
measure by Senator DoLg; and S. 2599.

The markup will begin at 10 a.m. in
room SR 328-A on Wednesday and
Thursday.

For further information, please con-
tact the Agriculture Committee staff
at 224-0014 or 224-0017.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES
TO MEET

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Tuesday, May 1, 1984, in order to
receive testimony concerning S. 2423,
the Victims of Crime Assistance Act.

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SEA POWER AND FORCE

PROJECTION

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Sea Power and Force Projec-
tion, of the Committee on Armed
Services, be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Tuesday,
May 1, at 10 a.m., to hold a hearing to
receive testimony of the Navy's Mark
92 fire control system upgrade pro-
gram in review of S. 2414, the fiscal
year 1985 Department of Defense au-
thorization bill.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC AND THEATER

NUCLEAR FORCES

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Strategic and Theater Nu-
clear Forces, of the Committee on
Armed Services, be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Tuesday, May 1, to hold an executive
session on theater nuclear force issues,
S. 2414, fiscal year 1985 DOD authori-
zation bill.

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

NATIONAL NURSES’' DAY

® Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
rise today to salute our Nation's 1.7
million registered nurses. These un-
selfish and caring individuals are, in
this Senator’s mind, the backbone of
our country’s health care system and
deserving of special recognition.
Sunday, May 6 is National Nurses’
Day and citizens all around our coun-
try will be involved in events to
heighten public awareness of the
countless contributions these profes-
sionals make in insuring quality
health care for all Americans.

The rapid advances in medicine and
the changing nature of health care
has greatly expanded the role of regis-
tered nurses. The intensity of care has
increased with more R.N.'s needed to
carry out such activities as monitoring
vital functions, ventilation therapy
with infusion pumps, and the applica-
tion of many new technologies. The
development of these kinds of settings
has particularly increased the need for
nurses with advanced preparation.
And, Mr. President, our Nation’'s
nurses have responded to these chal-
lenges, assuming increased responsibil-
ities and accountability for our health
care needs.

I am pleased to have joined my dis-
tinguished colleague and friend, Sena-
tor INOUYE, in sponsoring Senate Joint
Resolution 274, a resolution to official-
ly designate May 6, 1984, as National
Nurse Recognition Day. Mr. President,
these health care professionals are
most deserving of this tribute and I
urge my colleagues to join me in a
demonstration of recognition and sup-
port of our Nation's nurses.e

A SESQUICENTENNIAL POEM

@ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on
the weekend past, April 28, 1984, to be
specific, I had the pleasure of partici-
pating in the celebration of Rochester,
N.Y.’s Sesquicentennial. On its 150th
birthday, the Flower City, as it is
known, is indeed flourishing; looking
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to its past with pride and to its future
with confidence.

The observance had many memora-
ble moments and events, but one in
particular stands out for me. It is a
poem written specially for the celebra-
tion by William Heyen, professor of
creative writing at the State Universi-
ty of New York at Brockport.

The poem, “Downriver,” elegantly
and eloquently captures the spirit and
history that has helped make Roches-
ter one of New York's, and the Na-
tion's great cities.

Mr. President, I ask that Professor
Heyen’s poem, as reprinted on April
29, 1984 in Upstate, the magazine of
the Rochester Democrat and Chron-
icle, be printed in the REcoRD.

The material follows:

DOWNRIVER

(A Poem for the Sesquicentennial of the
City of Rochester, N.Y.)

|

At the country auction, boxes of books. In
one,

Bryant's Poems, a gilt-edged, false-leather
parlor edition

losing its words, disbound, falling apart

even while I held it.

Under century-old backyard shagbark hick-
ories

in the spread of full summer,

I stood reading “A Forest Hymn" for the
first time

in twenty or thirty years.

Do you remember? You probably had it in
high school,

as I did. Its hundred-eighteen lines

rocked all us little American scholars into
oblivion.

Who cared about trees?

This was the day after a Russian pilot
tracked a passenger jet,

locked in his missiles, and shot it down, kill-
ing 269.

I tried to imagine that many people in
flames,

had counted the auction crowd to half that
number.

Bryant rhapsodizes wildflowers growing at
the roots

of huge trees. Each one, he says,

“With scented breath and look so like a
smile,

Seems, as
mould,

An emanation of the indwelling Life,

A visible token of the upholding Love,

That are the soul of this great universe.”

There’s more in his hymn than heavenly
flowers smiling,

but the desperate poet does blame all catas-
trophe on human pride

his forest could keep us from: “O God,” he
prays, “when thou

Dost scare the world with tempests, set on
fire

The heavens with falling thunderbolts, or
fin

The swift dark whirlwind that uproots the
woods

And drowns the villages; when, at thy call,

Uprises the great deep and throws himself

Upon the continent, and overwhelms its
cities,

Spare me and mine, nor let us need the
wrath

it issues from the shapeless
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Of the mad unchained elements to teach
who rules them."”

He ends by asking for that quiet wisdom to
be found

under the emblematic trees in contempla-
tion:

“Be it ours to meditate,

In these calm shades, thy milder majesty,
And to the beautiful order of thy works
Learn to conform the order of our lives.”

But I kept brooding the charred fuselage
sinking into brine mud

with innocent dead, of limbs washed up on
beaches.

I knelt to place the book back into its box.

A long time seemed to have passed.

II

The auction droned into evening, genera-
tions-deep possessions

knocked down for the dollars of inflation,
spirited

across lawns from home,
barns,

into cars and vans.

This was one of the old farmsteads along
the Genesee

where the river still glides with Seneca ap-
paritions

past graves of the first settlers. Who could
have dreamed the American city, a
glass and steel skyline,

corporate limbs in a hundred countries?

But it was always there, born in the sewn
brain-patterns

of homemade quilts, in the first Kodaks
giving us back

to ourselves, in flails and scythes,

in pots mended by travelling tinkerers a
hundred years before,

in anvils and ogee mirrors, in hand-ruled
ledgers,

cast iron stoves, tin candle moulds, a trophy
buck whose antlers

branched above this congregation,

in grains of the high-headboard oak beds

whose women bore those who worked this
land, in the now

nondescript uniforms of three or four wars,

in shotguns, sheepskin coats, bridal gowns,

coarse overalls, a stereopticon, butter
crocks, dovetailed dressers,

a rosewood Acolian piano, corn shuckers,
churns, apple peelers,

cabbage boards, blue-tinged canning jars, a
loom,

a spinning wheel, a Currier & Ives of Sam
Patch above the river,

a barrel of Depression glassware now fought
for by dealers,

oval walnut frames of ancestral faces, red-
ware, sheet music,

an Uncle Sam iron bank, a roll-top desk—
the years

cascading forward with yearned-for objects
as though

over the river's falls . . . And then,

held up by the auctioneer for special admi-
ration,

a single amethyst jack-in-the-pulpit bud
vase, its cowl-

like spathe gleaming above dispersal and
the emptiness

of money . . .

Did elms once clarify our streets with
toothed translucent leaves?

Did we know God because the chestnut hill-
sides blossomed?

We pray, again, to invest things with mean-
ing, to build a city

within our time but free from the terror of
this new world.

outbuildings,
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The others have gone. Will you, now, stay
here with me?

We will stand beside the river, watch stars
hold still

in the flowing night water. In the same way,

we have come here from everywhere,

and from all time. We, our parents, theirs,
theirs,

followed history, dumbly, or beguiled by it.

We were the ones in kitchens, fields,
churches

of a thousand villages who heard the re-
peated dream

until we reached for it, or were handcuffed
to it,

or driven toward it by famine, or slavers, or
Ppogroms

of bayonet and flame. In 1834,

as he testifies in his Narrative, Frederick
Douglass

prepared himself “for a final struggle which
should decide

my fate, one way or the other.” For Freder-
ick,

for Susan B. Anthony in her and her sisters’
life-long passional

against sexist greed and stupidity,

the same city still glows, downriver, over the
treeline.

Lord of life and of all things, help us to
know,

now, what our struggle is, its human forms

within objects within a world daily

more dangerous. Help us to know ourselves,
the motives

of our most secret voices and gestures.

Stars in the river's water move, but stay,

as the river passes away, but stays. May we
abide,

but b(];i”d here the blessed city before we

e

A slag-glass lamp, a book with Bryant’'s
prayer, a two-handled

crosscut saw . .. let us look into one an-
other’'s eyes

imagining flames,
decide.@

imagining love, and

SOUTH DAEKOTA RECOGNIZES
THE EFFORTS OF THE NA-
TIONAL FEDERATION OF THE
BLIND

® Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. President, I wish
to bring to the attention of my col-
leagues a proclamation issued recently
by Gov. William J. Janklow, declaring
May as National Federation of the
Blind Month in South Dakota.

Mr. President, the National Federa-
tion of the Blind is the largest organi-
zation of blind persons in our Nation. I
am proud of the work the affiliate in
South Dakota is doing to insure equal-
ity, security, and opportunity for the
blind citizens of my State. I wish also
to commend and congratulate the
president of the South Dakota affili-
ate, Ms. Karen S. Mayry, for her con-
tinued dedication to issues of concern
to the blind.

Mr. President, I ask that Governor
Janklow's proclamation be printed in
the RECORD.

The proclamation follows:

PROCLAMATION

Whereas the National Federation of the

Blind of South Dakota is a vital advocacy
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group that represents the interests of thou-
sands of blind citizens statewide; and,

Whereas this invaluable organization is an
effective voice of the blind for it seeks to en-
hance the dignity and increase the inde-
pendence of our state’s visually handi-
capped; and,

Whereas as the largest organization of the
blind in America, the NFB strives to educate
the public about the capabilities of the visu-
ally impaired; they are a group of individ-
uals who see themselves not as blind people,
but as people who just happen to be blind;
and,

Whereas the National Federation of the
Blind of South Dakota is a group whose
blind members don’'t as for sympathy, but
for empathy . . . they wish not to be pam-
pered, for they only desire to be given a
chance to prove how much they CAN do
and how little they can't do; and,

Whereas the NFB not only seeks to edu-
cate the sighted, but works as well to inform
the visually handicapped of their rights and
of the many services available to them:

Now, Therefore, 1, William J. Janklow,
Governor of the State of South Dakota, do
hereby proclaim the month of May, 1984, as
“National Federation of the Blind of South
Dakota Month” in South Dakota. As citi-
zens of this great State, it is important we
all recognize the blind as fellow human
beings who desire only to live full, rich lives
in dignity and equality.e

UPHOLSTERED FURNITURE
ACTION COUNCIL MEETING

e Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, Ameri-

can upholstered furniture manufactur-

ers, through their own initiative, are
making great strides in consumer
safety. Over the weekend in High

Point, N.C., at the annual spring furni-

ture market there, the Honorable Ter-

rence M. Scanlon, Vice Chairman of
the U.S. Consumer Products Safety

Commission, addressed the Uphol-

stered Furniture Action Council. This

group has been responsible for spear-
heading the drive for consumer safety
with respect to furniture products.

Mr. President, I believe that my col-
leagues and the public will find Com-
missioner Scanlon’s remarks impor-
tant in that he acknowledges the
safety contributions made by the fur-
niture manufacturers and he lays
stress on the key role that individual
consumer responsibility must play in
the whole effort of consumer safety.

Mr. President, I ask that the speech
by Commissioner Terrence M. Scanlon
of the U.S. Consumer Product Safety
Commission to the Upholstered Furni-
ture Action Council in High Point,
N.C., on Saturday, April 28, 1984, be
printed in the REcorp at this point.

The speech follows:

ReMARKS oF TERRENCE M. Scawion, Vice
CHAIRMAN AT THE UFAC SPRING MARKET
PRESs CONFERENCE, APRIL 28, 1984

CPSC-UFAC, ‘A SUCCESS STORY"

I am pleased and privileged to address you
this morning about the successful coopera-
tive program between the Consumer Prod-
uct Safety Commission (CPSC) and the Up-

holstered Furniture Action Council (UFAC)
on the upholstered furniture ignition prob-
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lem. Many would say industry/government
cooperation is simply not appropriate. How-
ever, if one takes the time to carefully ex-
amine the record, understand the voluntary
standard process, and look for the common
good, a different conclusion is readily
reached.

The long-standing working cooperative
effort between UFAC and the CPSC is an
excellent case in point. Your successful pro-
gram now in its second phase is working for
the future improvement of furniture from
ignitions. Your many efforts in the past,
such as the development and patenting of
the aluminum welt cord, and other safety
improvements, have already greatly contrib-
uted to consumer safety, and will continue
to do so for years to come. I challenge you
to continue this progress.

The UFAC program is cited by my fellow
Commissioners in Public Commission meet-
ings and before Congressional committees
as a model of successful government/indus-
try cooperation. I share that view as well.
You have all heard that before, so let me
raise a few new issues. Industry/government
cooperation, of course, must be a “two-way
street.” What is industry’s contribution to
consumer safety, often at substantial cost, is
a contribution to all of our society. The ben-
efits, of course, reach primarily to those we
all ultimately seek to protect, the consum-
ers. One of the reasons I am an outspoken
proponent of voluntary standards is that in
this day of government cutbacks at most
levels, “private sector resource” intensive ef-
forts, such as yours are critical to accom-
plishing our mutually consistent goal of
consumer safety.

The government has a special role to play
in the parternship of regulator and regulat-
ed. We have a special obligation to ensure
fairness in our dealing with both the busi-
ness community and consumers. When a
voluntary effort is successful, it is critical to
reward that success. That is one reason I
support the recognition of voluntary stand-
ards. But even more basic efforts can be
made by fair treatment of industry. A prime
example is the reporting of statistics; in par-
ticular the measurement of the improved
fire safety in upholstered furniture.

The Commission, in a spasm of “fairness,”
has agreed to represent the statistics on fur-
niture flammability testing in two ways:
chair-by-chair results and cigarette-by-ciga-
rette results. I am concerned, however, that
reporting results on a chair-by-chair basis,
even juxtaposed to more appropriate ciga-
rette-by-cigarette measurements, can lead to
misunderstanding. Frankly, I see no statisti-
cal basis for reporting chair-by-chair when
there are many cigarettes on each chair. No
useful information is provided. This concern
is especially serious because of the way the
results may be interpreted. I believe respon-
sible regulation requires more sensitivity to
the reality of the marketplace and to the
way testing results are reported that reflect
that reality. The impressive work of the Up-
holstered Furniture Action Council toward
consumer safety is a good place to start.

I would also like to add a new element
into this whole cigarette ignition debate,
that of consumer responsibility. President
Reagan last May on the 10th anniversary of
the CPSC said . . . "“The effort to prevent
accidents is a shared responsibility of indus-
try, consumers and government.”

We in government and you in industry can
do our share, but individual responsibility
and accountability for one’s actions is also
and essential element, and in fact may be
the key element in the long run.
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Smoking requires an inherent responsibil-
ity on an individual smoker to do so safely,
and with consideration for the safety of
those around him, both his or her family
and the public at large. This must be
stressed more and more in the whole debate
on cigarette ignitions. You in industry, and
we in government can't do it all. Individuals
must share this responsibility as well.

In conclusion, I am again glad to be here
and I hope my visit to High Point will help
to foster this “two-way street” of which I
speak. This is one Commissioner who be-
lieves that all wisdom does not reside within
the confines of Washington. I can assure
you that my second visit in two years to
your Spring Market will help foster our co-
operative efforts, and lead to a greater
mutual understanding of our common prob-
lems and concerns.

I would especially like to thank Charlie
Carey and Bill Richman, UFAC co-chair-
men, and Betty Grace Terpstra and Joe
Gerard, who represent you so professionally
before the Commission in Washington.
They work hard at what we all seek in the
name of the common good, greater con-
sumer safety.

Again I congratulate you for your efforts,
I look forward to a cooperative working re-
lationship in the years ahead as well.

Thank you.e

YWCA CELEBRATES 1256TH
ANNIVERSARY

® Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the
Young Women'’s Christian Association
of the United States is currently cele-
brating their 125th anniversary, and I
should like to congratulate this fine
organization.

The YWCA has been a pioneer for
social justice and peace. They have
been in the forefront with such accom-
plishments as establishing the first
day-care center in the country, hold-
ing the first retreat for unwed moth-
ers, providing the first typing instruc-
tion for women, opening the first
school to train practical nurses, con-
ducting the first interracial conference
of women to be held in the South, and
many others.

On the local level, the YWCA has pi-
oneered in areas of local need and con-
cern, such as teenage social adjust-
ment, school age parents, women of-
fenders, postmastectomy rehabilita-
tion, divorce support, legislative sup-
port for “Latch Key" program, and
parenting and job clubs.

Founded in Boston in 1859, the
YWCA today is a worldwide move-
ment: Women in 83 nations respond-
ing to their own needs and those of
others, breaking down barriers of race,
religion, education, and status to work
together for the common good, to im-
prove the life situations of the unem-
ployed, the displaced, the disabled, the
powerless, the young, the old, women
working in offices, the home and in
the fields, women abandoned, or
abused women without the necessary
skills for survival.

By the turn of the century, the
YWCA had moved into communities
and college campuses throughout the
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United States—into the lunchrooms of
factories and department stores, into
black neighborhoods and the waiting
stalls of Ellis Island, into Indian terri-
tory and the farmlands of the Mid-
west. Wherever women needed a job, a
home, a hearty meal, a safe journey,
friends, books, exercise, schooling or a
counselor, the YWCA was there.

Today the YWCA of the US.A. is
still there with locally funded commu-
nity or campus associations in 4,700 lo-
cations in our Nation. They have
grown, through concern and commit-
ment, to be the largest women'’s mem-
bership organization in the world
today, and the only one to have made
service synonymous with social change
for more than a century.

I am pleased to salute the YWCA on
their 125th anniversary, and I wish
them continued success in the years
ahead.e

STEEL QUOTA BILL NOT
INFLATIONARY

® Mr. HEINZ. Mr, President, one of
the issues lurking behind the scenes in
the steel import quota debate is the
likely impact on consumer prices.
Since steel is not by itself a retail
product, the ultimate price impact, if
any, to consumers is difficult to deter-
mine. Raw material prices are not
always passed on in their entirety by
the manufacturers of finished prod-
ucts.

Recently, however, David Cantor,
the Congressional Research Services'
specialist in industry economies, has
done an analysis of the likely impact
on the producers price index for inter-
mediate products if steel prices in-
crease. Mr. Cantor does not attempt to
predict what quota legislation would
do to steel prices; he simply analyzes
what the effect of a range of possible
price increases on steel would be on in-
termediate products.

Mr. Cantor’s conclusion is that the
price effects would be relatively
modest: If steel prices rise by 10 to 50
percent, intermediate product prices
could increase by 0.65 to 3.26 percent.
This is a much more modest impact
than has been suggested publicly by
some who have not done any serious
analysis of the problem.

Mr. Cantor has done such work, and
it will facilitate the debate on steel
import quotas by focusing on facts
rather than rhetoric. I ask that the
CRS study be printed in the REcorD at
this point.

The material follows:

EFFECTS OF HYPOTHETICAL INCREASES IN
STEEL PRICES ON THE PRODUCER PRICE
INDEX FOR INTERMEDIATE MATERIALS, DE-
CEMEBER 1983 To DECEMBER 1984

ABSTRACT

If, possibly due to steel import quotas,
steel prices rose by 10 to 50 percent, prices
of intermediate products used in manufac-
turing could increase by 0.65 to 3.26 percent.
While these increases would probably influ-
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ence prices of other goods and the inflation
rate, various statistical problems preclude
estimating these effects.

EFFECTS OF HYPOTHETICAL INCREASES IN STEEL
PRICES ON THE PRODUCER PRICE INDEX FOR
INTERMEDIATE MATERIALS, DECEMBER 1983 TO
DECEMBER 1984

If, possibly as a result of quotas on steel
mill product imports, domestic steel prices
were to be raised in the range of 10 percent
to 50 percent, the Producer Price Index for
Intermediate Materials (hereafter, PPI-I)
would, all other things being equal, increase
by from 0.65 percent to 3.26 percent. While
the PPI-I is by no means a measure of the
inflationary impact of increased steel prices,
it is an indicator of the prices faced by pro-
ducers of goods and services, and, thus, of
changes in their costs of production. These
higher costs of production could influence
both wholesale and retail prices, although
any changes in them cannot be measured di-
rectly or inferred from changes in the PPI-
L

The effect of hypothetical increases in steel
prices on the PPI-I

A 10-percent rise in domestic steel prices,
as measured by the Producer Price Index of
Steel Mill Products, could result in an in-
crease in the PPI-I of 0.65 percent for the
period from December 1983 to December
1984. Similarly, a 50-percent increase in do-
mestic steel prices could result in a 3.26 per-
cent increase in the PPI-I in this period.
The PPI-I would rise from 315.8 in Decem-
ber 1983 to between 317.9 and 326.1 in De-
cember 1984. These and the effects of steel
price increases between 10 and 50 percent
are presented in table 1.

TABLE 1.—EFFECTS OF HYPOTHETICAL PRICE INCREASES
OF STEEL MILL PRODUCTS ON THE PRODUCTS PRICE
INDEX FOR INTERMEDIATE MATERIALS, DECEMBER 1983
T0 DECEMBER 1984

[1967 =100]

Producer price index for intermediate
malerials

Percent

December
1983 change

15. 0
15, ; 1.
15, 3220 i
15, 2
15, 3

Calculated by CRS based on: US. riment of
Washinglon, Janaury 1984,

The effects on the PPI-I show how the
overall PPI-I would react, if only steel mill
product prices were allowed to change. The
assumption is made that prices of all other
intermediate goods—such as: paper, plastics,
motor vehicle parts—are unchanged. It
should be noted that steel is categorized as
an intermediate good, because it is used to
produce other products, both final goods
and other intermediate goods.

The effects on the price index were calcu-
lated by, first, determining the change in
the relative importance of steel mill prod-
ucts in the PPI-I, and, then, recalculating
the overall PPI-I, based on the revised rela-
tive importance. The procedures are pre-
sented in more detail in the appendix to this
report. The concept of relative importance
refers, in principle, to the share of total
shipments of all commodities represented

" December 1983,
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by a particular commodity.' In the present
case, the share of total shipments of all in-
termediate goods, as defined by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, represented by steel mill
product shipments is the relative impor-
tance of steel mill products. Normally, the
Bureau of Labor Statistics determines the
relative importance of all goods for Decem-
ber of each year. For intervening periods
(i.e., some other month), or, as in the
present case where total shipments are un-
known, relative importance is estimated by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics by adjusting
the relative importance in the base period
by the ratio of the percentage change in rel-
ative prices.?

Implications and limitations of the analysis
of hypothetical changes in steel prices and
the PPI-I
The calculated hypothetical effects of

changes in steel prices on the PPI-I are, at

best, an indicator only of changes in the
costs of production of other goods and serv-
ices. Thus, while these effects may point in
the direction of change of both producer
and consumer prices of final goods, they
cannot and should not be taken as a quanti-
tative estimate of the ultimate impact of
changes in steel prices on other prices or on
the rate of inflation. One cannot infer that
any changes in price of one product, steel
for example, would be passed through com-
pletely to steel users and ultimately to pro-
ducers and consumers of final goods. What
can be said about these effects is that costs
of production of intermediate goods taken
as a whole category of goods would rise by
the percentages indicated in table 1, and, to
the extent that they can be passed through
to buyers of steel and products embodying
steel, other prices could be expected to rise.

The effects calculated apply only to one
particular price index, the Producer Price
Index for Intermediate Materials. Further-
more, any changes in this index are as-
sumed to be due to price changes only in the
one commodity, steel. Thus, these effects do
not take into consideration changes that
might occur in the prices of even other in-
termediate goods, because those prices were
assumed to be constant in order to develop
the estimates.

How prices of final goods might be affect-
ed by changes in steel prices cannot be esti-
mated using price indices for a variety of
reasons. To estimate these effects on the
Producer Price Index for all commodities is
to risk double-counting of steel prices; that
is, the price of steel will be counted once
when it is sold by the steel mill, and will be
counted a second time as part of the price of
the product using that steel, Thus, such an
estimate would imply the effect of a change
in steel prices on the steel prices built into
the price of the final good.

Nor can the effect of steel price changes
on consumer goods be determined using
price indices. First, some steel, indeed a
large share of steel is used only in other
producer goods (e.g., machine tools) and
only enters into the production of consumer
goods indirectly and over time. Second, even
as steel is fabricated into consumer goods,
its relative share of total inputs declines as
it is combined with other inputs (including

! U.8, Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics. Supplement to Producer Prices and Price In-
dexes Data for 1982. Washington, September 1983.
P. 145,

2 U.8. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, Information obtained by telephonic commu-
nication, Mar. 28, 1983.
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labor) at various stages of production and
distribution.

One inherent difficulty in using any price
index as a measure of inflation is that price
indices only track trends in prices, and do
not take account of changes in demand.
They are constructed on the assumption
that the quantities of the goods, prices of
which are being measured, remain constant.
Thus, price indices do not take account of
changes in demand due to price.? In general,
differences in the construction of the vari-
ous price indices prevent meaningful linking
of them.

It should be noted that one analytical
technique does exist which permits analysis
of the effects of price changes on the Con-
sumer Price Index or other measures of the
inflation rate—namely, input-output analy-
sis. This procedure permits one to trace the
direct and indirect effects of changes in pro-
duction in one sector of the economy on all
other sectors. In the process, it is possible to
assess price effects. While conceptually this
approach has great merit, it requires
making assumptions regarding technical re-
lationships between sectors as well as about
economic performance. Thus, the results of
an input-output analysis depend, therefore,
upon the validity of the assumptions made.

Clearly, depending on the degree of any
price increase of steel mill products, costs of
production of manufactured goods could be
expected to rise, and perhaps substantially.
One can expect some of these costs to find
their way into consumer prices, and, there-
fore, the rate of inflation. What cannot be
estimated with confidence is the degree to
which prices generally throughout the econ-
omy will be affected.

APPENDIX

CALCULATION OF CHANGES IN THE PRODUCER
PRICE INDEX OF INTERMEDIATE MATERIALS
DUE TO A CHANGE IN THE PRICE OF STEEL MILL
PRODUCTS

The procedures employed call, first, for
calculating the change in relative impor-
tance of steel mill products for the base
period of this analysis, December 1983. The
most recent published relative importance
data is for December 1982; within the inter-
mediate materials index, steel mill products
had a relative importance of 6.360. The rela-
tive importance of steel mill products in De-
cember 1983 is obtained by adjusting the
1982 value of relative importance by multi-
plying it by the ratio of the percentage
change in the price index of steel mill prod-
ucts from 1982 to 1983 to the percentage
change in the price index for all intermedi-
ate materials. This procedure yields a value
of relative importance for steel mill product
prices of 6.500 in December 1983.

The Producer Price Index for Intermedi-
ate Materials (PPI-I) for December 1984 is
calculated by employing the formula:

PPI-It=((1-RIc)+dRIc)x PPI-Io,

where:

PPI-It=the Producer Price Index for
intermediate materials in time t, or,
in this case, December 1984;

RlIc=the relative importance of steel
mill products (= 6.500);

d=percentage change in steel mill
products; and,

PPI-Io=the Producer Price Index for
intermediate materials in the base
period, December 1983.@

0.8. Library of Congress, Congressional Re-
search Service. U.S. Government Price Statistics,
Report No. 81-237 E, by Barry Molefsky, Washing-
ton, 1981. 34 p.
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C. BRAXTON VALENTINE

® Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, for
those of us, Members and staff, for
whom the Senate is a daily experience
of life, the Senate community often
seems to be one large tumultuous
family. When one of the family passes
away, we all feel the resulting sorrow
on a personal level.

It is, therefore, with regret that I
tell my colleagues about the recent
passing of a well-respected and hon-
ored Senate employee, C. Braxton Val-
entine, Jr., who until this past Novem-
ber, was the staff director of the
Select Committee on Ethics. Although
Brack had a very full life as a lawyer
in private practice, with the Internal
Revenue Service, and with several con-
gressional committees, it was as the
first and only staff director of the
Select Committee on Ethics that we in
the Senate remember him. From the
time he accepted that position in 1977
until his retirement in November 1983,
my predecessors and successors, the
chairmen of the select committee, con-
tinually turned to Brack for advice
and guidance with respect to the mis-
sion of the committee.

As the committee’s chairman from
1980 until 1982, I had the privilege of
working closely with Brack on many
important matters. I trusted his calm
demeanor, insightful grasp of legal
issues, and the sensible way in which
he approached the committee’s work.
Brack was always noted for a reasoned
argument, a pleasing sense of humor,
a natty bow tie, and a shy smile.

We all regret his untimely passing
and will be forever in his debt. His un-
selfishness to the Senate will forever
be a model for all those who follow in
his footsteps. To his wife, Robin, and
to their children, we express our pro-
found sense of grief and our condo-
lences. He was a fine man, and we will
miss him greatly.e

GRAND RAPIDS JOB CORPS
CENTER

® Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the De-
partment of Labor's Job Corps pro-
gram has recently designated May
1984 as “Community Appreciation
Month.”

I wish to draw special attention to
the activities of the Grand Rapids,
Mich., Job Corps Center in recognizing
the support they have received from
the community. The Center, adminis-
tered by the Grand Rapids public
schools, has plans for a number of
events to show that they care about
Grand Rapids. Some of the events
scheduled are: neighborhood clean-
ups, Earth day, blood drives, and many
other worthwhile projects. Having per-
sonally toured the Center, I am well
acquainted with the strong bond that
has developed between the community
and the Center.
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The Grand Rapids public schools
first received a contract for the Center
from the Department of Labor in
March 1980 and were recently award-
ed a 3-year extension. This will insure
the continuation of this very fine pro-
gram. Since 1980, more than 2,700
young people have received vocational
and educational training at the
Center.

While Community Appreciation
Month is intended to show the Na-
tion’s Job Corps Centers support for
their local communities, I wish to
extend my thanks and support to the
Grand Rapids Job Corps Center as one
example of Job Corps Center achieve-
ment in the past, and many that I am
confident will follow in the future.e

SAVE THE CHILDREN DAY

@ Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, it
gives me great pleasure to rise and pay
tribute to an organization committed
to helping needy children in the
United States and 36 countries abroad.
Today is the seventh annual celebra-
tion of “Save the Children Day"” and
to commemorate the occasion, chil-
dren from around the country will
visit Capitol Hill in hopes of heighten-
ing the awareness for the problems of
low-income American children.

In the over 50 years since its found-
ing in southern Appalachia, Save the
Children has developed a unique ap-
proach to helping the impoverished
children of this country and elsewhere
in the world. Working in partnership
with local residents, this program has
proved to be a very effective means to
achieve permanent solutions to press-
ing community problems. However,
the common denominator of all Save
the Children projects, be they health
and nutrition programs, school, home,
or road construction, or increased agri-
cultural productivity, is that they have
a direct beneficial impact on improv-
ing the lives of the children.

As part of the delegation participat-
ing in the Save the Children Day—
Children’s Lobby program, Shannon
Mull and Denny Miller of Hilton Head
Island, S.C., will share with members
their firsthand experience in working
with this program. Mr. President, I en-
courage my colleagues to join me in
listening to the message these children
bring to Washington. It is my convic-
tion that the future of America de-
pends on the development of its chil-
dren, and the dedicated work of this
fine program will aid us in insuring
this goal is achieved.e

NATIONAL SENIOR CITIZEN
HALL OF FAME AWARD

® Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, it is
my great honor today to present to
the Senate an award granted by the
National Senior Citizen Hall of Fame.
This great honor is given to individ-
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uals or groups of people in recognition
of outstanding work that makes life
more meaningful for our senior citi-
Zens.

The National Senior Citizen Hall of
Fame was established by Joe Kappler
in 1975 in Everett, Wash. Mr. Kappler,
the director of the Hall of Fame, is a
truly unique individual. Mr. Kappler’s
work in Washington State deserves
our appreciation and respect. Mr.
Kappler became disabled in 1968. At
that time he decided to get involved
with senior citizens, and began his
search for those individuals or groups
who deserve national recognition for
their activities.

The Senate, as a body, has been
chosen by Mr. Kappler for this re-
spected award to the National Senior
Citizen Hall of Fame. Mr. Kappler
feels that the work that the Senate
has done over the last 50 years to im-
prove the lives of our senior citizens is
truly deserving of this high award. It
is my pleasure and honor to present
this award to the Senate on his behalf.
May the Senate continue to work to
make the lives of senior citizens more
meaningful. Further, let us all look to
Joe Kappler for inspiration in this en-
deavor,

I ask that the text of the award be
printed in the RECORD.

The text follows:

THE NATIONAL SENIOR CITIZEN HALL OF FAME
AWARD

Presented to: The United States Senate.

This award is presented as recognition of
outstanding work performed that makes life
more meaningful for our elder citizens.

Dated April 9, 1984. Signed by Joe
Kappler, Executive Director.e

THE 410TH EVAC RECEIVES
HIGHEST AWARD

® Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, with our
Nation’'s Armed Forces strength de-
pendent upon its readiness, it is en-
couraging to know that maintenance
management by our reserve units is
being accorded recognition.

The Senator from Kansas is particu-
larly pleased to report that the 410th
Army Evacuation Hospital from
Topeka, Kans., has been singled out
for the highest honor a unit can
achieve in the area of maintenance
management by the Chief of Staff of
the Army.

The 300 members of this unit have
given unselfishly of their time and ef-
forts, whether supplementing an
active duty hospital during summer
training or standing by on call in
Topeka, Kans. It is a model for readi-
ness, maintenance training, mainte-
nance management, and cost control.
Under the command of Col. Donald E.
Clark and with the leadership of Sfc.
Steven Hansford, this group of physi-
cians, dentists, medical technicians,
supply specialists, food service person-
nel, and maintenance staff has been
singled out for recognition by both the
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American Defense Preparedness Asso-
ciation and the Chief of the Army Re-
serves during recent ceremonies here
in Washington.

Mr. President, at a time when we are
all deeply concerned about fiscal re-
sponsibility and preparedness, the
Senator from Kansas is proud to cite
this group, casually known as the
410th EVAC, which has set an exam-
ple as the best maintained unit in the
U.S. Army Reserve.@

THE SUPREME COURT'S RULING
IN THE BOSE CASE: EXERCIS-
ING DUE DILIGENCE IN PRO-
TECTION OF THE FREEDOM
OF THE PRESS

® Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, as a
one-time newspaper reporter, a
member of a publishing family, and a
public official who feels passionately
about first amendment guarantees, I
welcome and applaud the decision
handed down yesterday by the U.S.
Supreme Court in the case of Bose
Corp. against Consumers Union of
U.S. Inc.

Since its ruling in the 1964 case, New
York Times against Sullivan, the Su-
preme Court has consistently held
that under the first amendment’s
guarantee of a free press, public fig-
ures cannot win in libel cases unless
they can prove that a false statement
was published or broadecast about
them with “actual malice"—with
knowledge that it was false or with
reckless disregard for the truth.

At issue in the Bose case was a fairly
technical question: Whether a Federal
appeals court in a libel case should
review not only a trial judge’'s legal
conclusions but also findings of fact in
determining if a news organization has
published or broadcast a story about a
public official with “actual malice.”

In its decision yesterday, the Su-
preme Court quite properly broadened
the responsibility of Federal appeals
court judges in libel cases from merely
examining how a frial court or jury in-
terpreted the law to reviewing their
factual determinations on the ‘“actual
malice"” question as well.

I fully agree with the opinion ren-
dered by Justice Paul Stevens for the
Court in the Bose case that the—

Requirement of independent appellate
review * * * reflects a deeply held convic-
tion that judges—and particularly members
of this Court—must exercise such review in
order to preserve the precious liberties es-
tablished and ordained by the Constitution.

One of the Nation’s leading libel at-
torneys, Floyd Abrams, has cited sta-
tistics that in 20 libel cases between
1964 and 1982 in which news media ap-
pealed to Federal appeals courts, the
trial courts were reversed 14 times.
That 70 percent reversal rate, Abrams
has noted, is more than triple the re-
versal rate in other civil cases.
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There can be no doubt, as the Court
found in the Bose case, that the pro-
tection of the first amendment should
not be left solely to a trial judge or
jury. As Justice Stevens wrote for the
majority in this important decision:

The question whether the evidence in the
record in a defamation case is of the con-
vincing clarity required to strip the utter-
ance of First Amendment protection is not
merely a question for the trier of fact.
Judges, as expositors of the Constitution,
must independently decide whether the evi-
dence in the record is sufficient to cross the
constitutional threshhold that bars the
entry of any judgment that is not supported
by clear and convincing proof of “actual
malice."”

In ruling as it did in the Bose case,
the Supreme Court exercised due dili-
gence in protection of freedom of the
press.e

TAIWAN

® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President:
With the coming home of President
Reagan from his trip to mainland
China, it would be well to keep in
mind the fact that there is another
small piece of land that calls itself
China,; it is called Taiwan.

The Republic of China moved its
Capital to Taiwan over 30 years ago
when a group of Chinese left the
mainland because they were extremely
unhappy with the advent of a Commu-
nist government. This literal handful
of Chinese people have made out of
the Republic of China on Taiwan a
prosperous, private enterprise econom-
ic area that is a model to all develop-
ing countries of the world. It has one
of the highest gross national products
in the world, and contributes over $5
billion annually to the United States.

It is very well that the Members of
Congress keep this in mind as we will
be asked to vote on different conces-
sions from time to time involving Com-
munist China. To forget a proven ally,
a proven friend, and a proven economy
on Taiwan would be pure foolishness
on our part.

I ask that an article appearing in the
Tuesday, May 1 issue of the Washing-
ton Times be printed in the Record.

The article follows:

[From the Washington Times, May 1, 19841
TAarwaN THRIVES AS MAINLAND CHINA
EcoNomMy LiMps
(By Edward Neilan)

TAIPEI, REPUBLIC OF CHINA.—Communist
Chinese semantics has tried to create the
impression that the mainland is a success
story, while the offshore Republic of China
on Taiwan is a failure, an outcast or simply
an “obstacle” to world peace.

In reality the reverse is true, according to
all economic signs.

The track record on the mainland reads
like a compendium of failed programs,
power struggles, inability to get an econom-
ic drive going and the built-in constraints of
communism.

But on Taiwan, despite being dwarfed in
size by the mainland, the island's 18 million

81-058 O-87-15 (Pt. B)
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people outproduce on a per capita basis the
one billion people of communist China.

President Reagan was almost defensive in
telling the mainland leaders and people that
the United States would ‘“‘stand by old
friends,” as if sentimental attachment were
the only pull to continued relations with
the Republic of China on Taiwan.

But there are much more than sentimen-
tal advantages for continued Washington-
Taipei ties, says Robert Parker, an Ameri-
can lawyer here, past president of Taipei's
American Chamber of Commerce and a con-
tributor to formulation of the Taiwan Rela-
tions Act.

“Taiwan has its own merits to warrant
continued strong U.S. ties,” Mr. Parker says.

He notes that the Republic of China on
Taiwan is no runt among nations—that it
has a larger population than Greece,
Sweden, Ireland or Austria, is larger than
any country in the Middle East except Iran
and Egypt, larger than all the countries in
Central and South America except Brazil
and Argentina and larger than Australia
and New Zealand combined.

“In economic terms,” Mr. Parker said,
Taiwan is America's sixth largest trading
partner—larger than France or Italy, any
country in South America, Africa, Eastern
Europe and Asia other than Japan.”

Mr, Parker makes you sit up and take
notice with these statistics: “The Republic
of China's—or Taiwan's—trade with the
United States is larger than the United
States’ trade with Communist China and
Soviet Union combined.”

This country has been so successful that it
is both an embarassment and challenge to
Peking. That is the nature of the ‘“obsta-
cle.” In embattled El Salvador, Mr. Parker
pointed out, Christian Democrat Jose Napo-
leon Duarte has articulated a vision of hope
for his country: “We must do what Taiwan
has done—if there is time.” He knows that
the republic of China on Taiwan is a role
model for what a developing country can
become.

Commentator Ni Su-Fei, writing in the
current issue of the Free China Review
Magazine published here, said it is the
Peking regime that is the “odd man out”
but it has managed to dupe the rest with
words.

“Without the Republic of China on
Taiwan, there would be no model nor propo-
nent for a Chinese way to success, in the re-
pressive ideology of a monolithic Peking
regime which still aspires to be the sole
mind, activator and voice for a billion plus
people,” Mr. Ni wrote. “While the surface
propaganda aspects of the Reagan journey
are, obviously, useful to Peking, it is never-
theless a certainty that there will be no
communist ideological gain at all from the
trip among either the American or Chinese
people—indeed, quite the contrary.”

The mainland regime’s censorship of Mr.
Reagan's speeches told the story. The U.S.
supports the progress and liberalization of
the Chinese people and society, But the
United States does not support the commu-
nist trappings of the regime.

Popular support for America’s China
policy during the past dozen years has been
based on two ideas: selling products to
China’s one billion and using China as a
strategic counterweight to the Soviet Union.

Realistically, China's masses don’'t have
the purchasing power to become genuine
customers. India, a democracy, is closest to
China in numbers of people, but they aren't
big spenders either. The United States has
never given India the big rush but continues
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to go berserk over the “potential” of selling
to China.

Kihg-yuh Chang, director of the Institute
of International Relations here, believes it
will be the people of the mainland joining
the Nationalist ideology rather than the
other way around.

“When the present Peking regime tries to
open up the economy, the cadres who en-
joyed emperor-like status in their domains
will resist and turn against the center,” Mr.
Chang said, “There are millions of them
and they will fight all forms of democratiza-
tion.”

“Basically the feudal system is being per-
petuated under the guise of communism.”
Mr. Chang said. “Most of the 10,000 stu-
dents now studying in the United States are
relatives of high officials. They will return
home and take good jobs and they will be
resented.”

But Mr. Chang said the seeds of revolu-
tion against the communists are being
planted by such study abroad. “Those
young people will return to the drab main-
land after two years in Los Angeles and San
Francisco, shopping in supermarkers that
are beyond the wildest dreams of mainland-
ers. They will insist on change.’

Mr. Chang, like many others, believes the
urgency of Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping in
wanting to “solve” the “Taiwan problem” is
based on fears that the longer the issue
waits the less likely reunification on com-
munist terms will oecur.e

FOSTERING EMPLOYEE SATIS-
FACTION IN THE WORKPLACE

@ Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, our
Nation’s corporations and small busi-
nesses have been facing tough times in
recent years. Failing companies, low
productivity, and worker discontent
have marred our economic prosperity.
There are a few exceptional compa-
nies, however, who have taken the ini-
tiative in tackling these problems, and
have developed programs which elimi-
nate worker burnout and high turn-
over rates, and, in the process, have in-
creased their productivity.

According to the new book “The 100
Best Companies To Work for in Amer-
ica” by Robert Levering, Milton
Moskowitz, and Michael EKatz, the
secret of their success is innovative
management techniques, designed to
make work more enjoyable by making
employees feel like they are part of
the team. According to a recent Wash-
ington Post article, though each com-
pany utilizes various methods of
achieving greater productivity, the 100
best share at least the following char-
acteristics:

First, they make workers feel as if
they are part of the team, initiating
worker-management discussions on
various issues that affect employment
and employment practices.

Second, they engender pride in
workmanship, and always stress qual-
ity over quantity.

Third, they initiate profit-sharing
programs, savings plans, and stock
ownership in addition to the base
salary.
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Fourth, they minimize hierarchical
distinctions by eliminating executive
privileges such as special dining rooms
or parking places, and so forth.

We in Maryland are proud of the
two companies in our State which are
included in the 100 best list. The
McCormick Co. in Hunt Valley and
the Preston Trucking Co. in Preston
have utilized these techniques with ex-
ceptional results.

Productivity at Preston Trucking Co.
has increased over 30 percent in the
last 4 years. Worker morale is at an
all-time high. At a time when trucking
companies are facing severe losses and
stiff competition, the Preston Truck-
ing Co. is flourishing. Officials with
the company attribute their success to
reflective listening, early conflict reso-
lution, easily accessible lines of com-
munication, and nonaggressive ap-
proaches to problem solving. Preston
was also one of the first trucking com-
panies to use the Scanlon plan: The
distribution of any profits derived
from increased productivity.

The McCormick Co. attributes its
success in part to the establishment of
junior boards of directors. Fifteen
boards of about 20 members each con-
tribute to diversity of ideas and a
sense of participation in the manage-
ment of the company. Permanent em-
ployees are rarely laid off, and em-
ployees are encouraged to bid for
better jobs within the company struc-
ture.

My hope is that companies across
America, large and small, will follow
the example of these companies, and
help to get American industry back on
its feet again. It has always been my
belief that American workers can
make contributions above and beyond
what is expected if they are brought
into a full partnership with manage-
ment and perceive themselves as
having a real interest in the success of
the enterprise. I am most pleased that
these Maryland firms are helping to
pave the way for a more productive
and committed work force.e

KEEPING OUR PROMISE TO
TAIWAN

® Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I
think most Americans look forward to
better trade relations with the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China and the prom-
ise such trade relations might hold for
American export industries.

At the same time, I think that most
Americans do not want to go back on
any of our stated commitments to our
ally and already strong trading part-
ner, Taiwan. Certainly, this is Presi-
dent Reagan’'s position. He made this
clear last Wednesday when he assured
Taiwanese officials that the Taiwan
Relations Act is still good law. As he
noted in a recent interview with jour-
nalists from China, “we are not going
to turn our backs on old friends in
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order to strengthen or make new
friends.”

In the case of Taiwan, this reflects
good sense. Taiwan, after all, conducts
much more trade with the United
States than does the People’s Republic
of China. Also, the United States has
had constant, good relations with the
Republic of China far longer than we
have had relations with the People's
Republic of China.

In Taiwan we have a good friend.
Certainly, we should do nothing in our
pursuit of better trade relations with
the People's Republic of China to
prejudice the freedom and independ-
ence of the people under the Republic
of China. This is the promise we must
keep. To do otherwise would be a dis-
turbing precedent for all of our loyal
friends throughout the world.e

WHO REALLY WANTS
NEGOTIATIONS IN NICARAGUA?

® Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, we learned on Easter Sunday
that all nine of Nicaragua’s Catholic
bishops signed a pastoral letter to the
leaders of the Nicaraguan Govern-
ment concerning the need for political
dialog among all Nicaraguans. In brief,
the letter said, and I quote: “Dialog is
necessary if we are to have social
peace.”

This statement would not seem ob-
jectionable or inflammatory, yet that
is exactly how the Sandinista leader-
ship of Nicaragua responded to it. In
past months, Junta Coordinator
Daniel Ortega and Interior Minister
Tomas Borge had loudly and repeated-
ly stated that they favor dialog with
Nicaragua’'s opposition and that they
support free elections. Their response
to the pastoral letter seems to put the
lie to their earlier claims of willingness
to engage in serious and comprehen-
sive negotiations with opposition ele-
ments. For example, Minister Borge
states: “This is a criminal suggestion
* * * The Pastoral letter seeks con-
frontation and violates the law of the
land.” For his part, Mr. Ortega says
that this letter “supports the plans of
aggression of the North American ad-
ministration against the Nicaraguan
people” and that it is part of a “plan
of internal destabilization.”

My question would simply be this:
What type of dialog do the Sandinis-
tas really want? My answer would be:
None, unless the opposition subordi-
nates itself to the control of the Nica-
raguan state. In Nicaragua, opposition
is tolerated only to the extent that it
provides window dressing. Any person
or group with a claim on the affec-
tions of large numbers of Nicaraguans,
or with the potential to make the
Junta give up its privileged status
while ordinary Nicaraguans do with-
out, is considered intolerable by the

Sandinistas. In short, anybody loyal to
the original goals of the revolution is
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now viewed as a threat by Nicaragua's
new autocrats.

There is more than enough blame fo
go around for this situation, and we in
the United States certainly must rec-
ognize our share of responsibility for
it. Nevertheless, the greatest blame for
the tragedy of Nicaragua must rest
with the Sandinista leadership. The
Sandinistas made many pledges when
they seized power in 1979: Establish-
ment of a pluralistic democracy; cre-
ation of a mixed economy; protection
of each citizen’s rights from arbitrary
infringement by the Government; and
development of an independent and
truly nonalined Nicaragua. These are
all admirable goals and ones which
merit our support. Unfortunately, the
Sandinista has repudiated these
pledges and has sought to impose a
dictatorship upon the Nicaraguan
people.

It appears that the Sandinista lead-
ership has decided to renew its policy
of confrontation with the Catholic
Church. Some of us are aware of their
policy of harassment of church leaders
practiced through 1981-82. As many
may remember, Pope John Paul II vis-
ited Nicaragua about 1 year ago and
was heckled and threatened by numer-
ous Sandinista militants. For a time,
the Sandinistas relaxed some of the
constraints imposed upon the Catholic
Church and seemed to act in a more
conciliatory manner toward the
church. However, the Sandinistas
seem to have given up on negotiations
with Catholic leaders. This is particu-
larly unfortunate because the church
is uniquely suited to serve as a media-
tor among the various factions that
have embroiled Nicaragua in civil war.
And let there be no mistake about
this, Nicaragua is in the midst of a
civil war.

Sandinista policies since 1979 have
polarized and alienated numerous seg-
ments of Nicaraguan society, including
the Catholic Church, the middle class,
and the various Indian minority
groups of the Mosquitia region. To
give you a brief illustration of the
level of disenchantment within Nicara-
gua today, we need look at the number
of Nicaraguan refugees in neighboring
countries: In Panama, 20,000 Nicara-
guans; in Costa Rica, at least 30,000
Nicaraguans; and in Honduras, 25,000
Nicaraguans. As you can imagine,
these 75,000 Nicaraguans place a tre-
mendous burden on these neighboring
countries. Nevertheless, Nicaragua's
Government denies that a refugee
problem even exists or that its policies
may have caused this exodus of its
citizens,

We must also remember as well that
much of the Nicaraguan opposition
movement is not composed of former
adherents of Anastasio Somoza’s dicta-
torship. Yet, this is how the opposi-
tion to the Sandinistas is often por-
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trayed in our press. Leaders of the op-
position such as Violeta Chamorro, Al-
fonso Robelo, Arturo Cruz, and Eden
Pastora fought Somoza’s dictatorship
of the right and now oppose the direc-
torate’s dictatorship of the left. These
people all worked for the implementa-
tion of the original goals of the Nica-
raguan revolution, yet the regime in
which many of them served has now
branded them as traitors.

I do not believe that men and
women like Robelo and Chamorro are
anything but loyal Nicaraguan patri-
ots who also fervently believe in de-
mocracy and human rights. Various
opposition leaders, both inside and
outside Nicaragua, have repeatedly
called for a comprehensive effort to
peaceably resolve the civil war in Nica-
ragua. Sadly, the Sandinista director-
ate has given little more than lip serv-
ice to these requests for conciliation. I
have spoken with a number of individ-
uals in the opposition and they all
voice a willingness to open a political
dialog with the Sandinista regime. To
date, the Sandinistas have indicated
that they will not negotiate with any
individual who has taken up arms
against the Nicaraguan Government
and that they may not even permit
the participation of many domestic op-
position leaders in that country’'s up-
coming elections.

In closing, I would echo the Wash-
ington Post’s editorial of April 27 in
saying that Messrs. Ortega and Borge
and the rest of the Sandinista direc-
torate should realize that peace will
not return to Nicaragua unless there is
a genuine peace dialog among all Nica-
raguans. The Nicaraguans demand
such a broad-based dialog in El Salva-
dor—they should reciprocate in their
country and set a good example for
the rest of the Central American
region by observing the call for peace
of Nicaragua's Catholic Church.

Mr. President, I ask that the text of
the pastoral letter and articles on the
controversy from the Washington Post
and the New York Times be printed in
the RECORD.

The material follows:

PASTORAL LETTER ON RECONCILIATION FROM
THE NICARAGUAN BISHOPS

To the priests and deacons in our dioceses:

To members of religious orders:

To catechists and bearers of the Word:

To our brothers and sisters in the apostalic
lay movements:.

To principals, teachers, and students in
Catholic schools:

To all our beloved faithful:

Grace and peace from God our Father and
Jesus Christ our Lord.

DeAR BROTHERS AND SIsTERS: At this
solemn Easter celebration, the ultimate ex-
pression of God’s love for mankind through
the redemption, we invite you to share more
fully in the spiritual wealth of the Holy
Year, which will be extended in Nicaragua
by a special concession from Pope John
Paul II until June 17, 1984, the feast of the
Holy Trinity.
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This extension and the urgent need in our
society for sincere and brotherly reconcilia-
tion through individual conversion have
moved us to send you this exhortation.

I. DOCTRINAL SECTION
1, Sin, the root of all evil

When sin came into the world, all things
were changed profoundly; the soil yielded
brambles; civilizations and institutions
passed away; man himself rebelled against
his fellow men, and the empire of tyranny
and death began (cf. Gen. 3:16-19; 4:7-8)

Man, created in the image of God (Gen.
1:26) did not wish to acknowledge or glorify
Him; man became vain in his imagination,
and his foolish heart was darkened (Rom.
1:21). There were also those who, like Satan,
disguised themselves as angels of light to de-
ceive others and lead them to perdition. (cf.
II Corinthians 11:14-15). A poorly under-
stood anthropocentrism plunged mankind
into the heavy bondage of sin.

2. Redemption by Christ

Christ, by His death and resurrection, has
reconciled us to God, to ourselves, and to
our brothers and sisters, has freed us from
the bondage of sin (cf, Col. 1:20-22, Cor.
5:18), and has given His church the mission
of transmitting His message, pardon, and
grace (cf. Mt. 29:18-20, Mk. 15-20).

All this should be for us a call to conver-
sion; it should be the beginning of a radical
change in spirit, mind, and life! (ef. John
Paul II, Bull, “Open the Doors to the Re-
deemer,"”, No. 5).

There are three aspects to this conversion
which redeems our individual and collective
lives:

(A) We must avoid personal sin, any act
g::.é disrupts our baptismal alliance with
(B) We must banish any sinful attitudes
from our hearts, that is, any habitual rejec-
tion, whether conscious or unconscious, of
Christian standards and moral values.

(C) We must put an end to such sins of so-
ciety as participation in injustice and vio-
lence.

3. Sin after the redemption

Nonetheless, sin has persisted in the world
since our redemption by Christ, because:

(A) Man abuses his freedom and does not
accept God’s grace.

(B) Society has become secularized and is
no longer oriented toward God; it does not
heed the church, the universal sacrament of
salvation, but considers it an alienating in-
stitution.

(C) At times it claims to accept Christ and
His teachings, but it repudiates the church
and thereby falls into the temptation of es-
tablishing other “churches” than the one
founded by the apostles and their succes-
sors, the legitimate bishops.

(D) We forget that coexistence can only
be based on an accurate perception of the
individual as an intelligent, free, and reli-
gious human being, with rights and duties
devolving from his very nature (cf. John
XXIII, Enc. Pacem in Terris No. 9-10).

(E) Materialistic concepts of mankind dis-
tort the person and teachings of Christ,
reduce man to merely physical terms with-
out taking account of his spiritual nature, so
he remains subject to physical forces called
the “dialectics of history.” And man, alien-
ated from God and from himself, becomes
disoriented, without moral and religious ref-

! Unless otherwise indicated, quotations through-
out the letter have been translated without refer-
ence to any official English text.
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erence points, without a higher nature, inse-
cure and violent.
II. OUR SITUATION
1, The problem of sin in the world

Pope John Paul II, in his message for the
17th World Day of Prayer for Peace on Jan-
uary 1, 1984, expressed his concern about
the current world situation, a concern
which we, too, share: “Peace is truly precari-
ous, and injustice abounds. Relentless war-
fare is occurring in many countries, continu-
ing on and on despite the proliferation of
deaths, mourning, and destruction, without
any apparent progress toward a solution. It
is often the innocent who suffer, while pas-
sions become inflamed and there is the risk
that fear will lead to an extreme situation.”

2. In Nicaragua
A, Belligerent Situation

Our country, too, is plagued by a belliger-
ent situation pitting Nicaraguan against
Nicaraguan, and the consequences of this
situation could not be sadder:

Many Nicaraguan youths and men are
dying on the battlefields.

Many others look toward the future with
the fear of seeing their own lives premature-
ly ended.

A materialistic and atheistic educational
system is undermining the consciences of
our children.

Many families are divided by political dif-
ferences.

The suffering of mothers who have lost
their children, which should merit our great
respect, is instead exploited to incite hatred
and feed the desire for vengeance.

Farmworkers and Indians, for whom the
Church reserves a special love, are suffer-
ing, living in constant anxiety, and many of
them are forced to abandon their homes in
search of a peace and tranquility that they
do not find.

Some of the mass media, using the lan-
guage of hate, encourage a spirit of violence.

B. The Church

One, albeit small, sector of our Church
has abandoned ecclesiastical unity and sur-
rendered to the tenets of a materialistic ide-
ology. This sector sows confusion inside and
outside Nicaragua through a campaign ex-
tolling its own ideas and defaming the legiti-
mate pastors and the faithful who follow
them. Censorship of the media makes it im-
possible to clarify the positions and offer
other points of view.

3. Foreign interference

Foreign powers take advantage of our sit-
uation to encourage economic and ideologi-
cal exploitation. They see us as support for
their power, without respect for our per-
sons, our history, our culture, and our right
to decide our own destiny.

Consequently, the majority of the Nicara-
guan people live in fear of their present and
uncertainty of their future. They feel deep
frustration, clamor for peace and freedom.
Yet their voices are not heard, muted by
belligerent propaganda on all sides.

4. The root of these evils

This situation is rooted in the sin of each
and every one, in injustice and oppression,
in exploitative greed, in political ambition
and abuse of power, in disregard for moral
and religious values, in lack of respect for
human dignity, in forgetting, abandoning,
and denying God.
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III. RESPONSE OF THE CHURCH
1. Conversion and reconciliation

The Church ardently desires and encour-
ages peace and tranquility and believes that
there is only one path to that end, conver-
sion. This means that we must all turn our
eyes and heart to God, our Father, who
through Christ offers us the true path to
reconciliation, forgiveness, and peace.

“It is not behavior alone that needs to be
changed, but the heart that guides our lives.
At the community level it is important to
examine ourselves as persons, as groups and
social units, not only as victims but also as
authors of certain collective deviations from
God’s plan, in order to implement together
God’s plan for constructive human endeav-
or.” (cf. Peace and Conversion, a Pontifical
document issued by the Commission on Jus-
tice and Peace at Rome on September 30,
1983.)

The entire universe is the object of re-
demption since it also reveals the glory of
God and must be sanctified and consecrated
to God (Cf. Vatican II, Const. Lumen Gen-
tium, No. 34). Christ resurrected is at the
center of history and of the world, leading
us toward its full maturity and its final lib-
eration from all the forces of evil (Cf. Vati-
can II, Const. Lumen Gentium, No. 48).

2. Confession: The path of conversion

John Paul II in his address on reform and
holiness given at Rome on November 26,
1983, said: “To assist such conversion, the
Lord instituted the sacrament of reconcilia-
tion. In it Christ Himself goes to meet the
man oppressed by the awareness of his own
weakness, He raises him and gives him the
necessary strength to continue his path.
With the sacrament the life of the Resur-
rected Christ enters the spirit of the believ-
er, bringing forth renewed generosity of
purpose and an enhanced capacity to live by
the Gospel.”

Jesus reconciled all things, bringing peace
through the Cross (Col:20) and transmitted
this power to His disciples (cf. Jn4:21, 13:34-
35, 12-17).

Preparing to receive the benefits of the
sacrament of confession is an important
step in conversion. A sincere examination of
our sins, self-criticism of our attitudes and
our life, these reveal to us our faults and
make us abhor sin which is an offense
against God, an affront to the Church, and
damage or injury to our neighbor. It encour-
ages us to turn totally to God and to reform
our lives, it brings us back to the Church
and closer to our brothers.

3. Dialogue

The road to social peace is possible
through dialogue, sincere dialogue that
seeks truth and goodness. “That [dialoguel
must be a meaningful and generous offer of
a meeting of good intentions and not a pos-
sible justification for continuing to foment
dissension and violence.” (John Paul II,
Greeting to Nicaragua, March 4, 1983)

It is dishonest to constantly blame inter-
nal aggression and violence on foreign ag-
gression.

It is useless to blame the evil past for ev-
erything without recognizing the problems
of the present.

All Nicaraguans inside and outside the
country must participate in this dialogue,
regardless of ideology, class, or partisan
belief. Furthermore, we think that Nicara-
guans who have taken up arms against the
Government must also participate in this
dialogue. If not, there will be no possibility
of a settlement, and our people, especially
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the poorest among them, will continue to
suffer and die.

The dialogue of which we speak is not a
tactical truce to strengthen positions for
further struggle but a sincere effort to seek
appropriate solutions to the anguish, pain,
exhaustion, and fatigue of the many, many
people who long for peace, the many, many
people who want to live, to rise from the
ashes, to see the warmth of a smile on a
child’s face, far from terror, in a climate of
democratic harmony.

The terrible chain of reactions inherent in
friend-enemy dialectics is halted by the
word of God, who demands that we love
even our enemies and that we forgive them.
He urges us to move from distrust and ag-
gressiveness to respect and harmony, in a
climate conducive to true and objective de-
liberation on our problems and a prudent
search for solutions. The solution is recon-
ciliation. (Cf. John Paul II, Peace and Rec-
onciliation. Address by the Pope in El Salva-
dor, March 6, 1983).

If we are not open to objective acknowl-
edgment of our situation and the events
that distress our people ideologically, politi-
cally, and militarily, then we are not pre-
pared, in a true and Christian way, for rec-
onciliation for the sake of the real, living
wholeness of our nation.

Considering that freedom of speech is a
vital part of the dignity of a human being,
and as such is indispensable to the well-
being of the nation inasmuch as a country
progresses only when there is freedom to
generate new ideas, the right to free expres-
sion of one's ideas must be recognized.

The great powers, which are involved in
this problem for ideological or economic
reasons, must leave the Nicaraguans free
from coercion.

CONCLUSION

If we want our conversion to find true ex-
pression in the life of our national commu-
nity, we must strive to lead lives worthy of
the Gospel (cf. Ph 1:27, Ep 4:1), reject all
lies, all harmful or offensive words, all
anger and evil utterance, and be benevolent
and forgive generously as God forgave us
through Christ (cf. Ep 4:25-32, Co 13:12-14).

It behooves us to value each life as a gift
of God, help the young to find meaning and
value in their lives and prepare themselves
for their future roles in society, forgive en-
emies and adversaries, facilitate the return
of those who have left their country and
welcome them with an open heart, free
those imprisoned for ideological differences,
create a climate of friendship and peace
conducive to social harmony.

“In the great task of bringing peace and
reconciliation to the nation, the family as
the basic unit of society cannot be ignored.
Nor ecan respect for its rights.” (Cf. Gau-
dium et Spes N.52, quoted by John Paul II
in his address to the bishops of El Salvador,
February 24, 1984).

May the Holy Virgin, who played her part
in our redemption with such exemplary for-
titude, provide us with the necessary
strength to perform our Christian duty of
love and peace.

And may the Lord of Peace grant us all,
always and in all our endeavors, the peace
and tranquility which we seek (cf. 2 Th
3:16).

Done at Managua, April 22, Easter
Sunday, 1984 (to be read and published in
the usual manner), Episcopal Conference of
Nicaragua.

Pablo A. Vega, Bishop of Juigalpa, Presi-
dent; Bosco Vivas Robelo, Assistant
Bishop of Managua, Secretary; Miguel

May 1, 198}

Obando Bravo, Archbishop of Mana-
gua; Julian Barni, Bishop of Leon;
Leovigildo Lopez Fitoria, Bishop of
Grenada, Ruben Lopez Ardon, Bishop
of Esteli; Salvador Schlaeffer B.,
Bishop of Bluefields, Carlos Santi,
Bishop of Matagalpa; Pedro L. Vilchez
V., Prelate of Jinotega.

[From the New York Times, Apr. 26, 1984]

NICARAGUAN AssSAILS BisHOPS IN RENEWED
CoNFLICT
(By Richard J. Meislin)

Mawacua, Nicaracua, April 25.—A top Nie-
araguan leader today condemned a call by
the country’s Roman Catholic bishops for
talks with the opposition, saying that it was
part of a “plan of internal destabilization.”

The leader, Daniel Ortega Saavedra, coor-
dinator of the Nicaraguan junta, charged
that the nine bishops were “repeating the
policy” of the Reagan Administration. He
said their position, expressed in a pastoral
letter, “supports the plans of aggression of
the North American Administration against
the Nicaraguan people.”

Mr. Ortega's remarks, published in the of-
ficial newspaper Barricada, reflected re-
newed frictions between the Sandinista
Government and the Roman Catholic
Church. The way in which the issue has de-
veloped, meanwhile, demonstrated the
manner in which information and opinion
reaches the Nicaraguan public.

The pastoral letter, signed by Nicaragua's
nine Catholic bishops, was issued Easter
Sunday. It said that “dialogue is necessary
if we are to have social peace’ and added:

“All Nicaraguans, within the country or
abroad, without regard to their ideology,
class or political affiliation, should partici-
pate in this dialogue. Moreover, we believe
that those Nicaraguans who have taken up
arms against the Government should par-
ticipate.”

PUBLICATION EARRED AT FIRST

The position of the bishops ran counter to
that of the Government, which has repeat-
edly vowed not to negotiate with the anti-
Sandinista rebels. Mr. Ortega said that is
was “totally absurd” that the bishops, who
he said “have rejected a dialogue with the
people and the revolution, on the other
hand want us to have a dialogue with the
assassins.”

The Government initially responded to
the pastoral letter by barring its publica-
tion. On Monday, the official Sandinista
newspaper—the only paper to mention the
letter—published a sarcastic article about
the bishops' call under the headline, “Bish-
ops ask ‘pardon’ for the Somocistas.”

Much of the criticism in the article
stemmed from the bishops’ lack of emphasis
on outside causes for Nicaragua’'s problems.
The Government regularly asserts that the
guerrilla opposition lacks any internal sup-
port and functions only because of United
States backing.

The pastoral letter said that it was “not
always honest to justify internal aggressions
and violence on agressions from outside.”
But it criticized the superpowers as well,
saying that “they see us as an object to sup-
port their power, without respecting our
people, our history, our culture and our
right to decide our own destiny."”

ON THE SIDE OF IMPERIALISM

Although the text of the letter had not
yet been made public, Tuesday morning's
issue of Barricade guoted the mother of a
young man who died in the 1979 uprising
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here as having asked “How is it possible
that the bishops propose that the people
talk to the assassins?” She said the bishops
were “on the side of imperialism, of the trai-
tors.”

Other mothers of fallen soldiers, whom
the newspaper described as representing
“moral authority,” were quoted in a similar
vein.

The same day's issue of El Nuevo Diario,
another pro-Government newspaper, pub-
lished an editorial roundly denouncing the
pastoral letter and asking, among other
things: “Can the authors of this document
present one single mother of a martyr who
would confirm that she has been manipulat-
ed to hate and seek revenge?"”

El Nuevo Diario’s editorial appeared di-
rectly under a photograph of President
Reagan and his wife, Nancy, frolicking in
the waters off Hawaii, over the caption,
“Happy while the world burns." Beside the
editorial was another article reporting the
statement of Bishop Paul Moore, Jr. of the
Episcopal Diocese of New York on Sunday
that the Reagan Administration’s Central
American policy was “illegal, inconsistent,
ill-advised and immoral.”

FULL TEXT IS PUBLISHED

The full text of the pastoral letter ap-
peared in Tuesday evening's issue of La
Prensa, an independent newspaper that fre-
quently spars with the Government.

It was preceded by an explanation from
the Interior Ministry, which said that it was
authorizing the publication “because of su-
perior orders,” even though the letter “con-
tains violations of the laws of our country
and positions in open confrontation with
the revolution.”

It added that it was for the people to
“judge the positions of the top ecclesiastical
hierarchy.”

La Prensa, which has refused to publish
several times rather than submit to Govern-
ment censorship, has published no reaction
or commentary about the pastoral letter.

[From the Washington Post, Apr, 26, 1984]
SanpINisTA OFFICIAL AssaILs BisHops' Bip
FOR TALKS

(By Bernd Debusmann)

MANAGUA, Nicaracua, April 25.—Interior
Minister Tomas Borge has branded as
“eriminal” a call by the country's Roman
Catholic bishops for peace talks, rejecting
any negotiations with U.S.-backed insur-
gents.

“We will never negotiate with the Con-
tras,” Borge said in an interview, using the
term for right-wing rebels armed and fi-
nanced by the CIA.

In a pastoral letter read in most of Nicara-
gua's churches over Easter, the nine Roman
Catholic bishops suggested a dialogue for
peace involving all Nicaraguans, including
those “who have risen in arms against the
government."

“This is a criminal suggestion,” Borge
said. “The pastoral letter seeks confronta-
tion and violates the law of the land.”

The rebel forces includes senior former
members of ousted dictator Anastasio Somo-
za's National Guard, the only Nicaraguan
organization which was formally declared il-
legal after Somoza’s removal in a broad-
based popular revolution spear-headed by
the Sandinista National Liberation Front.

Borge, the only surviving founder-member
of the front, said the bishops' pastoral letter
was ‘“‘more radieal in its anti-Nicaraguan
tone . . . than even statements by Kirkpat-
rick.”
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Jeane Kirkpatrick, U.S. ambassador to the
United Nations, is seen here as a leading
proponent of military force to oust the nine
Sandinista commanders who effectively run
Nicaragua.

Diplomats said the pastoral letter and the
Sandinistas’ angry reaction to it could
herald a new round of confrontation be-
tween the church hierarchy and the state.

Church-state tensions were thrown into
sharp focus a year ago when Pope John
Paul II visited here and harshly criticized
the Sandinista-promoted “popular church,”
whose priests see no conflict between Chris-
tianity and left-wing revolution.

The bishops’ pastoral letter at Easter said,
“The road through which social peace can
be achieved necessarily leads through dia-
logue. All Nicaraguans inside and outside
the country should participate in this dia-
logue, regardless of ideology, class or party
position. What is more, we feel that Nicara-
guans who have risen in arms against the
government must participate.”

The Associated Press reported another de-
velopment from The Hague:

Former State Department legal adviser
Abram Chayes told the World Court today
“there can be no doubt” that the United
States is violating the charter of the United
Nations by supporting rebels fighting the
Nicaraguan government.

Chayes spoke on behalf of Nicaragua
during the first day of preliminary hearings
on a complaint Nicaragua filed against the
United States. Both Nicaragua and the
United States are arguing their cases in the
preliminary hearings, although the United
States has rejected the court’s jurisdiction.

The court granted a one-day recess re-
quested by the U.S. delegation to allow it to
“prepare its case,” a court source said.

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 27, 1984]
ADVICE FOR MANAGUA

President Reagan has been receiving
much good advice, from Congress and, espe-
cially generously, from the press, on the
subject of Nicaragua. But Nicaragua needs
some good advice, too, if Central America is
eventually to settle down. It could most use-
fully come from the Willy Brandt-type
social democrats in Europe and those liber-
als elsewhere who tend to coddle the Sandi-
nistas, and from the larger group that has
faulted the interventionist aspects of Presi-
dent Reagan's policy. We have in mind two
points,

The ruling Sandinistas stand strongly
behind the demand of the Salvadoran guer-
rillas to be admitted to a “power-sharing”
process in El Salvador. In Nicaragua, howey-
er, the nine comandantes reject any
thought of admitting Nicaraguan guerrillas
to power-sharing or even to the elections
the regime now plans on Nov. 4. After the
country’'s Catholic bishops called for a peace
dialogue involving all Nicaraguans, includ-
ing those “who have risen in arms against
the government”—such dialogue is the left’s
constant appeal in El Salvador—the Sandi-
nista police chief denounced the call as
“eriminal.” The Sandinistas insist they will
not open their elections—elections they
seem intent on running in the Soviet style
anyway—to the Nicaraguan contras even if
the guerrillas lay down their arms.

The Sandinistas, by way of seeking inter-
national support, are now broadcasting news
of the considerable damage done by the con-
tras. People are being killed in military en-
gagements, but many of the targets are eco-
nomic and civilian in character, and the re-
sults are commonly measured in dollar
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terms or in terms of hardships inflicted
upon the population. The Sandinistas, of
course, show no similar dismay over the sub-
stantially greater damage done to economic
and civilian targets by the guerrillas whose
operations they encourage in El Salvador.
Some on the left suggest it is all right to de-
stroy, say, a coffee plantation belonging to
an “oligarch.” This is rubbish. Peasants
work on plantations; Nicaragua's friends in
El Salvador have also shot up the bus fleet,
which transports the poor.

There is great need for a single standard
in judging political events in Central Amer-
ica. There is a need for it in Washington
and a need for it in Managua, too.e

MARGARET HAZARD, A BORN
DEMOCRAT

® Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I should
like to share with my colleagues the
sad news of the death of Margaret M.
Hazard, the ‘matriarch of Rhode Is-
land’s Democratic Party, who died on
Sunday at the age of 101.

She cast her first vote for President
in the 1924 election, when she voted a
straight Democratic ticket—a practice
she continued throughout her life.

Her formal involvement with the
Democratic Party started in 1948
when she was a delegate to the Na-
tional Democratic Convention in
Philadelphia and she has been a dele-
gate to each one ever since.

The Democratic Party, both in
Rhode Island and nationally, will miss
her pioneering spirit, her wisdom, and
her charm. I had looked forward to
working with her once again at the
1984 Democratic Convention.

Regardless of political party affili-
ation, I know Rhode Islanders and citi-
zens throughout the Nation join me in
mourning her passing and in treasur-
ing her legacy.

I should like to share with my col-
leagues a brief tribute to her legacy
that appeared in the Providence (R.1.)
Journal on May 1, 1984, which I ask to
have printed in the REcorb.

The article follows:

MARGARET HAZARD, SPIRITED PUBLIC SERVANT

The Democrats will have to get along
without Margaret M. Hazard at their na-
tional convention this summer in San Fran-
cisco. It will be no small loss: the tiny North
Kingstown woman probably would have
given the party the distinction of being first
with a centenarian in its delegate ranks.
Mrs. Hazard was a regular since 1948
(except in 1972) at such presidential-nomi-
nation sessions. Despite advancing age, she
was always a spirited participant, just as she
was in Rhode Island political affairs.

“Aunt Margaret,” as she was known
within the party, was wooed biennially by
candidates for the Democratic state ticket.
In earlier days, during her half-century on
the party’s state committee, her support
carried special weight. As a deputy clerk for
decades of the old district court in Wickford
and Wakefield, her endorsement just about
put South County's imprimatur on an aspi-
rant. As she became an elder stateswoman, a
recommendation from Aunt Margaret still
was sought, for its sentimental as well as
practical value.
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One convention at which she showed her
mettle was the 1968 embroglio in Chicago,
the scene of violent Vietnam War protests.
Tightly guarded buses transported delegates
from their hotels to the Stockyards conven-
tion center, which was ringed with fencing,
and national guardsmen. Mrs. Hazard, then
85, took all the turmoil in stride. Though
the security measures didn't deliver dele-
gates back to bed until well after midnight,
she was invariably first on line each morn-
ing for the return trip to the arena, mean-
time soothing colleagues concermed about
their safety.

Probably the only thing that could have
kept her from San Francisco this July was
her death, which occurred Sunday at age
101. To the very end, Aunt Margaret re-
mained the darling of state politicians—Re-
publicans, too. Her charm as well as her lon-
gevity had put her above partisanship. All
will miss her.e@

HOME HEALTH CARE

® Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, my col-
leagues and I have had many discus-
sions about community-based services
and their importance in the care of
frail elderly and disabled. I know that
many other Senators share my inter-
est and support for these services. I
was therefore pleased to learn that a
home health agency from my home
State of Ohio, the Visiting Nurse Serv-
ice (VNS) of Toledo, was recently
chosen the agency of the month by
the National Association for Home
Care.

The Toledo VNS was founded in
1902 and incorporated in 1908 as the
Toledo District Nurse Association
(TDNA). For more than 80 years the
agency has provided nursing, home
health, and therapeutic services. It
currently makes 50,000 home visits a
year, and in 1982, the VNS/TDNA pro-
vided care to 3,763 individuals.

Home health services are particular-
ly vital for the elderly, who often
suffer from multiple chronic condi-
tions which severely limit their ability
to care for themselves. Once stabilized
through the services of agencies like
the VNS/TDNA, these individuals are
often able to remain at home. The
VNS/TDNA also assists families
caring for young children or adults
who would otherwise require hospitali-
zation or prolonged institutionaliza-
tion.

In the past I have sponsored legisla-
tion to extend the services of home
health agencies and have supported
resolutions recognizing the importance
of these valuable programs. This in-
cludes measures such as National
Nurse Recognition Day on May 6
which acknowledges one of the health
professionals so responsible for the
success of home care.

1 ask that the article, “Visiting
Nurse Service of Toledo—Eighty-three
Years of Caring” from the April issue
of Caring be printed in the RECORD so
my colleagues can share in my appre-
ciation for this fine organization.

The article follows:
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VisiTing NURSE SERVICE OF TOLEDO—EIGHTY-
YEARs oF CARING

The Visiting Nurse Service of the Toledo
District Nurse Association (VNS/TDNA)
has been caring for elderly and disabled per-
sons for over eighty-three years. During
that time they've given 4.3 million home
visits to needy persons.

HISTORY

The agency was originally founded in 1901
by two philanthropic women’s groups in
Toledo, Ohio—the Thalian Society and the
Kings Daughters. The first nurse, Margaret
Edmond, was hired in 1901 at $50/month
and operated out of the local Humane Soci-
ety office. In 1902, the Visiting Nurse Aid
Society was finally founded. In 1908 the
nursing service of the Kings Daughters and
Visiting Nurse Aid Society were incorporat-
ed as the Toledo District Nurse Association
(TDNA).

In 1960, TDNA and the Public Health
Nursing Program of the City of Toledo com-
bined to form what was then called Commu-
nity Nursing Services. With increasing
budget problems for the City of Toledo in
the late 1970s, the city gradually withdrew
its staff and support to the combination
and, in late 1980, the combination arrange-
ment was ended. TDNA, the survivor, began
using the name “Visiting Nurse Service” in
addition to its original title as incorporated.
The ending of the combination agreement
resulted in the termination of the agency's
school nursing program and some related
services.

OPERATIONS

VNS/TDNA's annual number of home
visits peaked at about 63,000 in 1978 and has
stabilized at about 50,000 in 1982 and 1983.
In 1982, the 49,778 visits covered 3,763 per-
sons. About 55 percent of the clients were 65
years of age or older, and about 18 percent
were 19 years of age or younger. The bulk of
the clients (76.6 percent) were referred from
hospital with ten percent being referred by
agency staff and 7.4 percent by physicians.

Medicare accounted for the major part of
the agency’s income (60 percent) with trust/
investment income being twelve percent,
private insurance—eleven percent, United
Way—seven percent, Medicare—four per-
cent, and self-pay, grants and miscellaneous
income accounting for two percent each.
Agency expenditures, as with most home
health agencies, reflect the labor-intensive
nature of home care. The agency has 84
full-time and part-time employees and
about seven therapists on contract. Sixty-
three percent of all expenditures went for
salaries, sixteen percent for payroll taxes/
health and retirement benefits, twelve per-
cent for contract services, three percent for
rent and utilities, two percent for transpor-
tation, and four percent for other.

The core of the agenecy’'s program is a tra-
ditional Medicare-certified program provid-
ing home care services to the sick elderly
and disabled persons. VNS/TDNA also has
maternity, communicable disease, and
health promotion programs.

The most unique program may be the
agency's ““60-Plus Home Health Mainte-
nance Program” which is jointly funded by
the United Way and the Area Agency on
the Aging with Federal Older Americans
Act funds. The “60-Plus” program patients
are seen at no charge by a nurse and at
clinic sites throughout the city. The budget
for this service is about $150,000 per year.
The program is in two parts: a clinic pro-
gram, at twelve sites, serving 874 clients in
1983, and a home maintenance/followup
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program, serving 450 clients, primarily the
frail elderly.

The goals of the program are:

Maintain a level of functioning with ade-
gquate support systems to allow independent
living in a person’s own familiar surround-
ings.

Prevent persons from becoming more se-
verely impaired, therefore requiring more
intensive level of services.

Prevent complications or acute episodes
requiring hospitalization.

Enhance the continuity of care as needs of
the clients change or become more appar-
ent.

Under the program, a nurse will make an
initial visit to do the following:

Assess abilities to perform activities of
daily living, overall health condition, envi-
ronment, support systems, access to an ade-
quacy of medical care, ete.

Identify health care and health-related
needs.

Provide nursing intervention to assist per-
sons to make realistic plans around their in-
dividual needs. This might indicate the need
to contract their physician, aid in finding a
physician, or simply refer to other available
community services agencies for appropriate
assistance, ete.

Evaluate the effectiveness of the interven-
tion; i.e., follow up on the outcome.

If the nurse determines further visits are
warranted, the following additional services
are available:

Teaching regarding good health practices,
normal changes occuring in the older
person, ete.

Monitoring of health conditions to detect
new problems or changes in frequency of ex-
isting problems.

Instructing in relation to the client's med-
ical plan of treatment to increase knowledge
of special diets, medications, activities, and
disease process.

Counseling in regard to options for health
care with accent on client choice and deci-
sion-making.

Referring to other health and/or social
service agencies, as needed, such as care-of-
the-sick services at homedelivered meals,
ete.

THE PEOPLE

VNS/TDNA is guided by its Executive Di-
rector, Robert "“Chip” Liversidge, Jr., and
board of trustees President Mr. S. Orrick
Jennings. Mr. Liversidge has been the agen-
cy's Executive Director since 1978 and only
the ninth executive director in the agency's
83 year history. He has a masters in busi-
ness administration from George Washing-
ton University and a bachelor's degree from
Cornell University.

In addition to running his agency, Mr. Li-
versidge is a well-known and active profes-
sional at the national level. He currently
serves both as Secretary of the Board of the
National Association for Home Care
(NAHC) and President of the Board of the
newly-founded Foundation for Hospice and
Homecare. He is a past president of the
former National Association of Home
Health Agencies (NAHHA) and former Vice-
Chairman of the NAHC Board.

At the state level, Mr. Liversidge is a past
president of the Maine Association of Home
Health Agencies and served as chairman of
the Legislative Committee of the Ohio
Council of Home Health Agencies.

Mr. Liversidge's B4 employee staff is co-
ordinated by a six member executive staff
which includes; Jeanne Johnston, RN, BSN,
MPH (deputy director), Janet Blaufuss, RN,
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BSN (director of home health services), Bar-
bara Cook, MPA (director of development),
Judith King, RN, BSN, MBA (controller),
Nan Pawlaczyk (office manager), and Doro-
thy Siebert, RN, BSPHN (director of quality
assurance).

The Board of Trustees headed by Mr. Jen-
nings also includes as officers: Mrs. Robert
Younger (Vice President), Mr. James J.
Secor (Treasurer), Mrs. Russell Berman
(Recording Secretary), and Mrs, Patrick
Murlow (Corresponding Secretary). Mrs.
Berman’s husband is President of Ohio Citi-
zen's Bank and Mr. Secor's grandmother
(Mrs. Jay Secor) was the first president of
the agency's Board, serving from 1902-1907.
Another Trustee, John Gibbs, MD, heads
the agency's Medical Advisory Committee
and is Chief of Staff at Toledo Hospital.

THE CARING TOUCH

The teamwork of the executive staff, em-
ployees, trustees, and client families results
in continuation of an 83-year caring tradi-
tion for VNS/TDNA clients. Some of the
personal results of this teamwork are de-
scribed in the special writeup of case histo-
ries accompanying this article,

Such care has earned the VNS/TDNA
plaudits from clients and professional col-
leagues as well. Dr. Paul Miller, Cardiology
Fellow at the Medical College of Ohio,
wrote the agency in August 1983:

“] wanted to thank all the nurses at the
Toledo Visiting Nurses' Association for the
tremendous effort and care they have given
the patients I have worked with at the Med-
ical College clinic over the past three years.

During the medicine residency, I have
found even the best laid-out therapeutic
plans could be quickly destroyed when the
patients were discharged if their social prob-
lems and education about their disease was
not also planned for. I was continually
amazed at the resourcefulness the nurses
demonstrated in acquiring supplies, arrang-
ing for transportation, increasing the pa-
tient’s ability to remain functional and in
educating entire families about diseases and
the health-care system.”

An employer of a client wrote:

“Just a short note ‘Unsolicited Testimoni-
al' to thank you for the fine care given to
my employee after his recent surgery and
release from the hospital.

He had an excellent nurse, very compas-
sionate and caring.

Mr. and Mrs. ( ) have only praise for her.
Never having had surgery before, the family
was unaware that this fine service existed in
the city of Toledo.”

And the wife of another client wrote in
February 1983:

“Thanks, and we commend your services
which were given to my husband the past
six weeks. I found our nurse efficient and
concerned with our particular problems.
She made many helpful suggestions.

The aide was also a great help to me. She
was efficient and prompt and easy to have
in my home."”

CARING is proud to salute the Visiting
Nurse Service of the Toledo District Nurse
Association for establishing such a fine
caring tradition.e

TAX FREEDOM DAY

@ Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the tax-
payers of our Nation have cause to cel-
ebrate. Today marks the arrival of
Tax Freedom Day, the day average
taxpayers stop working for the Gov-
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ernment and begin earning for them-
selves and their families.

Economists at the Tax Foundation,
a Washington-based tax watchdog or-
ganization, report that Americans
have been working from January 1
until today to satisfy tax obligations
owed to Federal, State, and local gov-
ernments if every dollar earned this
year had gone to the tax collector.

For the second year in a row, Tax
Freedom Day falls on May 1. However,
taxpayers will actually have worked
an extra day—122 instead of 121—
since 1984 is a leap year. That addi-
tional day is needed, the foundation
reports, despite a slight drop in the
Federal tax bite that resulted from
passage of President Reagan tax cut
proposals in 1981—or, I should say, the
portion of the tax cut left after in-
creases in payroll tax. What Uncle
Sam leaves in taxpayers' pockets,
State and local governments take out,
plus a little more.

Mr. President, for workers who put
in an 8-hour day, it will take 2 hours
and 40 minutes to pay the average tax
bill. Of that, 1 hour and 43 minutes
will be for Uncle Sam and the rest for
State and local governments.

MTr. President, a milestone in tax his-
tory will occur this year. For the first
time ever, total tax receipts will
exceed $1 trillion. Yet, unless Congress
puts a stop to its wasteful and reckless
spending practices, it will again
manage to spend far more than its
share of that amount.

Last week Senators had an opportu-
nity to significantly reduce Federal
spending by cutting funds for all Fed-
eral programs except social security,
medicare, and defense, yet only 26 of
my colleagues supported the plan. If
adopted, it would have saved the tax-
payers over $200 billion in 3 years.

There will no doubt be other oppor-
tunities this week and later in the year
for Senators to cut spending and
reduce the size of Government. As the
options are considered, I urge my col-
leagues to keep in mind the working
men and women who pick up the tab
for the costly Government spending
programs Congress authorizes and
funds. In terms of Tax Freedom Day
next year and beyond, we ought to
think of rolling back the clock.

Mr. President, the Tax Foundation
has furnished me with several tables
which illustrate the tax burden on
families. I ask that they be printed in
the RECORD.

The tables follow:

Tax Freedom Day—selected years, 1930-84

Tar

Freedom
Day
February 13
March 8
April 3
April 17
April 28
April 28

Year:
1930
1940
1950
1960
1970
1975
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Tax
Freedom
May 4
May 6
May 3
May 1
May 1

1980 !
1981
19821
1983 *
1984 2

! Revised.

TAX BITE IN THE 8-HOUR DAY—SELECTED YEARS,
1930-84

* Forecast.

-
=

uEREERE!

o i
Lrefmi]

TAX BITE IN THE 8-HOUR DAY AND TAX FREEDOM DAY,
1979-84

?‘g‘i’f-' r AR 18 33=' ?;gali I&i..
?13 ?535 240

1:43
54 : : " :
1:05 3 : 1 104

Includes personal care, personal business,
refigious and welfare activites, net foreign
Source: Tax Foundation, derived from data supplied by U.S. Department of
mﬁmﬂigmum "

HOW THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WILL SPEND A WORKER'S
TAX DOLLARS IN FISCAL 1984

m“flvale mw research,

$275,118
231,548

SERBINLRETRER LANI

100.00  +853,760

the worker is the sole source of support for a spouse
Iﬂuﬁu‘i‘&l”ﬂwyu . -

medicare.
* After deducting $17,541 million for undistributed offsetting receipts
classified by function. -

Source: Office of and and T,
tions, based on official hm - illrenmm«1
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ELECTION IN PANAMA

® Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the pivot-
al and important nation of Panama is
about to complete the difficult transi-
tion from military rule to democrat-
ically elected civilian government this
Sunday. For the first time in 16 years,
the citizens of Panama will once again
be exercising their constitutional right
to elect a President through their pop-
ular will and I congratulate them on
this action. The election offers the op-
portunity for the people of Panama to
establish a civilian government which
will be especially responsive to their
hopes and aspirations for tranquility
and economic well-being.

The election is also important in the
context of the turmoil that we are wit-
nessing today in Central America. A
democratic election in Panama will
serve as a symbol and a beacon of
hope for the people of Central Amer-
ica who struggle for peace. A strong ci-
vilian government, supported by the
military institution that ruled the
country for the past 16 years, will cer-
tainly offer inspiration for the people
of El1 Salvador, who also will elect
their President on Sunday, and for the
people of Nicaragua, where elections
will be held in November. A democrat-
ic election in Panama also will
strengthen the Contadora process as
Panama's civilian leadership will be
able to work for peace in the name of
the people.

It is with great satisfaction that I
recall the days of the debate and the
passage of the Panama Canal treaties

in the Senate. That was certainly an
important milestone. That is exactly
what this coming election offers. The
election of Sunday, May 6, symbolizes
the hopes and aspirations of the proud
people of Panama for a truly demo-

cratic government and a bright
future.@

@ Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, at a
time when education in our country is
the occasion of so much attention, it is
indeed a pleasure to praise the
achievements of a remarkable educa-
tor, Miss Helen Stevens. On June 10,
after an unprecedented 49 years of dis-
tinguished service to education, Miss
Stevens will retire from the Gilman
School in Baltimore, Md. Over the
course of the last half century, she has
been a gifted teacher of both young
students and their teachers. In addi-
tion, she has served as director of ad-
missions for the Gilman Lower School
and has been the adviser and confi-
dant of four headmasters.

Helen Stevens came to the Gilman
School in 1935 as a young graduate of
Penn State to serve as a second grade
teacher and as an inspiring instructor
in music and drama. While actively
teaching, she continued her studies in
graduate work at the University of
Maine, the Peabody Conservatory in
Baltimore, and the Philadelphia Con-
servatory of Music and went on to re-
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ceive her masters in education at the
Johns Hopkins University.

Over the years she assumed addi-
tional responsibilities. She shaped the
language arts and reading and study
skills program for the lower, middle,
and upper schools at Gilman, pro-
grams which bear her stamp to this
day. From 1963-80, she went on to
help fashion the Gilman summer
school program, which is an important
resource for the entire public and pri-
vate school population in the Balti-
more area.

So successful were her programs
that she was invited to teach at the
Johns Hopkins University; and for 17
years she, in conjunction with Miss
Mary York of the St. Louis Public
School system, instructed graduate
students and practicing teachers in
language arts and communications
skills. As a university instructor, Miss
Stevens, through the thousands who
took her course, influenced the read-
ing, language arts, and study skills of
many schools, both public and inde-
pendent, all across the country.

Over the years, as her reputation
grew as a thorough, compassionate,
knowledgeable teacher and expert in
the field of communication skills, she
was increasingly called upon to advise
developing teachers, to speak before
education groups, and to chair meet-
ings of such organizations as the Na-
tional Council of Teachers of English,
the Association of Supervision and
Curriculum Development, and the
International Reading Association.

In her half century at Gilman, Miss
Stevens has helped to launch the aca-
demic careers of thousands of today’s
business, professional, and public serv-
ice leaders in Maryland. So impressive
and varied have Miss Stevens’ contri-
butions to the Gilman School been
over the years that in June 1979 she
became the first recipient of the
Edward T. Russell Memorial faculty
chair.

As she enters upon an active and
busy retirement schedule already
packed with long-planned projects, 1
am delighted to join with generations
of students, faculty, and parents in sa-
luting a magnificent teacher and edu-
cator from whose example young
teachers everywhere can draw lasting
inspiration.e

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

® Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the
child support enforcement bill the
Senate passed April 25 is an important
piece of legislation. It should be of
great benefit to the many children in
our country who live in single-parent
households and who depend on the fi-
nancial support of the noncustodial
parent to meet their basic needs. I
want to emphasize that nothing in
this legislation inhibits the States’ ef-
forts to enforce vigorously the visita-
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tion rights of noncustodial parents. To
the contrary, the bill expresses the
Senate’'s desire to encourage such en-
forcement.

Financial support is important,
indeed critical to the well-being of
children of divorced parents. But the
emotional support of both parents is
critical, too. The emotional support of
the noncustodial parent must be guar-
anteed and supported by the States.
The conscientious enforcement of visi-
tation decrees helps to insure that this
emotional support will be provided.
We must guarantee financial stability;
but we must also encourage the strong
and continuing bond between the
child and both parents. I hope the
States will redouble their efforts in
this area.e

SIXTH ANNIVERSARY OF COM-
MUNIST COUP IN AFGHANI-
STAN

@ Mr. PELL. Mr. President, April 27
marked the sixth anniversary of the
coup in Afghanistan which brought a
Communist regime to power in Kabul.
The coup, known locally as the Saur
revolution, launched a series of events
leading up to the 1979 Soviet invasion
and the ongoing tragedy in Afghani-
stan today.

This tragic anniversary coincided
with a major Soviet offensive against
the freedom fighters in the Panjsher
Valley. This fertile and strategically
important valley has been in the
hands of the freedom fighters since
the Soviet invasion. In the past, Soviet
forays into the valley have met fierce
resistance and, following Soviet with-
drawal, the freedom fighters have
quickly reestablished their control.
This time the Soviets apparently
intend to pacify the Panjsher by kill-
ing everyone in it. Day after day, for
the past week, Soviet bombers have
been carpet bombing the entire valley.
This massive air attack does not distin-
guish between military objectives and
the many civilians in the valley. The
carpet bombing of the Panjsher is bar-
baric; it is also in keeping with the
forces unleashed by the Saur revolu-
tion.

Six years after the Communist coup
in Afghanistan, the resistance of the
Afghan people continues unabated. As
recent events in the Panjsher Valley
demonstrate, the Afghan people pay a
terrible price for their determination
to be free. Nothing, however, more
conclusively demonstrates the failure
of the Communist coup in Afghani-
stan than the events in the Panjsher
Valley.e
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NOTICE OF DETERMINATION BY
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON
ETHICS

@ Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is

required by paragraph 4 of rule 35

that I place in the CONGRESSIONAL

Recorp this notice of a Member and

Senate employees who propose to par-

ticipate in a program, the principal ob-

jective of which is educational, spon-

sored by a foreign government or a

foreign educational or charitable orga-

nization involving travel to a foreign
country paid for by that foreign gov-
ernment or organization.

The select committee has received a
request for a determination under rule
35 which would permit Senator Jim
Sasser and two members of his staff,
Mr. John Callahan and Mr. Jerry
Grant, to participate in a program in
the Republic of China, sponsored by
the Chinese National Association of
Industry and Commerce, from April
17-20, 1984.

The committee has determined that
participation by Senator Sasser and
Messrs. Callahan and Grant, in the
program in Taiwan (Republic of
China), at the expense of the Chinese
National Association of Industry and
Commerce, to discuss United States-
Taiwan relations, is in the interest of
the Senate and the United States.@

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
that the time for transaction of rou-

tine morning business be terminated.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

MISCELLANEOUS TARIFF,
TRADE, AND CUSTOMS MAT-
TERS
The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 3043
(Purpose: To reduce the deficit of the U.S.
Government for fiscal year 1985)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY),
for himself, Mrs. Kassepauvm, Mr. BIDEN,
and Mr., Bavucus, proposes an amendment
numbered 3043.

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following: “Act.

“LIMITATIONS ON BUDGET AUTHORITY

“Sec. . (a) It shall not be in order in the
Senate or House of Representatives to con-
sider any bill or resolution making appro-
priations, if the enactment of such bill or
resolution, as recommended by the respec-
tive committee on appropriations, would
cause the aggregate total budget authority
for function 050, National Defense, to
exceed $264,100,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.

“(b) It shall not be in order in the Senate
or House of Representatives to consider any
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bill or resolution making appropriations, if
the enactment of such bill or resolution, as
recommended by the respective committee
on appropriations, would cause the aggre-
gate total budget authority for nondefense
discretionary activities to exceed
$137,000,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.

“(c) For the purposes of this section,
budget authority shall be determined on the
basis applicable for fiscal year 1984.

“¢d) The provisions of subsection (a) or (b)
of this section may be waived or suspended
in the Senate by a majority vote of the
Members voting, a quorum being present, or
by unanimous consent of the Senate.

“(e) It is the sense of Congress that the
unprecedented magnitude and persistence
of current and projected Federal budget
deficits must be addressed in a comprehen-
sive strategy to moderate increases in de-
fense spending while continuing the effec-
tive constraints on nondefense discretionary
programs. To assure the success of such an
initiative, the foregoing procedural re-
straints. In addition to the total aggregate
spending limitations pursuant to the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended,
are necessary on budget authority both for
defense and for nondefense discretionary
programs for fiscal year 1985.

“MEDICARE FREEZE

“Sec. . (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act (or any amendments
made by this Act) or any provision of title
XVIII of the Social Security Act, the ‘appli-
cable percentage increase’ under section
1886(b)(3)(B) of the Social Security Act for
any 12-month cost reporting period or fiscal
year beginning on or after October 1, 1984,
and before October 1, 1985, shall be zero
percent.

“(b) The Secretary of Health and Human
Services shall report to the Congress within
45 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act with respect to suggested methods
for assuring that hospitals will not increase
amounts charged to patients who are not
entitled to benefits under title XVIII of the
Social Security Act in order to compensate
for amounts not paid by reason of the limi-
tation under subsection (a).

“LIMITATIONS ON COST-OF-LIVING
ADJUSTMENTS

“Sec. . (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, no increase shall be made
in payments or benefit amounts under any
provision of law which would otherwise re-
quire such increase to become effective
during fiscal year 1985 as a result of
changes in—

“(1) the Consumer Price Index (or any
component thereof); or

“(2) any other index which measures
costs, prices, or wages.

“(b) No person shall be entitled to any in-
crease in payments or benefit amounts
under any provision of law if payment
thereof is denied by reason of this section.

“(¢) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, any change in—

“(1) the Consumer Price Index (or any
component thereof); or

“¢2) any other index which measures
costs, prices, or wages,
which would have resulted in any increase
in payments or benefit amounts during
fiscal year 1985 but for the provisions of
subsection (a) shall not be taken into ac-
count for purposes of determining any in-
crease in payments or benefit amounts
during fiscal year 1986 or any fiscal year
thereafter.”.

10495

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this
amendment represents the best collec-
tive effort of a number of Members on
both sides of the aisle to freeze the
Federal budget for fiscal year 1985 at
the 1984 level as our way of getting
the Federal budget deficit under con-
trol.

This bipartisan budget freeze is not
a cap on aggregate expenditures, for it
looks at each program of the Federal
budget and determines the way in
which that program can or should be
frozen. For instance, all discretionary
spending, defense and nondefense
alike, is frozen at the budget authority
level rather than the outlay level. In
defense, a budget authority freeze
allows for $18 billion additional
growth in outlays in fiscal year 1985 as
a result of money already in the pipe-
line.

In benefit entitlements, we would
freeze benefit levels, but not the
number of individuals eligible.

In medicare, we would not cap total
expenditures, but rather reimburse-
ments to hospitals and physicians. In
this amendment, however, only hospi-
tal reimbursements are addressed
since the Senate has already passed a
freeze in physician pay.

Overall, the budget freeze, all ele-
ments included, lowers spending by
$27 billion in fiscal year 1985. It is the
only spending reduction plan that
makes any sense, given the revenue in-
creases already passed in the Senate.
In the freeze plan, defense savings and
entitlement savings will each equal the
revenue savings.

So from that standpoint, it is a very
balanced approach, Mr. President.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Iowa. As I indicated
in my earlier statement, it is not the
intention of the leadership to proceed
further on this question at this time.

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY,
MAY 2, 1984

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M. TOMORROW

Mr. BAKER. First, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today it
stand in recess until the hour of 10
a.m. tomorrow.

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

ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION OF SENATOR

PROXMIRE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, after
the recognition of the two leaders
under the standing order on tomor-
row, I ask unanimous consent that
there be a special order in favor of the
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. ProxMIre) of not to exceed 15
minutes,

I make that request, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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ORDER FOR ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing Senator PROXMIRE'S special
order there be a period for the trans-
action of routine morning business not
to go past 10:30 a.m. in which Senators
may speak for not more than 2 min-
utes each.

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

RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have
been advised by the minority leader
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that he has nothing further. If I could
determine from the distinguished
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee if he has nothing else, I am pre-
pared to ask the Chair to recess the
Senate.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I have
nothing more.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move,
in accordance with the order previous-
ly entered, that the Senate now stand
in recess until the hour of 10 o’clock
tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to and, at
6:27 p.m., the Senate recessed until
Wednesday, May 2, 1984, at 10 a.m.

May 1, 1984
CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate May 1, 1984:

THE JUDICIARY

Alicemarie H. Stotler, of California, to be
U.S. district judge for the central district of
California.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Bohdan A. Futey, of Ohio, to be chairman
of the Foreign Claims Settlement Commis-
sion of the United States for the remainder
of the term expiring September 30, 1985.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Chapman B. Cox, of Virginia, to be Gener-
al Counsel of the Department of Defense.
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