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In This Issue • • • 

Farm Funding Flaw 
Agriculture Department officials 

announced that a change in farm funding 
embedded in one of the two big money 
bills passed late in the session won't take 
effect until fiscal 1989. The result: A key 
element of the budget "summit" agreement 
negotiated between Congress and the 
White House may be at risk. (Page 18) 

Nuclear Arms Crossroads 
After a half-decade of debate, 

Congress and the administration must soon 
agree on the future of the nation,s 
nuclear-weapons-production program. 
Complicated questions of safety, cost and 
engineering have been compounded by 
arms control politics and U.S.-Soviet 
relations. (Page 21) 

Key Votes of 1987 
On the most important votes taken 

in the first session of the 100 Congress, an 
assertive Congress sent a politically 
crippled President Reagan down to defeat 
more often than at any other time in his 
tenure. The partisanship that colored most 
votes disappeared only when outside 
forces - the stock market crash, for 
instance, and the U.8.-Soviet summit 
meeting - intervened. (Page 24) 

CLARIFICATION 
Pension Provision. 1987 Weekly Report p. 3192, sec­

ond column, third paragraph. A provision in the fiscal 1988 
reconciliation bill calling for sharing of pension plan surpluses 
after a plan is terminated was withdrawn by the Senate 
Finance and House Ways and Means committees. The tax­
writing committees took that action after the Senate Labor 
and Human Resources and House Education and Labor com­
mittees rejected the Finance-Ways and Means package of 
pension reform proposals, including the surplus-sharing pro­
visions, because of disagreements over other issues in the bill. 
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- Politics 
~..-----------------------------------

'88 Governors' Races: A Political Barometer 
Although this year's 12 gubernatorial elections will be 

overshadowed by the race for the White House, the con­
tests will give some indication of President Reagan's suc­
cess as a party-builder and offer a clue to the Republican 
Party's prospects for winning a U.S. House majority in the 
next decade. 

Every president from Harry S Truman to Jimmy Car­
ter who has served at least one full term has had more 
governors from his party at the beginning of his adminis­
tration than at the end. President Reagan, who began his 
tenure in 1981 with 23 GOP governorships, could buck that 
trend. 

The GOP now holds 24 of the nation's 50 governor­
ships, thanks to a big boost in the 1986 elections, when the 
party scored a net gain of eight seats. The last time Repub­
licans controlled a larger share of the nation's governor­
ships was prior to the 1970 
elections, when they held a 

Moore Jr. both have tough races ahead of them, and 
Moore's delay in launching his re-election bid has spawned 
rumors that he is not up for the fight. 

Two of the closest gubernatorial contests in the coun­
try are likely to be in states considered solid Republican 
territory in most elections. In Indiana, where GOP Gov. 
Robert D. Orr is retiring, Democrats have reason to believe 
that, after nearly 20 years of Republican rule, the GOP 
apparatus has atrophied and voters want change. 

And in Utah, Democratic optimism is buoyed by the 
failure of GOP incumbent Norman H. Bangerter to project 
a dynamic leadership image. 

The GOP does have a firm upper hand in half of the 
states it must defend; incumbents in Delaware, Rhode Is­
land, Missouri and New Hampshire are solid early favor­
ites. And it has a good opportunity in the open Montana 

race, where Democrats will 
have trouble finding a candi­

majority. 
But it will not be easy for 

the GOP to hold its ground in 
1988, because the party is 
currently in power in eight of 
the 12 states conducting gu­
bernatorial elections this 
year. That is a far cry from 
two years ago, when three­
fourths of the 36 seats at 
stake were in Democratic 
hands, giving Republicans a 
large target. 

1988 Gubernatorial 
date who can match the per­
sonal appeal enjoyed by their 
retiring incumbent, Ted 
Sch win den. Election Calendar But Montana looks like 
the GOP's only good chance 
for a pickup. The Democratic 
governors in North Dakota, 
Washington and Vermont are 
on better terms with their 
states' business interests 
than is typical for a Demo­
cratic chief executive, and 
that has helped discourage 
strong GOP opposition. 

State 
Primary 

Datet 
Candidate 

Filing Deadline 

Indiana May 3 * 
North Carolina May 3/May 31 

March 4 
Feb. 1 

Adding to the GOP's 
concerns is the fact that gu­
bernatorial developments 
during 1987 did not bode well 
for the party. Their candi­
dates struck out in the off­
year contests in three South­
ern states Kentucky, 
Louisiana and Mississippi. 

West Virginia 
Montana 
North Dakota 
Missouri 
Delaware 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 

Utah 
Vermont 
Washington 

May 10 * 

June 7 * 
June 14 • 

Aug. 2 
Sept. 10 
Sept. 13 
Sept. 13 
Sept. 13 
Sept. 13 
Sept. 20 

Feb. 6 
March 24 
April 20 
March 29 
July 29 
June 10 
June 30 
April 15 
July 18 

July 29 

Control of the U.S. 

And a recurring night­
mare for the GOP is the on­
going travail of Arizona Re­
publican Gov. Evan Mecham, 
who has made so many mis­
steps and enemies during just 

• Presidential primary is held on the same day. 

House is not on most minds 
in 1988; the Democrats' ma­
jority hardly appears threat­
ened. But those concerned 
with control of the House do 
have reason to keep an eye on 
the governors' elections, be­
cause most of the chief execu­
tives elected this year will 
still be serving when the con-

f Where two dates are listed, the first is the primary and the 
second is the runoff, which is required when no candidate 
wins a majority in the primary, 

gressional redistricting pro­
cess begins in the early 1990s. 
The sitting governors will be one year in office that he may 

face a recall election this spring. (Mecham's troubles, box, 
p. 6) 

Given the number of GOP targets, it is not surprising 
that most activity will be on Republican turf. 

Two states electing governors this year - North Caro­
lina and West Virginia - are "Republican turf" only by 
virtue of the fact that GOP candidates lured them from 
their traditional Democratic voting habits in Reagan's 
landslide re-election year of 1984. North Carolina incum­
bent James G. Martin and West Virginia Gov. Arch A. 

favorably positioned to see that the line-drawing is not 
done to the detriment of their party. 

This could be particularly important in larger states 
that may gain or lose seats. Republican governors in North 
Carolina and Missouri, for instance, could check those 
state's traditionally Democratic legislatures. And a Demo­
cratic governor of Indiana might be able to prevent a 
repeat of what happened earlier this decade, when the GOP 
Legislature and governor colluded on a redistricting plan 
hostile to Democratic incumbents. 

Copyright 1988 Congreuional ~ Inc. Jan. 2, 1988-PAGE 3 Reproduction prohibited in wfl~ or in por1 except by ed;toriol clienh. 



Politics - 2 

1988 Occupants of the Nation's Statehouses 
Listed below are the governors and governors-elect of 

the 50 states and the year in which the next election for 

Alabama - Guy Hunt (R) 1990 
Alaska - Steve Cowper (D) 1990 
Arizona - Evan Mecham (R) 1990 
Arkansas - Bill Clinton (D) 1990 
California - George Deukmejian (R) 1990 
Colorado - Roy R. Romer (D) 1990 
Connecticut - William A. O'Neill (D) 1990 
Delaware - Michael N. Castle (R) 1988 
Florida - Bob Martinez (R) 1990 
Georgia - Joe Frank Harris (D) 1990 
Hawaii - John Waihee (D) 1990 
Idaho - Cecil D. Andrus (D) 1990 
Illinois - James R. Thompson (R) 1990 
Indiana - Robert D. Orr (R) 1988 1 

Iowa - Terry E. Branstad (R) 1990 
Kansas - Mike Hayden (R) 1990 
Kentucky - Wallace G. Wilkinson (D) 1991 
Louisiana - Buddy Roemer (D) 1991 2 

Maine - John R. McKernan Jr. (R) 1990 
Maryland - William Donald Schaefer (D) 1990 
Massachusetts - Michael S. Dukakis (D) 1990 
Michigan - James J. Blanchard (D) 1990 
Minnesota - Rudy Perpich (D) 1990 
Mississippi - Ray Mabus (D) 1991 3 

Missouri - John Ashcroft (R) 1988 

1 Barred by state law from seeking another term. 
'Will be sworn in March 14 to succeed Edwin W. Edwards (DJ. 

A Party Past Its Prime? 
It is difficult to find a state that has been a more solid 

Republican bastion than Indiana, where the GOP has 
chalked up five straight gubernatorial victories, starting in 
1968. And yet, heading into the 1988 campaign, it is diffi­
cult to find a state where Democrats are more optimistic 
about their chances of taking over a governorship. The 
hope stems from a perception that, after two decades in 
power, the vaunted Indiana GOP organization is a step or 
two slower than it once was, and could be outhustled by an 
aggressive Democratic challenge. 

The Republicans almost certainly will nominate Lt. 
Gov. John M. Mutz, 52, of Indianapolis, in the May 3 
primary. Despite his clear path to the nomination, Mutz 
still has much work ahead of him in generating enthusiasm 
for his campaign, even among some GOP faithful. 

As Indiana Lt. 
Gov. JohnM. 

Mutz, le#, tries to 
extend the GOP,s 
reign, Democratic 
Secretary of State 
Evan Bayh says it 

is time for a 
change. 

each office will be held. The 12 states with 1988 guberna­
torial contests are in boldface. 

Montana - Ted Schwinden (D) 1988 • 
Nebraska - Kay A. Orr (R) 1990 
Nevada - Richard H. Bryan (D) 1990 
New Hampshire - John H. Sununu (R) 1988 
New Jersey - Thomas H. Kean (R) 1989 
New Mexico - Garrey Carruthers (R) 1990 
New York - Mario M. Cuomo (D) 1990 
North Carolina - James G. Martin (R) 1988 
North Dakota - George Sinner (D) 1988 
Ohio - Richard F. Celeste (D) 1990 
Oklahoma - Henry Bellman (R) 1990 
Oregon - Neil Goldschmidt (D) 1990 
Pennsylvania - Robert P. Casey (D) 1990 
Rhode Island - Edward DiPrete (R) 1988 
South Carolina - Carroll A. Campbell Jr. (R) 1990 
South Dakota - George S. Mickelson (R) 1990 
Tennessee - Ned McWherter (D) 1990 
Texas - William P. Clements Jr. (R) 1990 
Utah - Norman H. Bangerter (R) 1988 
Vermont - Madeleine M. Kunin (D) 1988 
Virginia - Gerald L. Baliles (D) 1989 
Washington - Booth Gardner (D) 1988 
West Virginia - Arch A. Moore Jr. (R) 1988 
Wisconsin - Tommy G. Thompson (R) 1990 
Wyoming - Mike Sullivan (D) 1990 

• Will be sworn in Jan. 12 to succeed Bill Allain D 
'Retiring. 

Mutz has considerable experience in state government, 
having served in the Legislature for 13 years before his 
election as lieutenant governor in 198(L But that experience 
may not be a plus in 1988, because be is closely identified 
with the administration of outgoing two-term Gov. Orr, 
who has had difficulty endearing himself to the st.ate's 
voters. Orr's weakness was bviolls in 1984, when he barely 
won re-election even as President Reagan was laying down 
long coattails in Indiana; Orr took 52 percent of the vote, 
while Reagan carried the state with 62 percent. 

Democrats are hopeful that there will be even stronger 
sentiment for change four years after Orr's narrow victory, 
and many in the party think the best man to lead their 
charge is 32-year--Ohl Secretary of State Evan Bayh, a rela­
tively new face in Indiana politics with a relatively old 
oolitical name; Birch Bayh, his father, served three terms 

11111111 jf 

in the U.S. Senate before los­
ing in 1980. Bayh became the 
state's most rapidly rising 
Democratic star after winning 
his first election in 1986. As a 
campaigner, he is much more 
dynamic and telegenic than 
Mutz. 

Alhough he has primary 
opposition, Bayh has geared 
his theme - that it _ take a 
"new broom ... to sweep the 
statehouse clean- - the 
general election.. ~ · - to 
his name ~ - oliti-
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cal connections and support from organized labor, Bayh 
clearly is the man to beat on the Democratic side. 

But there is some sentiment in the Democratic Party 
that Bayh has risen to the top a little too quickly, and that 
an older, more seasoned nominee would fare better against 
Mutz. Senate Democratic leader Frank O'Bannon, 57, of 
Corydon, hopes to capitalize on Bayh's relative inexperi­
ence; he is well-respected in political circles, although the 
average voter is likely to find him a less captivating cam­
paigner than Bayh. A third Democrat, 50-year-old Kokomo 
mayor Stephen Daily, is also running. He faces the daunt­
ing task of overcoming the name recognition Bayh has as a 
statewide official and the ties to· party insiders that 
O'Bannon has as a legislative leader. 

A Queasy Feeling 
In another state with a strong Republican tilt in most 

elections, the GOP also finds itself facing some difficulty in 
1988. Utah Gov. Bangerter, who was elected in 1984 with 56 
percent of the vote, trailed potential Democratic opponents 
by some 30 percentage points in a mid-1987 newspaper 
poll. 

It is unthinkable that a Democrat could actually defeat 
a Republican by such a margin in Utah - this has been the 
GOP's best state in the last three presidential elections -
but Bangerter cannot rely on party label to pull him 
through, because the state has been willing to elect Demo­
cratic governors in the past. Before Bangerter's victory, 
Republicans were shut out from the office for 20 years. 

The 54-year-old Bangerter, a genial and low-key man, 
has not done anything in particular to grate on Utah voters, 
but he has had trouble convincing them that he is a take­
charge governor who does more than react to issues. One 
matter that may give him some trouble is taxes: He cam­
paigned in 1984 on a promise not to raise taxes for at least 
two years - a promise he kept. But in his third year, 
Bangerter had to push for a $160 million tax hike - the 
largest single increase in Utah's history. 

Bangerter also has had to scramble to make the best of 
an unexpected hand dealt him by Mother Nature. After he 
pushed a $60 million plan to pump water from the over­
flowing Great Salt Lake in order to reduce flooding prob­
lems, the state experienced a stretch of dry weather that 
began to bring down the lake level naturally. Bangerter 
argues that the pumping project is a wise long-term invest­
ment, and he may persuade voters of its prudence, but in 
the short term, it did not give him the aura of decisiveness 
that some had predicted. 

The Utah GOP lost a U.S. House seat in 1986 after 
electing a weak Republican, Rep. David Monson, in 1984, 
and during 1987, Bangerter's apparent weakness prompted 
efforts in some Republican circles to recruit an alternative 
candidate. Though no challenger of note is expected in the 
Sept. 13 primary, the search activity was no help to 
Bangerter's image as a leader. 

Democrats have a well-known candidate in Ted Wil­
son, 48, a former mayor of Salt Lake City. Two terms as 
mayor of the state's largest population center gave Wilson 
considerable statewide exposure, which he increased in 
1982 with a challenge to GOP Sen. Orrin G. Hatch. But he 

The chief writer of this preview of the 1988 guber­
natorial elections was Peter Bragdon. Dave Kaplan 
and Caroline Ashley were major contributors. 

Gov. 
Norman H. 

Bangerter 

Ted 
Wilson 

Politics - 3 

did not fare as well as had been expected against Hatch, 
taking just 41 percent of the vote. Like a number of Demo­
cratic candidates that year, Wilson criticized Reaganomics, 
but his attacks did not go over as well in Utah as they did 
in some other states. While that contest gave Wilson an 
image as standing to the left of most Utah voters, Bang­
erter's own image problems are a comparable liability. 

The Martin-Jordan Feud 
While candidate quality· has been a concern for Repub­

licans in Indiana and Utah, it is the odds of history that 
give pause to the North Carolina GOP. In 1984, James 
Martin became only the second Republican this century to 
win the state's top office, and Democrats have been spoil­
ing for a rematch ever since. 

Martin, 51, has enjoyed a good measure of popularity 
in his first term, pleasing many voters by pushing tax cuts 
in 1985 and calling for changes in education, including a 
statewide merit-pay system for school teachers. But Martin 
has come under steady attack from the state's Democrats, 
and has seen many of his efforts stifled by the heavily 
Democratic Legislature. 

Throughout his term, Martin has been in steady com­
petition for power and headlines with Democratic Lt. Gov. 
Robert Jordan III, who will try to oust him this year. The 
55-year-old Jordan, who presides over the state Senate, has 
tried to position himself as something of a co-governor, and 
has been credited with moving a number of initiatives 
through the Legislature. 

Jordan and the Democrats have accused Martin of 
staying on the sidelines during legislative battles, deriding 
him as the "sitting governor." Martin handed them some 
ammunition in 1987 when he took a long-planned sailing 
vacation before the legislative session had ended. Demo­
crats also have argued that Martin has not done enough to 
prevent major businesses from leaving the state during his 
term, citing the closure of major businesses such as the 
American Tobacco Co. and Fieldcrest Mills. 

Martin contends that because of his efforts to recruit 

Copyright 1988 Cong!'fi~I Quamrly Inc. 
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Arizona's Mecham: The Troubles He's Seen 
In addition to the one dozen regularly scheduled 

gubernatorial contests in 1988, there may be a 13th, 
involving Arizona Gov. Evan Mecham. The embattled 
Republican, first elected in 1986, almost certainly will 
face a recall election in May, unless he resigns before the 
election is called in January. 

On Dec. 21, the Maricopa County (Phoenix) re­
corder said his office had verified more than 240,000 
signatures on petitions demanding Mecham's recall -
well over the 216,746 required to force an election. 

When officials in other counties 
are finished certifying the signatures 
collected in their jurisdictions, the .fo­
cus shifts to Democratic Secretary of 
State Rose Mofford. On Jan. 24, she 
will formally notify the governor 
whether a sufficient number of signa­
tures have been validated to warrant a 
recall election. 

Mecham then will have 10 days to 
indicate whether he will run in the 
recall election or resign. If he resigns 
within five days, Mofford becomes 
governor and no recall election will be 
held. If after five days, Mecham has 
not stated his intentions, there will be 
an election - possibly on May 17 -
whether or not he decides to resign. 

A staunch conservative, Mecham has attracted na­
tional attention from the first days of his administra­
tion, when he rescinded a state holiday honoring the 
birthday of the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Since 
then, Mecham's controversial appointments and blunt 
comments have put him in one squabble after another 
- with blacks, feminists, gays, Jews, Catholics, Hispan­
ics and others. (Background, Weekly Report p. 2734) 

Mecham, who was elected in a three-way race with 
39.7 percent of the vote, also is the subject of investiga-

businesses, North Carolina's unemployment rate is the low­
est it has been since 1979. And because Jordan's working 
relationship with legislative leaders has not been entirely 
peaceful, Martin has gotten some opportunities to question 
his effectiveness as a leader. 

Both men have some fences to tend within their par­
ties. Martin, who has never been particularly close to the 
right wing of the state GOP, benefited in 1984 from the 
hard-core conservative turnout for Sen. Jesse Helms' re­
election campaign. Many on the right have been satisfied 
with Martin, but it remains to be seen how devoted they 
will be in a year when Helms is not on the ballot. 

Democrats, whose disunity helped Martin in 1984, are 
much more unified in 1988. Many in the party have been 
treating Jordan as the all-but-certain nominee for the last 
three years, and his strongest potential opponents have 
opted out of the May 3 primary. 

But Jordan, a business-oriented Democrat, is no cinch 
to capture the votes of conservative Democrats in the rural 
eastern part of the state. In 1984, Martin won some key 
endorsements and votes in eastern Carolina, where Helms 

tions into his failure to report a $350,000 campaign loan. 
Mecham has repaid the loan, and the term of a state 
grand jury expired before issuing any indictments. But 
another grand jury is re-examining the loan. 

In addition, Mecham's former top aide, ex-Rep. 
Sam Steiger (R-Ariz., 1967-77), faces charges of extor­
tion and bribery. 

The Republican-controlled Arizona House has 
hired a special counsel to investigate allegations leveled 
at Mecham; a decision on whether to undertake im­

peachment proceedings could come in 
early January. 

Mecham, who says he will not re­
sign, contends that the recall effort is 
a Democratic-led conspiracy. But a 
number of Republicans have also 
called on him to resign, including the 
House GOP whip and the patriarch of 
Arizona's Republican Party, former 
Sen. Barry Goldwater. One Republi­
can member of Arizona's congres­
sional delegation concurs: Rep. Jim 
Kolbe sent a letter to Mecham in late 
October urging him to resign. Republi­
can Sen. John McCain has asked 
Mecham to disclose all information 
about the campaign loan, but has not 
called on him to resign. GOP Reps. 

Jon Kyl, Bob Stump and John J. Rhodes III have op­
posed the recall process; Stump said that Mecham "has 
done nothing to warrant a recall." 

If removed from office by popular recall. Mecham 
would become the second governor in U.S. history to be so 
evicted. In 1921, North Dakota voters ousted Republican 
Gov. Lynn J. Frazier, the attorney general and the com­
missioner of agriculture and labor in a renunciation of a 
GOP splinter group, the populist Nonpartisan League. 

-By Dave Kaplan 

always has run well. And if the Democratic Party's presi­
dential ticket has a pronounced liberal tilt, Democrats in 
that part of the state will be the first to defect to the GOP 
line, which could help Martin. 

For Moore, How Much Is Enoughl 
The GOP also faces a threat to its hold on the gover­

norship in West Virginia, but the outlines of the situation 
there will not be clear until Arch Moore announces whether 
he will seek another term. 

It has been said that there are two parties in West 
Virginia - the Democrats and Moore, a colorful veteran of 
many political wars and the only person to win the West 
Virginia governorship for the GOP in the past 30 years. In 
1984, Moore won an unprecedented third, non-consecutive 
term as governor. If Moore does choose to meet the Feb.. 6 
filing deadline, he may find that setting another reoord -
winning a fourth term - is a difficult task. 

For one thing, Moore, 64, will have more uian just a 
general election to contend with. Millionaire b1JsiDPS6 exec­
utive John R. Raese of Morgantown ain.1)- " an-
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nounced he will be a candidate in the Republican primary 
May 10, regardless of Moore's decision. Raese, 37, has name 
recognition stemming from his strong campaign for the Sen­
ate against outgoing Democratic Gov. John D. Rockefeller 
IV in 1984, when he took 48 percent of the vote. Also seeking 
the GOP nomination is state Sen. Jay Wolfe, of Bridgeport, 
a 32-year-old former Democrat. Elected to the Legislature in 
1986, Wolfe is stressing the need for right-to-work legisla­
tion and for stopping state-funded abortions. 

Raese, who is president of businesses involved in coal 
mining, construction and newspaper publishing, has never 
had close ties to Moore. In 1984, he entered the Senate race 
despite speculation that Moore was considering the contest 
himself, and in 1986, he defeated Moore's handpicked can­
didate for the party chairmanship. Raese has said that 
Moore no longer stands for the "ideals of our party." 

Those are strong words against a man who has been 
considered the embodiment of the state GOP, but Raese is 
betting that Moore's political appeal has been lessened by 
the state's persistently high unemployment rate. Moore 
made a big issue of unemployment in 1984, laying much of 
the blame on Gov. Rockefeller. But the state's joblessness 
rate is still double the national average, and Moore has 
squabbled with the Legislature over how to improve the 
economic picture. 

Democrats have a crowded field. Making another try 
for the governorship is former state House Speaker Clyde 
M. See Jr., 46, Moore's 1984 opponent. Though he was 
shunned by many in organized labor, who regarded him as 
pro-business, See managed to get 47 percent of the vote 
four years ago. Longtime state Agriculture Commissioner 
Gus Douglass, 60, also is running. Thanks to six successful 
campaigns for commissioner dating back to 1964, Douglass 
has statewide name recognition as well as ties to rural 
voters and rank-and-file union members. 

Though he lacks the name recognition of See and 
Douglass, a third Democrat - millionaire insurance com­
pany president Gaston Caperton - seems prepared to 
address that problem with a costly and sophisticated media 
effort. Caperton, 47, of Charleston, is making his first try 
for political office, but he may benefit from his longtime 
friendship with Rockefeller, now the state's junior senator. 

Democrat Dan Tonkovich, 41, of Benwood, president 
of the state Senate, has announced his gubernatorial candi­
dacy and another Democrat in the state Senate, Mario 
Palumbo, 54, of Charleston, is expected to do likewise soon. 

Life After Schwinden 
This year, Democrats in Montana are marking 20 years 

of continuous control of the governorship, but any festive 
mood in the party was deflated by the August decision of 

As West Virgin­
ia's GOP Gov. 
Arch A. Moore Jr. 
contemplates an­
other campaign, 
foes line up, in his 
party and on the 
Democratic side 
as well. 

Gov. 
James G. 

Martin 

Lt. Gov. 
Robert B. 
Jordan Ill 
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Democratic Gov. Ted Schwinden to retire from office after 
two terms. Schwinden is the state's most popular political 
figure; his departure left Democrats scrambling for a candi­
date with the potential to duplicate his success. 

Most Democratic attention was initially focused on 1st 
District Rep. Pat Williams, but he decided against a job 
change, prompting many others to jump into the contest. 
The most prominent Democrat in the field is former two­
term Gov. Thomas L. Judge, 53. He is widely known, but 
his involuntary departure from the governorship in 1981 
was a clear indication that he is not as strong a candidate as 
Schwinden: It was Schwinden, then Judge's lieutenant gov­
ernor, who turned Judge out of office in the 1980 Demo­
cratic primary. Judge lost by more than 10,000 votes, in 
part because his reputation had been tarnished by numer­
ous trips abroad and a well-publicized divorce. Judge was 
also considered somewhat aloof, a contrast with 
Schwinden's friendly Western style. 

Two other Democrats are likely to figure prominently 
in the June 7 Democratic primary: Frank B. Morrison Jr., a 
former state Supreme Court justice, and Attorney General 
Mike Greely. 

Morrison, 50, resigned from the Supreme Court and 
began his gubernatorial campaign well before Schwinden 
divulged his plans. His father, Frank B. Morrison, served 
for three terms as governor of Nebraska in the 1960s. 
Greely, 47, is expected to decide imminently whether to 
give up his current job, to which he has been elected three 
times, to run for governor. 

Also in the Democratic race are state Sens. Mike 
Halligan, 38, of Missoula, and Ted Neuman, 41, of Vaughn, 
neither of whom can boast the statewide name recognition 
of Judge, Greely or Morrison. Rounding out the field is 
Billings evangelist Emmett "Curley" Thornton, 39. 

The Republicans have a formidable contender in Sec­
retary of State Jim Waltermire, 38, who appears to hold a 
comfortable advantage over two other GOP candidates, 
former state Sen. Stan Stephens, 58, of Havre, and state 
Rep. Cal Winslow, 38, of Billings. Stephens and Winslow 
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Business Ties Help Democrats 

Gov. Booth Gardner Gov. George Sinner 

will be hard pressed to overcome the name recognition and 
popularity of Waltermire, who was elected to a second term 
in 1984 with more than two-thirds of the vote. 

Sinner's Secret to Success 
In neighboring North Dakota, where Democrat George 

Sinner scored one of the biggest upsets of 1984 by defeating 
GOP Gov. Allen I. Olson, it is the GOP that is scrambling. 
Sinner appears well-positioned to win a second term, in 
large part because of his success in taming normally Re­
publican constituencies. 

Within his own party, the 59-year-old Sinner is re­
spected as an intelligent and competent governor, although 
he does not have the kind of loyal personal following that 
popular Democratic Rep. Byron L. Dorgan has built with 
his populist style of politics. The more liberal elements of 
the party that have boosted Dorgan and Sen. Kent Conrad 
are quite wary of the pro-business stances taken by Sinner, 
a wealthy sugar beet farmer from the Red River Valley. 
But the concern about Sinner's tilt is not sufficient to 
sustain a primary challenge. 

Sinner's emphasis on economic development has been 
welcomed by coal and oil interests, and many businessmen 
who would normally play an important role in funding a 
GOP gubernatorial effort will probably line up behind Sin­
ner. Though GOP presidential candidates tend to do well 
in North Dakota, Sinner's performance in 1984 suggests he 
will not lose sleep over coattails. As Reagan swept the state 
with 65 percent of the vote, Sinner won 55 percent, running 
21 points ahead of Walter F. Mondale. 

Republican state Sen. Bruce Bakewell, 48, a rancher 
from Fortuna, has announced his candidacy against Sinner. 

Gardner's Charm 
Another business-oriented Democratic incumbent also 

appears to be doing well: In Washington State, where vot­
ers have not re-elected a governor since 1972, Booth Gard­
ner, heir to a Northwest lumber fortune, may be able to 
halt the revolving-door syndrome that helped him edge 
GOP Gov. John Spellman out of office in 1984. 

Gardner, 51, has enjoyed high popularity ratings 
throughout his term, thanks as much to his affable nature as 
to his substantive accomplishments. As a businessman­
turned-politician, he has won important support in the Seat­
tle business community, a traditional source of GOP funding. 

But the outlook for Gardner is not quite as rosy as for 

Sinner. Though he campaigned on a promise to run state 
government more like a business, Gardner has not come 
across as a take-charge manager. Known for his folksy good 
humor, he has seemed unwilling to fight for success. "Legisla­
tion is a contact sport; I'm better at non-contact sports," he 
has said. Ii'ortunately for Gardner, the highly decentralized 
power structure in the Legislature has caused so many prob­
lems for previous governors that the public may be lowering 
its expectations of what a chief executive can do. 

Gardner also has been criticized for vacillating on pur­
suing tax "reform" - a code word for establishing a state 
income tax, in the view of many Washingtonians. After 
calling for a bipartisan effort to.study taxes, he appeared to 
back away from the issue when some Republicans balked. 

The two leading contenders in the Sept. 20 Republican 
primary are state Rep. Bob Williams, 45, of Longview and 
Norm Maleng, 49, the ·prosecutor in King County, which 
includes Seattle. Maleng, whose strength is among establish­
ment Republicans, may benefit from his base in the state's 
most populous county. Williams has made a name for him­
self in the Legislature for his expertise on budget matters. 
But in November, either would face a considerable challenge 
in matching Gardner's money, recognition and personality. 

Incumbents Bask in Good Times 
Political fortunes in several Eastern states appear to 

be tracking economic fortunes. In the New England and 
mid-Atlantic states holding gubernatorial elections in 1988, 
economies are going strong and, for the most part, so are 
the incumbents. 

Still, New Hampshire Democrats, losers in every gu­
bernatorial and Senate election since 1980, harbor some 
hope of unseating GOP Gov. John H. Sununu. They were 
encouraged by the 1986 gubernatorial contest, when their 
nominee, Paul McEachern, managed 46 percent against 
Sununu. Given that he had won a second term in 1984 with 
two-thirds of the vote, Sununu's 1986 margin was a clear 
sign the governor has some weaknesses. 

McEachern made the 1986 contest a referendum on 
the controversial Seabrook nuclear power plant, which is 
opposed by many voters who fear utility rate increases if 
the costly plant comes on line. Sununu, 48, has been a 
devoted supporter of the plant, standing firm even after 
the 1986 Chernobyl nuclear accident heightened concern 
about reactor safety and prompted some other Republicans 
to distance themselves from the governor on Seabrook. 

Though the plant is still as hotly debated as ever, the 
outcome two years ago seems to have convinced McEach­
ern that Seabrook alone will not oust Sununu. For 1988, 
the 50-year-old Portsmouth attorney is trying to broaden 
his appeal by focusing more on other issues; he says Su­
nunu has not done enough to address problems stemming 
from economic growth, including traffic congestion, 
groundwater contamination and school crowding. 

This is McEachern's third gubernatorial bid; in 1984, 
he lost in his party's primary. He may face opposition in 
the Sept. 13 Democratic primary from Nashua Mayor 
James Donchess, 38, but is likely to have more solid party 
support in 1988 because of his strong 1986 showing. It will 
be difficult, however, for him to add enough pro­
McEachern votes to the anti-Seabrook vote to unseat a 
GOP incumbent in a strong Republican state. Sununu, 
seeking to become the first New Hampshire governor to 
serve four two-year terms, is a smart, aggressive politician 
who can point to a booming economy and a state budget 
surplus built during his tenure. 
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Sununu has taken an increasingly active role in na­
tional politics in recent years, and now is chairman of the 
National Governors' Association. Some view his pursuits as 
a sign that he is restless with handling only New Hamp­
shire issues, but his outside involvement also may signal 
that he is secure enough at home to pursue other interests. 

Kunin on a Roll 
There likely will be less suspense in Vermont, where 

only one incumbent governor has been defeated this cen­
tury. After narrow victories in 1984 and 1986, Democratic 
Gov. Madeleine M. Kunin looks set to win a third term and 
reaffirm her party's growing strength in rural Vermont, 
once a Yankee Republican bastion. Since 1984, when 
Kunin won 50.02 percent to become the state's fourth 
Democratic governor, the GOP has lost the lieutenant gov­
ernorship and control of both houses of the Legislature. 

Republicans have tried repeatedly to tag Kunin as an 
anti-business governor, but that argument has been under­
mined by the state's economic growth. During Kunin's 
tenure, a budget deficit of more than $3 million has turned 
into a $60 million surplus. 

Kunin, 54, also has been successful at getting her way 
with the Legislature. In 1987 she won passage of an educa­
tion package that included a sizable boost in state funding. 

Running for the GOP is state Rep. Mike Bernhardt, 
50, who as House minority leader has criticized Kunin for 
excessive centralization of the economy and education. 
Bernhardt may face competition in the Sept. 13 primary 
from Secretary of State Jim 
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find themselves in a position familiar to the GOP not too 
long ago - without a strong candidate or the money to 
finance a credible challenge. One possible nominee is 
municipal court Judge Keven McKenna, 42, a former state 
representative and president of the 1986 Constitutional 
Council. 

Delaware Democrats can empathize with their breth­
ren in Rhode Island. No one yet appears much interested in 
fighting for the nomination to oppose popular Republican 
Gov. Michael N. Castle. 

Like DiPrete, Castle has presided over a strong econ­
omy. In 1987, one of the Delaware Legislature's biggest 
battles was over how much taxes should be reduced. And 
Castle, 48, has received bipartisan praise for his efforts to 
promote land-use planning and to change the state's wel­
fare system. 

With Castle's re-election considered all but a foregone 
conclusion, Democrats are searching for a candidate who 
will be able to keep his vote margin down. 

But few have been eager to take on a seemingly impos­
sible race. Currently, their best hope is state Sen. Harris B. 
McDowell III, 47, of Wilmington. But McDowell, who 
serves as majority whip in the Senate, has not committed 
himself to the campaign. 

In Missouri, Democrats also face a popular incumbent. 
The strength of Republican Gov. John Ashcroft as he pre­
pares to seek a second term is just another example of the 
state's increasing Republicanism; the GOP has won most 
statewide offices in recent years and now holds both U.S. 

Senate seats. 
Douglas, 36. 

Unlike 1986, Kunin 
probably will not have to 
contend with an indepen­
dent candidacy from social­
ist Mayor Bernard Sanders 
of Burlington. Sanders, who 
kept Kunin's vote down to a 
4 7 percent plurality in a 
three-way race two years 
ago, instead may run for the 
House. 

Incumbents looking Strong 
Ashcroft, 45, a devoutly 

religious, gospel-singing 
Republican, demonstrated 
widespread appeal in 1984, 
when he was elected with 57 
percent of the vote - the 
largest tally for a Republi­
can gubernatorial candidate 
in Missouri in more than a 
century. He has since in­
creased his popularity, pre­
siding over a generally 
strong economy, and work­
ing harmoniously with lead­
ers of the Democratic-con­
trolled Legislature. 

No Takers 
In Rhode Island, the 

once-dominant Democratic 
Party again finds itself 
searching for a candidate 
strong enough to compete 
with GOP incumbent Ed­
ward DiPrete, who ended 16 
years of Democratic rule 
when he was elected in 
1984. 

Sustained economic 
prosperity has produced a 
large budget surplus and 
enabled DiPrete to work co­
operatively with the Demo­
cratic legislature to allocate 
millions of dollars for a va­
riety of social and munici­
pal programs, while also 
pushing through a tax cut. 

As DiPrete, 53, aims for 
a third term, Democrats 

Gov. Michael N. Castle Gov. John Ashcroft 
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But if Ashcroft looks 
strong, Democrats may 
have a credible candidate in 
Betty Hearnes, 60, a state 
legislator and state party 
chairman. Hearnes, who is 
expected to announce in the 
near future, is no stranger 
to the governor's office. 
Her husband, Warren E. 
Hearnes, served as governor 
from 1965 to 1973, when 
Democrats still dominated 
the state. Name recognition 
and party connections 
should give her a boost over 
her strongest primary rival, 
54-year-old state Sen. 
Harry Wiggins of Kansas 
City. I 
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--II Appropriations 

Many Labor-HHS Programs Win Fund Increases 
After settling prolonged fights 

over language regarding AIDS educa­
tion and whether federal funds may be 
used for abortion counseling, House 
and Senate conferees agreed to appro­
priate $128.2 billion for the Depart­
ments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services (HHS), and Education and 
for related agencies. 

The funding for fiscal 1988 and, 
in a few cases, fiscal 1989 and 1990, 
was approved as part of the massive 
continuing appropriations measure (H 
J Res 395 - PL 100-202) signed by 
the president Dec. 22. 

Of the $127 .1 billion to be spent in 
fiscal 1988, only $37.7 billion is for dis­
cretionary activities over which con­
gressional appropriators had control. 
The rest is for entitlement programs, 
including Medicare, unemployment 
compensation and Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AFDC). 

The House passed the Labor­
HHS-Education section of the bill as 
HR 3058 Aug. 5; the Senate passed the 
bill Oct. 14. (Senate, House action, 
1987 Weekly Report pp. 2519, 1790) 

Conferees were forced to trim the 
measure as a result of the Nov. 20 
budget summit agreement between 
White House and congressional nego­
tiators. Ultimately, with time running 
out during an all-day session Dec. 16, 
conferees reached their targets by slic­
ing each discretionary item by 4.26 
percent. 

Even with the cuts, however, 
many programs received increases 
from their fiscal 1987 levels, and over­
all totals were considerably higher 
than those sought by the Reagan ad­
ministration. The administration's 
budget proposal in most cases sought 
to reduce funding from, or to freeze it 
at, the previous year's levels. 

AIDS Gets Priority 
Some of the major recipients of 

new funding were programs within 
HHS aimed at combating the deadly 
disease AIDS. A total of $906 million 
was appropriated for HHS anti-AIDS 
efforts (not including anti-AIDS ac­
tivities of the Food and Drug Ad-

-By Julie Rovner 
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Concern over AIDS led Congress to give large increases to medical research. 

ministration, funded under the agri­
culture section of the bill). Nearly half 
of that total is earmarked for activities 
within the National Institutes of 
Health. While the House and Senate 
had originally approved approxi­
mately $946 million to fight AIDS, the 
final total still nearly doubled fiscal 
1987 funding of $479 million and was 
significantly higher than the adminis­
tration's proposed $766 million. 

A major funding increase went to 
the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC), which are playing a key role in 
tracking the AIDS epidemic. Congress 
ignored an administration request to 
cut CDC funding from $456 million in 
fiscal 1987 to $440 million, instead 
voting to provide nearly $772 million. 
Of that total, $305 million is ear­
marked for AIDS information, re­
search, testing and other activities. 

Congress also spurned adminis­
tration proposals to reduce or elimi­
nate funding for a variety of programs 
within the Department of Education. 

Instead of reducing funding for 
education for the handicapped by 
$200 million from its fiscal 1987 level 
of $1.7 billion, for example, Congress 
voted to increase it by almost the 
same amount. 

Similarly, Congress boosted fund­
ing for student aid, including Pell 
grants and the work-study program, 
from $5.48 billion in fiscal 1987 to 
$5.54 billion, despite an administra­
tion request of $3.3 billion. 
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And Congress refused to elimi­
nate funding for vocational education 
programs as requested by the admin­
istration, instead raising funding from 
fiscal 1987's $988 million to nearly 
$1.1 billion. 

Energy Aid Trimmed 
One of the main funding disputes 

between House and Senate negoti­
ators was over the level provided for 
the Low Income Home Energy Assis­
tance Program, which helps those 
meeting certain income requirements 
pay heating and air-conditioning bills 
and weatherize their homes. 

The House voted to continue the 
program at its fiscal 1987 level of $1.8 
billion, while the Senate approved 
$1.2 billion, taking the position that 
states could make up the difference 
from any funds they would receive 
through settlement of lawsuits involv­
ing overcharges by oil companies. 

But despite the pleas of the na­
tion's governors, who argued in a letter 
to conferees that oil-overcharge funds 
"are not available to replace lost federal 
appropriations," and a letter signed by 
187 House members, conferees pro­
vided $1.5 billion, a cut of $300 million. 

Conferees wrangled over policy as 
well as money. 

The White House used its veto 
threats to kill a provision added in the 
Senate that would prohibit the admin­
istration from implementing new 
regulations for the federal family-



planning program, Title X. The pro­
gram has been operating without an 
authorization since the last one ex­
pired at the end of fiscal 1985. (Back­
ground, 1987 Weekly Report p . 2241) 

Proposed regulations published in 
September would bar Title X provid­
ers - already statutorily prohibited 
from using federal funds for abortions 
- from making abortion referrals, 
mentioning abortion as an option to a 
woman with an unintended preg­
nancy, or using non-federal money for 
abortions or abortion-related services 
unless facilities are physically and fi­
nancially separate. 

The proposed regulations were 
applauded by anti-abortion groups, 
which have long charged that Title X 
grantees are illegally using federal 
funds to encourage abortion, but con­
demned by physician and family-plan­
ning groups, which argued that not 
mentioning abortion as an option vio­
lates a patient's right to informed con­
sent. More than 130 members of Con­
gress objected as well, charging that 
Congress has on several occasions re­
fused to make the changes envisioned 
under the new rules. 

Lowell P. Weicker Jr. of Connect­
icut, ranking Republican on the Sen­
ate Appropriations subcommittee that 

handled the Labor-HHS-Education 
bill and a longtime supporter of Title 
X, added language to the bill that 
would have barred the administration 
from making changes in the operation 
of the program - effectively blocking 
the new regulations. 

The language went unchallenged 
in the Senate but it was not unnoticed 
by the administration, which made it 
the ·only item in the Labor-HHS sec­
tion against which a veto threat was 
lodged. 

Although several conferees said 
that Weicker's position was supported 
by everyone in the room except House 
subcommittee Chairman William H. 
Natcher, D-Ky., and Rep. Vin Weber, 
R~Minn., ultimately the language was 
struck from the bill. 

Instead, members added language 
to the conference report stating that 
"the Senate conferees and some House 
conferees believe that changes to ex­
isting law must be achieved through 
shared adherence to the constitutional 
process and express disagreement 
with the executive's bypassing that 
process through a regulatory device." 

That leaves the administration 
free to publish the regulations, which 
will likely occur early in 1988, accord­
ing to HHS officials. A number of 
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family-planning groups, led by the 
National Family Planning and Re­
productive Health Association Inc., 
have announced their intention to 
fight in court the implementation of 
the new regulations. 

Compromise on AIDS 
Conferees also altered language 

added on the Senate floor by Jesse 
Helms, R-N.C., that would prohibit 
CDC from providing funds for AIDS 
education, information, or prevention 
materials and activities "that promote 
or encourage, directly or indirectly, 
homosexual sexual activities." 

The House Oct. 20 voted 368-4 7 
on a non-binding motion to instruct 
conferees to retain the Helms language. 
But many members, including a num­
ber who voted in favor of the language, 
later expressed concern that it could be 
used to cut off needed education aimed 
at the group hit hardest by the epi­
demic. (1987 Weekly Report p. 2617) 

Eventually the word "indirectly" 
was dropped from the requirement, and 
language was added to the report stat­
ing that the provision "should not be 
construed to prohibit descriptions of 
methods to reduce the risk of [AIDS] 
transmission," nor to limit the activities 
of grantees using non-federal funds. 

Final Provisions, Fiscal 1988 Labor-HHS Appropriations 
Following are the amounts of fiscal 1988 (and in some 

cases fiscal 1989 and 1990) budget authority for the Depart­
ments of Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and 
related agencies requested by President Reagan, approved 

Labor 
Employment and Training 
Administration 
Program Administration 
Training and Employment Services 

Community Service Employment 
for Older Americans 

Federal and State Unemployment Benefits 
Advance to Unemployment Trust Fund 
Labor Management Services 
Employment Standards 
Administration 

Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration 

Mine Safety and Health 
Administration 

Bureau of Labor Statistics 
Departmental Management 

Total, Labor Department 

Budget 
Request' 

$ 73,691 
3,285,548 

326,000 
164,400 
30,000 
82,073 

1,080,635 

245,860 

167,288 
185,286 
160,241 

$5,801,022 

by the House and Senate, and appropriated in the omnibus 
continuing appropriations resolution (H J Res 395 - PL 
100-202) cleared by Congress and signed by the president 
Dec. 22 (in thousands of dollars): 

House­
Passed Bill 2 

$ 73,896 
3,697,685 

(defer) 
164,400 
30,000 
81,192 

1,160,660 

244,001 

164,874 
184,833 
158,265 

$5,959,806 

$ 

Senate­
Passed Bill 

74,027 
3,939,201 

346,000 
164,400 
30,000 
80,192 

1,076,777 

247,901 

169,765 
183,833 
158,741 

$6,470,837 

$ 

Final 
Amount 

70,872 
3,805,133 

331,260 
163,403 
30,000 
76,776 

1,070,434 

235,474 

160,193 
176,481 
151,980 

$6,272,006 
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Budget House- Senate- Final 
Request• Passed Bill 2 Passed Bill Amount 

Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS) 

Consolidated AIDS Funding 766,391 3 945,430 3 _3 _3 

Health Resources and Services 1,244,436 1,343,476 1,645,813 1,556,265 

Medical Facilities Guarantee 
and Loan Fund 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 

Centers for Disease 
Control 440,445 221,977 802,987 771,772 

National Institutes of Health 
Cancer 1,217,927 1,448,411 1,527,054 1,469,327 
Heart, Lung and Blood 801,064 990,808 1,000,349 965,536 
Dental Research 105,266 128,965 131,559 126,297 
Diabetes, Digestive and 
Kidney Diseases 440,504 563,768 549,784 534,733 

Neurological and Communicative 
Disorders and Stroke 420,250 554,039 550,172 534,692 

Allergy and Infectious Diseases 349,429 439,667 661,458 638,800 
General Medical Sciences 482,004 666,037 653,117 632,676 
Child Health and Human 

Development 312,604 405,673 408,334 396,811 
Eye 184,564 234,382 231,529 224,947 
Environmental Health Sciences 196,856 225,724 220,709 215,666 
Aging 155,797 203,034 199,642 194,746 
Arthritis and Musculoskeletal 
and Skin Diseases 123,009 154,632 153,867 147,679 

Research Resources 254,754 338,991 367,415 368,153 
National Center for 
Nursing Research 15,997 24,744 23,566 23,380 

John E. Fogarty Center 11,166 12,128 15,866 15,651 
National Library of Medicine 64,399 71,465 70,399 67,910 
Office of the Director 49,819 71,389 61,284 61,819 
Buildings and Facilities 5,000 30,000 50,000 47,870 

Alcohol, Drug Abuse and 
Mental Health Administration 983,456 401,782 1,469,313 1,373,727 

St. Elizabeths Hospital 68,312 68,312 68,312 65,402 
(Advance for future years) (24,000) (0) (0) (0) 

Assistant Secretary for Health 200,364 89,176 207,785 195,913 
(Advance for future years) (100,350) (0) (0) (0) 

Health Care Financing 
Administration 46,752,750 48,941,580 48,412,580 48,937,211 
(Advance for future years) (69,676,000) (8,000,000) (8,000,000) (8,000,000) 

Social Security Administration 
Payments to Social Security 
Trust Funds 105,298 105,298 105,298 105,298 
(Advance for future years) (93,291) (0) (0) (0) 

Black Lung Payments 651,452 651,452 663,452 663,452 
(Advance for future years) (1,082,640) (250,000) (250,000) (250,000) 

Supplemental Security Income 9,537,933 9,535,384 9,535,384 9,535,384 
(Advance for future years) (14,786,224) (3,000,000) (3,000,000) (3,000,000) 

Family Support Administration 
Family Support Payments 7,763,053 8,644,385 8,644,385 8,644,385 
(Advance for future years) (12,781,810) (2,500,000) (2,500,000) (2,500,000) 

Low-Income Energy Assistance 1,237,000 1,822,265 1,237,000 1,531,840 
Refugee and Entrant 
Assistance 253,329 320,885 389,597 346,933 

Work Incentive Program 0 (defer) 96,669 92,551 
Community Services 310,000 408,200 407,000 382,290 
Program Administration 75,796 74,913 83,619 79,464 

Assistant Secretary for 
Human Development 5,659,406 5,152,634 2 6,082,963 5,966,710 

Departmental Management 128,059 125,880 130,380 124,825 

Total, HHS, Fiscal 1988 $81,389,889 $ 85,438,886 2 $ 86,880,641 $87,062,115 

(Advance for future years) (98,544,315) 1 (13,750,000) (13,750,000) (13,750,000) 
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Education Department 
Compensatory Education 
Impact Aid 
Special Programs 
Bilingual Education 
Handicapped Education 
Rehabilitation Services 
Vocational and Adult 
Education 

Student Financial Assistance 
Guaranteed Student Loans 
Higher Education 
College Construction 

Loan Insurance 
Education Research and 
Statistics 

Libraries 
Special Institutions 
Departmental management 

Total, Education Department 

Related Agencies 
ACTION 
Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting 
(Fiscal 1990 advance) 

Federal Mediation and 
Conciliation Service 

Federal Mine Safety and 
Health Review Commission 

National Commission on 
Libraries and Information 
Science 

National Council on the 
Handicapped 

National Labor Relations Board 
National Mediation Board 
Occupational Safety and 
Health Review Commission 

Railroad Retirement Board 
(Fiscal 1989 advance) 

Soldiers' and Airmen's Home 
U.S. Institute of Peace 

Total, Related Agencies 

(Fiscal 1989 advance) 
(Fiscal 1990 advance) 

TOTAL, Fiscal 1988 

(Fiscal 1989 advance) 

(Fiscal 1990 advance) 

GRAND TOTAL 

Budget 
Request 1 

4,144,163 
548,000 
784,337 
143,095 

1,488,181 
1,401,123 

130,000 
3,336,000 
1,176,574 

176,111 

(0) 

70,231 
(0) 

271 ,740 
316,000 

$ 13,985,555 

152,997 

(132,000) 

24,920 

4,139 

791 

932 
141,580 

4,873 

6,232 
279,100 

(3,100) 
37,080 

3,310 

$ 655,954 1 

(3,100) 
(132,000) 

$101,832,420 

(84,469,423) 1 

(14,209,992) 

$ 200,511,835 

House­
Passed Bill 2 

4,603,000 
757,500 
921,314 
198,981 

1,913,800 
1,561,940 

1,029,600 
5,806,000 
2,425,000 

584,450 

20,000 

73,801 
144,500 
284,300 
312,427 

$20,636,613 2 

162,191 

(238,000) 

25,601 

4,080 

750 

932 
139,019 

7,316 

6,147 
371,100 

(0) 
36,647 

(0) 

$ 753,783 

(0) 
(238,000) 

$112,789,088 2 

(13,750,000) 

(238,000) 

s12&,m,os8 

$ 

Senate­
Passed Bill 

4,486,000 
701,000 

1,120,687 
200,283 

1,966,990 
1,619,395 

1,072,450 
5,837,098 
2,935,600 

512,448 

20,000 

69,231 
136,600 
276,730 
312,427 

$21,266,939 

173,491 

(248,000) 

25,601 

4,080 

791 

932 
139,019 

7,316 

6,147 
371,100 

(0) 
54,435 

5,000 

787,912 

(0) 
(248,000) 

$115,406,329 
(13,750,000) 

(248,000) 

$ 129,404,329 

1 The administration requested full advance funding for 1989 and partial advance funding for 1990 for a number of 
entitlement programs. 

Appropriations - 4 

Final 
Amount 

4,336,543 
708,476 

1,040,312 
191,751 

1,869,019 
1,590,400 

1,005,557 
5,544,792 
2,565,000 

534,471 

19,148 

67,526 
135,089 
271,258 
299,118 

$20,178,460 

163,085 

(232,648) 

24,510 

3,906 

718 

892 
133,097 

7,004 

5,885 
355,423 

(0) 
51,324 

4,308 

$ 750,152 

(0) 
(232,648) 

$114,262,733 
(13,750,000) 

(232,648) 

$128,245,381 

' The House bill deferred funding unauthorized programs. 
3 House accounting treats AIDS funding as a separate account, rather than including it in various agency totals. 
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Appropriations - 5 

Rural Speed Limit Can Be Raised: 

Transportation Spending Plan 
Bans Smoking on Brief Flights 

Congress cleared a $10.6 billion 
transportation spending package for 
fiscal 1988 that includes a two-year ban 
on smoking on domestic flights sched­
uled to last no more than two hours. 

The package was folded into the 
continuing resolution (PL 100-202) 
signed by President Reagan Dec. 22. It 
fell $500 million short of the $11.1 bil­
lion transportation measure (HR 
2890) passed by the Senate earlier this 
year and $300 million short of the 
House version of the bill. (Continuing 
resolution, 1987 Weekly Report p. 
3185; appropriations bills, 1987 
Weekly Report pp. 2658, 1576) 

The cuts affect virtually all trans­
portation programs, including high­
priority efforts to upgrade the air-traf­
fic-control system. Lawmakers made 
them to comply with a deficit-reduc­
tion pact reached in November by the 
White House and congressional lead­
ers. "We made the best of a not-very­
happy situation," said William Leh­
man, D-Fla., chairman of the House 
Transportation Appropriations Sub­
committee. 

The bill includes $1.73 billion for 
mass-transit formula grants and $580 
million in subsidies for the Amtrak 
national passenger railroad - pro­
grams that the White House had 
sought to eliminate. The package also 
sets caps, totaling $14.5 billion, on 
spending from various trust funds 
supporting aviation, highway and 
mass-transit programs. 

The smoking ban would affect 
about four-fifths of all domestic 
flights. Negotiators compromised be­
tween a House plan to permanently 
prohibit smoking on flights of two 
hours or less and a Senate proposal to 
ban for two years smoking on flights of 
90 minutes or less. 

Even though the House and Sen­
ate each had voted for some sort of 
ban, the tobacco industry and mem­
bers of tobacco-industry states made a 
last-ditch effort to kill the proposals 
in conference. But House conferees 
Dec. 18 rejected a motion by Rep. 
W. G. "Bill" Hefner, D-N.C., to strike 
a ban from the package. 

-By Paul Starobin 
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Pro-ban forces were led by flight 
attendants and a coalition of health 
groups, including the American Can­
cer Society. Proponents contended 
that the health of non-smokers was 
damaged by exposure to cigarette 
smoke in airplane cabins. Their claims 
were buttressed by a National Acad­
emy of Sciences study recommending 
a ban on smoking on all flights. 

Supporters attributed their vic­
tory in part to growing public aware­
ness of the health risks of smoking as 
well as a greater willingness on the 
part of non-smokers to assert their 
"right" not to have to breathe un­
healthy air. 

Some suggested a key to victory 
was a personal distaste among law­
makers for smoking on flights. "No 
one flies more than members of Con­
gress," said Matthew Myers, staff di­
rector for the Coalition on Smoking or 
Health. 

Speed Limit 
Conferees also worked out a deal 

on a Senate plan, not contained in the 
House bill, to allow states to raise the 
speed limit to 65 mph on rural high­
ways, primarily state turnpikes, that 
meet the same design standards as In­
terstate highways. Earlier in the year 
Congress enacted a highway reautho­
rization bill (PL 100-17) that permit­
ted states to raise the speed limit to 65 
mph on rural Interstate highways. 
(1987 Weekly Report p. 604) 

Opponents, including Lehman, 
viewed further relaxation of limits as a 
safety threat. They pointed to prelimi­
nary data gathered by federal highway 
safety officials indicating an increase 
of more than 50 percent in fatalities 
on rural Interstates on which the 
speed limit has been raised to 65 mph. 

Ultimately, conferees agreed to 
allow the 65 mph limit in the first 20 
eligible states that apply to the De­
partment of Transportation. More 
than 40 states contain rural roads eli­
gible for the higher limits. Other than 
highways in Alaska, which have an ex­
emption from meeting Interstate de­
sign specifications, eligible roads must 
be divided, have four lanes and be 
reachable only through access ramps. 

Negotiators on the transportation 
segment of the continuing resolution 
began meeting the week of Dec. 14. 
They had instructions from the full 
Appropriations conference to come up 
with savings of nearly $400 million in 
outlays. First, however, they tenta­
tively agreed to a package containing 
$11.06 billion in new budget authority. 
The agreement generally split funding 
differences between the House and 
Senate bills. 

Working off the new set of num­
bers, lawmakers agreed to reach the 
$400 million target through a 3 per­
cent cut in Federal Aviation Adminis­
tration (FAA) funds to operate the 
air-traffic-control system, a 4 percent 
cut in Amtrak subsidies and funds for 
operating the Coast Guard and other 
agencies, and a 5 percent cut in all 
other programs, including capital pro­
grams such as road construction. 

Members initially hoped such 
cuts could be minimized by a plan to 
sell some $240 million worth of rail­
road stock held by the federal govern­
ment. But the Congressional Budget 
Office and the White House's Office of 
Management and Budget ruled that 
proceeds from such a sale could not be 
counted toward the deficit-reduction 
target. 

Special Projects 
Pressure to cut funds notwith­

standing, members included in the fi­
nal package nearly $100 million for 15 
special highway "demonstration" 
projects for particular states and dis­
tricts. They also listed in the report 
some 40 airport construction projects 
to which they said the FAA should 
give high funding priority. 

Among such projects was a $25 
million plan for a new cargo airport in 
the Fort Worth district of House 
Speaker Jim Wright, D-Texas. The 
project is controversial within the 
FAA because, unlike other plans for 
new construction, it does not seek to 
meet existing regional demand for 
flight services but to stimulate new 
demands. Paul Galis, director of the 
F AA's Office of Airport Planning and 
Programming, said he was not aware 
of any other airport project that has 
been funded by the FAA on "econom­
ic-development" grounds. (1987 
Weekly Report p . 2581) 

Wright's project was also the only 
one for which conferees made a spe­
cific funding recommendation - $25 
million - to the FAA. 

The outcome of the transporta­
tion negotiations left one member of 



Congress particularly unhappy - the 
chairman of the House Public Works 
and Transportation Committee, 
James J. Howard, D-N.J. 

Congress' leading opponent of 
higher speed limits, Howard viewed 
action on airline smoking and the 
speed limit as an encroachment by ap­
propriators on the legislative jurisdic­
tion of his committee. 

Howard also was upset that con­
ferees rejected his bid for a provision 
aimed at forcing the federal govern­
ment to pay owners of billboards along 
federal highways if local communities 
force the owners to reduce the size or 
height of their signs. 

Howard argued that the plan was 
simply a "technical correction" to the 

highway reauthorization bill, consis­
tent with that law's requirement for 
cash compensation when a community 
forces the removal of a billboard. 

Others, however, saw the Howard 
proposal as a major policy change that 
would weaken efforts to control the 
spread of billboards. 

Leaders of the Coalition for Sce­
nic Beauty, an anti-billboard group, 
said the plan would effectively gut lo­
cal ordinances since no federal funds 
were available to provide the required 
cash compensation. 

Coalition leaders pointed to How­
ard as a major beneficiary of political 
contributions from the billboard in­
dustry. According to group leaders, 
the industry gave Howard some 

Appropriations - 6 

$50,000 in contributions over a period 
stretching from March 1985 to No­
vember 1986. 

But a Howard spokesman said 
"there has never been any indication 
that he [Howard] has taken any posi­
tion because of a small amount of po­
litical contributions, or even a large 
amount." 

After appropriators turned him 
down, Howard tried, unsuccessfully, 
to insert the billboard provision into a 
budget reconciliation bill (HR 3545) 
cleared by Congress Dec. 22. He also 
failed in a bid to stick into that bill a 
plan to prevent states experiencing 
higher fatalities on roads now posted 
at 65 mph from shifting to higher lim­
its on non-Interstate rural highways. I 

Fiscal 1988 Transportation Funds 
Following are the amounts (in thousands of dollars) Reagan, passed by the House and Senate in separate 

of fiscal 1988 budget authority for the Transportation appropriations bills and as signed into law in the continu-
Department and related agencies requested by President ing resolution (H J Res 395 - PL 100-202). 

Budget House- Senate- Continuing 
Request Passed Passed Resolution 

Department of Transportation 
Office of the Secretary $ 68,406 $ 78,850 $ 87,500 $ 66,297 
Coast Guard 2,718,667 2,613,400 2,691,683 2,505,626 
Federal Aviation Administration 4,786,401 4,626,550 4,696,602 4,445,521 
Federal Highway Administration 24,744 119,400 54,310 130,614 
National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 90,008 96,750 89,920 92,880 

Federal Railroad Administration 12,766 699,225 683,660 667,531 
Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration 130,000 2,246,119 2,143,370 2,084,552 

St. Lawrence Seaway 11 ,665 11,500 11,375 10,806 
Research and Special Programs 
Administration 22,643 22,100 22,767 21,382 

Office of the Inspector General 30,100 29,300 28,828 27,898 

Subtotal $7,895,400 $ 10,543,194 $10,510,015 $10,053,107 

Related Agencies 
Architectural and Transportation 

Review Board 2,040 2,000 1,970 1,891 
Aviation Safety Commission 
National Transportation 
Safety Board 23,560 25,400 25,000 24,000 

Interstate Commerce Commission 47,979 46,625 46,040 44,294 
Panama Canal Commission 467,050 456,200 459,170 440,803 
Department of the Treasury 10,800 10,700 10,585 9,880 
U.S. Railway Association 
Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority 51,664 51,664 51,664 49,080 

Congressional Award Board 275 

Subtotal $603,093 $592,589 $594,704 $569,948 

General Reduction - 214,322 

TOTAL $8,498,493 $10,921,461 $11,104,719 $ 10,623,055 

SOURCE: House and Senate Appropr iations committees 
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Immigration Controversy Avoided: 

Commerce, Justice, State Get $13.9 Billion 
Fiscal 1988 funding for the Com­

merce, State and Justice departments 
and the federal judiciary was included 
as part of the omnibus fiscal 1988 con -
tinuing appropriations resolution (H J 
Res 395 - PL 100-202) that President 
Reagan signed Dec. 22. 

The new law provided $13.9 bil­
lion for these departments and 18 re­
lated agencies. The administration had 
requested $14.8 billion. (Chart, p. 17) 

The House passed a separate 
appropriations bill (HR 2763) July 1, 
funding the agencies at $13.8 billion. 
The Senate Appropriations Commit­
tee approved $14.28 billion Sept. 23, 
but the bill was never acted upon by 

the full Senate. (1987 Weekly Report 
pp. 2316, 1447) 

As it has throughout the Reagan 
administration, Congress appropriated 
funding for items the president op­
posed. Chief among them are $305.5 
million for the Legal Services Corpora­
tion, which provides legal help to the 
poor; $182 million for the Economic 
Development Administration, which 
provides seed money to communities 
for projects to stimulate employment; 
and $70 million for programs to help 
states deal with juvenile delinquency. 

Two immigration-related issues 
that threatened the appropriations 
measure were left out of the version 

that became law. A deal between op­
posing senators postponed until 1988 a 
Senate fight over delaying the deporta­
tion of Salvadorans and Nicaraguans 
living illegally in the United States. 

And on the other matter, confer­
ees rejected a proposal that the ad­
ministration and many members op­
posed. This one, which was sponsored 
by Rep. Edward R. Roybal, D-Calif., 
would have required the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service to give le­
gal status to all members of a foreign­
er's family if one of the members qual­
ified to live here legally under a 
year-old immigration law. (1987 
Weekly Report p. 3119) 

Fiscal 1988 Legislative Appropriations 
Spending for Congress' own operations will increase 

by 1.3 percent in fiscal 1988. The governmentwide appro­
priations bill (H J Res 395 - PL 100-202) enacted Dec. 
22 included $1.745 billion for the legislative branch. In 
fiscal 1987, $1. 722 billion was appropriated. 

The 1988 total includes $337 million for the Senate, 
a 3 percent increase from fiscal 1987, largely due to 
growth in members' budgets for staff salaries, while 
House spending was cut slightly to $513 million. 

To comply with the Nov. 20 White House-congres­
sional agreement to reduce the deficit, negotiators cut 
spending in many areas below levels included in the 

Congressional Operations 
Senate 
House of Representatives 
Joint Items 
Office of Technology Assessment 
Biomedical Ethics Board 
Congressional Award Board 
Congressional Budget Office 
Architect of the Capitol 
Congressional Research Service 
Government Printing Office 

(congressional printing) 
Subtotal 

Related Agencies 
Botanic Garden 
Library of Congress 

Budget Request 

$ 347,297,800 
570,329,000 
147,520,000 

19,270,000 

18,988,000 
126,644,000 
47,251 ,000 

72,700,000 

$1,349,999,800 

Architect of the Capitol (library buildings) 
Copyright Royalty Tribunal 

2,448,000 
211,800,000 

7,618,000 
179,000 

Government Printing Office 
(non-congressional printing) 

General Accounting Office 
Subtotal 

TOTAL 

26,500,000 
379,497,000 

$ 628,042,000 

$ 1,978,041,800 

separate legislative branch appropriations bills (HR 
2714) approved June 29 by the House and Sept. 30 by 
the Senate. (1987 Weekly Report pp. 2404, 1446) 

Conferees agreed to include $82 million for the 
franking privilege, which allows members to send mail 
for free - a prized election-year benefit. That is far 
below a $134 million cost estimate made earlier this 
year. If actual mail costs exceed what Congress appro­
priates, the Postal Service will have to swallow the loss. 

Conferees dropped a Senate provision to require 
roll-call votes on pay increases. In 1987, members got 
two raises under procedures that avoided votes. 

House Senate Final 

$ 348,534,800 $ 337,314,000 
529,639,500 529,639,500 513,786,500 
112,982,000 98,983,000 94,981,000 

16,435,000 17,464,000 16,901,000 
500,000 100,000 

189,000 
18,148,000 18,481,000 17,886,000 
77,243,000 103,800,000 100,565,000 
43,000,000 44,453,000 43,022,000 

70,900,000 72,700,000 70,359,000 

$ 868,347,500 $1,234,555,300 $1,195,103,500 

2,295,000 2,295,000 2,221,000 
197,535,000 198,531,000 191,998,000 

6,770,000 6,820,000 6,741,000 
133,000 133,000 129,000 

19,800,000 19,800,000 19,162,000 
334,777,000 340,820,000 329,847,000 

$561,310,000 $ 568,399,000 $ 550,098,000 

$ 1,429,657,500 $1,802,954,300 $1,745,201,500 
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Funding Breakdown for Commerce/Justice/State 
Following are the fiscal 1988 appropriations, in budget 

authority, for the Commerce, Justice and State depart-

ments, the federal judiciary and related agencies, as cleared 
by Congress Dec. 22 (in thousands of dollars): 

Commerce Department 
General Administration 
Bureau of the Census 
Economic and Statistical 
Analysis 

Economic Development 
Administration 

International Trade 
Administration 

Export Administration 
Minority Business 
Development Agency 

U.S. Travel and Tourism 
Administration 

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 

Patent and Trademark Office 
National Bureau of Standards 
National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration 

Subtotal 

Related Agencies 
Federal Communications 
Commission 

Federal Maritime Commission 
Federal Trade Commission 
International Trade 
Commission 

Marine Mammal Commission 
Maritime Administration 
Office of the U.S. Trade 
Representative 

Securities and Exchange 
Commission 

Small Business Administration 

Subtotal 

Justice Department 
General Administration 
Working Capital Fund 
U.S. Parole Commission 
Legal Activities 
Federal Bureau of 
Investigation 

Drug Enforcement 
Administration 

Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service 

Federal Prison System 
Office of Justice Programs 
Foreign Claims Settlement 

Subtotal 

Final 
Budget 
Request 

$ 42,374 
478,289 

32,947 

197,138, 

4,620 

3,000 

1,046,001 
135,542 
138,625 

14,718 

$ 2,093,254 

107,250 
14,500 
69,850 

35,386 
906 

67,739 

15,141 

145,036 
379,257 

$ 835,065 

103,513 
4,000 

12,253 
1,295,611 

1,484,421 

522,047 

838,828 
981,694 

78,303 
510 

$ 5,321,180 

• Request submitted directly to Congress. 

Final 
Appro­
priation 

$ 39,204 
441,279 

32,079 

205,229 

161,432 
37,465 

39,705 

11,724 

1,140,944 
120,000 
144,783 

35,104 

$ 2,408,948 

99,613 
13,585 
66,243 

34,750 
953 

76,463 

15,229 

135,221 
414,985 

$ 857,042 

88,360 

11,665 
1,123,142 

1,388,492 

494,076 

741,114 
931,080 
229,075 

500 

$ 5,007,504 

Related Agencies 
Christopher Columbus 
Jubilee Commission 

Civil Rights Commission 
Commission on the 
Bicentennial of the Constitution 

Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission 

Legal Services Corporation * 
State Justice Institute 

Subtotal 

State Department 
Administration of 
Foreign Affairs 

International Organizations 
and Conferences 

International Commissions 
U.S. Bilateral Science and 
Technology Agreements 

The Asia Foundation 
Soviet-East European Research 
and Training 

Fishermen's Guaranty Fund 
Fishermen's Protective Fund 

Subtotal 

Related Agencies 
Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency 

Board for International 
Broadcasting 

Israel Radio Relay Station 
Commission on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe 

Commission on Migration 
Japan-U.S.Trust Fund 
U.S. Information Agency 

Subtotal 

The Judiciary * 
Supreme Court 
U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the Federal Circuit 

U.S. Court of International Trade 
Court of Appeals, District 
Courts, other services 

Administrative Office of the 
U.S. Courts 

Federal Judicial Center 
U.S. Sentencing Commission 

Subtotal 

GRAND TOTAL 

SOURCES: Senate and House Appropriations committees 
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Final 
Budget 
Request 

$ 220 
9,800 

14,750 

193,457 
305,500 

12,892 

$ 536,619 

2,737,141 

606,927 
32,706 

1,000 
5,733 

2,500 
1,800 
1,000 

$ 3,388,807 

32,700 

203,573 

770 

1,400 
941,857 

$ 1,180,300 

18,703 

8,098 
8,211 

1,374,378 

33,666 
12,022 
5,600 

$ 1,460,678 

$ 14,815,903 

Final 
Appro­
priation 

$ 212 
5,707 

21,000 

179,812 
305,500 

10,980 

$ 523,211 

2,121,600 

515,400 
28,291 

1,900 
13,700 

4,600 
1,725 

959 

$ 2,688,175 

30,100 

185,000 
34,000 

701 
870 

1,200 
820,021 

$ 1,071,892 

17,357 

7,430 
7,768 

1,250,535 

31,167 
10,548 
5,129 

$ 1,329,934 

$13,886,706 

I 
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CCC to Abide by Whitten in Funding Dispute 
A running battle over how to pay 

for farm programs - a potentially im­
portant issue in efforts to enforce 
White House-congressional budget 
agreements - now seems likely to con­
tinue at least until the next fiscal year. 

Officials at the Agriculture De­
partment said the week of Dec. 28 that 
a new method for funding the Com­
modity Credit Corporation (CCC), 
tucked away in one of two big budget 
bills passed by Congress and signed 
Dec. 22 by President Reagan, cannot 
take effect until fiscal 1989. 

The new funding mechanism was 
designed to avoid the need for a mid­
year supplemental appropriation to 
keep the CCC afloat. Without it, an 
understanding reached at the 1987 bud­
get summit between administration and 
congressional leaders to avoid supple­
mentals could easily unravel. 

Senate Agriculture and Budget 
committee leaders had tried to get 
around the need for a supplemental by 
providing for "indefinite" spending 
authority for the agency in an omni­
bus deficit-reduction measure (HR 
3545 - PL 100-203), known as a 
reconciliation bill. Indefinite authority 
would allow the agency to tap the 
Treasury for as much as needed to 
cover its costs throughout the year. 

Agriculture Committee Chairman 
Patrick J. Leahy, D-Vt., said the open­
ended authority was the only way to 
ensure that the CCC, the agency that 
channels price- and income-support 
payments to farmers, would not shut 
down in the middle of the year. 

But at the same time that Con­
gress approved Leahy's indefinite 
funding method in the reconciliation 
bill, it also passed a more conventional 
appropriations measure for the CCC. 
This one was embedded in a catchall 
spending bill (H J Res 395 - PL 100-
202), known as a continuing resolution. 

The continuing resolution comes 
under the special province of Jamie L. 
Whitten, D-Miss., chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee and its 
Subcommittee on Agriculture. Whit­
ten has used his power over CCC 
funding to calculated advantage, 

-By David Rapp 
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Foes Hope to Prevail 
In Next Budget Cycle 

keeping a hand in farm programs and 
maintaining a firm grip over the sup­
plemental appropriations process. As 
he has done in past years, Whitten 
again insisted on giving the CCC a 
definite appropriation in the continu­
ing resolution for fiscal 1988. This year 
he tightened the agency's discretion 
even further, itemizing the spending 
authority among various accounts. 

When President Reagan signed 
the two budget bills in reverse order, 
making reconciliation the last to be­
come law, some Senate staffers argued 
that the indefinite funding mechanism 
would override Whitten's restrictive 
appropriation for the CCC. 

But Agriculture Department offi­
cials said they are bound by the ap­
propriating language, which takes pre­
cedence over the reconciliation bill's 
less specific "authorizing" language. 

"In effect, Congress was writing 
itself a memo in the reconciliation 
bill," said Steven B. Dewhurst, direc­
tor of the Agriculture Department's 
budget office. "But Congress didn't 
follow that. It approved a provision 
[for definite appropriations], and 
that's the law." 

Dewhurst said only natural and 
economic forces can forestall a need for 
a CCC supplemental before the fiscal 
year ends in September 1988. No 
amount of legislative technique or stat­
utory sleight-of-hand will prevent it. 

"Our guess right now is there will 
be a sufficient amount of money to 
make it through the end of the year -
God willing," Dewhurst said. 

But the CCC will still be subject 
to the vagaries of the farm economy 
and the weather. Sudden changes in 
prices or production could drive the 
costs of farm programs well beyond 
current expectations, forcing the ad­
ministration to return to Congress 
with a supplemental funding request, 
just as it has in five of the past six 
years. (1987 Weekly Report pp. 3187, 
3151; background, p. 1052) 

The situation could be different 
next year. A provision in the reconcili­
ation bill requiring the Appropriations 
committees to follow the indefinite 
funding method in future appropria­
tions for the CCC could tie Whitten's 
hands, say his antagonists in the Sen­
ate. Leahy plans to seek a ruling from 
the General Accounting Office on 
which law takes precedence. 

"It could set up a floor fight dur­
ing next year's budget cycle," said 
John Podesta, a legal aide to Leahy. 

But the question remains whether 
Congress would choose to abandon the 
CCC supplemental, a "must-pass" ve­
hicle used by urban and rural mem­
bers alike to carry controversial legis­
lation and other pet projects that 
could not muster a majority of votes 
on their own. The "turf" battle be­
tween Leahy and Whitten may seem 
inconsequential by comparison. 

"We intend to pursue it," Podesta 
said. "This was more of a skirmish 
than a real battle. But my sense is, it's 
an ongoing fight." I 

Senate Agriculture Committee 
Chairman Patrick J. Leahy in­
cluded a new funding mecha­
nism in the reconciliation bill in 
an attempt to avoid a supple­
mental CCC appropriation. 
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Major Provisions of Housing Authorization Bill 
With a surprise, last-minute compromise, the House and 

Senate agreed before adjournment to the first federal housing bill 
(S 825) since 1980. The package would authorize $30.3 billion 
for federal housing and community development programs in 
fiscal years 1988-89. (1987 Weekly Report p. 3205) 

As cleared by Congress Dec. 22, S 825 would: 

General 
• Term of Extension. Authorize the programs and activities 

covered under the bill for a period of two fiscal years ending 
Sept. 30, 1989, except in those instances noted. 

• Overall Spending. Authorize the spending of $15 billion for 
programs authorized in the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) and the Farmers Home Administra­
tion (FmHA) during fiscal year 1988. A 2 percent inflation 
adjustment would raise the authorization aggregate to $15.3 
billion in fiscal 1989. 

Housing Assistance Programs 
• Low-Income Housing Funds. Authorize an aggregate of $7.17 

billion in fiscal 1988 and $7.3 billion in fiscal 1989 for low­
income housing assistance, other than rural housing programs. 

• Vouchers. Authorize $2.4 billion in fiscal 1988 and $2.46 
billion in fiscal 1989 for existing certificates and vouchers 
assisting low-income residents in paying rent under Section 8 of 
the U.S. Housing Act of 1937. Through Section 8, the federal 
government subsidizes low-income residents' use of properties 
that the government does not own. 

• Comprehensive Improvement Assistance Program (CIAP). 
Authorize $1.7 billion and $1.73 billion for CIAP grants for 
rehabilitating and improving existing units of assisted housing for 
low-income residents. 

• Elderly and Handicapped. Authorize $1 .68 billion and $1.71 
billion for housing for the elderly and the handicapped under 
Section 8 of the 1937 act and Section 202 of the U.S. Housing Act 
of 1959. 

• Operating Subsidies for Low-Income Housing. Authorize 
$1.5 billion and $1.53 billion under Section 9 of the 1937 act 
for federal contributions to the operation of public-housing 
projects. The subsidies are accompanied by a new, "perfor­
mance-funding" system to reward well-managed projects. 

• Section 202 Elderly/Handicapped Loans. Authorize $622 
million and $630 million for direct loans for the elderly and 
handicapped under Section 202 of the 1959 act. 

• Public and Indian Housing Grants. Authorize $481 million 
and $490 million for public and Indian housing grants, of 
which not more than $145.7 million will be available each year 
for Indian housing. 

• Moderate Rehabilitation. Authorize $400 million and $407.6 
million for moderate rehabilitation of existing units of Section 
8 housing. 

• Property Disposition. Authorize $301.7 million and $307.4 
million for expenses incurred by public-housing authorities in 
the demolition or other disposition of public housing available 
through existing contracts under Section 8. The bill grants a 
right of first refusal to state and local governments that might 
purchase such housing. 

• Rental Rehabilitation Grants. Authorize $125 million in each 

fiscal year for rehabilitating units of rental housing, with the 
size of the grant limited to a maximum of $5,000 for an efficiency 
apartment, $6,500 for a single bedroom, $7,500 for two 
bedrooms and $8,500 for units with three or more bedrooms. 

• Section 8 Loan Management. Authorize $187 million and 
$190.7 million for managing Section 8 loans. 

• Housing Development Action Grants (HoDAG). Authorize 
$75 million in each year for the Housing Development Action 
Grant program. The program would end after two years. 

• Urban Homesteading. Authorize $12 million and $13 million 
for the program under which prospective homeowners, espe­
cially low-income persons, receive assistance in rehabilitating 
homes using their own labor and resources. 

• Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation. Reorganize this 
source of local-improvement funds and authorize $19 million 
each year for its activities. 

• Solar Bank. Eliminate the $3 million financing mechanism for 
projects employing solar energy. 

• Congregate Services. Authorize $10 million in each of the 
fiscal years for the Congregate Housing Services program, 
which assists the elderly who live in federally assisted housing but 
do not need the services of a nursing home. The bill makes 
the program permanent. The conference report specifies that no 
particular number of meals is mandatory so long as nutritional 
needs are met. 

• Public-Housing Child Care. Authorize $5 million and $5.2 
million from Community Development Block Grant funds for 
demonstration grants to public-housing authorities to provide 
child care to low-income families. 

Regulatory Changes 
• Lead Paint Abatement. Require inspection for, and abate­

ment of, lead-based paint in publicly owned, federally assisted 
housing constructed (or substantially rehabilitated) prior to 1978 
in which a child of seven years or younger resides. 

• Resident Managers. Provide incentives and rules for resident 
managers in public housing to improve maintenance and 
involve residents in repair and improvements. 

• Restricted Eligibility for Aliens. Restrict eligibility for assisted 
housing to citizens and documented aliens. Current residents 
will not be evicted if they are members of a household whose 
head is a citizen or documented alien. Termination of assis­
tance to the ineligible may be deferred for six-month periods 
(for up to three years) to permit an orderly transfer of tenants. 

• Restraint of Section 8 Prepayment. Permit prepayment of 
federally assisted mortgage loans by owners of low-income 
rental housing (and the termination of commitments to make the 
housing available to low-income residents) when such owners 
have a prepayment plan approved by HUD. 
The conference report indicates, however, that HUD would 
be expected not to terminate the owners' commitments unless 
the needs of those displaced by such a conversion could be 
met. And the bill includes incentives (such as insurance for a 
second mortgage) to owners to extend use of the property by 
low-income tenants. 

• Flood Insurance. Liberalize assistance in obtaining flood insur­
ance for residential structures in imminent danger of collapse. 
However, the program would be terminated after two years. 
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• Non-Profit Agencies. Authorize non-profit organizations to 
receive federal aid in buying housing at fair-market prices (for 
the purpose of renting to low-income residents) from owners 
who are prepaying their existing mortgage loans. 

• Demolition Restraints. Prohibit the demolition, or other 
disposition, of public housing unless one-for-one replace­
ment is provided to meet continuing housing needs or unless 
substitute Section 8 subsidies are available. The bill also 
provides for relocation reimbursement for affected residents. 

• Eviction for Non-Payment of Rent. Preserve current rules 
permitting landlords to evict tenants for non-payment of rent 
without a House-proposed requirement for a prior, formal 
review of tenants' situations. 

• Voucher Adjustment. Reserve a portion of the voucher funds 
provided in the bill for an adjustment pool to compensate for 
higher-than-normal rent increases experienced by those receiv­
ing such assistance. HUD would not have discretion to distrib­
ute the funds unless demand exceeded the amount available. 

• Phase-in of Rent Increases. Permit graduated rental increases 
for tenants whose incomes increase, subject to exemption 
requests by public-housing authorities. 

• Set-Aside for Lowest-Income Residents. Continue current 
requirement that 95 percent of all units provided since 1981 
be made available to families with incomes below 50 percent of 
the median income for their area. The requirement was 
amended to allow public-housing authorities to meet the target 
in the aggregate and to request waivers. 

• Voluntary Standards for Modular Housing. Authorize HUD 
to allocate $50,000 to the National Institute of Building 
Sciences to study the creation of voluntary pre-emptive national 
codes for modular housing. 

Rural Housing 
• Spending Levels. Authorize $1.77 billion and $1.79 billion for 

home loan programs and $52 million and $53 million for 
housing grants. 

• Moderate-Income Rural Loans. Initiate a demonstration 
project by which at least 5 percent (but no more than 10 
percent) of guaranteed rural home loans are earmarked for 
buyers earning up to 115 percent of the area's median 
income. 

• RRAP Contracts. Increase the authorization for Rural Rental 
Assistance Payment Contracts (RRAP) to $275 million in fiscal 
1988 and $280 million in fiscal 1989 to cover existing contracts, 
renew expiring contracts and add new contracts. 

• FmHA Rural Vouchers. Authorize a two-year demonstration 
program in up to five states with up to 7,500 vouchers in each 
of the two fiscal years. 

• Restraint of Rural Housing Pre-payment. Permit the Farmers 
Home Administration (FmHA) to seek to sell assisted housing 
in rural areas to any qualified non-profit organization or public 
agency before accepting the current owner's bid to prepay or 
refinance an FmHA loan under contract before Dec. 21, 1979. 

Community Development 
• General Spending Levels. Authorize $3 billion each year for 

Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) and $225 
million each year for Urban Development Action Grants (UDAG). 

• Restricted Use of UDAG. Prohibit the use of UDAG money to 
relocate an industrial or commercial facility from a community 
eligible for HUD assistance to a community ineligible for such 
assistance. Exceptions would be allowed if the HUD secretary 
determined the relocation would not have a significant adverse 
effect on the employment or economic base of the commu­
nity from which the relocation took place. 

• Anti-Displacement Regulations. Prohibit the use of CDBG or 

UDAG funds in projects that would displace low- and moder­
ate-income tenants, unless the grantees provided replacement 
housing and paid relocation costs. Replacement housing 
would have to be one-for-one in value and guaranteed to be 
available for at least 10 years. 
The provision of 10-year-available housing could be waived if 
the HUD secretary found that the area had enough habitable and 
affordable housing for affected households. But grantees 
would still have to bear relocation costs and pay subsidies to hold 
the shelter costs of the displaced individuals to 30 percent of 
income or less for five years. Grantees could offer such house­
holds the alternative of a lump-sum payment of equal value. 
The anti-displacement regulations are scheduled to take ef­
fect on Oct. 1, 1988. 

• Nehemiah Program. Authorize $25 million in fiscal 1988 and 
$100 million in fiscal 1989 for the Housing Opportunity Grant 
program, called the Nehemiah program after its Brooklyn proto­
type. The program would offer grants to non-profit entities, 
which would administer interest-free home loans with down 
payments of 10 percent. The authorization would end after 
two years. 
The loans would be available on one-to-four-family buildings. 
To qualify, a family must earn no more than the median income 
for a family of four in the area. Where local governments can 
demonstrate to HUD that an exception is necessary for neigh­
borhood stability, up to 15 percent of the families in a given 
project may earn up to 115 percent of that median. 

• Enterprise Zones. Authorize HUD to designate 100 enterprise 
zones in which state and local governments are willing to 
cooperate in reducing taxes, governmental fees and bureaucratic 
involvement while increasing the delivery of public services to 
encourage economic development. 
The bill requires that one-third of these 100 designated zones 
must be located in non-metropolitan areas or areas with popula­
tions of less than 50,000. 
The zones must retain their designation for 25 years, with 
reviews every four years. The bill provides $1 million each year 
for the program. 

Federal Mortgage Insurance 
• Permanent FHA Insurance Authority. Grant permanent au­

thority to the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) to insure 
home mortgage loans. 

• Principal Insurance Limit. Authorize FHA to insure $100 
billion in principal insurance in fiscal 1988 and $104 billion in 
fiscal year 1989. 

• Permanent Authority for FNMA. Grant permanent authority 
to the Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) to 
purchase second mortgages on single-family properties. 

• Extend GNMA Authority. Authorize the Government Na­
tional Mortgage Association (GNMA) to provide secondary 
mortgage market financing to FHA and Veterans Administration 
home loans to a ceiling of $150 billion in fiscal 1988 and $156 
billion in fiscal 1989. 

• FHA Credit Check. Require FHA to perform a credit check 
on any purchaser assuming an existing FHA mortgage loan. 

• Increase FHA Insurance of ARMs. Increase the insurance 
authority of FHA on adjustable rate mortgages (ARMs) to 
equal 30 percent of the previous year's insurance volume. 

• Home Equity Conversions for Elderly. Create a demonstra­
tion program allowing the elderly to meet housing or other 
basic costs by converting a portion of their equity to cash. The 
bill would cap variable interest rates on such conversion loans 
at 5 points above the original rate. 

-By Ronald D. Elving 
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DOE Reactors Old, Unreliable: 

Congress Faces Major Decision 
On Nuclear-Weapons Reactors 

The materials that go into nuclear 
weapons - enriched uranium, pluto­
nium, tritium, deuterium and others 
- are manufactured in a complex of 
reactors and industrial plants run by 
the Department of Energy (DOE). 
The defense-production reactors all 
are located on two sprawling federal 
nuclear reservations - one at Han­
ford, Wash., and one on the banks of 
the Savannah River near Barnwell, 
s.c. 

The United States faces a majo~ 
turning point in its nuclear-weapons­
production program, and a period of 
decision making seems to be near. 

The reactors that make U.S. 
bomb material are getting old and be­
ginning to fail. For five years, Con­
gress and the administration have de­
bated whether, where and how to 
build new ones. Questions of safety, 
cost and engineering have buffeted 
this nuclear debate, which not surpris­
ingly generates some controversy. 

But the decision also has become 
wrapped up in high-voltage matters of 
arms control and the U.S. posture in 
efforts to negotiate nuclear-arms re­
ductions with the Soviet Union. 

On one side stand advocates of a 
strong national defense, who warn 
that the United States is facing immi­
nent deterioration of its nuclear arse­
nal. "The nation's materials-produc­
tion complex is aged, and therefore 
very fragile," Steve Symms, R-Idaho, 
said during a Senate debate in Sep­
tember. "We must begin now, not only 
to plan for replacements for these re­
actors, but to build them, as quickly 
and safely as possible." 

On the other side are advocates 
for rapid progress on arms control, 
who argue the country should seize 
what they consider a unique opportu­
nity to stop the arms race. "If we 
make major new commitments to plu­
tonium-production facilities," de­
clared a new arms control coalition in 
November, "the nuclear arms race will 
be that much more difficult to stop." 

Depending on the outcome of the 
debate, the government could see a 
curtailment of its flexibility to engage 
in a renewed arms race - or to negoti­
ate amidst the threat of forcing the 
Soviets into a new round of arms-pro­
duction competition. On the other 
hand, a major breakthrough in the 
U.S.-Soviet strategic arms reduction 
talks (START), as some have pre-

-By Joseph A. Davis 

dieted in the wake of December's su­
perpower summit in Washington, 
could influence the U.S. debate on nu­
clear-weapons production. One goal of 
those talks is to reduce the number of 
nuclear warheads in both sides' arse­
nals; that in turn could diminish the 
need for further arms production. 

This arms-production debate 
hasn't seeped into the public con­
sciousness. There was hardly a ripple 
of national awareness in December 
when Congress took a small first step 
toward building a new reactor for pro­
ducing nuclear explosives. The 1988 
Department of Defense authorization 
bill (PL 100-180), signed into law by 

Plutonium is needed to make nu­
clear warheads. This toxic substance, 
which also emits deadly radiation, is 
made by putting isotopes of uranium, 
as fuel rods, into a nuclear reactor, 
where they are bombarded with neu­
trons in a controlled nuclear chain re­
action. 

Most DOE production plants are 
devoted either to refining the uranium 
that goes into the production reactors 
or refining the resulting plutonium 
into the metal pieces that go into war­
heads. This finished plutonium is 

"The nation's materials­
production complex is aged, 
and therefore very fragile." 

-Sen. Steve Symms, R-Idaho 

President Reagan Dec. 4, set aside $10 
million for that purpose. Though a 
minute sum against the program's ul­
timate cost, it did represent a tenta­
tive commitment to another two or 
three decades of bomb building. (1987 
Weekly Report p. 2945) 

Plutonium Stockpile 
The focus of the arms-production 

issue is on two materials - the metal­
lic element plutonium, which releases 
the energy for a nuclear explosion 
when its atoms are split (fission); and 
tritium, a radioactive isotope of hydro­
gen with atoms three times the mass of 
normal hydrogen atoms. Of the two, 
tritium poses the more difficult pro­
duction and political problems. 
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what small nations or terrorists would 
have to steal to make a weapon. 

The U.S. stockpile of plutonium 
239, the isotope in weapons, totals 
about 100 metric tons. Most of it is in 
the roughly 25,000 warheads in the 
U.S. arsenal. Plutonium lasts for a 
long time; its half-life (the period 
when half is lost to radioactive decay) 
is 24,360 years. 

Today, defense-production reac­
tors produce only about 1,000 pounds 
of plutonium a year, increasing the to­
tal stockpile by about one-two-hun­
dredth, or 0.5 percent, each year. 
Thus, most of the plutonium going 
into U.S. warheads does not come 
from DOE production reactors but is 
recovered from existing warheads that 
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have become obsolete. Nuclear-arms 
reduction could affect this process. 
Under the intermediate-range nuclear 
force treaty signed by Reagan and So­
viet leader Mikhail S. Gorbachev Dec. 
8, almost 500 U.S. warheads could be 
dismantled, . yielding up to 4,400 
pounds of plutonium, or some four 
years of production at current levels. 

Moratorium Sought 
Anti-nuclear and environmental 

groups Nov. 5 mounted a campaign 
they call "Plutonium Challenge." 
They advocated a two-year morato­
rium on plutonium production and a 
U.S. challenge to the Soviet Union to 
negotiate a bilateral, verifiable end to 
production of plutonium and highly 
enriched uranium, another material 
from which warheads can be made. 

"The United States risks nothing 
and has much to gain from our pro­
posal," the group said in a Nov. 4 open 
letter to Reagan and Congress. "We 
want to . . . urge you to take a bold 
initiative for world security." 

Some establishment heavy-
weights have signed on to this idea. 
They include: Peter A. Bradford, for­
mer commissioner of the Nuclear Reg­
ulatory Commission; William Colby, 
former CIA director; and Paul 
Warnke, former assistant secretary of 
defense and former director of the 
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency. 

Other signatories included indi­
viduals from peace, anti-nuclear and 
environmental groups, including Phy­
sicians for Social Responsibility, 
SANE/Freeze, Natural Resources De­
fense Council, Union of Concerned 
Scientists--:-Greenpeace and the Envi­
ronmental Policy Institute. 

Unilateral U.S. action, they ar­
gued, "would create worldwide public 
pressure on the Soviets" to negotiate a 
permanent bilateral cutoff. Mean­
while, the pause would give the U.S. 
time to consider whether it really 
needs new production reactors. 

H-Bomb Fuel 
But plutonium is only the trigger 

for the most devastating nuclear war­
heads. Their explosive energy comes 
not from the fission of plutonium but 
from the joining, or fusion, of two hy­
drogen atoms. 

And that requires tritium, which 
for technical reasons seems to be the 
really critical material in the produc­
tion of thermonuclear warheads. Its 
key role is not so much as a fuel but as 
a booster; it enables lighter warheads 
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to achieve higher explosive yields - a 
strategic advantage when multiple 
warheads are being lifted on a single 
rocket vehicle. 

Unlike plutonium, tritium breaks 
down quickly, with a half-life of only 
12.5 years. That means the potency of 
U.S. warheads is constantly wearing 
down through radioactive decay. At 
some point, the warhead must be re­
charged with fresh tritium. 

But it is uncertain whether the 
U.S. will be able to produce enough 
fresh tritium to keep up with the 
country's need. Some lawmakers fear 
a future shortfall of tritium could ef­
fectively disarm the U.S. over the next 
decade or so. The problem is that cur­
rent facilities for producing the crucial 
material are wearing down fast. 

Production of tritium has histori­
cally been accomplished in some of the 
same reactors at Hanford and Savan­
nah River that produce plutonium. But 
the N reactor at Hanford, the last one 
left in operation (although currently 
shut down), is not considered much 
good for tritium production. So in re­
cent years all of the military's tritium 
has been produced in a single reactor, 
the C reactor at Savannah River. An 
accident in March 1985 and serious 
cracking in the reactor tank shut that 
reactor down for good. Production was 
shifted over to the P reactor there, 
which is now dedicated to tritium. 

Those Savannah River reactors 
will not last forever; safety and engi­
neering problems related to their ad­
vanced age (they were started up in 
the 1950s) make their retirement an 
imminent prospect. How many more 
years they can run is unclear, but they 
have exceeded their design life. 

There is concern within DOE, and 
among some members of Congress, 
that the shutdown of those reactors, 
planned or unplanned, could happen 
well before any new production reac­
tor is up and running. It takes about 
10 years to build a full-scale new pro­
duction reactor. 

Whether those worries are justi­
fied, however, depends on several key 
points, the answers to which are either 
classified or unclear: how much tri­
tium the nation has, how much it 
needs, how soon the nation needs it 
and - importantly - whether there 
are other ways to get it than from 
defense plutonium reactors. 

Would the nation be vulnerable? 
"I don't believe it," said David 
Albright, a physicist with the Federa­
tion of American Scientists, an arms 
control group whose roots go back to 
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the 1940s. How much tritium would 
the nation need and how soon? "We 
can only guess," he says. 

One uncertainty is how much of a 
reserve of tritium exists in the individ­
ual warheads, or in the production 
pipeline. Some tritium is scavenged 
from old weapons as they are disman­
tled, and this could extend the time 
before fresh tritium is needed. 

"If we really are starting to get 
reductions, then I'm not sure where 
the problem is," Albright said. "One 
or two years isn't going to matter - or 
even three or four ... as long as prog­
ress is made on arms control." 

Robert Alvarez, a nuclear expert 
with the Environmental Policy Insti­
tute, questions whether plutonium­
production reactors are needed to 
make tritium. Even power plants can 
produce tritium, he says; but though 
he concedes the nation could get its 
tritium this way in a crisis, he is 
against "turning a commercial reactor 
into a bomb factory." That, he says, 
would be "destroying the technologi­
cal and institutional barriers between 
atoms for peace and atoms for war." 
Technically, plutonium could also be 
recovered from spent commercial fuel 
- a commodity nobody knows what 
to do with. Anti-nuclear groups op­
pose that because it could encourage 
small nations with power reactors to 
reprocess their own fuel and build nu­
clear weapons. 

Alvarez and Albright both suggest 
that a production reactor for tritium, 
but not plutonium, could prove a bet­
ter solution. They say it could be 
smaller, cheaper, cleaner, safer and 
on-line appreciably faster. 

Another group, the Nuclear Con­
trol Institute, is now proposing that 
the decay of tritium, the so-called 
"Tritium Factor," be used as a forcing 
mechanism, a kind of clock to set the 
pace of START negotiations. They 
propose stopping tritium production 
entirely on both sides, subject to safe­
guards and verification. They say each 
side could keep reactors on standby in 
case negotiations failed. 

Defense Bill Decision 
The Department of Defense 

(DOD) authorization bill enacted by 
Congress in December set aside $10 
million to begin construction of a new 
reactor. It was part of a more elabo­
rate deal in which Congress author­
ized $10 million more for operating 
expenses and specified that the ne\v 
reactor was to be located at either the 
Hanford or the Savannah River sites. 



That decision still appears pre­
liminary. The plant's mission and cost 
have not been defined. The plant has 
not been designed. No site has been 
chosen for it. Not a spadeful of dirt 
will be turned this year. The money 
will mostly be spent on early design 
and siting studies. 

But the money is labeled "con­
struction" money, and construction 
authorization often is the point of no 
return in a project's life. "Once it be­
comes a line item," said Albright, "it 
will be harder to get a debate on 
whether we really need this." 

But there probably will be at least 
one more debate before the project 
truly reaches the point of no return. 

The DOD authorization bill re­
quires DOE to submit to Congress by 
Dec. 15, 1988, a long-term plan for 
modernizing its entire nationwide 
weapons-production complex. That 
may lead to the "thorough assessment 
of the future of DOE's nuclear produc­
tion complex" that the Plutonium 
Challenge groups have called for. It is 
likely to put off any real decision until 
the next administration. 

Leaky and Creakyl 
The next few years could see the 

question of new production reactors 
forced. Safety, engineering and eco­
nomic concerns may make it difficult 
to keep running the existing produc­
tion reactors at Hanford and Savan­
nah River. All suffer growing deteri­
oration of the pipes, steel or graphite 
they are made from, and their safety 
features grow increasingly obsolete 
compared with what is expected of 
commercial power reactors today. 

In fact, DOE has had to cut down 
operation of the remaining reactors at 
Savannah River to 50 percent power 
or less because of concern they may 
not be safe at full power. 

A report released Oct. 29 under 
the aegis of the National Academy of 
Sciences enumerated a number of seri­
ous safety problems with the produc­
tion reactors. 

Part of the problem, the report 
stated, is that DOE has delegated 
much of the responsibility for safety 
to its contractors who actually run the 
plants. The report recommended that 
DOE stiffen its own plant oversight 
and form an independent oversight 
body to keep the agency from becom­
ing too cozy with its contractors. 

To make things worse, the main 
contractor that has run Savannah 
River for all these decades, E. I. du 
Pont de Nemours Co., just walked 

Energy - 3 

All of the tritium used in U.S. nuclear weapons is produced in a reactor run by the 
federal government at the Savannah River complex in South Carolina. 

away from the contract. 
Alvarez stresses the economic 

costs of the program. He points to 
$250 million budget estimates for 
shoring up the Hanford N reactor and 
says: "From a sheer economic view­
point it doesn't make sense to plow a 
quarter billion into getting this thing 
started up ... so that it could be shut 
down in three or four years." 

The estimated cost of the two new 
production reactors proposed by DOE 
is between $10 billion and $24 billion. 

Political Factors 
Ultimately, home-district politics 

and committee jurisdiction may have 
as much weight in the decision as 
safety, diplomacy and national nu­
clear security. 

While some members have com­
peted to keep nuclear dumps or power 
plants out of their states, others have 
scrambled for years to win or keep any 
new production plant in their states. 
Their efforts, and their committee 
clout, will strongly influence what re­
actor gets built where. 

People living near existing nu­
clear plants often favor them, because 
they provide thousands of jobs. A lit­
tle farther away, however, people get 
many of the safety concerns without 
any of the employment benefits. Sup­
port or opposition for a plant by mem­
bers of Congress usually follows suit. 

Sen. Mark 0 . Hatfield, R-Ore., 
ranking minority member and former 
chairman of the Appropriations Com­
mittee, comes from a state that har­
bors hostility to the Hanford facility 
across the border. He pushed for the 
closure of the N reactor and is well 
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situated to block siting of a new pro­
duction reactor there. 

On the other hand, James A. Mc­
Clure, R-Idaho, and Strom Thurmond, 
R-S.C., have led their delegations' ef­
forts to win a new production reactor 
for their states. The Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory, a nuclear pro­
cessing facility, is the largest employer 
in the state, not counting agriculture. 

McClure now seems to have lost 
the bid for the first production reac­
tor. But he won funding in the DOD 
authorization bill for a Special Isotope 
Separation plant ($65 million for op­
erating costs and $20 million for con­
struction - more than the adminis­
tration requested and more than went 
to the new reactor). That facility will 
eventually cost about $1 billion to 
build and run for five years. 

McClure and fellow Idahoan 
Symms are calling for a two-reactor pol­
icy - two different technological ap­
proaches in two different locations. 
From a policy viewpoint, the idea is 
"not to put all your eggs in one basket," 
as a McClure aide put it. The idea is 
that a two-reactor system would not 
leave materials production at the mercy 
of a technical glitch or an accident. 

But from a parochial viewpoint, it 
could give Idaho a chance at a produc­
tion reactor. McClure is another 
Appropriations superpower who enjoys 
a good position from which to look out 
for his state's interests. Like Hatfield, 
he is a senior member of the Appropri­
ations Subcommittee on Energy and 
Water, which handles DOE nuclear fa­
cilities, and also on the Energy Com­
mittee, which handles non-military nu­
clear matters. I 
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Reagan Took a Beating on Key Votes in 1987 
The key House and Senate votes of 1987 bare the 

battle scars of a yearlong confrontation between a weak­
ened president and an emboldened Congress. 

Underscoring a dramatic shift in the balance of power in 
Washington, President Reagan was on the losing end of more 
important roll calls than at any time in his administration. 

The major votes of the 100th Congress' first session set 
a bitterly partisan tone that eased only when outside forces 
intervened. The Oct. 19 stock market crash broke a long­
standing budget impasse, driving warring parties into a 
bipartisan summit that wrote a deficit-reduction plan. The 
scheduled visit of Soviet leader Mikhail S. Gorbachev pres­
sured administration officials into settling arms control 
fights with Congress before the December meeting, driving 
them to compromise on an extraordinary series of amend­
ments rebuffing administration policy. 

But until those developments helped close fissures be­
tween the White House and Capitol Hill, pivotal decisions in 
Congress were driven by the politics of confrontation. 

Budget votes were more partisan than ever. Arms con­
trol battles split Democrat from Republican, Congress from 
Reagan. The veto threat was about the only currency Rea­
gan could spend in a Democratic-dominated Congress. 

The devaluation of Reagan's political coin was apparent 
throughout the year. For the first time, Reagan lost more 
pivotal votes than he won in both the House and the Senate. 

Of the 29 roll calls in 1987 selected by Congressional 
Quarterly as key votes, Reagan took a clear stand on 16; of 
those, he won only two. That 12.5 percent success rate is a 
precipitous drop from Reagan's high in 1981, when he won 
87 percent of CQ's key votes on which he had staked out a 
position. His 1986 success rate was 65 percent. 

The votes singled out by CQ provide a snapshot of the 
major issues facing members in 1987, but there are gaps in 
the picture that speak volumes about the way Congress 
does business. Some of the most controversial choices of 
1987 - including decisions to raise taxes and to continue 
aiding the anti-government contras in Nicaragua - never 
came to a direct, free-standing vote on the House or Senate 
floor, but were made in omnibus bills that allow members 
to hide a multitude of choices in a single vote. 

The confrontational tone of the 100th Congress was set 
from the first months of the year, when the House and 
Senate easily passed sewage-treatment and highway bills 
over Reagan's veto. The bills included too many home­
town favors to be a good test of Republicans' loyalty to the 
president, but test them he did. 

Reagan cast the fight over the highway bill, in particu­
lar, as a measure of his clout in the wake of the Iran-contra 
scandal and the 1986 elections in which Democrats recap­
tured the Senate majority. But he could not turn the single 
vote he needed to sustain the highway bill veto. 

Reagan's losses were not limited to quixotic fights 
against pork-laden bills. His allies' dream of extending 
Reagan's conservative legacy into the 21st century turned 

-By Janet Hook 

into a recurring nightmare: The Senate rejected the Su­
preme Court nomination of Robert H. Bork, and then 
Reagan's second choice, Douglas H. Ginsburg, withdrew 
after admitting he had smoked marijuana. 

The House and Senate flouted Reagan's will by approv­
ing trade bills he considered protectionist and arms control 
amendments that brazenly contradicted his policies. 

Congress also drove Reagan to sign a bill he believed 
unconstitutional - a measure reauthorizing the use of spe­
cial prosecutors to investigate executive-branch wrongdoing. 

The year's major votes hit the highlights of the Demo­
cratic agenda going into an election year. Democratic lead­
ers won votes that left their party's imprint on trade legis­
lation and expanded health insurance for the elderly. 

But these votes also revealed constraints on Democrats' 

President Reagan's Success Rate 
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ability to control Congress' agenda. Democrats alone could 
pass a budget resolution. But it was not so easy for Demo­
crats alone to enact the tax increases and spending cuts 
needed to carry out that budget. When House Democrats 
tried, their "reconciliation" bill passed by only one vote. 

In the Senate, Democrats found themselves repeatedly 
frustrated by a cohesive Republican minority. The GOP had 
enough votes to force major changes in an omnibus housing 
bill and to block action on a campaign-finance measure. 

Despite their return to a majority, Democrats were play­
ing on a fiscal landscape transformed by six years of 
Reaganism. The presence of a budget-conscious generation of 
Democrats was clear when the House agreed to major cuts in 
a midyear appropriations bill. These votes dramatized how 
much had changed since Democrats last dominated Congress: 
Most everyone, it seems, has become a fiscal conservative. 
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Senate Key Votes 

1. Clean Water 
As one of its first actions, the newly Democratic Senate 

confronted President Reagan over sewage-treatment fund­
ing and overrode his veto, setting a tone for relations with 
the White House over the entire year. 

The bill (HR 1 - PL 100-4) was popular with both 
parties because sewage-plant-construction funds go to ev­
ery state and almost every district in the nation. The bill 
authorized a 10-year program of federal aid to state and 
local governments for construction of sewage plants. Rea­
gan had wanted to end sewer spending despite a 1981 
promise to maintain it. Fiscal conservatives at the Office of 
Management and Budget and the White House objected, 
not just to spending the money, but to the idea that sewage 
treatment should be a federal responsibility rather than a 
state and local one. Committee leaders in the House and 
Senate wanted to phase the program out gradually over 10 
years. 

The measure was a renewal of the Clean Water Act of 
1972 (PL 92-500), and support from both environmental 
and industry groups gave it an added "motherhood" aura. 
Members had the attractive chance to vote for the environ­
ment and at the same time bring home federal dollars. 

Because the override was a certainty from the start, 
Reagan's veto and Congress' vote to enact the bill anyway 
were more expressions of attitude than tests of strength. 

When the House and Senate had passed the bill the 
first time, as S 1128, in October 1986, the votes had been 
408-0 and 96-0, respectively. 

Reagan pocket-vetoed that bill at the end of the 99th 
Congress. The House voted a second time to pass the bill, 
406-8, on Jan. 8. The Senate followed suit with a 93-6 vote 
on Jan. 21. 

When Reagan vetoed the bill this time, he called it a 
budget buster, "loaded with waste and larded with pork." 

The Senate vote to override was the final test, not so 
much on the merits of the bill, but of whether Senate 
Republicans would be loyal to the president of their own 
party on an issue he had declared important to him. 

The Senate voted to override on Feb. 4, 86-14: R 32-13; 
D 54-1 (ND 36-1, SD 18-0). (1987 Weekly Report p. 240; 
House key vote 1) 

2. Highway and Mass-Transit Funds 
With not one vote to spare, the Senate April 2 agreed 

to override President Reagan's veto of a bill (HR 2 - PL 
100-17) reauthorizing $88 billion for highway and mass 
transit programs. The vote was 67-33: R 13-33; D 54-0 (ND 
36-0, SD 18-0). 

Hoping to alter perceptions that his influence on Capi­
tol Hill was waning in the wake of revelations from the 
Iran-contra scandal and Democrats' recapture of the Sen­
ate in the November elections, Reagan fought hard to avert 
defeat. On the day of the vote he made a dramatic trip to 
Capitol Hill to plead with Republican senators for their 
support. The president viewed the measure as a "budget­
buster" laden with "pork-barrel" projects targeted at par­
ticular states and districts. 

Reagan's trip was aimed especially at 13 Republicans 
who the day before had defied the White House in a 65-35 
vote to sustain the veto. That tally notwithstanding, Majority 

Key Votes - 2 

How Votes Were Selected 
Congressional Quarterly each year selects a series 

of key votes on major issues. 
Selection of Issues. An issue is judged by the 

extent it represents one or more of the following: 
• A matter of major controversy. 
• A matter of presidential or political power. 
• A decision of potentially great impact on the na­

tion and lives of Americans. 
Selection of Votes. For each group of related 

votes on an issue, one key vote usually is chosen. This 
is the vote that, in the opinion of Congressional Quar­
terly editors, was important in determining the out­
come. 

In the description of the key votes, the designation 
"ND" denotes Northern Democrats and "SD" denotes 
Southern Democrats. 

Leader Robert C. Byrd, D-W.Va., successfully pushed for a 
new vote to try to garner the two-thirds needed to override. 

But none of the Republican defectors was willing to 
change his mind. Some cited road projects important to 
their states; some pointed to a provision relaxing the speed 
limit on certain federal highways; six of the thirteen were 
up for re-election in 1988 and were concerned about the 
prospect of lost construction jobs if no highway bill were 
cleared. Authorizations had expired the previous fall, leav­
ing states with limited funds. 

The episode also marked a rather painful initiation 
into the Senate for freshman Terry Sanford, D-N.C. On the 
first override vote, Sanford infuriated his Democratic col­
leagues by supporting the White House. 

Sanford said he was convinced the bill was bad for 
North Carolina. But after talking to Byrd and others, he 
changed his mind, saying he had come to believe the pack­
age was the best that could be obtained under the circum­
stances. Some thought he had simply capitulated to party 
pressure. In any event, Sanford sided with fellow Demo­
crats on the second and override vote. (1987 Weekly Re­
port p. 604) 

3. Farm Aid 
Efforts to rewrite the government's basic farm policy, 

which seemed inevitable earlier in the year, were effectively 
killed on the Senate floor April 23 when Agriculture Com­
mittee leaders convincingly defeated the first major assault 
on the 1985 farm bill (PL 99-198), the five-year authoriza­
tion law for federal farm programs. 

The occasion was a routine piece of farm legislation 
(HR 1157) authorizing one-time disaster payments to 
farmers, but everyone dissatisfied with the 1985 farm bill 
had viewed it at one time or another as a vehicle for making 
big changes in farm policy. The Reagan administration was 
pushing for big cuts in farmers' income-supports, while 
populist Midwesterners wanted to put a stop to the down­
ward course of commodity price-supports and return the 
country to a highly protective agriculture policy. But Agri­
culture Chairman Patrick J. Leahy, D-Vt., and ranking 
member Richard G. Lugar, R-Ind., argued instead to "stay 
the course" of the five-year farm bill. 
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Efforts to rewrite the government's basic farm policy were 
effectively killed on the Senate floor April 23 when an assault on 
the 1985 farm bill was convincingly defeated. 

When HR 1157 came to the floor, the would-be re­
formers lay back, waiting for the first such amendment to 
be offered. Finally, in the only open floor confrontation, 
Rudy Boschwitz, R-Minn., offered an amendment to waive 
Senate budget restrictions and approve a new kind of 
price-support mechanism for soybeans. The Senate re­
jected it 33-63: R 18-25; D 15-38 (ND 5-30, SD 10-8). 

The defeat signaled that the Senate was not likely to 
go along with any changes in farm law, particularly those 
involving new spending. No other amendments came to the 
floor, and the move to overhaul the farm bill quickly dissi­
pated. The early victory for Leahy and Lugar established a 
yearlong ability to fight off major assaults on federal farm 
programs in 1987. (1987 Weekly Report p . 787) 

4. Budget Resolution 
With near-total opposition from Republicans, the Sen­

ate May 6 passed a Democratic fiscal 1988 budget resolu­
tion (H Con Res 93). In a first for the party, all Senate 
Democrats voted for the $1 trillion budget, with the excep­
tion of an absent Albert Gore Jr. of Tennessee, who had 
supported the budget in a preliminary vote earlier in the 
day. The final vote was 56-42: R 3-42; D 53-0 (ND 36-0, SD 
17-0). 

Only three Northeastern Republicans voted with the 
Democrats: John H. Chafee of Rhode Island, Robert T. 
Stafford of Vermont and Lowell P. Weicker Jr. of Connect­
icut. 

The vote was a major achievement for Lawton Chiles, 
D-Fla. , in his first year as Budget Committee chairman. 

Chiles was credited with reconciling sharply conflicting 
demands from conservative Democrats, who were seeking 
more for defense spending, and party liberals who pressed 
for fewer cuts in domestic programs. The clash over prior­
ities typically produces a split Democratic vote on the 
budget. 

Chiles said it was possible to put together a compro­
mise in 1987 because as Democrats talked privately, "We 
began to sort of grow together, to realize that we were a 
majority party now, and we couldn't afford the luxury of 
voting no." 

The Democrats were also aware that they had to mus­
ter solid party support if they were to pass the budget. 
Republicans, who had been sitting out negotiations on the 
fiscal 1988 budget, had made it clear they would not help. 
J. James Exon, D-Neb., said: "When we realized that Re­
publicans were determined not to help us one iota, that, 
more than anything else, helped bring the Democrats to­
gether." 

The partisan split was in sharp contrast to the vote in 
1986, when Chiles and Pete V. Domenici, R-N.M., then 
chairman of the Republican-controlled Budget Committee, 
assembled a strong bipartisan majority in favor of the fiscal 
1987 budget resolution. 

H Con Res 93 set $1.160 trillion in new budget author­
ity and called for $18.3 billion in unspecified new taxes. 
(1987 Weekly Report p. 890) 

5. Trade Bill 
The mounting U.S. trade deficit - $156.2 billion in 

1986 - was much more of a bipartisan concern in the 
Senate than in the House. Perhaps as a result, the Senate's 
version of an omnibus trade bill (HR 3) was somewhat 
more restrained in its effort to get tough with U.S. trading 
partners. 

Nevertheless, after a month of floor action in June and 
July, the Senate bill was still ripe for attack from the 
administration, which mounted a strong, last-minute drive 
to have Republicans, at least, cast "no, but" votes on the 
bill - votes that would send a message to House-Senate 
conferees that the bill would have to be radically changed 
before it would be acceptable to President Reagan. 

Among the ad~inistration's objections were trade pro­
visions that would mandate retaliation against foreign un­
fair trade practices and mandate relief for firms and work­
ers harmed by rising imports. But at the top of the 
administration hit list was a provision requiring firms to 
give advance notice before closing a plant or laying off large 
numbers of workers. 

Despite the pressure, more than two-thirds of the Sen­
ate voted in favor of the bill July 21. It passed 71-27: R 19-
27; D 52-0 (ND 35-0, SD 17-0). Casting some doubt on the 
strength of GOP support, however, was a "yes, but" letter 
signed by 16 of the Republicans who voted for the bill. It 
was not the vote the administrat ion had asked for, but it 
carried the same message to conferees that the 16 senators 
wanted some changes. (1987 Weekly Report p. 1633) 

6. Gramm-Rudman Fix 
The Senate July 31 defeated an attempt by J . Bennett 

Johnston, D-La., to stiffen proposed targets for reducing 
the budget deficit. Defeat of the Johnston amendment 
opened the way for passage of a revised version of the 1985 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit-reduction law. 
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Revisions to Gramm-Rudman were attached to a bill 
(H J Res 324) extending the federal debt ceiling. The 
Gramm-Rudman rewrite included changes in the enforce­
ment mechanism, which had been invalidated in 1986 by 
the Supreme Court. It also relaxed the targets for deficit 
reduction. 

Republicans initially ridiculed Democrats' suggestions 
that the targets be eased, but they came around, pleading 
pragmatism. By summer, Republicans were determined to 
spare President Reagan and themselves the pre-election 
embarrassment of missing the original Gramm-Rudman 
targets. At the same time, Democrats in both chambers 
were looking for some relief from a requirement to raise $18 
billion in taxes that had been set in the fiscal 1988 budget 
resolution. 

This frail link between GOP interests and those of 
some Democrats was challenged when the Gramm-Rudman 
amendments came to the Senate floor July 31. Johnston 
and his allies tried to stiffen the targets to require at least 
$36 billion in cuts in fiscal 1988. (The target eventually set 
in the final bill was $23 billion.) They said that neither 
Reagan nor nervous Democrats should put off politically 
difficult budget decisions until after the 1988 elections. 

A victory for Johnston could have destabilized the 
Gramm-Rudman coalition. Sponsors of the rewrite feared 
desertions by senators who did not want to be recorded 
against tougher deficit targets. Phil Gramm, R-Texas, Bud­
get Committee Chairman Lawton Chiles, D-Fla., and Pete 
V. Domenici, R-N.M., insisted that their reconstitution of 
Gramm-Rudman would be effective in forcing Reagan and 
the Congress into early compromise on deficit reduction. 

Johnston finally lost 41-52: R 0-45; D 41-7 (ND 29-2, 
SD 12-5). He received no Republican votes. (1987 Weekly 
Report p. 1718) 

7. Campaign Finance 
Despite repeated efforts to cut off debate, the Senate 

failed to break a three-month Republican filibuster against 
a measure (S 2) to overhaul federal campaign-finance law. 
The seven cloture votes taken to cut off debate were the 
most ever attempted on a single question, reflecting the 
dogged determination of Majority Leader Robert C. Byrd, 
D-W.Va., in backing the measure. 

Responding in part to criticism of the high costs of the 
1986 Senate campaigns, the Democratic leadership had 
made campaign-finance legislation a top priority. The mea­
sure would have imposed voluntary limits on congressional­
campaign spending with public funds for candidates who 
accepted the limits. It also would have limited the role of 
political action committees. In backing the bill, Democrats 
portrayed themselves as advocates of "good government." 
But many GOP senators had reservations to public funding 
of congressional campaigns at a time of high budget deficits. 
Republicans also were concerned that attempts to limit 
campaign spending would threaten their electoral chances 
and their party's ability to recapture a Senate majority. 

The measure prompted bitterly divisive debate, with 
cloture votes splitting consistently along party lines. By the 
time the seventh was taken, only three Republicans had 
joined the Democratic majority in voting to break the 
filibuster; only two Democrats supported the filibuster. 
Falling nine votes short of the 60 needed, the Sept. 15 vote 
on the final motion to invoke cloture was 51-44: R 3-42; D 
48-2 (ND 34-0, SD 14-2). 

After the seventh cloture vote failed, Byrd shelved the 

Key Votes - 4 

bill but vowed to come back to the issue in 1988, when he 
hoped election year pressure would generate more support. 

The stalemate over the campaign-finance bill was a 
symbol of the limits of Democrats' "control" of the Senate 
after the 1986 elections. Although the Democrats regained 
a majority of seats, a cohesive Republican minority repeat­
edly stymied the Democratic majority by putting up the 41 
votes needed to sustain filibusters or to block other proce­
dural moves that required a 60-vote majority. (1987 
Weekly Report p. 2252) 

8. Strategic Defense Initiative 
In 1987's key political battle over the strategic defense 

initiative (SDI) - President Reagan's program to develop 
a nationwide anti-ballistic missile (ABM) defense - the 
Senate crushed an administration effort to finesse the con­
flict between the program and the 1972 U.S.-Soviet treaty 
limiting ABM systems. 

Ever since Reagan inaugurated the program in March 
1983, he has set as its goal the very kind of ABM system 
the treaty was designed to bar: one designed to protect the 
entire population against missile attack, not merely a few 
hundred heavily armored missile launchers and military 
headquarters. But by 1983, the Reagan team already had 
taken a heavy political pounding for appearing hostile to 
arms control efforts. To buffer SDI against the pro-arms 
control backlash, Reagan and his aides said repeatedly that 
for years to come, the program would be conducted in 
accord with the limits of the treaty. 

Late in 1985, the administration declared that the 

In a blow to President Reagan's plan to accelerate the 
strategic defense initiative, the Senate voted to bar tests of the 
space-based weapons without prior congressional approval. 
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treaty could be interpreted to permit certain tests in space 
of ABM weapons. That was contrary to the view held by 
most observers since the ABM treaty was signed. 

The administration's new interpretation drew sharp 
protests from Capitol Hill and allied governments. Reagan 
defused the protests by announcing that SDI tests would 
continue to be governed by the more restrictive "tradi­
tional" reading of the treaty. 

The issue came to a boil again late in 1986, when 
Defense Secretary Caspar W. Weinberger and some other 
officials began pressing Reagan to accelerate the timetable 
for SDI deployment and thus require tests that would 
violate the traditional interpretation. 

In March 1987, Armed Services Committee Chairman 
Sam Nunn, D-Ga., a highly influential voice in defense 
debates, concluded, after a review of the ABM negotiations 
and of the 1972 Senate debate on approval of the treaty, 
that the administration's new interpretation was unfounded. 

When the Armed Services panel marked up the fiscal 
1988 defense authorization bill in April, Nunn and Carl 
Levin, D-Mich., added to it a provision that would bar 
ABM tests in space unless Congress gave prior approval. 

Republicans vehemently opposed the move and 
blocked Senate action on the bill for nearly four months, 
demanding that the Levin-Nunn provision be stricken. But 
Nunn and Majority Leader Robert C. Byrd, D-W.Va., held 
firm, and the issue was joined on the Senate floor in mid­
September. When John W. Warner, Va., the Armed Serv­
ices Committee's senior Republican, moved to delete the 
Levin-Nunn provision from the bill, eight centrist Republi­
cans joined an overwhelming majority of Democrats to 
table (kill) the motion by a vote of 58-38: R 8-37; D 50-1 
(ND 34-0, SD 16-1), Sept. 17, 1987. (1987 Weekly Report p. 
2228) 

9. Nuclear-Test Ban 

In its first vote on the issue, the Senate rejected by a 
hefty margin an amendment to the fiscal 1988 defense 
authorization bill that would have barred all but the small­
est nuclear test explosions. 

A nuclear-test ban long had been the priority goal of 
grass-roots arms control activists, who saw it as a first step 
toward a freeze on the testing, production and deployment 
of nuclear weapons. 

The test ban gained political momentum rapidly in the 
House during 1986, and the chamber attached it to the 
annual defense authorization bill in August of that year by 
a ratio of almost 5-3. Senate conferees adamantly opposed 
the provision, and it was dropped on the eve of President 
Reagan's October 1986 meeting in Iceland with Soviet lead­
er Mikhail S. Gorbachev. 

In 1987, the House again attached a test ban to the 
annual defense authorization measure, and arms control 
advocates hoped to round up the 41 Senate votes needed to 
cut off an expected filibuster. But the vote came a week 
after the Senate had clobbered Reagan on the issue of 
interpreting the SDI treaty and only a few days after Soviet 
Foreign Minister Eduard Schevardnadze visited him to pin 
down details of the upcoming Reagan-Gorbachev meeting 
in Washington. Under those circumstances, several cen­
trists voted "nay," and the amendment by Mark 0. Hat­
field, R-Ore., to ban during 1988-89 nuclear-test explosions 
with an explosive power of more than 1 kiloton, was tabled 
(killed) 61-36: R 40-6; D 21-30 (ND 7-27, SD 14-3), Sept. 
24, 1987. (1987 Weekly Report p. 2291) 

10. SALT II Limits 
Three weeks after it dealt President Reagan a major 

blow over the issue of interpreting the 1972 anti-missile 
treaty, the Senate repudiated another of his key arms 
control positions: It added to the annual defense authoriza­
tion bill a provision requiring continued compliance with 
certain provisions of the unratified 1979 US.-Soviet strate­
gic arms limitation treaty (SALT II). · 

At issue were so-called "sublimits" in the accord that 
would have allowed each country no more than: 

• 820 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) 
equipped with multiple warheads (MIRVs); 

• 1,200 ICBMs and sea-launched ballistic missiles with 
MIRVs; 

• 1,320 MIRVed missiles of either type and bombers 
equipped to carry long-range cruise missiles. 

After the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan prompted 
President Carter to drop his effort to secure Senate ap­
proval of SALT II early in 1980, the U.S. and Soviet 
governments announced they would informally observe the 
treaty's limits on a reciprocal basis. 

Though Reagan had long condemned SALT II as too 
favorable to the Soviet Union, he continued the policy of 
informal compliance until 1986. Then, charging Soviet vi­
olations of the SALT II limits and of other arms control 
agreements, he ended the compliance policy. 

Beginning in November 1986, the deployment of 
cruise-missile-armed B-52 bombers at the rate of about two 
per month put U.S. forces over the limit of 1,320 MIRVed 
missiles and bombers. 

Dale Bumpers, D-Ark., and a bipartisan team of arms 
control advocates charged that dropping the sublimits 
played into Moscow's hands, since for years to come the 
Soviet Union could far outstrip the United States in pro­
ducing MIRVed missiles. They drafted an amendment to 
the defense bill mandating a return to the limits. 

The administration and its allies countered that 
Bumpers' position would undermine the president's flex­
ibility to repudiate the treaty or even to threaten to do so 
as a bargaining tactic in negotiations with the Russians. In 
the two days before the Senate voted on Bumpers' amend­
ment, the Soviet Union test-fired two ICBMs to within 
several hundred miles of Hawaii - the first time a 
Soviet missile test had come so close to U.S. territory. 
Administration allies hoped this would strengthen their 
hand. 

But when the Senate voted, it approved the Bumpers 
amendment 57-41: R 8-36; D 49-5 (ND 35-1, SD 14-4), Oct. 
2, 1987. (1987 Weekly Report p. 2359) 

11. Persian Gulf Re-flagging 
After several inconclusive votes between July and Oc­

tober on President Reagan's policy of providing U.S. naval 
escorts for Kuwaiti tankers in the Persian Gulf, the Senate 
Oct. 21 adopted a compromise resolution that mirrored its 
ambivalence over Persian Gulf policy and over the broader 
issue of whether - and how - Congress can control the 
use of U.S. forces in conflicts that are not declared wars. 

In July, both houses cast essentially symbolic votes in 
favor of delaying the plan to escort the Kuwaiti ships, 
which were to be "re-flagged" as the property of a dummy 
U.S. corporation. But the majority in the Senate was too 
small to cut off a GOP filibuster of the legislation, much 
less to override the Reagan veto that surely would follow 
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passage of such a measure. 
Similarly, threatened filibusters blocked efforts in the 

Senate to initiate procedures established by the 1973 War 
Powers Resolution, under which Reagan would have to end 
the escorting operation unless Congress approved its exten­
sion within 90 days. 

Ultimately, proponents of a resolution triggering the 
War Powers timetable agreed to drop their efforts to attach 
such a provision to the annual defense authorization bill in 
return for assurances that the Senate would debate free ­
standing legislation that would trigger the War Powers 
Resolution. 

When the issue came to the floor .in mid-August, Ma­
jority Leader Robert C. Byrd, D-W.Va., and John W. 
Warner, R-Va., offered a substitute that expressed congres­
sional "reservations" about the escorting policy, but also 
deferred any Senate action on the policy for several 
months. 

Key supporters and critics of the Byrd-Warner mea­
sure predicted that its adoption would drain the political 
steam from further efforts to invoke the War Powers Reso­
lution. 

The substitute faced strong bipartisan opposition from 
liberals, who wanted to invoke the War Powers Resolution, 
and from conservative Republicans, who opposed any con­
gressional action on Persian Gulf policy. 

But it was supported by a coalition of centrists, who 
were unhappy with the War Powers Resolution, and pro­
war Powers liberals, who concluded that efforts to invoke 
that measure were doomed. 

The Byrd-Warner substitute initially was rejected 47-
51. But enough Democrats were persuaded to change their 
votes that it subsequently was adopted by a vote of 54-44: 
R 13-33; D 41~11 (ND 26-9, SD 15-2), Oct. 21, 1987. (1987 
Weekly Report p. 2595) 

12. Bork Nomination 
The Senate Oct. 23 handed President Reagan one of 

the worst defeats in his presidency when it decisively re­
jected Robert H. Bork's nomination to the Supreme Court. 
The vote was 42-58, the largest margin of defeat for any 
high court nominee. Reagan had made Bork's confirmation 
one of his highest priorities and had put his personal pres­
tige into an intensive but unsuccessful lobbying effort. 

The final Senate action was in many ways anti-climac­
tic. The result was a foregone conclusion - three days 
before the vote 54 senators had already declared they 
would vote against Bork. 

The final tally included six Republicans against Bork 
and a solid block of five newly elected Democrats from the 
South: R 40-6; D 2-52 (ND 0-36, SD 2-16). 

Bork's defeat was a blow not only to the president, but 
also to his conservative supporters, who had hoped the 
conservative 61-year-old federal judge would help overturn 
past Supreme Court decisions on abortion and other issues 
and would extend the Reagan legacy into the 21st century. 
Reagan already had appointed two other justices and had 
elevated William H. Rehnquist to chief justice. 

Bork's selection touched off opposition of huge propor­
tions that took the White House and Bork's Senate sup­
porters by surprise. Led by the national civil rights commu­
nity, opponents argued that Bork's 30-year record of writ­
ings, speeches and court opinions on the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia showed he was a 
conservative ideologue who would seek to turn back 20 

Key Votes - 6 

In a personal rebuke to President Reagan, the Senate re­
jected the Supreme Court nomination of Robert H. Bork. 

years of critically important civil rights decisions. 
Opposition tactics included heavy grass-roots lobby­

ing, particularly in Southern states, and radio and televi­
sion ads contending that Bork threatened citizens' right to 
privacy and women's rights generally. 

Bork supporters - and Bork himself - were angered 
by the opposition, maintaining it distorted his record. 
Bork's allies said he was superbly qualified for the high 
court, and they encouraged him not to withdraw despite 
certain defeat on the Senate floor. 

In a dramatic Oct. 9 speech from the White House 
briefing room, Bork agreed that he should fight to the end. 
He said he wanted a debate in the Senate about the process 
and warned that the fight over his nomination had become 
a political one that endangered the judiciary. (1987 Weekly 
Report p. 2600) 

13. Nuclear Waste 
Often considered the last bastion of states' rights, the 

U.S. Senate forced the nation's nuclear waste on a bitterly 
protesting Nevada - explicitly substituting a political de­
cision for one supposed to be based on science and safety. 

In one of the votes by which it did so, the question 
before the Senate was basic: should the Department of 
Energy (DOE) be required to make public health and 
safety the foremost consideration in its choice of a site to 
be explored as the likely nuclear dump. 
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The Senate's answer on Nov. 12 was "no." The vote on 
an amendment by Harry Reid, D-Nev., was 37-56: R 8-35; 
D 29-21 (ND 21-12, SD 8-9). 

Reid, joined by Brock Adams, D-Wash., mounted a 
two-week filibuster against a nuclear-waste plan being 
pushed by J. Bennett Johnston, D-La., contained in the 
fiscal 1988 energy and water appropriations bill (HR 2700). 
The plan of Johnston, who chairs the Energy Committee as 
well as the Appropriations Subcommittee on Energy and 
Water Development, was likely to lead DOE to choose 
Nevada as the site. 

The vote was a high-water mark in the voting strength 
Reid rallied in his effort to resist Johnston's blitz. On that 
and several other test votes, he failed to muster the 41 
votes needed to block a cloture motion. 

Johnston eventually prevailed, after House conferees 
on the reconciliation bill (HR 3545 - PL 100-203) agreed 
to put the waste in Nevada. (1987 Weekly Report p. 2815) 

14. Housing and Community Development 
The Senate refused to consider an otherwise popular 

housing and community development bill (S 825) on Nov. 
17 because it contained a budgetary flaw that required a 
waiver of the budget act. 

The key vote came on a motion by Alan Cranston, D­
Calif., to waive the 1974 Congressional Budget and Im­
poundment Control Act. The motion's 57-43 vote was three 
shy of the 60 required: R 8-38; D 49-5 (ND 31-5, SD 18-0). 

The House-Senate conference agreement on the bill 
would have authorized about $30.6 billion over two years. 
But it was vulnerable to a point of order because it con­
tained $47 million in direct spending not subject to further 
review in the appropriations process. 

William L. Armstrong, R-Colo., raised that point and 
argued the bill as a whole would also spend far more than it 
purported to spend - at least $4 billion more per year. 

When Armstrong's point was sustained by the failure 
to waive the budget act, the conference agreement was 
dead. The setback stunned the bill's sponsors, who had 
been confident after the House approved the conference 
agreement on Nov. 9 by a vote of 391-1. 

In a move bitterly opposed by Nevada, Congress approved 
a plan virtually certain to end in the selection of Yucca Moutain, 
Nev., as the storage site for the nation's nuclear waste. 

In the following weeks, Senate sponsors negotiated 
changes in the conference agreement and tried to recruit 
support among GOP senators. They hoped that an 
amended version of S 825 could garner enough Senate 
backing to forestall or override a threatened presidential 
veto. In the final week of the session, a $30.3 billion 
amended version proved acceptable to key senators, the 
White House and to key members of the House, and it was 
cleared by Congress Dec. 22. 

The bill was the first freestanding authorization for 
housing and community development programs since 1980. 
In the intervening years, while the GOP controlled the 
Senate, the two chambers had been unable to agree on a 
bill. (1987 Weekly 'Report p. 2889) 

House Key Votes 

1. Clean Water Funding 
The House early in the new session overrode President 

Reagan's veto of a sewage plant funding bill, setting a tone 
of confrontation with the White House for the entire year. 

The bill (HR 1 - PL 100-4) was politically popular 
with all members because sewage plant construction funds 
go to every district in the nation. It authorized a 10-year 
program of federal aid to state and local governments for 
construction of sewage plants. Reagan had wanted to end 
sewer spending to help reduce the deficit and because he 
felt sewage treatment should be a state and local respon­
sibility rather than a federal one. Committee leaders in the 
House and Senate were willing to end the program, but 
wanted to phase it out over 10 years. 

When the House and Senate had passed the bill the 
first time, as S 1128, in October 1986, the votes had been 
408-0 and 96-0, respectively. The unanimity had been engi­
neered in hopes of averting a presidential veto. 

Reagan pocket-vetoed that bill at the end of the 99th 
Congress. House Public Works leaders promptly reintro­
duced it, winning the coveted bill number HR 1 as an 
expression of the priority it had with the Democratic lead­
ership. 

The House voted a second time to pass the bill, 406-8, 
on Jan. 8. The Senate followed suit with a 93-6 vote on Jan. 
21. Reagan promptly vetoed it again. 

The final House vote to override the veto on Feb. 3 was 
401-26: R 147-26; D 254-0 (ND 170-0, SD 84-0). The Senate 
voted to override the next day, enacting the bill into law. 
(1987 Weekly Report p . 240; Senate key uote 1) 

2. 65 MPH Speed Limit 
The House March 18 voted to allow states to raise the 

speed limit to 65 mph on rural Interstate highways after an 
emotional debate between those who said higher limits 
would raise traffic fatalities and those contending that few 
motorists obeyed the existing 55 mph limit. 

The vote came on adoption of a concurrent resolution 
(H Con Res 77) to amend an $88 billion highway and mass­
transit reauthorization bill (HR 2) with the speed-limit 
plan. The highway bill went on to become law (PL 100-17) 
despite a veto by President Reagan. The speed-limit tally 
was 217-206: R 125-50; D 92-156 (ND 45-121, SD 47-35). 

Support for the resolution was led by members from 
Western districts who said higher limits posed no safety 
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The House and Senate voted to allow states to raise the 
speed limit to 65 mph on rural Interstate highways. 

threat on the rural Interstates that dominate the region. 
Dave McCurdy, D-Okla., said the widely flouted 55 mph 
law amounted to the "1980s equivalent of Prohibition." 

Although the 55 mph limit was enacted by Congress in 
1974 primarily as a fuel-saving measure, it was defended in 
1986 on safety grounds. A coalition of groups representing 
insurance companies, physicians and chiefs of police said 
the lower speed limit had saved thousands of lives. Under 
the 1974 law (PL 93-643), states had either to adopt the 
limit or to face the loss of up to 10 percent of their federal 
highway funds. 

Leading the fight against higher limits was the chair­
man of the House Public Works and Transportation Com­
mittee, James J. Howard, D-N.J. A principal sponsor of the 
1974 measure, Howard made retention of the limit a per­
sonal cause. And some lawmakers were clearly nervous 
about voting against the chairman of a panel responsible 
for doling out public works projects to their districts. (1987 
Weekly Report p . 521) 

3. Budget Resolution 
House Democrats nervously committed themselves to 

higher taxes on April 9 when, with no GOP votes, they 
approved a fiscal 1988 budget resolution (H Con Res 93) 
calling for $18 billion in new taxes. On the vote for passage, 
Democratic leaders lost just 19 Democratic votes as the 
House voted to pass the resolution 230-192: R 0-173, D 230-
19 (ND 159-10, SD 71-9). 

The vote on the $1 trillion budget signaled the activist 
style of the new House Speaker, Jim Wright, D-Texas. 
Even before he took office, Wright had been calling for a 
tax increase to help fight the deficit. That was a sharp 
departure from the tactics of former Speaker Thomas P. 

Key Votes - 8 

O'Neill Jr., D-Mass. O'Neill had refused to put Democrats 
on record for a tax increase as long as President Reagan 
was on the other side. 

In debate that suggested themes for the 1988 campaign, 
Republican Whip Trent Lott of Mississippi counseled GOP 
members to avoid the tax-laden budget resolution. "You do 
not ever get in trouble for those budgets which you vote 
against," Lott said. Democratic Leader Thomas S. Foley of 
Washington responded: "'Don't vote, and you won't get 
into trouble. ' What a motto for statesmanship." 

For much of the rest of the year, Republicans main­
tained that Democrats had handed them the tax issue on a 
platter. The GOP anti-tax stance was broken only at the end 
of the year when Republicans delivered votes in substantial 
numbers for two deficit-reduction bills mandated by con­
gressional and White House negotiators in a budget summit. 

As passed by the House, the budget resolution called 
for total budget authority of $1.142 trillion and outlays of 
$1.039 trillion in fiscal 1988. It called for revenues of $930.9 
billion, leaving a deficit of $107.6 billion. (1987 Weekly 
Report p . 657) 

4. MacKay Amendment 
In a vote that signaled the growing influence of a group 

of younger, budget-minded Democrats, the House April 23 
voted to reduce a multipurpose spending bill by $2.2 bil­
lion. The vote was on an amendment by Rep. Buddy 
MacKay, D-Fla., cutting 21 percent from most of the ac­
counts in the fiscal 1987 supplemental appropriations bill. 
MacKay said the cuts were needed to keep the measure 
from breaking spending limits set by the fiscal 1987 budget 
resolution passed the previous summer. The Florida Demo­
crat said he and his allies could not stomach a budget­
busting appropriations bill just two weeks after voting for a 
Democratic-sponsored tax increase in the fiscal 1988 bud­
get resolution. The MacKay amendment was adopted 263-
123: R 121-39; D 142-84 (ND 82-69, SD 60-15). 

The previous autumn the group of younger Democrats 
had thwarted plans by Appropriations Committee Chair­
man Jamie L. Whitten, D-Miss., to revive expiring revenue 
sharing programs. 

MacKay's amendment received strong support from 
moderates and liberals in both parties; opposition was 
equally dispersed. House Majority Leader Thomas S. Fo­
ley, D-W ash., and Democratic Whip Tony Coelho, D-Calif., 
voted for the amendment, which had the tacit support of 
Speaker Jim Wright, D-Texas. Republicans took no official 
position. (1987 Weekly Report p. 772) 

5. U.S.-Japan Trade Imbalance 
Efforts to correct the failure of U.S. trade policy to 

staunch a hemorrhaging deficit of imports over exports was 
at the top of the Democrats' domestic agenda in 1987. 
Particular ire was directed at the trade practices of Japan 
- which had a $58.9 billion trade surplus with the United 
States in 1986 - and a few other trading partners. 

While omnibus trade bills (HR 3) passed both cham­
bers, however, it was only in the House that a specific 
legislative effort was made to trim Japan's surplus. And 
that effort, known as the Gephardt amendment, passed by 
such a narrow margin that it seemed clear it would not 
survive intact in a final bill. 

Rep. Richard A. Gephardt, D-Mo., a candidate for 
president, had been trying since 1985 to turn Congress' 
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attention to the rising bilateral trade surpluses of a few 
U.S. trading partners. In 1986 he had persuaded the House 
to include a tough provision to ratchet down such surpluses 
in an omnibus trade bill that eventually died in the Senate 
Finance Committee. 

When the House Ways and Means Committee began 
considering HR 3 in early 1987, Gephardt held back from 
offering his anti-surplus language, which had been branded 
"protectionist" and was sure to draw a presidential veto. 
Organized labor and House Speaker Jim Wright, D-Texas, 
favored Gephardt's amendment, but it was widely assumed 
it would be defeated in committee. Gephardt decided to 
offer it on the House floor instead. 

Gephardt put the amendment through several drafts 
that removed some of its more controversial elements. But 
in the end it barely survived its floor test April 29, passing 
218-214: R 17-159; D 201-55 (ND 137-34, SD 64-21). 

The slim margin in the House, and strong sentiments 
against the provision in the Senate - even from those who 
wanted to get tough with the alleged unfair trade practices 
of Japan and other countries - made it clear that the 

House Ways and Means Committee Chairman Dan Rosten­
kowski, D-111., left, confers on the trade bill with U.S. Trade 
Representative Clayton Yeutter and Rep. Sam Gibbons, D-Fla. 

Gephardt amendment would be radically revised in a 
House-Senate conference committee. That action was not 
expected until early 1988. 

Perhaps because most members believed that the Gep­
hardt language would not survive conference, two-thirds of 
the House supported the bill on final passage the following 
day, voting 290-137. 

Following the October stock market crash, Republi­
cans tried Nov. 10 to get the House to back off the Gep­
hardt language. But the motion failed 175-239, apparently 
because Democrats did not want to embarrass Gephardt or 
Wright. Every Republican who voted for Gephardt the first 
time did so again. (1987 Weekly Report p. 2814; Senate 
key vote 5) 

6. Savings and Loan Insurance 
The House defied the wishes of President Reagan and 

both parties' leaders May 5 by defeating a five-year, $15 
billion bill (HR 27) to refinance the fund that insures 
deposits in savings and loans. 

Instead, the House approved a refinancing plan worth 
one-third as much - $5 billion over two years. The thrift 
industry had preferred the smaller-scale plan and had lob­
bied heavily for it. The refinancing cost is to be repaid by 
the industry. 

The White House had said it would veto the smaller 
plan for bailing out the fund, the Federal Savings and Loan 
Insurance Corp. (FSLIC), which auditors said was at least 
$6 billion in the red. Critics in both parties warned that the 
smaller fund would prove inadequate and eventually force 
the federal government to pay off insured depositors with 
taxpayers' money. 

But the industry and its supporters in the House said 
that FSLIC could not merge or close failing thrifts fast 
enough to need the bigger amount of money in the near 
future - so raising the bigger amount would be inefficient. 

The key vote came on an amendment offered by Bank­
ing Committee Chairman Fernand J. St Germain, D-R.I., 
that would have raised the amount to $15 billion. The 
amendment was defeated 153-258: R 72-98; D 81-160 (ND 
62-99, SD 19-61). The scaled-down version was then ap­
proved overwhelmingly. 

The Senate had passed a $7.5 billion plan, and the 
refinancing was increased twice by a House-Senate confer­
ence. As signed by President Reagan on Aug. 10, the FSLIC 
refinancing was set at $10.8 billion (HR 27 - PL 100-86). 
(1987 Weekly Report p. 924) 

7. Nuclear-Test Ban 
For the second year in a row, the House adopted by a 

respectable margin an amendment to the fiscal 1988 de­
fense authorization bill that would ban all but the smallest 
nuclear-weapons tests, provided that the Soviet Union ob­
served a similar restriction and that the Soviet Union and 
United States each agreed to let the other place monitoring 
equipment on its territory. 

In 1985, grass-roots arms control activists began agi­
tating for a nuclear-test ban as a first step toward a freeze 
on the development,' production and deployment of all 
nuclear weapons. Other arms control advocates who con­
centrated on legislative lobbying were initially reluctant to 
seek congressional support for a test ban, fearing it was too 
radical a step. 

But early in 1986, the proposal showed unanticipated 
political strength, including the support of some influential 
centrist Democrats in the House, such as then-Majority 
Leader Jim Wright, Texas, and House Armed Services 
Committee Chairman Les Aspin, Wis. 

The administration weakened its position politically 
by refusing even to negotiate with the Soviets about a 
comprehensive nuclear-test ban, a goal to which every pre­
ceding president since Dwight Eisenhower had at least paid 
lip service. 

Moreover, the test-ban advocates led by Democrats 
Patricia Schroeder, Colo., Edward J. Markey, Mass., and 
Thomas J. Downey, N.Y., incorporated into their proposal 
several minor compromises intended to woo centrist sup­
port. 

As the House approached its first vote on the test ban 
- as an amendment to the fiscal 1987 defense authoriza­
tion bill (PL 99-661) in August 1986 - the White House 
made no concerted effort to oppose it, and it was adopted 
234-155. 

When the House took up the fiscal 1988 defense bill in 
May 1987, the political dynamics surrounding the test-ban 
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issue were substantially unchanged, though the administra­
tion had begun negotiating on the subject with the Soviets. 
Again, the White House made no major effort to fight the 
test-ban amendment, sponsored in 1987 by Schroeder and 
Markey. 

On May 19, the House rejected 201-220 a Republican 
alternative that would have allowed the president to waive 
the ban if it would interfere in the development of im­
provements in the safety devices built into nuclear weap­
ons. It then approved the Schroeder amendment 234-187: 
R 26-147; D 208-40 (ND 160-9, SD 48-31). (1987 Weekly 
Report p. 1066; Senate key vote 9) 

8. Persian Gulf Re-flagging 
In a sharp departure from Congress' traditional reluc­

tance to challenge a military commitment by a president, 
the House voted July 8 to delay for three months President 
Reagan's plan to provide naval escorts for Kuwaiti oil 
tankers in the Persian Gulf. 

The administration had agreed in December 1986 to 
provide escorts for 11 Kuwaiti ships that would be "re­
flagged" as the property of a dummy U.S. corporation. 
Kuwait had backed neighboring Iraq in its seven-year-old 
war with Iran, and said Iranian attacks on tankers in the 
gulf were focusing on Kuwaiti ships. 

Though administration officials began briefing con­
gressional committees on the plan in March, it drew little 
attention on Capitol Hill until mid-May, when the U.S. 
frigate Stark, stationed in the Persian Gulf, was attacked, 
apparently by accident, by an Iraqi jet with the loss of 37 
U.S. sailors. 

As it drew attention, the escorting plan aroused wide­
spread, bipartisan opposition. But for nearly six weeks 
after the Stark incident, even some of Reagan's strongest 
liberal critics shied from a direct effort to block the policy, 
partly out of fear that if Congress opposed the action, 
Reagan could blame it for any disasters that might befall 
U.S. forces in the gulf. 

But in the last half of June, Mike Lowry, D-Wash., and 
aides to the Democratic Study Group began pushing for a 
vote to delay for 90 days the planned re-flagging of the 
Kuwaiti ships. Lowry cast his proposal as a moderate alter­
native to outright efforts to block the policy. 

The administration played into Lawry's hands by re­
fusing to consider any compromise that would give uneasy 
members alternatives to supporting Lowry or accepting whole 
the original escorting plan. That galvanized Democratic lead­
ers into a vigorous effort to pass the Lowry plan as an 
amendment to the Coast Guard authorization bill (HR 2342). 

On July 8, the House rejected 126-283 a substitute that 
would have barred outright the re-flagging of the Kuwaiti 
ships. It then adopted the Lowry amendment 222-184: R 
22-146; D 200-38 (ND 149-12, SD 51-26), July 8, 1987. 
(1987 Weekly Report p. 1508; Senate key vote 11) 

9. Smoking in Airplanes 
At the beginning of the 100th Congress, few thought 

anti-smoking forces had much chance to win passage of a 
ban on smoking on airplane fights. 

But the tobacco lobby proved less formidable than 
expected, and proponents capitalized on growing public 
concern over the health risks of smoking. In debate July 13 
on a transportation spending bill (HR 2890), the House 
narrowly adopted an amendment by Richard J. Durbin, D-

Key Votes - 10 

Ill., to ban smoking on domestic flights scheduled to last no 
more than two hours. The vote was 198-193: R 7 4-91; D 
124-102 (ND 102-48, SD 22-54). The Senate later approved 
a similar plan, and in December President Reagan signed 
into law a two-year ban on flights of two hours or less as 
part of the massive fiscal 1988 continuing resolution (H J 
Res 395 - PL 100-202). 

Support for the Durbin amendment ranged from liber­
als, such as Edward J. Markey, D-Mass., to conservatives, 
such as Bob Dornan, R-Calif. One proponent, Donald E. 
"Buz" Lukens, R-Ohio, told colleagues that he had had to 
undergo six operations for cancer, including one that left a 
16-inch scar. A non-smoker, Lukens said, "I know, and all 
my surgeons agree, that I caught cancer through other 
people's smoke." 

The ban's supporters also pointed to a National Acad­
emy of Sciences study citing the risks of exposure to smoke 

The House approved a catastrophic-insurance plan far more 
generous than the one proposed by President Reagan. 

in air cabins and calling for a ban on smoking on all flights. 
Proponents said the risks were especially severe for preg­
nant women, the elderly and children. 

Opposition was led by members from tobacco-growing 
districts. Carroll Hubbard Jr., D-Ky., branded the Durbin 
plan "another direct attack upon the tobacco farmers and 
the tobacco industry." Others argued the plan had nothing 
to do with transportation spending and fell under the juris­
diction of authorizing committees. (1987 Weekly Report p. 
1576) 

10. Catastrophic-Health Care 
It was President Reagan, in his 1986 State of the 

Union message, who officially put on the national agenda 
the effort to provide protection from "catastrophic" health 

Copyright 1988 Con9re»ionol Quarterly Inc. Jan. 2, 1988-PAGE 33 Reproduction prohibited in whole or in port except by editorial clients. 



Key Votes - 11 

expenses for the nation's elderly. 
But a year and a half later, after House Democrats 

were finished adding and embellishing, the legislative 
package offered on the floor July 22 bore little resemblance 
to the one Reagan approved in February. 

Although both the Reagan plan and HR 2470, the bill 
before the House, embodied the same central goal - cap­
ping the amount Medicare beneficiaries would have to pay 
for services covered by the federal health program for the 
elderly and disabled - the similarities ended just about 
there. 

As approved by two committees and blessed by the 
leadership, the Democratic package also included provi­
sions aimed at expanding protection for low-income pro­
gram participants and included several significant new ex­
pansions to Medicare coverage, most notably for prescrip­
tion drugs. 

Irritated at the package's growing size and price tag, 
\lnd skeptical of Democrats' claims that beneficiaries would 
foot the entire bill for the new benefits, House Republicans 
decided to craft their own version. But aware of the grow­
ing grass-roots support for a program more expansive than 
the one proposed by Reagan, Republicans included in their 
alternative a limited prescription-drug plan and tax incen­
tives for private insurance for long-term care. 

But the Republican alternative garnered essentially 
only Republican support. The July 22 vote was 190-242: R 
175-1; D 15-241 (ND 5-167, SD 10-74). Then, bucking the 
president's veto threat, 61 Republicans joined in voting for 
final passage of HR 2470. (1987 Weekly Report p. 1637) 

11. Nuclear Insurance 
The House voted to pay lawyers before victims in the 

event of a catastrophic nuclear accident as it passed a 
renewal of the nation's basic nuclear-insurance law. 

The July 30 vote was part of a clean sweep by which 
the nuclear and insurance industries won House rejection 
of all amendments they opposed. 

The lawyers-or-victims amendment, offered by Gerry 
Sikorski, D-Minn., prohibited courts from paying legal 
costs in liability cases following an accident at a nuclear 
power plant if such payments would jeopardize compensa­
tion of victims. It was rejected 183-230: R 24-145; D 159-85 
(ND 138-28, SD 21-57). 

The Price-Anderson Act of 1957, as reauthorized in the 
bill, set up a $7.4 billion pool of funds - which would 
include private insurance and assessments on the nation's 
nuclear utilities - to cover damages in case of an accident. 
If damages exceed that amount, as they are estimated to do 
in a major accident, victims would receive no further com­
pensation. 

The purpose of Sikorski's amendment was to make 
sure that the money in the fund went to compensate vic­
tims rather than to pay electric-utility legal costs. 

But opponents in the nuclear and insurance industries, 
as well as the House, said the effect of the amendment 
would be to deny payment to victims' lawyers as well as to 
utility lawyers. Sikorski denied that. But the bill defined 
"legal costs" as including both, as well as the costs of 
investigative and administrative activities that insurance 
companies said would be needed in order to settle any 
claims at all. 

After rejecting the Sikorski amendment, the House 
passed the bill, 396-17, but it did not reach the Senate floor 
in 1987. (1987 Weekly Report p. 1731) 

12. Independent Counsel 
Brushing aside opposition from the Justice Department 

and veto threats from President Reagan, Congress cleared 
legislation to extend for five years the law that permits the 
appointment of independent counsels to investigate alleged 
wrongdoing by high government officials. Without the ex­
tension, the law would have expired on Jan. 2. 

The new law (HR 2939 - PL 100-191) also placed 
limits on the discretion of the attorney general in determin­
ing when to seek an independent counsel. Independent 
counsels are appointed by a special three-judge court at the 
attorney general's request. The court also sets the bound­
aries of any counsel's investigation. 

Critics of the law say it violates the separation-of­
powers doctrine because it allows the judiciary to be in­
volved in prosecutions - an executive branch function. 
Several court challenges to the law are now pending. 

A critical point in the progress of the legislation oc­
curred during House debate on the measure Oct. 21. Re­
publicans opposed to the proposed legislation argued that 
Congress should wait for the courts to decide whether the 
law is constitutional before extending it for five years. They 
offered a substitute that would have extended the law for 
only' one year, without making any changes in it. 

The amendment, offered by E. Clay Shaw Jr., R-Fla., 
was rejected on a largely party-line vote of 171-245: R 165-
10; D 6-235 (ND 3-163, SD 3-72). 

Despite his threat to veto the legislation, Reagan 
signed it Dec. 15. In doing so, he again said he thought it 
was unconstitutional. But he said it was necessary to en­
sure public confidence in the integrity of government, while 
waiting for the courts to decide the issue. (1987 Weekly 
Report p. 2604) 

13. Deficit-Reduction Strategy 
House Democratic budget strategy nearly exploded in 

the face of its principal architect, Speaker Jim Wright of 
Texas, when he won a one-vote victory for a tax-raising 
deficit-reduction bill on Oct. 29. The House passed the 
measure (HR 3545) after Wright held a losing vote open 
until Texas Democrat Jim Chapman switched from "nay" 
to "yea." James M. Jeffords of Vermont, was the sole 
Republican to vote for the bill. The final vote was 206-205: 
R 1-164; D 205-41 (ND 143-21, SD 62-20). 

The "reconciliation" bill combined an $11.9 billion tax 
increase with new curbs on the growth of Medicare and 
several other programs. 

Wright's critics, including fiscal moderates in his own 
party, warned that action on the bill could disrupt delicate 
budget-summit talks then under way among congressional 
leaders from both parties and White House negotiators. 
Moderate Republicans who might have been inclined to 
compromise were angry that Wright's action forced them 
to take a position against taxes just when their Republican 
leadership was negotiating a tax increase. 

But Democratic leaders said that their show of 
strength, however imperfect, kept pressure on the summit 
to produce results. 

Angry GOP House members booed Wright after the 
vote and bitterly accused him of stealing their victory by 
delaying the final count. Later, they cited the vote as the 
culminating event in a year of Democratic insults that drove 
moderate GOP members into the arms of confrontational 
Republican conservatives. (1987 Weekly Report p. 2653) 
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14. Clean Air Deadlines 
The House voted to delay - until Aug. 31, 1988 -

economic penalties on cities not meeting clean air stan­
dards. 

The August date is right at the start of the fall presi­
dential election campaign, and that may generate enor­
mous political pressure on Congress in 1988 to settle the 
long-deadlocked reauthorization of the 1970 Clean Air Act 
(PL 91-604). 

The critical Dec. 3 vote was a choice between compet­
ing proposals by Silvio 0. Conte, R-Mass., who wanted the 
Aug. 31 date, and John P. Murtha, D-Pa., who sought 
extension of the deadlines until July 31, 1989. Conte first 
offered his proposal as an amendment, and Murtha then 
offered his plan as a substitute. The House rejected the 
Murtha substitute 162-257: R 72-99; D 90-158 (ND 45-124, 
SD 45-34). It then adopted the Conte amendment by voice 
vote. 

Environmental groups and groups representing state 
and local governments backed the Conte amendment, as 
did Henry A. Waxman, D-Calif., chairman of the Energy 
Subcommittee on Health and the Environment. Energy 
Committee Chairman John D. Dingell, D-Mich., and 
groups representing various industries (e.g., petrochemical, 
automotive, manufacturing) whose air emissions are regu­
lated under the law, backed Murtha's. 

Surprisingly, party affiliation did not seem as big an 
influence as geographic origin on how House members 
voted. The two parties split fairly evenly. But members 
from areas with polluting industries tended to vote with 
Murtha, while those suffering from dirty air tended to vote 
with Conte. 

The Conte amendment seemed to pick up more sup­
port because it promised to stop sanctions the Environ­
mental Protection Agency had imposed on some cities even 
before the existing Dec. 31, 1987, clean air deadline, while 
Murtha's kept those cities on the hook. 

By forcing Congress to deal with the issue during an 
election year, the amendment is likely to give environmen­
talists the leverage of strong public support for tighter 
pollution controls. At the same time, it could make more 
difficult the compromises that will probably be needed to 
break the long deadlock on the Clean Air Act, which Con­
gress has been unable to act on since 1981. (1987 Weekly 
Report p. 2994) 

15. Welfare Overhaul 
A proposal to overhaul the basic federal welfare pro­

gram, a high-priority item at the beginning of 1987, had 
become an unwanted guest at the legislative table by year's 
end. Members struggling to reduce the bloated federal 
budget deficit were not eager to vote on legislation that 
called for significant new spending on the least powerful 
segment of American society. 

House Democrats spent nearly seven weeks wrangling 
over a rule for debate that barred most amendments before 
the House finally passed the Family Welfare Reform Act of 
1987 (HR 1720). The turning point came Dec. 15, when 
members approved the rule by a vote of 213-206: R 0-170; 
D 213-36 (ND 155-12, SD 58-24). 

After that, passage of the bill, which occurred the next 
day, was almost a foregone conclusion. 

The Dec. 15 vote reversed an Oct. 29 roll call on which 
the House refused, 203-217, to consider the welfare 

Key Votes - 12 

The House voted to delay for eight months sanctions 
against cities that have not met federal clean-air standards. 

measure as part of deficit-reducing budget "reconciliation" 
legislation. A total of 48 Democrats, 32 of them Southern­
ers, had voted against that rule. But after heavy lobbying 
by supporters of HR 1720 and by the leadership, 21 Demo­
crats, 15 of them Southerners who had voted "nay" the 
first time, voted for the rule on Dec. 15. 

The rule was a sticking point because it severely lim­
ited the amendments that could be offered to the welfare 
bill. Republicans were already furious at the number of 
restrictive rules put forward during the year by the Rules 
Committee, an arm of the Democratic leadership. But this 
time, a substantial number of Democrats agreed that a 
more open rule should be adopted. Most of these dissident 
Democrats were conservatives unhappy about the five-year 
price tag of HR 1720, which the Congressional Budget 
Office estimated at $6.2 billion. 

When the Rules Committee on Nov. 17 approved a rule 
that allowed only one amendment, a $1.1 billion Republican 
substitute, many Democrats objected, and the House leader­
ship pulled the bill before debate was to begin Nov. 19. 

Adding leverage to the Democratic dissent were 
Thomas R. Carper, D-Del., and Charles W. Stenholm, D­
Texas, who wanted to offer a $2.5 billion welfare plan. 
Their revolt forced the leadership to return to the Rules 
Committee for a new rule that allowed one additional 
amendment - a proposal by Michael A. Andrews, D-Texas, 
that shaved $500 million from the bill's cost. That conces­
sion, coupled with an intensive leadership lobbying effort, 
drew enough support to get the rule - and ultimately the 
bill itself - approved. (1987 Weekly Report p. 3157) 
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Key Votes - 13 

~C..">"1'11'1'01-.0Q ~C..">"l'lt'l'OI-.OQ ~C..">"l'lt'l'OI-.OQ KEY 
y Voted for (yea). 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
# Paired for. 

ALABAMA IOWA + Announced for. 
Heflin y y y y Y N N Y Harkin y y N y y y y y Humphrey y N N N N N N N 

Voted against (nay). 
Shelby y y y y y • N y Grossley Y N Y N Y N N N Rudman y N N N N N X N N 

ALASKA KANSAS NEW JERSEY X Paired against. 

Muncow.ki y N N N Y N N N Dole N N Y N N N N N Bradley y y N y y N y y . Announced against. 
Stevens y NNNNNNN Kassebaum N N N N N N Y y Lootenberg y y N y y y y ? p Voted "present." 

ARIZONA KENTUCKY NEW MEXICO C Voted "present" to avoid possi-
DeConcini y y N y y y y y Ford y y y y y y y y Bingaman y y N y y ? y y ble conflict of interest. 
McCain y N y N N N N N McConnell y y Y N N N N N Domenici y N N N N N N N ? Did not vote or otherwise make a ARKANSAS LOUISIANA NEW YORK 
Bumpers y y y y y y y y Breaux. y y y y y y y y Moynihan y y N y y y y y position known. 
Pryor y y y y y y y y Johnston y y y y y y y y O'Amato Y Y N N Y N N N --

CALIFORNIA MAINE NORTH CAROLINA Democrats Repul,/itans 

Crmston y y N y y y y y Mitchell y y N y y y y y Sanford y y N y y N y y 
Wilson y y y N N N N N Cohen y N N N y N N y Helms N N N N N N N N 

COLORADO MARYLAND NORTH DAKOTA ~C..">"l'lt'l-01-.0Q 

Wirth y y N y y y y y Mikulski y y y y y y y y Burdick y y y y y y y y 
Armstrong N N y N N N N N Sorbanes y y y y y y y y Conrad y y y y y y ? y 

CONNECTICUT MASSACHUSETTS OHIO TEXAS 
Dodd y y N y y y y y Kennedy y y N y y y y y Glenn y y N y y N y y Bentsen y y N y y y y y 
Weitker y y y y Y N N y Kerry y y N y y y y y Metzenbaum y y N y y y y y Gramm N N N N N N N N 

DELAWARE MICHIGAN OKLAHOMA UTAH 
Biden y y ? y y ? y y Levin y y N y y y y y Boren y y y y y y y ? Garn N N N N N N N N 
Roth y N N N y N N N Riegle y y N y y y y y Niclcles N N ? N y N N N Hatch Y N • N N N N N 

FLORIDA MINNESOTA OREGON VERMONT 
Chiles y y N y y N ? y Boschwitz y N y N N N N N Hatfield y N N N N N N Y Leahy y y N y y ? y y 
Graham y y N y y y y y Ouren berger y y y N N N N N Packwood y N ? N y N N Y Stafford y N N y N N y + 

GEORGIA MISSISSIPPI PENNSYLVANIA VIRGINIA 
Fowler y y y y y y y y SteMis y y N y y N y y Heinz y y N N y N NY Trible y N N N y N N N 
Nunn y y N y y y y y Cochran N y y N N N N N Specter y y N N y N N N Warner y N N N y N N N 

HAWAII MISSOURI RHODE ISLAND WASHINGTON 
Inouye y y N y y y y y Bond y y y N y N N N Pell y y N y y y y y Adams y y N y y ? y y 
Matsunaga y y N y y y y y Danforth y y y N y N N N Chafee y N N y y N y y Evans y N N N N N N y 

IDAHO MONTANA SOUTH CAROLINA WEST VIRGINIA 
McClure N N y N N N N N Baucus y y N y y y y y Hollings y y N y y N Y N Byrd y y N y y y y y 
Symms N y y N N N N N Melcher y y N y y y y y Thurmond N N y N y N N N Rockefeller y y N y y y y y 

IUINOIS NEBRASKA SOUTH DAKOTA WISCONSIN 
Dixon y y y y y y y y Exon N y N y y y # y Daschle y y N y y y y y Proxmire y y N y y y y y 
Simon y y N y + ? y ? Kornn N Y N y N N N Press/or y y y ? y N N N Kasten y N y N y N N N 

INDIANA NEVADA TENNESSEE WYOMING 
Lugar N N N N N N N N Reid y y N y y y y y Gare y y N ? + y ? y Simpson Y N N N N ? N N 
Quayle Y N N N N N N N Hecht y y N N N N N N Sasser y y y y y y y y Wallop N N N N N N N N 

ND - Northern Democrats SD • Southern Democrats (Southern states • Ala., Ark., Fla., Ga., Ky., la., Miss., N.C., Okla., S.C., Tenn., Texas, Va.) 

1. HR 1. Clean Water Act Reauthorization. Passage, over 
President Reagan's Jan. 30 veto, of the bill to amend and reautho­
rize the Clean Water Act of 1972 authorizing $18 billion through 
fiscal 1994 in federal aid to state and local governments for con­
struction of sewage treatment plants and more than $2.14 billion 
for other water pollution control programs. Passed (thus enacted 
into law) 86-14: R 32-13; D 54-1 (ND 36-1, SD 18-0), Feb. 4, 1987. 
A two-thirds majority of those present and voting (67 in this case) 
of both houses is required to override a veto. A "nay" was a vote 
supporting the president's position. 

2. HR 2. Omnibus Highway Reauthorization. Passage, 
over President Reagan's March 27 veto, of the bill to authorize $88 
billion for highway and mass transit programs through fiscal 1991. 
Passed (thus enacted into law) 67-33: R 13-33; D 54-0 (ND 36-0, 
SD 18-0), April 2, 1987. A two-thirds majority of those present and 
voting (67 in this case) of both houses is required to override a 
veto. A "nay" was a vote supporting the president's position. 

3. HR 1157. Farm Disaster Assistance. Boschwitz, R­
Minn., motion to waive the Chiles, D-Fla., point of order that the 
Boschwitz amendment is in violation of section 303(a) of the 1974 
Budget and lmpoundment Control Act (PL 93-344), which prohib­
its consideration of an amendment that provides new budget au­
thority for the fiscal year until the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for such fiscal year has been adopted. Motion rejected 33-
63: R 18-25; D 15-38 (ND 5-30, SD 10-8), April 23, 1987. 

4. H Con Res 93 (S Con Res 49). Fiscal 1988 Budget 
Resolution. Adoption of the concurrent resolution to set fiscal 
1988 budget totals as follows: new budget authority, $1.160 trillion; 
outlays, $1.054 trillion; revenues, $921 billion; deficit, $133.6 bil­
lion. Adopted 56-42: R 3-42; D 53-0 (ND 36-0, SD 17-0), May 6, 
1987. 

5. HR 3. Omnibus Trade Bill. Passage of the bill to authorize 
presidential negotiations to reduce international tariffs and non­
tariff barriers to trade; mandate retaliation against countries that 
maintain unfair trade practices against the United States, unless 
negotiated agreements lead to the elimination of such practices; 
enhance worker and company benefits for industries injured by 
imports; and improve math, science and foreign language educa­
tion. Passed 71-27: R 19-27; D 52-0 (ND 35-0, SD 17-0), July 21, 
1987. A "nay" was a vote supporting the president's position. 

6. HJ Res 324. Temporary Debt-Limit Increase/Deficit 
Targets. Johnston, D-La., amendment to the Gramm, R-Texas, 
amendment, to set the maximum allowable federal budget deficit for 
fiscal 1988 at $140 billion, or $36 billion below the deficit as estimated 
by a House-Senate conference on the legislation; set the maximum 
deficit for fiscal 1989 at $120 billion; and provide that in both years, 
an automatic spending-cut procedure would come into effect if the 
estimated deficit exceeds the target by more than $5 billion. Rejected 
41-52: R 0-45; D 41-7 (ND 29-2, SD 12-5), July 31, 1987. 

7. S 2. Senate Campaign Finance. Byrd, D-W.Va., motion 
to invoke cloture (thus limiting debate) on the bill to create 
voluntary spending limits in Senate races, provide partial public 
funding to general-election candidates and cap the amount House 
and Senate candidates may accept from political action commit­
tees. Motion rejected 51-44: R 3-42; D 48-2 (ND 34-0, SD 14-2), 
Sept. 15, 1987. A three-fifths majority vote (60) of the total Senate 
is required to invoke cloture. 

8. S 1174. Fiscal 1988-89 Defense Authorization/Mis­
sile Tests. Nunn, D-Ga., motion to table (kill) the Warner, R-Va. , 
amendment to strike a provision limiting the development or testing 
of space-based and other mobile anti-ballistic missile systems. Mo­
tion agreed to 58-38: R 8-37; D 50-1 (ND 34-0, SD 16-1), Sept. 17, 
1987. A "nay" was a vote supporting the president's position. 
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Key Votes - 14 

0-0-<"IC,,"1' 0-0-<"IC,,"1' <>-0-<"IC,,,:P KEY ----- ----- ----- y Voted for (yea). 

ALABAMA IOWA NEW HAMPSHIRE 
# Paired for. 

Heflin y N y N N y Harkin N y y N y y Humphrey y N N Y N N + Announced for. 

Shelby y N y N N y Grauley y N y Y N N Rudman y N N Y N N N Voted against (nay). 

ALASKA KANSAS NEW JERSEY X Paired against. 
Murlcowslci y N y y N N Dole y N N y y N Bradley y y y N y y . Announced against. 
Stevens y N y y y N Kassebaum y N N Y N N lautenberg N y y N y y p Voted "present." 

ARIZONA KENTUCKY NEW MEXICO C Voted "present" to avoid possi-
DeConcini NNNN+Y Ford y y y N N y Bingaman y y Y N N N ble conflict of interest. 
McCain Y N N Y N N McConnell y N N y ? N Domenici y N N Y N N 

? Did not vote or otherwise make a ARKANSAS LOUISIANA NEW YORK 
Bumpers N y N N Y Y Breaux y y y N y y Moynihan N y y N y y position known. 

Pryor y y y N y y Johnston y y Y N N Y D'Amato y N N y N y --
CALIFORNIA MAINE NORTH CAROLINA Democrats R•publi<ans 

Cranston N y N N N Y M~chell N y y N y y Sanford N y y N y y 
Wilson y ? N Y + N Cohen y y y y y y Helms y N N Y N N 

COLORADO MARYLAND NORTH DAKOTA 0-0-<"IC,,"1' -----Wirth N y y N N N Mikulski N y y N y y Burdick N y y N y y 
Armstrong Y N N Y N N Sarbanes N y y N y y Conrod N y y N N N 

CONNECTICUT MASSACHUSETTS OHIO TEXAS 
Dodd N y y N N Y Kennedy N y N N y y Glenn y y y N y y Bentsen y y y N y y 
Weiclcer N y y N N Y Kerry N y N N + y Metzenbaum N y y N y y Gramm y N N Y y N 

DELAWARE MICHIGAN OKLAHOMA UTAH 
Biden ? y N N y y Levin N y y N N Y Boren y Y N Y N y Garn y ? N y N N 
Roth y N y Y N N Riegle N y y N y y Nickles V N N Y Y N Hatch y N N Y N N 

FLORIDA MINNESOTA OR EGON VERMONT 
Chiles y N y N N y Boschwitz y N N y N N Hatfield N Y N Y N N Leahy N y N N Y Y 
Graham y y y N y y Durenberger y y y y N y Packwood Y N Y N Y N Stafford N y Y N N Y 

GEORGIA MISSISSIPPI PENNSYLVANIA VIRGINIA 
Fowler N y y N y y Stennis y y ? N N y Heinz y y y y N y Trible y N N Y N N 
Nunn y y y N N y Cochran y N N y N N Specter N y y N y y Warner y N Y N N N 

HAWAII MISSOURI RHODE ISLAND WASHINGTON 
Inouye N y y N y y Bond Y N N y N N Pell N y Y N N y Adams N Y N N Y Y 
Matsunaga N y y N y y Dan{pr/h N N N y N N Chafee N y N N N y Evans y N N Y N N 

IDAHO MONTANA SOUTH CAROLINA WEST VIRGINIA 
McClure y N N Y N N Baucus N y y N y y Hollings y N Y Y N y Byrd y Y Y N N Y 
Symms y N N Y N N Melcher N y y N N Y Thurmond y N N Y N N Rockefeller N y y N y y 

ILLINOIS NEBRASKA SOUTH DAKOTA WISCONSIN 
Dixon y y y N y y Exon y y y N N N Daschle N y N N N Y Proxmire N y N N N N 
Simon y ? N ? y Karnes y N N Y N N Pressler y N N Y N N Kasten y N N Y N N 

INDIANA NEVADA TENNESSEE WYOMING 
Lugar y N N Y ? N Reid y y y N y y Gore y y N ? y Simpson y N y y N N 
Quayle y N N Y N N Hecht y N N y y N Sasser y y y N y y Wallop y N N y N N 

ND · Northern Democrats SD • Southern Democrats (Southern states • Alo., Ark., Fla., Ga., Ky., La., Miss., N.C., Okla., S.C., Tenn., Texas, Va.) 

9. S 1174. Fiscal 1988-89 Defense Authorization/Nuc­
lear Testing. Reid, D-Nev., motion to table (kill) the Hatfield, 
R-Ore., amendment to prohibit in fiscal 1988-89 nuclear test ex­
plosions with an explosive power of more than 1 kiloton, subject to 
certain conditions. Motion agreed to 61-36: R 40-6; D 21-30 (ND 7-
27, SD 14-3), Sept. 24, 1987. A "yea" was a vote supporting the 
president's position. 

10. S 117 4. Fiscal 1988-89 Defense Authorization/SALT 
II Limits. Bumpers, D-Ark., amendment to bar the deployment 
of more than 820 multiple-warhead intercontinental ballistic mis­
siles, more than 1,200 multiple-warhead strategic missiles of any 
sort, or more than 1,320 multiple-warhead strategic missiles and 
missile-armed bombers. Adopted 57-41: R 8-36; D 49-5 (ND 35-1, 
SD 14-4), Oct. 2, 1987. A "nay" was a vote supporting the presi­
dent's position. 

11. S J Res 194. War Powers Compliance. Byrd, D-W. Va., 
and Warner, R-Va., substitute to require the president to send 
Congress a report on U.S. military operations in the Persian Gulf 
that would not trigger the time limits set by the War Powers 
Resolution, but which would set in motion another time limit for 
action on an unspecified joint resolution dealing with the subject 
of the report. Adopted 54-44: R 13-33; D 41-11 (ND 26-9, SD 15-2), 
Oct. 21, 1987. A "nay" was a vote supporting the president's 
position. 

12. Bork Nomination. Confirmation of President Reagan's 
nomination of Robert H. Bork of the District of Columbia to be an 
associate justice of the Supreme Court. Rejected 42-58: R 40-6; D 
2-52 (ND 0-36, SD 2-16), Oct. 23, 1987. A "yea" was a vote 
supporting the president's position. 

13. HR 2700. Energy and Water Appropriations/Nuc­
lear-Waste Repository. Reid, D-Nev., amendment to direct 
the secretary of energy to give primary consideration to public 
health and safety in selecting a site for study as a possible perma­
nent repository for nuclear wastes. Rejected 37-56: R 8-35; D 29-21 
(ND 21-12, SD 8-9), Nov. 12, 1987. 

14. S 825. Housing and Community Development/Bud­
get Waiver. Cranston, D-Calif., motion to waive the spending­
limitation requirement contained in the 1974 Budget and lm­
poundment Control Act (PL 93-344) with respect to the con­
ference report on the bill to authorize $15 billion in fiscal 1988 and 
the same amount plus inflation in fiscal 1989 for housing, rural 
housing and community development assistance, and to make 
permanent the loan-insuring authority of the Federal Housing 
Administration. Motion rejected 57-43: R 8-38; D 49-5 (ND 31-5, 
SD 18-0), Nov. 17, 1987. A three-fifths majority (60) of the total 
Senate is required to waive certain Budget Act requirements. 
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Key Votes - 15 

1. HR 1. Clean Water Act Reauthorization. Passage, over 
President Reagan's Jan. 30 veto, of the bill to amend and reautho­
rize the Clean Water Act of 1972 authorizing $18 billion through 
fiscal 1994 in federal aid to state and local governments for con­
struction of sewage treatment plants and more than $2.14 billion 
for other water pollution control programs. Passed 401-26: R 147-
26; D 254-0 (ND 170-0, SD 84-0), Feb. 3, 1987. A two-thirds 
majority of those present and voting (285 in this case) of both 
houses is required to override a veto. A "nay" was a vote support­
ing the president's position. 

KEY 
Y Voted for (yea). 
# Paired for. 
+ Announced for. 
N Voted against (nay). 
X Paired against. 
- Announced against. 
P Voted "present." 
C Voted "present" to avoid possi­

ble conflict of interest. 
? Did not vote or otherwise make a 

position known. 

Democrats Repvblicans 

~~(')"l"lt\'01-.CIO 

43 Packard 
44 Bates 
45 Hvnter 
COLORADO 
1 Schroeder 
2 Skaggs 
3 Campbell 
4 Brown 
5 Hefley 
6 Schaefer 

CONNECTICUT 
1 Kennelly 
2 Geidenson 
3 Morrison 
4 Shays 
5 Rowland 
6 Johnson 

DELAWARE 
Al Carper 

2. H Con Res 77/HR 2. Speed Limit/Omnibus Highway 
Reauthorization. Adoption of the concurrent resolution to make 
a correction in the enrollment of the bill, HR 2, to allow states to 
raise the speed limit to 65 mph on Interstate highways located 
outside urbanized areas of 50,000 population or more. Adopted 
217-206: R 125-50; D 92-156 (ND 45-121, SD 47-35), March 18, 
1987. 

1-----------------1 FLORIDA 

3. H Con Res 93. Fiscal 1988 Budget Resolution. Gray, 
D-Pa., substitute to set fiscal 1988 budget totals as follows: new 
budget authority, $1.142 trillion; outlays, $1.039 trillion; revenues, 
$930.9 billion; deficit, $107.6 billion. Adopted 230-192: R 0-173; D 
230-19 (ND 159-10, SD 71-9), April 9, 1987. A "nay" was a vote 
supporting the president's position. 

4. HR 1827. Fiscal 1987 Supplemental Appropriations/ 
Across-the-Board Cut. MacKay, D-Fla., amendment to reduce 
discretionary budget authority by an across-the-board cut of 21 
percent in order to keep total appropriations within the ceiling set 
by the 1987 budget resolution. Adopted 263-123: R 121-39; D 142-
84 (ND 82-69, SD 60-15), April 23, 1987. 

5. HR 3. Omnibus Trade Bill/Gephardt Amendment. 
Gephardt, D-Mo., amendment to require identification of coun­
tries with excess trade surpluses with the United States and quan­
tify the extent to which unfair trade practices contribute to that 
surplus, to mandate negotiations to eliminate those unfair trade 
practices, and, if negotiations fail or an agreement is not fully 
implemented, to mandate imposition of tariffs or quotas to yield 
annual 10 percent reductions in that country's trade surplus. 
Adopted 218-214: R 17-159; D 201-55 (ND 137-34, SD 64-21), April 
29, 1987. A "nay" was a vote supporting the president's position. 

6. HR 27. FSLIC Rescue. St Germain, D-R.I., amendment to 
increase the bill's $5 billion, two-year recapitalization borrowing 
authority to $15 billion over five years. Rejected 153-258: R 72-98; 
D 81-160 (ND 62-99, SD 19-61), May 5, 1987. A "yea" was a vote 
supporting the president's position. 

7. HR 1748. Fiscal 1988-89 Defense Authorization/ 
Nuclear Testing. Schroeder, D-Colo., amendment to bar nuclear 
test explosions larger than one kiloton provided the Soviet Union 
observes the same limitation. Adopted 234-187: R 26-147; D 208-40 
(ND 160-9, SD 48-31), May 19, 1987. A "nay" was a vote support­
ing the president's position. 

8. HR 2342. Coast Guard Authorization/Re-flagging Ku­
waiti Ships. Lowry, D-Wash., amendment to delay until 90 days 
after enactment the registration under U.S. ownership of any ships 
owned by Kuwait. Adopted 222-184: R 22-146; D 200-38 (ND 149-
12, SD 51-26), July 8, 1987. A "nay" was a vote supporting the 
president's position. 

ALABAMA 
1 Callahan 
2 Dickinson 
3 Nichols 
4 Bevill 
5 Flippo 
6 Erdreich 
7 Harris 

ALASKA 
Al Yovng 
ARIZONA 
1 Rhodes 
2 Udall 
3 Stump 
4 Ky/ 
5 Kolbe 

ARKANSAS 
1 Alexander 
2 Robinson 
3 Hammerschmidt 
4 Anthony 

CALIFORNIA 
1 Bosco 
2 Herger 
3 Matsui 
4 Fazio 
5 Pelosi 
6 Boxer 
7 Miller 
8 Dellums 
9 Stark 

10 Edwards 
11 lantos 
12 Konnyu 
13 Mineta 
14 Shumway 
15 Coelho 
16 Panetta 
17 Pashayan 
18 Lehman 
19 Lagomarsino 
20 Thomas 
21 Gallegly 
22 Moorhead 
23 Beilenson 
24 Waxman 
25 Roybal 
26 Berman 
27 Levine 
28 Dixon 
29 Hawkins 
30 Martinez 
31 Dymally 
32 Anderson 
33 Dreier 
34 Torres 
35 Lewis 
36 Brown 
37 McCandless 
38 Dornan 
39 Dannemeyer 
40 Badham 
41 Lowery 
42 Lungren 
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1 Hutto 
2 Grant 
3 Bennett 
4 Chappell 
5 McCol/vm 
6 MacKay 
7 Gibbons 
8 Yovng 
9 Bilirakis 

10 Ireland 
11 Nelson 
12 Lewis 
13 Mock 
14 Mica 
15 Shaw 
16 Smith 
17 Lehman 
18 Pepper 
19 Fascell 
GEORGIA 
1 Thomas 
2 Hatcher 
3 Ray 
4 Swindall 
5 lewis 
6 Gingrich 
7 Darden 
8 Rowland 
9 Jenkins 

10 Barnard 
HAWAII 
1 Saiki 
2 Akaka 

IDAHO 
1 Craig 
2 Stallings 

IWNOIS 
1 Hayes 
2 Savage 
3 Russo 
4 Davis 
5 Lipinski 
6 Hyde 
7 Collins 
8 Rostenkowski 
9 Yates 

10 Porter 
11 Annunzia 
12 Crane 
13 Fawell 
14 Hastert 
15 Madigan 
16 Martin 
17 Evans 
18 Michel 
19 Bruce 
20 Durbin 
21 Price 
22 Gray 
INDIANA 
1 Visclosky 
2 Sharp 
3 Hiler 
4 Coats 
5 Jontz 

ND - Northern Democrats SD - Southern Democrats 
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6 Burton 
7 Myers 
8 Mccloskey 
9 Hamilton 

10 Jacobs 
IOWA 
1 teach 
2 Taulce 
3 Nagle 
4 Smith 
5 Ughtloot 
6 Grandy 

KANSAS 
1 Roberts 
2 Slattery 
3 Meyers 
4 Glickman 
5 Whillalcer 

KENTUCKY 
1 Hubbard 
2 Natcher 
3 Mazzoli 
4 Bunning 
5 Rogers 
6 Hoplcins 
7 Perkins 

LOUISIANA 
1 Uvingston 
2 Boggs 
3 Tauzin 
4 Roemer 
5 Huckaby 
6 Balcer 
7 Hayes 
8 Holloway 

MAINE 
1 Brennan 
2 Snow• 

MARYLAND 
1 Dyson 
2 Bentley 
3 Cardin 
4 McMillen 
5 Hoyer 
6 Byron 
7 Mlume 
8 Morella 

MASSACHUSms 
1 Conte 
2 Boland 
3 Early 
4 Frank 
5 Atkins 
6 Mavroules 
7 Markey 
8 Kennedy 
9 Moakley 

10 Studds 
11 Donnelly 
MICHIGAN 
1 Conyers 
2 Pursell 
3 Wolpe 
4 Upton 
5 Henry 
6 Carr 
7 Kildee 
8 Traxler 
9 VandtJr Jagt 

10 Schuelle 
11 Davis 
12 Bonior 
13 Crockett 
14 Hertel 
15 Ford 
16 Dingell 
17 Levin 
18 Broomfield 
MINNESOTA 

l Penny 
2 Weber 
3 Frenzel 
4 Vento 
5 Sabo 
6 Sikorski 
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7 Stange/and 
8 Oberstar 

MISSISSIPPI 
1 Whitten 
2 Espy 
3 Montgomery 
4 Dowdy 
5 Loll 

MISSOURI 
1 Clay 
2 Buechner 
3 Gephardt 
4 Skelton 
5 Wheat 
6 Coleman 
7 Tay/« 
8 Emerson 
9 Volkmer 

MONTANA 
1 Williams 
2 Mar/enee 

NEBRASKA 
1 Bereuter 
2 Daub 
3 Smith 

NEVADA 
1 Bilbrey 
2 Vucanovich 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
1 Smith 
2 Gregg 

NEW JERSEY 
1 Florio 
2 Hughes 
3 Howard 
4 Smith 
5 Roulcema 
6 Dwyer 
7 Rinaldo 
8 Roe 
9 Torricelli 

10 Rodino 
11 Gallo 
12 Courier 
13 Saxton 
14 Guarini 
NEW MEXICO 
1 Lujan 
2 Skeen 
3 Richardson 

NEW YORK 
1 Hochbrueckner 
2 Downey 
3 Mrozek 
4 Lent 
5 McGrath 
6 Flake 
7 Ackerman 
8 Scheuer 
9 Manton 

10 Schumer 
11 Towns 
12 Owens 
13 Solarz 
U Molinari 
15 Green 
16 Rangel 
17Weiss 
18 Garcia 
19 Biaggi 
20 DioGuardi 
21 Fish 
22 Gilman 
23 Stratton 
24 Solomon 
25 Boehlert 
26 Martin 
27 Wortley 
28 McHugh 
29 Horton 
30 Slaughter 
31 Kemp 
32 laFalce 
33 Nowak 
34 Houghton 
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NORTH CAROLINA 
1 Jones 
2 Valentine 
3 Lancaster 
4 Price 
5 Neal 
6 Coble 
7 Rose 
8 Heiner 
9 McMillan 

10 Ballenger 
11 Clarke 
NORTH DAKOTA 
Al Dorgan 
OHIO 

1 Luken 
2 Gradison 
3 Hall 
4 Oxley 
5 Lalla 
6 McEwen 
7 DeWine 
8 Lukens 
9 Kaptur 

10 Miller 
11 Eckart 
12 Kasich 
13 Pease 
14 Sawyer 
15 Wylie 
16 Regula 
17 Tralicant 
18 Applegate 
19 Feighan 
20 Oakar 
21 Stokes 
OKLAHOMA 

1 lnhole 
2 Synar 
3 Watkins 
4 McCurdy 
5 Edwards 
6 English 

OREGON 
l AuCoin 
2 Smith, R. 
3 Wyden 
4 DeFazio 
5 Smith, D. 

PENNSYLVANIA 
l Foglietta 
2 Oray 
3 Borski 
4 Koher 
5 Schulze 
6 Yatron 
7 Weldon 
8 Kostmayer 
9 Shuster 

10 McDade 
11 Kanjorski 
12 Murtha 
13 Coughlin 
14 Coyne 
15 Riller 
16 Wallcer 
17 Gelcas 
18 Walgren 
19 Goodling 
20 Gaydos 
21 Ridge 
22 Murphy 
23 Clinger 
RHODE ISLAND 

1 St Germain 
2 Schneider 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
1 Ravenel 
2 Spence 
3 Derrick 
4 Patterson 
5 Spratt 
6 Tallon 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
SD Johnson 
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TENNESSEE 
l Quillen 
2 Duncan 
3 Lloyd 
4 Cooper 
5 Vacancy 
6 Gordon 
7 Sundquist 
8 Jones 
9 Ford 

TEXAS 
l Chapmon 
2 Wilson 
3 Bart/ell 
4 Holl 
5 Blyant 
6 Barton 
7 Archer 
8 F,e/ds 
9 Brooks 

10 Pickle 
11 Leath 
12 Wright 
13 Boulter 
14 Sweeney 
15 de la Garza 
16 Colemon 
17 Stenholm 
18 Leland 
19 Combest 
20 Gonzalez 
21 Smith 
22 Delay 
23 Bustamante 
24 Frost 
25 Andrews 
26 Armey 
27 Ortiz 
UTAH 

l Hansen 
2 Owens 
3 Nielson 

VERMONT 
Al Jeffords 
VIRGINIA 
1 Bateman 
2 Pickett 
3 Bli/ey 
4 Sisisky 
5 Doniel 
6 Olin 
7 Slaughter 
8 Porris 
9 Boucher 

10 WoH 
WASHINGTON 
1 Miller 
2 Swift 
3 Bonker 
4 Morrison 
5 Foley 
6 Dicks 
7 Lowry 
8 Chandler 

WEST VIRGINIA 
1 Mollohan 
2 Stoggers 
3W'rse 
4 Rahall 

WISCONSIN 
l Aspin 
2 Kastenmeier 
3 Gunderson 
4 Kleczko 
5 Moody 
6 Petri 
7 Obey 
8 Roth 
9 Sensenbrenner 

WYOMING 
Al Cheney 

Key Votes - 16 
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In This Issue • • • 
Political 'Flukes' 

Every election cycle, both parties 
regularly target selected House incumbents 
who appear to have won their seats 
almost by accident. But more often than 
not, when the votes are counted, the 
political "flukes" have found a way to win 
again. (Page 1805) 

Major Legislative Action 
Committee 

Apology to Japanese-Americans (S 1009) ····-•···•" ' ''··· 1819 
Airline Disclosure (HR 3051 ) .. ............ .... .... ... ..... .......... 1817 

Airport Trust Fund Taxes (HR 2310) ········· ········· ·--- ·· ·· 1818 
Credit Card Rate Disclosure (HR 515) .• ,., ...•....... , .. .... . 1793 
Davis-Bacon Act Amendments (HR 221~),. . .-................... 1816 
Farm Credit Overhaul (HR 3030) ...................... · .......... 1794 
Foreign Aid Appropriations (HR 3}$6) ................ , ...... 1863 
foreign Aid Authorization (HR 3H)0) ....• :; .... : .... ........ .. 1814 
Foreign Car Import Curbs (HR 2628) ................ ......... 1863 
Medicare/ Medicaid, Reconciliation ·-······ ................... ,.. 1812 
Nuclear Accident Compensotio~ ...... ... ........................• 1800 

Vertical Price Fixing (S 439) .... :·'•·· ·•,·············· .. ,······•··· 1804 

Floor 
Abandoned Infants (S 945) ,,,., ... ;,., ... , ............... : ............. 1813 
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---II Iran/Contra Affair 

Hearings Leave Reagan Down but Not Out 
A summer of nationally televised 

hearings into the Iran-contra affair 
left President Reagan about where he 
was before: a politically wounded lame 
duck, but one still able to cause fits for 
his Democratic opponents on Capitol 
Hill. 

Nearly 12 weeks of hearings by 
the House and Senate select Iran-con­
tra committees turned up no "smok­
ing gun" evidence that Reagan per­
sonally was involved in wrongdoing, 
such as engaging in a cover-up or ap­
proving the diversion of Iran arms 
sales money to the contras. But the 
hearings did little to restore Reagan's 
faded image as a strong and effective 
leader; instead, they showed that he 
allowed zealous aides with their own 
agendas to carry out secret policies 
with little supervision. 

There never was much chance 
that the hearings would result in a 
grave constitutional crisis, as did the 
Watergate investigations of 1973-7 4. 
Because of Reagan's personal popular­
ity, no one of any influence on Capitol 
Hill ever talked about trying to re­
move him from office. 

Even before the hearings began, 
committee leaders privately had heard 
testimony that Reagan was not in­
volved in the diversion - the one is­
sue that had caused the president the 
most political trouble. 

Under a pre-arranged agreement, 
the leaders kept that information se­
cret for weeks. But because of it, they 
focused attention instead on the aides 
and private agents who carried out the 
president's policies, principally Adm. 
John M. Poindexter and Lt. Col. Oli­
ver L. North. 

Also unlike Watergate and similar 
investigations of the past, the hearings 
probably will not result in sweeping 
legislative changes. Congress may 
tighten laws requiring the president to 
report on his foreign policy actions, 
but it almost certainly will not at­
tempt to curtail his flexibility to any 
significant degree. 

However, the hearings served a 
purpose short of bringing down a presi-

-By John Felton 
and Steven Pressman 

dent or leading to the enactment of 
major new laws. As noted by the four 
leaders of the committees in their Aug. 
3 closing statements, the hearings of­
fered a sobering reminder of the need 
for elected officials to take responsibil­
ity for the actions of government. 

Summarizing what they had 
learned in 40 days of public hearings, 
the committee leaders of both parties 
stressed the dangers of bypassing 
standard procedures, allowing un­
elected aides to have too much power 
and putting public policy in the hands 

of private agents. 
Acknowledging that Congress 

shared a measure of blame, the leaders 
said the hearings demonstrated anew 
the importance of cooperation between 
the legislative and executive branches. 

The hearings were still under way 
when Reagan's supporters began 
working to minimize any negative im­
pact on the president. Administration 
officials and Republicans on Capitol 
Hill insisted that Reagan previously 
had corrected most of the mistakes 

(Continued on p. 1774) 

The last public witness, Caspar Weinberger, hoists hands with Sen. Daniel Inouye. 
Behind them are Sen. Warren Rudman and Reps. Lee Hamilton and Jim Courter. 

The Iran-Contra Hearings: Week 12 

Aug. 3 
Aug. 4 
Aug. 4-5 
Aug. 5-6 

Witnesses: 
Caspar W. Weinberger, defense secretary 
Duane "Dewey" Clarridge, CIA counterterrorism chief (closed) 
Alan Fiers, CIA Central America task force chief (closed) 
Clair George, CIA head of covert operations (closed) 
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Iran/Contra Affair - 2 

The Process of Writing a Final Report . • • 
The TV lights have been turned off, and the long 

lines of summer tourists who queued up for seats in the 
hearings have moved on to other Washington attractions. 

Most of the members of the House and Senate Iran­
contra committees are fleeing the city as Congress re­
cesses for August. But the painstaking task of writing a 
final report on the Iran-contra affair looms, even though 
the document may seem only an epilogue to the drama of 
the hearings. 

Writing that closing chapter, however, almost cer­
tainly will touch off behind-the-scenes partisan wrangling 
as members debate the politically charged questions of 
why the scandal took place. 

President Reagan's Democratic detractors will try to 
criticize his conduct, emphasizing wrongdoing and possibly 
illegal behavior at the highest levels of the White House. 

His Republican supporters will resist such an ap­
proach. Instead, they will try to shape a report that says 
mistakes were made, despite Reagan's good intentions, 
largely because of overzealous aides. 

General agreement among committee members is ex­
pected on the basic facts surrounding Reagan's decision 
to sell arms to Iran and the diversion of profits to the 
Nicaraguan contras. Similarly, virtually all committee 
members will agree that Reagan wrongly kept Congress in 
the dark about his secret policy of selling weapons to Iran. 

Committee lawyers and other aides will begin writing 
sections of the report while the members are on vacation. 
The schedule calls for a draft to be submitted when 
members return after Labor Day, with a final version 
probably not ready until October. 

"If we're going to get the report out before the next 
crisis, we'd better do it now," joked Arthur L. Llman. the 
chief counsel for the Senate committee. 

An Incomplete Story 
The report will serve as a blueprint for proposed 

changes in legislation and executive actions to prevent 
similar operations in the future. 

But like the hearings, the report will be incomplete 
because of gaps and conflicts that remain after three 
months of public hearings and- hundreds of behind-the­
scenes interviews with Iran-contra participants. 

That means it will be difficult, if not impossiole, for 
the final report to live up to the promise that Sen. Warren 
B. Rudmiµi, R-N.H., gave on the opening day of the 
hearings May 5. "By the time these hearings are con­
cluded," the vice chairman of the Senate panel said then, 
"the American people will learn the answers to the five 
final questions: who, what, when, why and how." 

While the answers to some of these questions are 
elusive, several committee members have hinted at the 
themes they would like to see included in a report. 

Perhaps the most contentious issue will be Reagan's 
personal role. He seems likely to escape particularly harsh 
criticism because the committees did not uncover any 
direct evidence that he knew of the diversion of Iran arms 
sale profits to the contras. 

Nonetheless, some Democrats may try to weave into 
the report at least a milder judgment against Reagan that 

could face resistance from Republicans. 
In his closing statement Aug. 3, Lee H. Jiamilac:m D­

Ind., chairman of the House panel, suggested that Reagan's 
presidential style contributed to the behavior of officials in 
the Iran-contra affair. "The president's decisions [in the 
future] must be clean and crisp. Otherwise, as we haw seen 
in these hearings, confusion follows and those who work for 
him cannot carry out his policies successfully." 

Similar themes were included in the Feb. 26 report 
issued by Reagan's special Iran-contra review commission 
headed by former Sen. John Tower. 

Beyond the crucial question of the diversion, some 
Democrats say Reagan should be held accountable for 
other aspects of the Iran-contra affair. Sen. George J. 
Mitchell. D-Maine, cited issues such as the "incredibly 
stupid" decision to sell weapons to Iran and the secret 
White House effort to aid the contras. 

Mitchell acknowledged that definitive conclusions 
might be difficult to reach. But he said the testimony 
"seems clear" that Reagan was aware of the National 
Security Council's poss1oly unlawful efforts to funnel 
arms and cash to the contras during the period in 1984-86 
when Congress had prohibited military aid. 

Reagan told the Tower board earlier this year that he 
was unaware of the NSC's activities but later backed 
away from that statement. "The one thing that comes 
through clearly here was that that law (prohibiting aid to 
the contras] was not obsened, ~ said Mitcbell 

But Reagan's defenders are preparing to challenge 
vigorously efforts by other mmmittee members to criti­
cize Reagan. "How can they? The facts don't support 
that. Reagan has come out of this far better than anyone 
would have thought." said Sen. Orrin G. Hat.ch, R-Utah. 
"I think the most significant thing really is that the 
bearings showed DO venality. DO corruption," said Hatch. 

Shifting the Bbme 
H Democrats look for ways to tarnish Reagan, some 

Republiam member.; will uy to shift the focus away from 
the president and onto the shoulders of some of his aides. 

Rudman began to sound this theme in the closing 
days of the hearings when he repeatedly said that Reagan 
had been "ill-served" and "deceived" by senior aides, 
notably Rear Adm. John M. Poindexter, who withheld 
information from him about the arms shipments to Iran. 

A more benign view of the entire Iran-contra opera­
tion will be advanced by the six House Republicans with 
some of their Senate counterparts. Mistakes were made 
by Reagan, they will argue, but these-were offset by 
mitigating factors. Among them: the need to keep the 
contras alive despite congressional "vacillation" and the 
long-term goal of improving relations with Iran while 
trying to free the American hostages held in Lebanon. 

Reagan's supporters also will tout the president's 
cooperation in getting the Iran-contra story out before the 
public. By waiving executive privilege and providing volu­
minous classified documents to the committees, Reagan 
early on demonstrated his willingness to help, they say. 
Dick Cheney of Wyoming, the ranking Republican on the 
House committee, said that Reagan and Attorney General 
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Iran/Contra Affair - 3 

.•• Promises Closed-Door Political Struggle 
Edwin Meese III were "primarily responsible" for expos­
ing the contra diversion last November after Justice De­
partment investigators unearthed a memo about it. 

In addition to the House Republicans, these sympa­
thetic views are shared by at least two Senate GOP mem­
bers - Hatch and James A. McClure of Idaho. The 
remaining Republicans - Rudman, William S. Cohen of 
Maine and to a lesser extent Paul S. Trible Jr. of.Virginia 
- have been a little more willing to criticize the White 
House, though not with the Democrats' sharpness. 

Bipartisan Consensus? 
The willingness or reluctance of any Republicans to 

endorse a strongly worded report embraced by committee 
Democrats will determine whether the final document 
enjoys even minimal bipartisan support. 

That means Democrats will have a delicate balancing 
act in shaping a report that will not backfire on them. 

Without any GOP support, Reagan's Republican de-

"The one thing 
that comes 
through clearly 
here" was that the 
law banning con­
tra aid "was not 
observed." 

-Sen. George J. 
Mitchell, D-Maine 

fenders can be expected to dismiss the report as a one­
sided, partisan diatribe against Reagan. Alternatively, if 
Democrats water down parts of the report to attract at 
least some GOP members, they might be accused by 
Reagan's critics in their own party of writing a tepid 
document that lacks any punch. 

The Democrats' balancing IJCt means that GOP mod­
erates such as Rudman and Cohen should enjoy a consid­
erable amount of leverage in writing the report, perhaps 
more than some majority members. Knowing that their 
endorsement is crucial, the two Republicans are in a 
position to tilt the report toward their points of view as 
the price for signing on. 

At the same time, House and Senate Democrats 
could find themselves somewhat at odds in deciding how 
tough to be on the administration. Generally, the House 
Democrats are more liberal than their Senate counter­
parts and probably more inclined to dish out strong criti­
cism of Reagan. The Senate Democrats may lean more 
toward accommodating moderate Republicans. 

Leaders of both committees still hope to agree on a 
joint report. But the sharp differences among members 
could lead the Senate and House panels to produce sepa­
rate, competing documents - or at least differing sets of 

conclusions. Added to those would likely be a set of 
minority views. 

The political tensions that will influence the report's 
basic conclusions also will color whatever legislative rec­
ommendations are included, or excluded, from the report. 

Most members seem to agree that the Iran-contra 
affair does not warrant dramatic changes in law compara­
ble to the sweeping legislation enacted in the aftermath of 
the Watergate scandal, such as revised campaign finance 
laws and the statutory creation of a special prosecutor. 

Describing the scandal as a failure of people rather 
than process, Rudman said it is "impossible to write laws 
against all human frailty," an opinion echoed by his pan­
el's Democratic chairman, Daniel K. Inouye of Hawaii. 

Pet Projects 
But some committee members will try to use the 

report as a vehicle for advancing pet proposals. Foremost 
among these is Rep. Henry J. Hyde, R-Ill., who has long 
urged that the House and Senate Intelligence panels be 
combined, a move that he claims will cut down on the 
number of potential leaks of sensitive information. 

Cheney, who said he'd fike to see Hyde's idea consid­
ered in the report, said it would "signficantly improve our 
ability to safeguard the nation's secrets." It is doubtful, 
however, that the report will endorse the joint committee 
idea. The two chambers of Congress rarely agree to give 
up part of their turf without an overpowering reason. 

Other members, including Rep. Bill McCollum, R­
Fla., would like the report to discuss the need to 
strengthen U.S. intelligence capabilities, which he found 
lacking in Iran's case. McCollum also is the sponsor of 
legislation to crack down on officials who leak intelligence 
information; he'll seek, probably unsuccessfully, a specific 
endorsement of his proposal in the report. 

Hamilton, in his Aug. 3 closing statement, mentioned 
several areas that he wanted to include in the final report. 
Among them was a discussion of the need for stricter 
accountability in government, particularly in the execu­
tive branch. He called on Congress to conduct more "rig­
orous oversight" of executive actions. 

The chairman of the House panel also called for 
tighter controls on covert operations, suggesting that they 
be reviewed by the attorney general and other Cabinet 
officials before being carried out. But Hamilton added that 
solutions to the Iran-contra scandal would be found "less 
in new structures or new laws than in proper attitudes." 

He said the Iran-contra affair was marked by too 
much "secrecy and deception," in which both Congress 
and the president were "cut out of the process." 

While few members will disagree with Hamilton's 
warning against excessive secrecy, some on the committees 
will try to make sure that the report does not tip too far 
toward limiting the president's discretion in setting and 
managing U.S. foreign policy. 

Cheney noted that Reagan already has taken steps to 
guard against covert actions by the NSC, and admonished 
the committees against making recommendations that 
would place tight strings on the president. 

-By Steven Pressman 
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/ran/Contra Affair - 4 

evident in the Iran-contra affair by 
appointing new aides and instituting 
new White House procedures. 

"If there ever was a crisis -
which I doubt - it ended before these 
committees were established," said 
Dick Cheney, Wyo., ranking Republi­
can on the House committee. 

Reagan himself is expected to em­
phasize that theme in a speech Aug. 12 
outlining his agenda in the wake of the 
hearings. To demonstrate his willing­
ness to take corrective action, Reagan 
Aug. 7 sent a letter to the Senate 
Intelligence Committee promising new 
procedures for reporting covert opera­
tions to Congress. 

Democrats faced a dilemma: 
While seeking to remind the public of 
the gravity of wrongdoing in a Repub­
lican administration, most clearly did 
not want to attack the president per­
sonally or to be seen as overly eager to 
profit politically from his problems. 

In his strongly worded closing 
statement, Senate committee Chair­
man Daniel K. Inouye, D-Hawaii, said 
the hearings had told "a chilling story, 
a story of deceit and duplicity and the 
arrogant disregard of the rule of law." 
But Inouye did not mention that the 
story involved Ronald Reagan. 

Inouye's House counterpart, Lee 
H. Hamilton, D-Ind., faulted the pres­
ident only for failing to make "clean 
and crisp" decisions and for not know­
ing what his staff aides were doing. 

As the hearings were concluding, 
Reagan demonstrated that lame-duck 
status had not sapped all of his ability 
to influence the political agenda. 

In an unusual alliance with House 
Speaker Jim Wright, D-Texas, Reagan 
proposed a plan demanding a cease­
fire and democratic reforms in Nicara­
gua. Both Wright and Reagan insisted 
the plan was meant to break years of 
deadlock in the Nicaraguan civil war. 
Instead, it may have helped break a 
deadlock in years-long peace talks 
among Central American leaders. 
With events moving rapidly, the net 
impact on Reagan's pending request 
for more contra-aid is not yet clear. 

Closer to home, Reagan remained 
a major actor in this year's federal 
budget drama by staying out of the 
play. His refusal to negotiate, particu­
larly on taxes, forced the Democratic­
led Congress to grapple with tough 
spending questions over the active op­
position of Republicans. 

The Iran-contra panels concluded 
their public hearings Aug. 3 with testi­
mony by Defense Secretary Caspar W. 
Weinberger. In the three following 
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days, they heard privately from three 
senior CIA officials. 

Although the public hearings 
have ended, the Iran-contra affair will 
not disappear. 

The committees plan to hear pri­
vately from several more witnesses 
and to release depositions of testi­
mony taken in executive session. Com­
mittee aides also will spend the rest of 
August writing one or more reports, 
which almost certainly will touch off 
intense partisan battles in September. 

The criminal investigation of In­
dependent Counsel Lawrence E. 
Walsh is expected to result in grand 
jury indictments in a matter of weeks. 
Walsh reportedly has informed Poin­
dexter and North that they are his 
primary targets. 

Two-Track Hearings 
The hearings started out as a 

hard-hitting investigation into wrong­
doing by White House officials and 
secret agents. Both committees hired 
experienced investigators and lawyers 
who privately interviewed hundreds of 
witnesses and reviewed thousands of 
documents. 

The first phase of public hearings 
in May and June generally followed an 
investigative track. The committees 
produced substantial amounts of new 
information, both about the use of 
profits from the Iran arms sales and 
the secret White House campaign to 
aid the contras at a time when most 
U.S. aid was barred by law. 

Perhaps the most significant news 
in that early phase was that two pri­
vate agents recruited by North - re­
tired Air Force Maj. Gen. Richard V. 
Secord and Iranian-American busi­
nessman Albert Hakim - spent only 
about $3.5 million from the diversion 
money to aid the contras, rather than 
the $10 million to $30 million esti­
mated last Nov. 25 by Attorney Gen­
eral Edwin Meese III. 

Secord and Hakim kept about $8 
million from the Iran arms sales in 
secret Swiss bank accounts; at U.S. 
request, the money remains frozen 
and could become the subject of pro­
tracted legal battles over who owns it. 

As the hearings progressed, how­
ever, Reagan's avid Republican sup­
porters on the committees hammered 
at a second theme: Congress' alleged 
interference in foreign policy. 

As committee lawyers and Demo­
crats continued to ask detailed ques­
tions about who did what when, most 
Republicans made speeches defending 
Reagan and complaining about con-

~,..,~a...-,,-­
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gressional "vacillation" aid to the 
contras. 

The obvious goal of Bepublicans 
was to shift attention away from the 
mistakes of the Reagan admiuistrntion 
and onto the failings of Ccogress. 
Starting with the appearance of North, 
the Republicans partly succeeded in 
that effort, putting the committee 
leadership on the defensive by remind­
ing the public that Congress is no more 
perfect than the executive branch. 

During his six days in the spot­
light, the former National Security 
Council aide wrested the initiative 
from the committees and made the 
Republicans' points better than they 
could. He came across on television -
if not always in the hearing room - as 
an articulate and forceful advocate of 
presidential authority in foreign af­
fairs. North's dramatic pitch for U.S. 
aid to the contras also produced an 
instant, if temporary, boost in public 
support of that cause. 

In uniform and with a chestful of 
medals symbolizing a record of service 
in Vietnam, North created a media 
sensation. Pop magazines and even 
some committee Republicans called 
him a "hero," and visitors showed up 
wearing "Ollie North for President" 
T-shirts. Weeks after his testimony, 
public opinion polls showed North 
with a more favorable rating than 
Reagan or Congress. 

The investigatory momentum of 
the committees faltered again when 
Poindexter testified publicly that he 
never told Reagan about the diversion 
of Iran arms profits to the contras. 
Poindexter had told senior committee 
leaders the same thing privately on 
May 2, but that statement was kept 
secret until his public appearance. 

Although several committee 
members said they simply could not 
believe Poindexter, his statement bol­
stered Reagan's longstanding claim of 
ignorance, and there is no documen­
tary evidence to refute it. More impor­
tant, that testimony killed any slim 
prospect of a dramatic confrontation 
between Congress and the president. 

The panels devoted their final 
public sessions to testimony by current 
and former officials at the top of the 
Reagan administration. Those men, 
particularly Weinberger and Secretary 
of State George P. Shultz, denounced 
the actions of Poindexter and North 
and praised Reagan's leadership.. 

The Findings 
The hearings ~ -Olllell · - · · an in-

tense disdain : _ govern-

• 



The hearings told 
"a chilling story, 
a story of deceit 

and duplicity and 
the arrogant dis­

regard of the rule 
of law.,, 

-Sen. Daniel K. 
Inouye, D-Hawaii 

mental procedures helped motivate the 
Iran-contra affair. Military officers on 
the White House staff, still smarting 
from what they saw as political be­
trayal during the Vietnam War, took 
extraordinary precautions to keep their 
actions secret from Congress and their 
administration colleagues. 

Rebuffed by Congress on aid to 
the contras, and fearing congressional 
disapproval of arms sales to Iran, the 
administration used official and unof­
ficial covert operations to implement 
significant foreign policies. 

In one of the harshest comments 
summarizing the hearings, Senate 
committee Vice Chairman Warren B. 
Rudman, R-N.H., said Poindexter and 
North "showed total disrespect for the 
laws of the United States and our sys­
tem of government, in effect adopting 
a position that the end justifies the 
means." 

Committee members were par­
ticularly incensed by assertions . that 
Congress should play no role in devis­
ing foreign policy. Inouye noted that 
Poindexter and North both said the 
need to confront a "dangerous world" 
justifies secret executive action. "That 
is an excuse for autocracy, not for pol­
icy," Inouye said. 

While such remarks were directed 
at men who advised the president, the 
hearing record demonstrated that 
Reagan himself fostered the atmo­
sphere of secrecy in which the North 
and Poindexter view of government 
thrived. 

At several White House meetings 
on the Iran arms sales, Reagan ex­
pressed fears that leaks could endan­
ger U.S. hostages in Lebanon, and he 
ordered that information about the 
sales be limited to a narrow circle of 
administration officials. In January 
1986, he signed an order that no one in 
Congress, not even top leaders, be told 

about the arms sales. The president 
apparently never reconsidered that or­
der until the arms sales were publi­
cized. 

Reagan also tolerated what Che­
ney, who served as White House chief 
of staff under President Ford, de­
scribed as a decision-making process 
"that lacked integrity and account­
ability." 

Because Reagan and his aides 
kept matters tightly held ·at the White 
House, important decisions through­
out the Iran-contra affair were made 
in haste and based on inadequate 
analysis of the facts. 

Major participants had little 
knowledge in advance of what was to 
be discussed at crucial Cabinet-level 
meetings on the Iran arms sales in late 
1985 and early 1986. Shultz and Wein­
berger were not consulted about major 
decisions in the months after those 
meetings. And Reagan, by Poindexter's 
testimony, seemed willing to sign with­
out question whatever documents were 
placed in front of him. 

The administration kept few offi­
cial records of what it was doing; Poin­
dexter and North later destroyed 
some of those documents in a futile 
effort to cover up embarrassing facts 
or potentially illegally behavior. 

Testimony in the closing days of 
the hearings showed that Reagan's ba­
sic decision to proceed with the Iran 
arms sales, founded on an intelligence 
assessment provided by Poindexter 
and CIA Director William J. Casey, 
was fundamentally at odds with long­
standing U.S. policy. 

To implement its policies, the ad­
ministration chose private agents of 
limited experience and questionable 
motives. Secord, who managed the 
Iran arms sales and a private resupply 
effort to the contras, had never man­
aged a covert operation on his own. 
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"Policies formed 
by shortcuts and 
excessive secrecy 
undermine a pres­
ident,s ability to 
make informed 
decisions.,, 

-Rep. Lee H. 
Hamilton, D-Ind. 

And his business associate, Hakim, 
openly told the committees that he 
hoped to make millions as a result of 
his efforts. 

"No matter how you resolve the 
factual differences in the testimony 
... it's still an incredibly bad way for a 
great power to be doing its business," 
said Sen. Paul S. Sarbanes, D-Md. 
"There was a breakdown in the policy­
making process of our government." 

Hamilton drew attention to the 
bypassing of normal channels. 

"Policies formed by shortcuts and 
excessive secrecy undermine a presi­
dent's ability to make informed deci­
sions, lead to confusion in his adminis­
tration, and deny him the opportunity 
to gain and sustain congressional and 
public support for his policies," he 
said. 

The underlying policies in the 
Iran-contra affair elicited differing re­
sponses from panel members. Most 
said Reagan was justified in trying to 
improve relations with Iran, but not 
by selling arms to gain the freedom of 
U.S. hostages in Lebanon. Swapping 
arms for hostages was "an act of 
folly," Rudman said. 

There was less agreement on the 
question of whether the White House 
acted properly or legally in arranging 
military supplies to the contras during 
the 1984-86 period when the Boland 
amendment barred such U.S. aid. 

Some committee members said 
the need to bolster the contras justi­
fied even actions that ran counter to 
the spirit of the law. But most mem­
bers rejected the idea that the White 
House could do by private means what 
Congress had prohibited publicly. 

Covert action, Cheney said, "is no 
substitute for the kind of effective po­
litical leadership" by a president that 
persuades Congress and the public to 
support his policies. 
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Disputes, 
Open Questions 

Even with their sub­
poena power, access to thou­
sands of once secret docu­
ments, and testimony from 
scores of witnesses, the Iran­
contra committees have been 
unable to provide final an­
swers to many important 
questions. 

On some issues, the pan­
els are faced with flat-out 
contradictions: One witness 
said one thing, and another 
witness to the same event said 
something entirely different. 
Participants saw events from 
different perspectives or had 
different abilities to remember 
meetings and conversations 
one or two years ago. And in all 
likelihood, some witnesses 
lied, even while testifying un­
der oath. 

On other issues, the com­
mittees simply do not have all 
the information they need to 
make definitive judgments, 
and may never have. Key 
documents that might have 
verified or refuted testimony 
are missing, thanks mostly to 
the shredding machine in 
North's office. · 

And some of the most 
important participants were 
unavailable to the commit­
tees: former CIA Director 
Casey is dead; most foreign­
ers were beyond the commit­
tees' reach; and the panels 
never even considered asking 
Reagan to testify, a request 
that likely would have been 
refused in any event. 

Some panel members 
said the conflicts that 
emerged in the hearings did 
not prevent them from getting 

fd,T'i'.!· 
I - l 

The Hearings, by the Numbers 
In the aftermath of the Iran-contra hearings, 

which began May 5 and ended Aug. 6, some statistics 
help tell the story of a congressional investigation. 

For example, there were: 
• 40 days of public hearings, plus four days of closed 

sessions. 
• 25 public sessions in the Senate Caucus Room, 

and 15 in the House Foreign Affairs Committee room. 
• 32 witnesses, 28 of them public. 
• About 250 hours of public testimony. 
• 311 subpoenas delivered by the select committees. 
• 1,059 exhibits introduced into the record. 
• 9,887 pages of transcripts of public testimony. A 

breakdown of those pages is lopsided. For instance, Lt. 
Col. Oliver L. North's six days at the witness table July 
7-14 produced 1,388 transcript pages, while lawyer Da­
vid L. Lewis' brief appearance June 4 yielded only 17 
pages. 

Contradictions 
The hearings produced 

dozens of contradictory state­
ments, some of which may 
never be resolved. Following 
are some of the most impor­
tant disputes: 

Poindexter vs. the 
White House. In his testi­
mony, Poindexter insisted 
that Reagan would have ap­
proved the idea of diverting 
Iranian arms sales money to 

·the contras. White House 
spokesman Marlin Fitzwater, 
saying he was speaking for 
Reagan, insisted that the 
president would not have ap­
proved the diversion. Asked 
about the White House refu­
tation, Poindexter told the 
committees: "Clearly, there's 
a contradiction and I think 
that contradiction's going to 
have to stand." 

North vs. McFarlane. 
North said July 7 that he 
"sought approval" from his 
superiors for "every one of 
my actions, and it is well 
documented." Later, he 
broadened that claim to say: 
"I was authorized to do ev­
erything that I did." 

But North's former boss, 
Robert C. McFarlane, who 
had testified in May, returned 
to the witness table July 14 
and insisted that North did 
not tell him about many of his 
secret activities on behalf of 
the contras. The former na-
tional security adviser said he 

the Iran-contra story out be- · ------------------------r' 

authorized North to lend "po­
litical" support to the contras 
but never gave approval for 
North to provide military and 
intelligence backing. For ex­
ample, McFarlane testified 
that he ordered North and 
other NSC staff members not 
to solicit money for the 
contras; North said he never 
got such instructions. fore the American public. 

"The main thrust of the story is 
known. The participants are known," 
Rudman told reporters. "The contra­
dictions in testimony, in my view, 
quite frankly are not really important 
in terms of knowing the story." 

Others, however, - seemed more 
disturbed by the different Iran-contra 
accounts provided by key witnesses 
over the past three months. 

"Who do I believe?" asked In­
ouye. "I'm in a dilemma like most 
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Americans. Do I believe the admiral 
[Poindexter] or the colonel [North]? 
Or do I believe statements attributed 
to Mr. Casey? Do I believe the secre­
tary of state? Do I believe the secre­
tary of defense?" 

The net result of the contradic­
tions and unanswered questions, In­
ouye said, is that the picture of the 
Iran-contra affair that will be presented 
in the committee reports this fall "obvi­
ously will have a few missing pieces." 
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North vs. Poindexter. In the 
same category, North said Poindexter 
was fully aware of his actions. Poindex­
ter, while saying he gave North "gen­
eral authority" to aid the contras, in­
sisted that he did not know the details 
because he did not want to "microman­
age" North's actions. 

North and his ex-boss also dis­
agreed about the existence of the so­
called "diversion memos" - five 
memorandums North said he wrote 

I 



in 1986 discussing arms sales to Iran 
and mentioning the diversion of prof­
its to the contras. Poindexter said he 
did not recall any of the memos but 
conceded that he might have gotten 
one. As for the other four that North 
insisted he wrote, Poindexter said: "I 
frankly don't think they existed." 

Finally, the two men had oppos­
ing recollections of whether North 
asked Poindexter last Nov. 21 if Rea­
gan knew about the diversion. North 
said that he did ask such a question 
and that Poindexter responded that 
Reagan was unaware of the diversion 
scheme. Poindexter said he recalled no 
such conversation. 

Poindexter vs. McFarlane. 
Poindexter supported North in some 
of his testimony that ran contrary to 
McFarlane's. For example, Poindexter 
said he never heard McFarlane in­
struct the NSC staff not to solicit 
money for the contras. McFarlane and 
Poindexter also disagreed on the 
application of the Boland amendment 
to the NSC staff; McFarlane said he 
always assumed that the amendment 
did bar the NSC staff from providing 
military aid to the contras, but Poin­
dexter insisted that the amendment 
did not apply to the NSC staff and 
swore that he never heard McFarlane 
say that it did. 

North vs. Earl. In a deposition 
to the committees, North's former 
NSC deputy, Lt. Col. Robert L. Earl, 
related what North had told him after 
he and Reagan talked by telephone 
last Nov. 25. Reagan said, according to 
Earl's account, "It's important that I 
don't know" about the diversion. 
North himself testified that Reagan 
told him: "I just didn't know." 

North vs. Justice Depart­
ment. North testified that he shred­
ded documents in his office on the 
morning of last Nov. 22, even while two 
Justice Department investigators were 
there reviewing files of the Iran arms 
sales. Meese and one of the investiga­
tors - Assistant Attorney General 
William Bradford Reynolds - heat­
edly denied that contention. Earl also 
said North did not shred documents in 
the presence of the Justice officials. 

North vs. State Department. 
North said key State Department offi­
cials, including Shultz and Assistant 
Secretary of State Elliott Abrams, had 
to be aware of his actions in aiding the 
contras. North noted that Abrams 
served with him on a Restricted Inter­
agency Group that directed U.S. pol­
icy toward Central America and so 
was aware of the "covert operation" in 

Former NSC aide North, 
above, said his boss, Poin­
dexter, was fully aware of 
his actions. But the former 
national security adviser 
insisted he did not know 

the details of what his 
aide was up to. 

support for the contras. North also 
said Shultz congratulated him in 1986 
on his backing of the contras. Abrams 
and Shultz both insisted they did not 
know precisely what North was doing 
to aid the contras; in particular, both 
men said they never knew that North 
had given the contras intelligence in­
formation and had organized military 
resupply missions for them. 

North vs. Meese. North im­
plied repeatedly in his testimony that 
Meese was aware of Israeli arms ship­
ments to Iran in 1985 that may have 
had explicit U.S. approval. On July 7, 
for example, he said he understood in 
November 1985 that Meese was aware 
of the delivery of Hawk missiles to 
Iran, and he said he was "led to be­
lieve" that CIA general counsel Stan­
ley Sporkin got Meese's assent for a 
finding by which Reagan approved 
that shipment. 

Meese testified that he knew 
nothing at the time about the 1985 
shipments and learned about them 
only in the course of his November 
1986 inquiry into the matter. 

North vs. Clarridge. North 
testified that he told top CIA official 
Duane "Dewey" Clarridge in Novem­
ber 1985 that the Israeli shipment to 
Iran contained Hawk missiles - not 
"oil drilling parts," as specified in a 
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cover story widely used at the time. 
Clarridge told the committees in a pri­
vate deposition that no one told him 
at the time about the missiles. 
Clarridge had helped arrange for a 
CIA-owned airline to make the ship­
ment from Israel to Iran. 

North vs. Congress. In his tes­
timony, North complained about sev­
eral activities of Congress, most nota­
bly its alleged leaking of classified 
information. But he made two specific 
charges that later were refuted. On 
April 15, 1986, North said, two sena­
tors tipped the press to the impending 
U.S. air raid on Libya, giving that 
country enough warning so that it was 
able to shoot down a U.S. aircraft. But 
Inouye noted earlier press accounts 
showing that the Reagan administra­
tion for weeks had been leaking in­
formation about possible U.S. military 
action, allowing Libya plenty of time 
to bolster its defenses. 

North also charged that "a num­
ber of members of Congress" leaked 
information about the fact that the 
United States intercepted Libyan ra­
dio messages in 1985; those intercep­
tions enabled the United States to 
capture the hijackers of the Achille 
Lauro cruise liner. But Newsweek 
magazine reported that the source of 
that information was "none other than 
North himself." 

North vs. North. In an inter­
view with Meese last Nov. 23, North 
said that he and Poindexter were the 
only U.S. government officials who 
knew about the diversion scheme. But 
North told the committees that Casey 
knew about the diversion and was so 
pleased by it that he called it "the 
ultimate covert operation." 

Meese testified that he believed 
North's statement to him, noting that 
North made it at a time when Casey 
was alive and able to refute or verify it. 

North said he did not tell Meese 
about Casey's knowledge because "it 
was always part of the plan" that 
Casey would never be linked to the 
NSC covert aid to the contras. Casey 
had warned that North and Poindex­
ter would have to be the "fall guys" if 
the diversion ever was revealed, he 
testified. 

Committee investigators have 
floated another possible explanation 
of the contradiction: North testified to 
the committees without knowing what 
Poindexter would say, and so might 
have wanted to invoke Casey's name 
as authority for the diversion in case 
Poindexter claimed not to have given 
his approval. 
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Poindexter vs. Poindexter. 
Former White House Chief of Staff 
Donald T. Regan testified that when 
he confronted Poindexter about the 
diversion last Nov. 25, Poindexter 
claimed to know practically nothing 
about it. But Poindexter testified that 
he had approved the diversion in ad­
vance and was fully aware of the im­
plications of that decision, if not the 
daily details of how it was imple­
mented. 

Reagan vs. McFarlane. Mc­
Farlane said Reagan approved Israel's 
shipment of TOW missiles to Iran in 
August and September of 1985. But 
Reagan has said repeatedly that he 
has no memory of having given such 
approval. 

Reagan vs. Poindexter. Simi­
larly, Poindexter said Reagan on Dec. 
5, 1985, signed a finding giving retro­
active approval to CIA participation 
in Israel's shipment of Hawk missiles 
to Iran. Reagan in the past has testi­
fied that he did not recall knowing 
about the Hawk shipment. And Fitz­
water said Reagan did not remember 
signing the finding but would not dis­
pute Poindexter's contention that he 
had. 

Poindexter vs. Shultz. Poin­
dexter testified that he recalled get­
ting Reagan's approval in October 
1986 for a nine-point plan that called 
for release of one or two U.S. hostages 
in return for a sale of 500 TOW mis­
siles to Iran. One significant point 
called for the United States to develop 
a plan for the release of convicted ter­
rorists held in Kuwait. But Shultz said 
Reagan was "totally surprised, aston­
ished" last December when told about 
the reference to releasing the terror­
ists in Kuwait. 

Open Questions 
Beyond the contradictory testi­

mony, the committees have been un­
able to provide completely satisfactory 
answers to a number of major ques­
tions. Following are some of the most 
important: 

• Did Reagan know about the di­
version? The White House and some 
committee Republicans dispute that 
this is an open question, insisting that 
Poindexter answered it by saying he 
never told Reagan about the diversion. 
But some members of the committees 
said they do not believe Poindexter on 
that point, and others said they do not 
know what to believe. Even the skep­
tics acknowledged that the commit­
tees found no evidence that Reagan 
did know about the diversion. But sev-
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Ex-national security adviser 
Poindexter said the presi­
dent would have approved 

the idea of diverting Iranian 
money to the contras. A 
White House spokesman 

said that isn't so. 

eral said they wondered whether 
Casey's alleged "fall guy plan" - that 
Poindexter and North would accept 
responsibility for the diversion - was 
being carried out before their eyes. 

• What did Reagan know about 
North's contra-aid activities? McFar­
lane said he knew little about North's 
activities on behalf of the contras, and 
so could not have passed much in­
formation on to the president. Poin­
dexter said he told Reagan in general 
about North's actions but insisted 
that he could not recall a "specific 
conversation" with the president on 
the matter. Reagan told the Tower 
commission that he was unaware that 
North was arranging military supplies 
and advice for the contras, but he has 
since hedged that statement, saying 
vaguely that aiding the guerrillas was 
. "my idea" in the first place. 

• Does Reagan's concern about the 
hostages provide the bottom-line ex­
planation for why he agreed to sell 
arms to Iran? Most committee mem­
bers answer that question "yes," not­
ing that every U.S. arms shipment to 
Iran was based on the premise that 
hostages would be released. But Rea­
gan has insisted, and some of his aides 
continued to maintain during the 
hearings, that the fundamental goal of 
U.S. policy was to improve relations 
with Iran. In his most complete ex-
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planation to date. given Last March 4, 
Reagan said the arms deals became 
swaps for hostages only in the "imple­
mentation," not in the c:onc:eption. 

In their public sessions, the com­
mittees spent little time eumining Is­
rael's role in promoting the U.S. deal­
ings with Iran. But the panels 
developed some evidence that Israel 
wanted official approval from the 
United States for the sales to Iran that 
it had been making covertly for years. 

• What was Casey's involvement in 
the Iran-contra affair? Testimony by 
North could lead to the conclusion 
that Casey was the guiding light be­
hind North's activities, providing 
ideas, encouragement and implicit au­
thority for the NSC aide. North said 
he talked frequently with Casey about 
his activities, but always got formal 
approval from his direct superiors, 
McFarlane and Poindexter. Casey be­
came seriously ill last December and 
died in May, and was never ques­
tioned closely on the extent of his in­
volvement. Among the specific ques­
tions is whether Casey supported 
Israeli intelligence assessments about 
the Iran-Iraq War - assessments that 
were used to help justify U.S. arms 
dealings with Iran but that were at 
odds with the official CIA position. 

• What did North know about Se­
cord's activities? North testified that 
he was surprised to learn that Secord 
and his business associate, Hakim, 
spent less than $4 million from the 
diverted funds to aid the contras, and 
that some $8 million from the diver­
sion remains unspent in foreign bank 
accounts. But North, on the evidence 
of his memos and activities, was the 
ultimate detail man, involving himself 
in such matters as the cost of a cargo 
ship that Secord bought and the prices 
the contras were paying for rifles and 
ammunition. Committee investigators 
said they found it difficult to accept 
that North did not concern himself 
with how much money his operations 
were providing to the contras, the 
cause to which he was devoting so 
much time and effort. 

• Did Secord get involved in the 
Iran-contra activities for the money, 
as some committee members have al­
leged, or was he acting purely on the 
basis of patriotism, as he insisted? Of 
the millions of dollars that poured 
into Swiss bank accounts under his 
indirect control, the committees found 
that Secord spent only about $60,000 
on himself and was involved in the use 
of another $150,000 for financial in­
vestments. As far as is known, Secord 



never made a claim on an account 
worth $1.6 million held specifically for 
him by Hakim. But most committee 
members refused to believe Secord's 
assertions that he never intended to 
use the money for himself. 

• Who authorized North and other 
NSC staff members to solicit aid for 
the contras from foreign countries? 
McFarlane insisted that he barred 
such solicitations, but he himself met 
with a Saudi official to discuss aid to 
the contras, and Reagan made at least 
an indirect plea to Saudi King Fahd. 

Weinberger Testimony 
As the committees' concluding 

public witness, Defense Secretary 
Weinberger spent more time Aug. 3 
listening to members' closing remarks 
than he did fielding questions from 
them. 

This was because of the panels' 
decision that only the four top com­
mittee members - Inouye, Rudman, 
Hamilton and Cheney - would give 
closing statements. As a result, several 
other members used their IO-minute 
questioning time during W einberger's 
appearance to give their own summar­
ies of the hearings. 

Weinberger also heard some of 
the committee members offer a de­
fense against criticism leveled at him 
and Secretary of State Shultz in the 
Tower commission report issued last 
February. 

The Tower board said the two 
Cabinet officers had "distanced them­
selves" from the Iran arms initiative 
rather than strenuously trying to 
move the White House away from the 
policy. 

Rudman disputed that conclu­
sion, saying the commission did not 
get as full an accounting of the Iran­
contra affair as have the congressional 
committees. Both Weinberger and 
Shultz testified at the hearings that 
they vigorously opposed the idea of 
selling arms to Iran, but that Reagan 
decided to proceed despite their objec­
tions. 

"We did oppose it. We opposed it 
every step of the way," said Weinber­
ger. He added that the Tower board's 
conclusion about himself and Shultz 
"can only be drawn by people who 
don't have any knowledge of the 
facts." 

Weinberger also was questioned 
closely about intelligence reports com­
ing into Washington during the Iran­
contra affair about the status of the 
seven-year-old, bloody war between 

Iran and Iraq. The intelligence issue 
has played a prominent role in the 
hearings because Reagan apparently 
relied on information that Iran was 
losing the war as a justification for 
sending "defensive" weapons to that 
country. 

According to notes taken by for­
mer White House Chief of Staff Regan 
at a key meeting last Nov. 10, Reagan 
said he had decided to send arms to 
Iran because that country was "weak­
er" in the war against Iraq. "Side with 
military superiority will win. We want 
to have things even," Regan's notes 
described the president as saying. 

Both Shultz and Weinberger, 
however, testified that the intelligence 
reports they received at the time 
showed Iraq losing the war. Weinber­
ger dismissed contrary intelligence 
claims Aug. 3 as "absolute nonsense." 

The defense secretary added that 
he did not remember Reagan men­
tioning Iraq's supposed advantage at 
the Nov. 10 meeting. But he also said 
"minority intelligence views" may 
have been used by Poindexter and 
others to promote their proposal to 
sell weapons to Iran. 

Ridiculing 'Moderates' 
Rudman, meanwhile, took advan­

tage of some sharp rhetoric from a 

Defense Secretary Weinber­
ger said he had opposed the 
Iran sales "every step of the 

way." A conclusion other­
wise "can only be drawn by 
people who don't have any 

knowledge of the facts." 
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senior Iranian official during Wein­
berger's appearance to ridicule the 
theory that U.S. officials wanted to 
improve relations with Iranian "mod­
erates" during the Iran-contra affair. 

Rudman quoted Ali Akbar Ha­
shemi Rafsanjani, Speaker of Iran's 
Parliament, who charged Aug. 2 that 
the United States was behind the 
clash in Mecca two days earlier be­
tween Iranian pilgrims and Saudi po­
lice officers in which hundreds died. 

"We simply cannot deal with peo­
ple like that," replied Weinberger, 
when Rudman asked him if he consid­
ered Rafsanjani to be a "moderate." 

In response to other questions, 
Weinberger said he had heard reports 
that Israel had sold weapons to Iran 
before the United States got involved 
in mid-1985. 

Sen. James A. McClure, R-Idaho, 
asked Weinberger about a classified 
State Department memo written Nov. 
21, 1986, that apparently discussed 
the issue of Israeli arms sales. Wein­
berger said he had not seen the docu­
ment, which was not released publicly, 
and was not personally aware of any 
Israeli arms shipments. 

'Fishy' Procedures? 
In another area, Weinberger ac­

knowledged that normal procedures 
were skirted by the Pentagon when it 
transferred weapons from its stocks to 
the CIA as part of the secret U.S. arms 
sales to Iran. 

That was done to ensure that only 
a small number of people at the De­
fense Department knew about the 
transactions in keeping with White 
House orders, he testified. 

Rep. Jack Brooks, D-Texas, said 
Weinberger should have known 
"something is a little fishy here" be­
cause the CIA paid the Pentagon for 
the weapons with five separate checks 
in 1986 that each amounted to 
$999,999. 

Brooks suggested that was done 
intentionally by CIA officials, who he 
said may have been trying to evade a 
law that seemingly required notifica­
tion of Congress for weapons pur­
chases exceeding $1 million. 

Ironically, the law probably did 
not apply because it apparently covers 
weapons that cost $1 million or more 
for each item, rather than a total 
amount for an entire weapons ship­
ment. 

In any event, Weinberger said he 
would instruct other Pentagon offi­
cials to be on the alert for unusual 
weapons payments in the future. I 
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Legal Loopholes: 
Reagan Promises Congress He'll Tighten Covert Rules 

Seeking to head off stiff new laws 
limiting his flexibility to carry out for­
eign policy, President Reagan has 
promised to do a better job of telling 
Congress about covert operations. 

The president's promise came in 
the wake of the Iran-contra inquiry, 
which showed that his administration 
exploited loopholes and inconsisten­
cies in current laws governing covert 
actions and foreign arms sales. 

Reagan and leaders of the Senate 
Intelligence Committee on Aug. 7 an­
nounced agreement on new covert op­
eration standards and on procedures 
for telling Congress about them. As 
required by current law, that notice 
will be given in advance for most oper­
ations; but Reagan agreed to notify 
Congress within two days after order­
ing covert actions in emergencies. 

In a letter, Reagan told Senate 
committee Chairman David L. Boren, 
D-Okla., and Vice Chairman William 
S. Cohen, R-Maine, that he supported 
six proposals to tighten regulations 
over covert operations. Reagan said he 
hoped the ideas would produce "a 
more positive partnership" between 
Congress and the executive branch. 

Boren called the letter a "good 
first step" and Cohen said it showed a 
"change in attitude" by the president. 
But both said they would wait to see 
how Reagan implements the proposals 
before deciding whether to support 
legislation on the issue. Cohen said 
Reagan would have no reason to op­
pose legislation that went no further 
than Reagan's letter. 

Others said Congress must act on 
its own rather than accept written 
promises. "Executive orders are not 
good enough," said Senate Majority 
Leader Robert C. Byrd, D-W.Va. 

Following are major legal issues 
arising out of the Iran-contra affair: 

Covert Actions 
As a result of revelations in the 

mid-1970s of abuses, Congress enacted 
two major requirements for covert op­
erations by the CIA: They must be ap­
proved personally by the president, 
and they must be reported to Congress. 

The Hughes-Ryan amendment of 
1974 required the president to "find" 

-By John Felton 
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that each covert operation is necessary 
for the national security, and it said 
all "appropriate" congressional com­
mittees must be notified. Congress 
modified that law in 1980, reducing to 
two (House and Senate Intelligence) 
the number of committees that must 
be told about covert operations. 

Reagan issued his own guidelines 
in 1981 and 1985 governing covert ac­
tions, but some were skirted in the 
Iran-contra operations. 

The major covert-action issues: 
• Notice to Congress. As rewrit­

ten in 1980, current intelligence law 
requires the president to report covert 
actions in advance to the House and 
Senate Intelligence panels. However, 
in "extraordinary circumstances," the 
president can limit notice to the so­
called "gang of eight": the Speaker 
and minority leader of the House, the 
majority and minority leaders of the 
Senate, and the chairmen and ranking 
minority members of the two Intelli­
gence panels. Since 1980, Presidents 
Carter and Reagan have given the full 
Intelligence committees advance no­
tice of most covert operations. 

While demanding advance notice 
as a general rule, the 1980 law (PL 96-
450) stated there may be cases in which 
the president cannot or will not reveal 

David L. Boren, D-Okla., chairman 
of the Senate Intelligence Committee, 
called the president's letter on covert no­
tification a "good first step." 
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covert actions beforehand. Then, he 
must report to Congress "in a timely 
fashion." 

The "timely fashion" phrase never 
has been defined clearly. In the Iran 
case, the Reagan administration inter­
preted the law as giving the president 
the right to defer notice indefinitely. 
Reagan signed a finding on Jan. 1 7, 
1986, authorizing arms sales to Iran, 
and did not tell Congress about it until 
the sales became known in November. 

One obvious way of tightening the 
law would be for Congress to try to 
require the president to notify Con­
gress in advance of all covert opera­
tions, without exception. Such a step 
would be extremely controversial, and 
any president likely would insist that 
it was an unconstitutional infringe­
ment on his executive powers. 

Reagan promised to give advance 
notice. But if "exceptional circum­
stances" prevented prior notice, Rea­
gan said he would report to Congress 
within two working days. a 

Boren called his pledge "the most • 
important" item in Reagan's letter. 

The administration in the past 
has opposed putting in the law any 
inflexible notice requirement. 

• The NSC staff and covert op­
erations. Iran-contra committee 
members agreed unanimously on few 
things; one was that the National Se­
curity Council (NSC) staff should not 
run covert operations, as did Lt. Col. 
Oliver L. North. Reagan already has 
barred future NSC management of co­
vert operations. But there is little 
agreement in Congress about whether 
such a ban should be put in law. 

• Retroactive findings. Most le­
gal experts who testified before the 
Iran-contra panels said the president 
should give formal approval to covert 
operations before they begin, not af­
terward. In December 1985, however, 
Reagan signed a finding giving retro­
active approval to the CIA's involve­
ment in an Israeli arms shipment to 
Iran, according to former national se­
curity adviser John M. Poindexter. 
Reagan's letter said he opposed retro­
active findings. 

• Written findings. Reagan 
signed an order in January 1985, Na- &, 
tional Security Decision Directive 159, W 
requiring that all covert action find-
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Sidestepping a Mine Field: Executive Privilege 
Executive privilege - the issue that took the Wa­

tergate case all the way to the Supreme Court in 1974 -
never arose in the Iran-contra affair, simply because 
President Reagan chose to avoid the political struggle 
over it that helped doom President Nixon. 

Without so much as a legal brief being filed, Reagan 
agreed in the early stages of the Iran-contra affair to 
make his aides and papers available to investigating 
arms of Congress and the courts. 

Appearing before reporters last Dec. 2, Reagan prom­
ised to "cooperate fully" with Congress because of its 

Reagan avoided issue ... 

"important oversight and 
legislative" functions. Al­
though he did not say it 
in so many words, Rea­
gan's statement meant 
that, for the purposes of 
Iran-contra inquiries, he 
was waiving his claim to 
executive privilege: the 
traditional assertion that 
presidents have a right to 
keep confidential all dis­
cussions with their aides 
and all papers relating to 
those talks. 

At the outset of the Senate Watergate Committee's 
inquiry in 1973, Nixon said he was waiving executive 
privilege for "any testimony concerning possible crimi­
nal conduct or discussions of possible criminal conduct." 

But Nixon later fought requests by the committee 
and by the Watergate special prosecutor for tape record­
ings of his White House conversations. In July 1974, the 
Supreme Court ordered Nixon to turn those tapes over 
to the special prosecutor. While affirming the principle 
of executive privilege, the court ruled that the presi­
dent's assertion of it "must yield to the demonstrated 
specific need for evidence in a pending criminal trial." 

Two weeks after the court ruled, Nixon made public 
the transcripts of three incriminating tapes; three days 
later he resigned to avoid certain impeachment. 

Reagan's disclosures have not been nearly as 
embarrassing or incriminating as were Nixon's - if only 
because Reagan's personal involvement in the Iran-con­
tra affair seems to have been limited. 

In carrying out his pledge of openness, Reagan al­
lowed current and former administration officials to 
testify before congressional committees about their roles 
in the Iran-contra affair, including their discussions with 
the president. Some, including Secretary of State George 
P. Shultz and former national security adviser Robert C. 
McFarlane, have done so several times, in front of stand­
ing committees and the select Iran-contra panels. 

Within weeks of Reagan's statement, the White 
House sent boxes of classified papers to the Intelligence 
committees - although not without quibbling over what 
would be included. The Iran panels reviewed thousands 
of documents - most provided by the administration. 

Leaders of the Iran-contra committees have 
thanked Reagan for his cooperation, acknowledging that 

their investigation would have taken longer and been 
less complete without it. But some administration offi­
cials and supporters on the committees have expressed 
fear that Reagan's willingness to open his administra­
tion to scrutiny might be taken as a precedent. 

"I'm very concerned about the eroding of executive 
privilege, what it means for the future," Henry J. Hyde, 
R-Ill., a member of the House Iran-contra committee, 
said July 30. Hyde said he was especially concerned 
about the impact on foreign leaders, "who might very 
well think twice about working cooperatively with us if 
they think that the advice they are giving or the posi­
tions they are taking will be a matter of public record." 

Similar statements have been made by two other 
Republicans on the House panel, ranking minority mem­
ber Dick Cheney of Wyoming and Jim Courter of New 
Jersey. However, administration witnesses denied they 
were setting a precedent. Defense Secretary Caspar W. 
Weinberger testified July 31 that Reagan had ordered all 
officials "to be sure that we talked about this thing fully 
and frankly and set aside all of what I might call the 
normal rules." Reagan's order, Weinberger said, was only 
a "one-time exception" to the executive privilege rules. 

Shultz was more blunt in telling the committees July 
23 about his willingness to reveal his conversations with 
the president. "If I am 
testifying before you on 
some other subject some 
time and you try to use 
this as a precedent, I 
won't buy it," Shultz 
said. "I am just putting 
you on notice right now." 

While Cabinet sec­
retaries routinely testify 
before committees - if 
not about their private 
advice to presidents -
White House officials 
rarely make formal ap­

... that tr~pped Nixon. 

pearances on Capitol Hill. In the wake of Reagan's waiv­
ing of executive privilege, four former White House 
aides testified before the Iran-contra committees: Chief 
of Staff Donald T. Regan, national security advisers 
Robert C. Mcfarlane and Adm. John M. Poindexter, 
and National Security Council staff member Lt. Col. 
Oliver L. North. The committees called no current 
White House officials, however. 

Regan noted that only two previous chiefs of staff 
to sitting presidents had testified before Congress with­
out invoking executive privilege. They were President 
Eisenhower's chief, Sherman Adams, queried about his 
acceptance of gifts from a friend who was under investi­
gation by federal agencies, and Nixon's chief, H. R. 
Haldeman, called by the Senate Watergate Committee 
in 1973. "I wouldn't want you to get the notion ... that I 
approve of chiefs of staff coming before the Congress 
and revealing intimate details of his advice to the presi­
dent or what the president said to him," Regan said. 

-By John Felton 

Copyrtght 1987 Congressional Quarterly Inc. Aug. 8, 1987-PAGE 1781 Reprodudion prohibited in whole or in port except by editorial clients. 



Iran/Contra Affair - 12 

ings be in writing. However, some offi­
cials have testified that Reagan made 
"oral findings" that allowed covert op­
erations to proceed without explicit 
written approval. Again, Reagan said 
all findings should be in writing ex­
cept in emergencies; even then, 
records should be kept and findings 
should be signed as soon as possible. 

• Non-CIA covert operations. 
In most cases, the CIA carries out co­
vert operations. But North conducted 
what he said were several covert oper­
ations out of his NSC office; in one 
case, he used agents of the Drug En­
forcement Administration to track 
down U.S. hostages in Lebanon. Some 
witnesses told the Iran-contra panels 
that the president could use any 
agency - even the Agriculture De­
partment - to conduct covert actions. 

Reagan in 1981 signed an execu­
tive order (No. 12333) saying that only 
the CIA can conduct covert operations 
unless the president "specifically des­
ignates" another agency. Reagan's let­
ter promised that any non-CIA opera­
tions would be reported to Congress. 

Ironically, current law is inconsis­
tent. Most lawyers have interpreted 
the law as requiring congressional no­
tification of covert operations, regard­
less of which agency performs them, 
even though the law does not require 
presidential approval of non-CIA co­
vert operations. 

• Periodic reviews. In its report 
last February, a commission headed by 
former Sen. John Tower, R-Texas, crit­
icized the administration for failing to 
make periodic reviews of the Iran arms 
sales once Reagan had given his ap­
proval. Reagan agreed with periodic re­
views and said all covert actions should 
have "sunset" provisions terminating 
them at specified intervals unless they 
are renewed. 

Arms Sales 
Under normal circumstances, the 

United States sells weapons directly to 
foreign governments under the proce­
dures of the Arms Export Control Act 
(PL 90-629). First enacted by Congress 
in 1968 and revised almost annually 
since, the law requires notice to Con­
gress of all major arms sales, and gives 
Congress a chance to reject them. 

For the three direct arms sales to 
Iran in 1986, Reagan avoided the con­
gressional notice requirements of the 
Arms Export Control Act by signing a 
"finding" authorizing the CIA to con­
duct a covert action. His basic author­
ity for covert actions stems from his 
constitutional power as commander in 
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chief and the 1947 National Security 
Act (PL 80-253), which created the 
NSC and the CIA. 

Under the arms sale law, the presi­
dent must report all major arms sales 
to Congress at least 30 days before­
hand. That is in contrast to the "timely 
fashion" option in the 1980 law allow­
ing the president to delay telling Con­
gress about covert actions until after he 
has approved them. 

In 1981, then-Attorney General 
William French Smith wrote a secret 
opinion saying that the president did 
not always have to use the arms export 
law to sell weapons overseas. Instead, 
the president could sell arms through 
the CIA - and thus avoid the tougher 
congressional-notice requirements of 
the arms sale law, that opinion said. 
Recently revealed by the Iran-contra 
committees, the Smith opinion was 
written to justify a covert action unre­
lated to the Iran-contra inquiry. 

Edwin Meese III, the current at­
torney general, relied on that 1981 
opinion in advising Reagan to use a 
covert action - rather than the Arms 
Export Control Act - as the legal 
means to sell weapons to Iran. 

To make such incidents more dif­
ficult in the future, the most far-reach­
ing step Congress could take would be 
to bar the president from using covert 
actions to sell arms overseas. That step 
would force the president to adhere to 
the stricter notification requirements 
of the arms export act. 

But because every president, in­
cluding Reagan, has insisted that he 
has a constitutional power to carry out 
such foreign policies as selling arms, 
any attempt to legislate a flat ban 
would provoke a fierce political battle. 

Short of such a sweeping action, 
there are several ways of making it 
more difficult for any administration 
to avoid telling Congress about foreign 
arms sales. One simple - but poten­
tially controversial - way would be to 
tighten an existing requirement for re­
ports to Congress on arms sales made 
through covert actions. 

Current law, first enacted in 1985, 
requires the president to report to 
Congress whenever he uses a covert 
action to transfer weapons to foreign 
governments or guerrilla movements, 
such as the contras. But he must do so 
only when providing a single piece of 
military equipment or a single con­
tract for military services (such as 
training) valued at $1 million or more. 
Most weapons cost much less than $1 
million apiece, so the law, in effect, 
applies only to sales of big-ticket 
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items such as tanks and fighter planes. 
In particular, none of the weapons 
sold to Iran in 1986 would have been J 
covered by this law. 

Although Congress intended the 
$1 million reporting requirement as a 
restriction on presidential action, the 
administration also saw it as an ex­
plicit authorization for presidential 
action. In a Dec. 17 memo, Assistant 
Attorney General Charles J. Cooper 
interpreted the law as giving "unam­
biguous recognition" to the presi­
dent's right to use covert actions to 
transfer arms overseas. 

Congress also could try to change 
the "thresholds" under which regular 
arms sales must be reported. 

Under the Arms Export Control 
Act, the president must tell Congress 
in advance about government-to-gov­
ernment sales valued at $14 million or 
more for any piece of "major defense 
equipment" or $50 million for a pack­
age of items. The law also requires 
quarterly reports to Congress on all 
sales valued at $1 million or more. 

Iran paid a total of about $35 mil­
lion for the three shipments of U.S. 
arms in 1986, and the United States 
received only $12 million of that -
both figures were well below the cur-
rent limits for advance notice to Con- A , 
gress. Congress could lower the dollar ~ 
figures to require more advance reports 
on more sales. But, even if the presi-
dent used the arms-export law to make 
future sales such as the ones to Iran, he 
could still divide the sales in such a 
way as to avoid the reports to Con-
gress. 

Other Suggestions: 
• Cracking down on leaks. Wit­

nesses and Iran-contra committee 
members suggested tougher penalties 
for persons who reveal classified in­
formation. Echoing a position long ad­
vocated by the CIA, some Republicans 
also propose creating a joint House­
Senate Intelligence Committee, with a 
dozen or so members and a small staff, 
in hopes of reducing congressional 
leaks. As an alternative to the joint 
committee, the current panels could 
limit access by members and staff to 
classified material and establish new 
procedures for punishing leakers. 
Leaders of both current committees 
said they already have taken steps to 
prevent leaks. 

• Confirming the national se­
curity adviser. This idea has been 
kicked around Capitol Hill for more • 
than a decade but has picked up little ... / 
support in the past. I 
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The Issue Ahead: 
Will Peace Plans Head Off Fight Over New Contra Aid? 

Renewed efforts for a Central 
America peace settlement have upset 
political calculations about the next 
round in President Reagan's battle for 
Capitol Hill support of the contra 
rebels in Nicaragua. 

On Aug. 5, the White House un­
veiled a peace plan for Central Amer­
ica, largely drafted by House Speaker 
Jim Wright, D-Texas, which drew 
strongly skeptical reactions from crit­
ics as well as supporters of contra aid. 

First, the plan called for a cease­
fire between the leftist Sandinista 
government and the rebels, to be ac­
companied by political freedoms. 

Simultaneously, U.S. military aid 
to the contras would be halted and 
Nicaragua would stop accepting arms 
aid from the Soviet Union or its allies. 

While loath to break publicly 
with Wright, stunned opponents of 
contra aid - including most leading 
House Democrats - worried that the 
proposal was a political trap: As the 
Reagan team fleshed out the details, 
they feared the package would become 
unacceptable to the Sandinistas, set­
ting the stage for a failure that the 
administration could exploit later in 
seeing more contra aid. 

Boxed in by their loyalty to 
Wright, the critics grimly resolved to 
limit the damage as best they could, 
while putting on a brave public face 
and lauding Wright's political courage 
for advancing the peace plan. 

But two days later, Wright 
dropped a second political bombshell 
that might put the administration on 
the political defensive: Officials of Nic­
aragua and four other Central Ameri­
can states meeting in Guatemala City 
had agreed on a peace plan of their 
own, which Wright warmly endorsed. 

The Guatemala package, based on 
a plan proposed in February by Costa 
Rican President Oscar Arias, was simi­
lar to Wright's plan in that both called 
for a cease-fire simultaneously with 
agreement that no country would as­
sist an insurgency against another. 
(Arias plan, Weekly Report p. 462) 

But unlike Wright's plan, the 
Guatemala deal does not require Nica­
ragua to forswear Soviet-bloc military 
aid. 

-By Pat Towell 

If the Guatemala agreement suc­
ceeds, the Reagan team will face two 
unpleasant alternatives: It can back 
down from its long effort to sever Nic­
aragua's military ties to the Soviet 
bloc; or take on Wright and the over­
whelming majority of congressional 
Democrats in its efforts to block the 
regional agreement. 

The Guatemala City deal called 
for the five countries' foreign ministers 
to meet within 15 days. They would 
negotiate within 90 days a cease-fire in 
the region and an agreement by each 
country not to support insurgent forces 
in other countries. They also would 
draw up a list of civil and political 
rights in all five countries and would 
set up a process of reconciliation -
including amnesty - and democratiza­
tion in Nicaragua. 

Wright lauded the agreement and 
called for U.S. support: "I cannot con­
ceive of the United States being in a 
position of upsetting this timetable or 
doing anything but rejoicing and co­
operating." 

Only the day before, Wright 
pointed out, Secretary of State George 
P. Shultz had rejected a call by Nica­
raguan President Daniel Ortega for bi­
lateral U.S.-Nicaragua negotiations, 
arguing that the issues should be set-

tied by the countries in the region. By 
so doing, Wright said, Shultz "tacitly 
made a commitment to live up to 
whatever the Central Americans 
themselves would agree to." 

If neither the Guatemala agree­
ment nor Wright's proposal leads to 
peace, a bipartisan group of congres­
sional observers will second-guess any 
administration effort to blame Sandi­
nista intransigence. 

Almost as soon as the Wright-Rea­
gan plan surfaced, such a group had 
been demanded by Democrats -
among them Senate Majority Leader 
Robert C. Byrd, Va. -who were skep­
tical of the administration's intentions. 

Once the focus shifted to the talks 
in Guatemala, administration critics 
saw a new mission for the monitoring 
group: to ensure that the Reagan team 
did not pressure the Central American 
countries to derail negotiations. 

"We've seen the administration 
pay lip service to ... other peace pro­
cesses and try to scuttle them," 
warned Sam Gejdenson, D-Conn. 

According to the contra oppo­
nents, after the Sandinistas agreed to 
Arias' plan earlier this year, Reagan 
officials browbeat the Costa Rican 
into changing it to make it unaccept­
able to the Nicaraguans. 

House Speaker Jim Wright comments on his cease-fire proposal, while two of his 
fellow Democrats, David E. Bonior, left, and David R. Obey, look on. 
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Some contra foes hoped Wright 
would name to the House monitoring 
group two leading contra-aid oppo­
nents: David E. Bonior, D-Mich., who 
chairs the Democratic Caucus task 
force on the issue and is chief deputy 
whip, and George Miller, D-Calif. 

The Reagan-Wright peace plan, 
announced Aug. 5, included: 

• An immediate cease-fire, subject 
to verification by the Organization of 
American States (OAS) or other inter­
national observers. The United States 
would stop arming the contras and 
Nicaragua would stop receiving So­
viet-bloc military aid. Both sides still 
could get "humanitarian aid." 

Concurrently, the plan called for 
dropping Nicaragua's "emergency law," 
which suspends political rights. Civil 
liberties would be restored and an elec­
toral commission created. An election 
timetable would be set within 60 days. 

After the proposal surfaced Aug. 4, 
Shultz and other administration offi­
cials interpreted this as requiring that 
Nicaragua nullify the 1984 election in 
which Sandinista leader Daniel Ortega 
became president. Wright rejected this 
position in an Aug. 5 meeting at the 
White House, contending that the 1984 
contest had been reasonably fair. 

• Nations in the region would negoti­
ate pulling excess foreign military per­
sonnel out of Nicaragua and its immedi­
ate neighbors. U.S. military maneuvers 
in Honduras would be suspended once 
the cease-fire was in place. 

• After the cease-fire, the United 
States, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Hondu­
ras, Guatemala, and El Salvador would 
begin talks to reduce armies, remove 
foreign military personnel, and end 
outside support for rebels in the region. 

• A "plan of national reconcilia­
tion," including amnesty for former 
combatants and equal rights to partici­
pation in the political process, would 
be implemented. Sandinista and contra 
forces would be demobilized. 

• The United States would lift its 
economic embargo on Nicaragua. Nic­
aragua also would be eligible for U.S. 
economic aid and entitled to partici­
pate in a projected plan of "expanded 
trade, debt retirement and long-range 
economic assistance" for Central 
American democracies. 

• The talks would begin immedi­
ately and be completed by Sept. 30. If 
progress were blocked by the contras, 
U.S. aid would be cut off. If progress 
were blocked by the Sandinistas, all 
other parties "would be free to pursue 
such action as they deem necessary to 
protect their national interest." 
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Looking at the Aid Fight 
Current aid to the contras will end 

Sept. 30, the end of fiscal 1987, well 
before the deadline for a cease-fire un­
der the Guatemala City plan. The ad­
ministration is expected to seek at least 
$150 million for the contras over 18 
months. 

At Wright's insistence, Reagan 
agreed to hold off campaigning for the 
money while the six-part peace plan is 
put into effect. But Reagan could ask 
for renewed contra aid after the Sept. 
30 deadline, unless the region was on 
its way toward peace. Byrd and many 
other Democrats rejected the deadline 
as unrealistic. 

"It took me more than 60 days to 
.close on the mortgage on my house," 
Gejdenson said in an interview with 
Cable News Network. "I think it may 
take longer than 60 days to reach real 
peace." 

Wright emphasized that he has 
made no commitment to support new 
aid after Sept. 30 if the peace plan 
fails. "There is no implicit or explicit 
agreement to that effect, whatever," he 
said on ABC television Aug. 6. The 
peace plan is "surgically removed from 
any quarrel about contra aid," he said. 

But skeptics fear that Reagan will 
be able to blame the Sandinistas if the 
plan fails, boosting pressure for contra 
aid. "What we're worried about is that 
Sept. 30 comes and Ronald Reagan 
goes on TV and says, 'I tried,' " Mike 
Lowry, D-Wash., told a reporter. 

Behind the widespread cynicism 
toward the administration's motives 
for embracing Wright's plan is a record 
of similar negotiating proposals as a 
prelude to earlier contra-aid requests. 
(1985 Weekly Report p . 631) 

"Each and every time they've been 
behind in the votes, they've thrown up 
some peace plan," said Miller. "Some­
how, each and every one of those nego­
tiations has broken down after contra 
aid was approved." 

Discomfort on the Right 
Between the time the White 

House announced Wright's plan and 
the announcement Aug. 7 of the agree­
ment in Guatemala, Republicans and 
conservative Democrats who back con­
tra aid worried that the Sandinistas 
would accept the U.S. package. 

In that case, they argued, the 
cease-fire would deprive the contras of 
their only lever on the Sandinistas. 
Moreover, they warned, Reagan risked 
demoralizing the contras by even pro­
posing an arrangement under which 
the Sandinistas could remain in power 
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- assuming they began respecting hu­
man rights and civil liberties. 

If talks began and then bogged 
down, the contras would be in no shape 
to resume the battle, according to this 
argument. "Time is always on the side 
of the dictatorship," Sen. Malcolm 
Wallop, Wyo., said Aug. 5 after a meet­
ing between Reagan and Senate Re­
publicans. "They can use the time to 
recoup . . . whereas the indigenous 
guerrilla group cannot." 

Rep. Jack F. Kemp, R-N.Y., and 
some other contra backers had hoped 
to reap political support for contra aid 
from the testimony to the Iran-contra 
committees of former White House 
aide Lt. Col. Oliver L. North. "I think 
the votes would be there if the presi­
dent made a case," Kemp said Aug. 5. 

Cracks in the Consensus 
Reagan and other administration 

officials stressed Aug. 5-6 that Wright 
had initiated the package and that it 
reflected a bipartisan approach. 

But it became clear that Wright 
and the administration disagreed on 
important parts of the deal. 

For instance, meeting with Wright 
and other congressional leaders Aug. 5, 
White House Chief of Staff Howard H. 
Baker Jr. and other aides said Reagan's 
pledge to hold off any pressure for more 
contra aid until after Sept. 30 would be 
nullified if the Sandinistas did not take 
up the offer within two weeks. Wright 
called that unacceptable. 

And within the administration, of­
ficials appeared to interpret the pack­
age differently. An example was the 
question of whether a "plan for na­
tional reconciliation" would require di­
rect Sandinista-contra talks - some­
thing the Sandinistas had ruled out. 

Appearing on PBS's "Mac­
Neil/Lehrer Newshour" Aug. 5, Baker 
said that it would be up to the coun­
tries in the region to work out whether 
the Sandinistas and the contras 
should deal directly. 

However, later that evening on the 
ABC News, Assistant Secretary of State 
Elliot Abrams said that direct talks 
would be necessary. "Right now, our 
goal is to get [ the Sandinistas] to the 
table with the resistance,'' Abrams said. 

On Aug. 6, White House spokes­
man Marlin Fitzwater seemed to reit­
erate Baker's version, but with a major 
addition: "Who would be at the table 
is something yet to be determined, 
and most likely by the democratic 
countries there,'' he said. But he 
added that the procedure agreed on 
"must be acceptable to the contras." I 
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Cast of Witnesses: After Intermission, Drama 
The House and Senate Iran-contra committees heard 

from 12 witnesses - including Lt. Col. Oliver L. North 
and Rear Adm. John M. Poindexter - during the second 
phase of hearings that lasted from June 23-Aug. 3. Ear­
lier, the committees received testimony from 18 witnesses 
(Weekly Report p. 1248) 

Following are highlights: 

Glenn A. Robinette June 23 

Formerly employed at the CIA, Robinette is a private 
security consultant hired in 1986 by Richard V. Secord, a 

retired Air Force major gen­
eral, as a private investiga­
tor to help defend a lawsuit 
against Secord by two 
American journalists. Rob­
inette testified that last year 
he provided a security sys­
tem worth $14,000 at Lt. 
Col. Oliver L. North's home 
in Great Falls, Va. Secord 
asked Robinette to build 
the system after North com­
plained of death threats. 

Although Secord had 
paid for the system, Robin­
ette said that North in July 

1986 asked for receipts for the work. Robinette sent two 
phony invoices in December. North then sent two predated 
letters to appear as authorization for the project. At the 
time, Robinette said, he was not aware it was a federal 
crime for a government official to receive gifts or com­
pensation other than his salary. (Weekly Report p. 1354) 

Noel C. Koch June 23 

A former deputy assistant secretary of defense and a close 
friend of Secord, Koch was involved in the Iran arms sales 

early on. At the Pentagon, 
Koch helped negotiate the 
price of TOW anti-tank 
missiles sold to Iran and 
protested that the United 

"- States was swapping arms 
for hostages in· contradic­
tion to its stated policy. 
Koch testified that North 
told him President Reagan 
was determined to get the 
American hostages back. He 
quoted North as saying, 
"This thing is really eating 
him, and he's driving me 
nuts about it." 

Koch said he resigned as trustee of the Richard Secord 
Legal Defense Fund upon discovering suspicious deposits 
totaling $500,000 from a Swiss bank account used by 
Secord's associate, Albert Hakim. (p. 1351) 

Stanley Sporkin 

Henry H. Gaffney Jr. 
June 23 

Gaffney, a senior Pentagon 
official, testified that Israel's 
transfer of U.S.-made weap­
ons to Iran in 1985 probably 
violated U.S. law. He also 
was quizzed on a memo he 
wrote in late 1985 or early 
1986 predicting negative 
consequences - such as an­
gering Arab countries -
from the selling of arms to 
Iran. (p. 1351) 

June 24 

Now a U.S. district court judge, Sporkin was CIA general 
counsel when Reagan signed a secret Jan. 17, 1986, "find­
ing" authorizing the U.S. 
arms sales to Iran. Sporkin 
said he worked closely with 
North to draft the docu­
ment, which authorized U.S. 
arms sales to Iran and di­
rected the CIA not to tell 
Congress. Sporkin also 
drafted an earlier finding 
retroactively approving CIA 
involvement in a 1985 Is­
raeli arms shipment to Iran. 

Sporkin said he denied 
Secord CIA security clear­
ance in 1983 because of an 
inquiry into his alleged ties 
to a firm accused of defrauding the Pentagon. Sporkin did 
not protest Secord's role in the Iran deals, presumably be­
cause Sporkin was soon to leave the CIA. (p. 1351) 

Charles J. Cooper June 25 

The assistant attorney general who heads the Office of 
Legal Counsel, Cooper was 
asked by his boss, Edwin 
Meese III, to look into the 
Iran arms sales early last 
November. After a week, 
Cooper produced an opinion 
saying the U.S. sales were 
legal. But he said it was 
based on incomplete, inac­
curate information given 
him at the time. On Nov. 22, 
after Meese and others 
found discrepancies in offi­
cials' accounts, Justice in­
vestigators discovered a 
memo in North's office dis­

cussing the contra diversion, Cooper testified. 
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Cooper said the Justice Department erred by failing to 
move more quickly to protect White House documents that 
were shredded by North and his secretary, Fawn Hall. 

Cooper also described how, during a Nov. 20 White 
House meeting, Reagan officials planned for CIA Director 
William J. Casey to give false testimony to the congres­
sional Intelligence committees about the November 1985 
Israeli arms shipment to Iran. (p. 1351) 

Oliver L. North July 7-10, 13-14 

In six days of dramatic testimony, North vigorously de­
fended the Iran-contra dealings. The former National Se­

curity Council staff aide 
maintained that several ad­
ministration officials knew 
the full range of his activi­
ties; he understood that to 
include Reagan but had no 
proof. North said he did not 
act improperly or illegally 
and said he got his superi­
ors' approval for all he did. 

Wearing his Marine 
Corps uniform and medals 
and with a tough defense at­
torney at his side, the lieu­
tenant colonel turned in a 
riveting performance. It 

dominated national television coverage, and phone calls 
and telegrams of support poured in to North and to con­
gressional offices. 

North said that he worked closely with Casey, who 
advocated using money from the Iran arms sales to help the 
contras. North testified that Casey described the secret 
effort as a "full-service covert operation." North main­
tained that it was "always part of the plan" that the CIA 
would not be linked to the contra effort; such distance was 
needed because the Boland amendment barred the CIA 
from aiding the rebels. 

North showed a defiant attitude, saying that because 
Congress could not be trusted to keep secrets, he and other 
administration officials had decided not to tell members 
about his contra activities. "I will tell you right now ... 
that I misled the Congress," North said. He testified that 
he did so to be the "deniable link," so that the contra aid 
could keep flowing. North said he always expected to be 
the "fall guy" if the operation was exposed, but not "the 
victim of a criminal prosecution." 

North testified that he began shredding documents in 
October 1986, when a private supply plane for the contras 
was shot down over Nicaragua. North said he was following 
Casey's advice to "clean things up." North said he contin­
ued to shred documents Nov. 22 while Justice Department 
officials were in his office; the Justice Department denied 
that. 

North said he sent five memos to his boss, Adm. John 
M. Poindexter, to obtain the president's approval for the 
arms sales to Iran and the contra diversion. But North said 
he never saw any of the memos come back with Reagan's 
signature, and Poindexter and Reagan told him late last 
November that the president had not known of the diver­
sion. (pp. 1500, 1502, 1505, 1562, 1564) 

Robert C. Mcfarlane July 14 

McFarlane, a former national security adviser who initially 
testified in May, asked to come back to rebut North. He 

contradicted much of what 
his former aide said, while 
maintaining that North 
would not intentionally lie. 
McFarlane contended that 
he didn't know the full ex­
tent of North's pro-contra 
activities; he said he in­
structed North to enhance 
the contras' political image 
as ordered by Reagan, but 
did not authorize giving 
them aid. 

McFarlane said that 
during his NSC tenure, his 
staff, including North, was 

informed that the Boland amendment applied to the NSC. 
He also contradicted North's testimony that he knew about 
Casey's designs for "off-the-shelf' covert operations. Mc­
Farlane characterized North's statement as violating "my 
political beliefs." (p. 1562) 

John M. Poindexter July 15-17, 20-21 

Poindexter, seeking to set to rest suspicions that Reagan had 
known of the diversion of Iran arms sale proceeds to the 
contras, claimed full respon­
sibility for the decision. In 
accordance with the presi­
dent's general policy of sup­
porting the contras, Poin­
dexter testified, he had 
pursued the scheme. But the 
admiral said he did not in­
form the president, allowing 
Reagan to answer truthfully 
that he had no knowledge of 
it. "The buck stops here 
with me," he told the panels. 

But he said he believed 
Reagan would have ap­
proved had he been told, an 
assertion the White House disputed. 

Poindexter also said he destroyed a Dec. 5, 1985, find­
ing approving the sale of U.S. arms by Israel to Iran because 
it portrayed the operation as an arms-for-hostages deal. 
Poindexter claimed he was unaware that destroying the 
document may have violated the Presidential Records Act. 

The admiral's testimony illustrated his obsession with 
secrecy. Poindexter testified that he often gave little or no 
information on certain matters to high officials in the ad­
ministration such as Secretary of State George P. Shultz, 
Chief of Staff Donald T. Regan, or Casey. 

Of the five diversion memos that North said he sent 
Poindexter, the admiral said he doubted they existed, but 
may have seen one. 

Apparently that was the memo found in North's safe 
that alerted the Justice Department to the contra diver­
sion. (pp. 1556, 1643) 

PAGE 1786-Aug.8, 1987 
Copyright 1987 Congressional Quarterly Inc. 

Reproduction prohibited in whole or in part except by editorial clients. 

,j)/ 



George P. Shultz July 23-24 
Painting a picture of a White House torn by secrecy and 
deceit, the secretary of state testified that Reagan's aides 

deliberately tried to mislead 
the president on his Iran 
arms program. 

An opponent of the 
Iran arms sales, Shultz in­
stead advocated "Operation 
Staunch," an effort to per­
suade allies to stop arming 
the Iranians. After Reagan 
approved the arms sale ini­
tiative, the secretary said, 
Shultz was kept in the dark 
about its details and the se­
cret contra program. 

Shultz described a 
"battle royal" inside the 

White House after the Iran arms scandal erupted last 
November. The secretary said Poindexter and Casey gave 
Reagan incorrect information and relied on him to "bail 
them out." After Reagan denied trading weapons for hos­
tages at a Nov. 13 press conference, Shultz testified, he had 
a "long, tough" talk with the president the next day, telling 
him he had made "wrong and misleading" statements. 

Shultz blasted the efforts of the CIA and NSC to run 
foreign policy, and said his "sense of estrangement" from 
others in the administration was such that he threatened to 
resign three times since 1983. (pp. 1643, 1650, 1651) 

Edwin Meese Ill July 28-29 
During his appearance, the attorney general held his 
ground in defense of what some have characterized as an 
"unprofessional" inquiry 
into the Iran-contra affair. 
He testified that his investi­
gation had unearthed the 
"essential facts" on which 
the hearings and other in­
vestigations were based. 
Meese was praised by most 
Republicans, while Demo­
crats maintained that the 
inquiry was "inept." 

Although Meese testi­
fied that at the time he saw 
no reason to conduct a crim­
inal investigation, some 
members of the committees 
inquired why he did not call for one earlier, as advised by 
William F. Weld, head of his department's Criminal Divi­
sion. Meese did not call for a criminal inquiry, even after 
North appeared "shocked" when shown the diversion 
memo on Nov. 23. 

Several committee members expressed amazement 
that Meese did not take notes during his interviews with 
such key figures as Casey and Poindexter. But Meese said 
those were "casual conversations" and that he did not need 
to take notes because he had "a very good recollection" of 
those talks. (p. 1706) 

Iran/Contra Affair - 17 

Donald T. Regan July 30-31 
Despite his reputation for knowing every detail inside the 
White House, Reagan's former chief of staff testified that 
he was not aware of all the ., 
details of the Iran initiative. 
He said he was "aware in 
general" about the plan but 
did not know until months 
later that the president had 
signed a January 1986 find­
ing authorizing the direct 
arms sales. And Regan said 
he never knew about the 
contra diversion until the 
Justice Department discov­
ered it last November. 

However, Regan told 
the panels that both he and • 
the president knew at the 
time that the United States was, through Israel, sending 
Hawk missiles to Iran, despite a "cover story" that the 
shipment contained oil-drilling equipment. But Regan tes­
tified that no one ever told him that the arms sales would 
generate huge profits. Regan said he was under the impres­
sion that the weapons sales were "NPH ... no profit here." 

Regan sought to refute accusations by a presidential 
investigating commission headed by former Sen. John 
Tower that he was responsible for the "chaos" within the 
White House. The ex-chief of staff said that he tried to get 
information on Iran-contra out to the public as quickly as 
possible. By contrast, notes taken by deputy national secu­
rity adviser Alton Keel at a Nov. 10 White House meeting 
quoted the president as saying, "Whenever we can, point to 
a flat denial." (p. 1706) 

Caspar W. Weinberger July 31, Aug. 3 
Stating before the committee that he had forcefully op­
posed selling arms to Iran, the defense secretary disagreed 
with the Tower Commis­
sion's conclusion that he 
"distanced" himself from 
the initiative rather than try 
to persuade the president 
not to pursue the policy. 
Weinberger said that Rea­
gan's decision to supply Iran 
with arms was partially a re­
sult of claims by Poindexter 
that he had intelligence that 
Iran was losing the war with 
Iraq; Weinberger character­
ized those reports as "abso­
lute nonsense." And he 
scoffed at the notion of 
establishing relations with Iranian moderates. "I didn't 
think there were any moderates still alive in Iran," he said. 

Weinberger said White House officials cut him off from 
intelligence reports prepared by his own agency in the fall 
of 1985 that dealt with the Iran arms sales. (pp. 1706, 1779) 

-By El-Nasser Attallah 
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Recess Rush Slowed by Debt-Limit Measure 
As colleagues drifted away for an 

August break, congressional negoti­
ators prepared to retreat from the 
bold promises of the Gramm-Rud­
man-Hollings law, and from the less­
bold promises of next year's budget. 

Reviving the automatic spending­
cut procedure of Gramm-Rudman and 
easing the law's deficit targets were 
the subject of three days of intense 
private talks among House and Senate 
conferees. 

The conference, begun Aug. 4, 
was on Senate amendments to legisla­
tion (H J Res 324) raising the ceiling 
on the federal debt. (Senate action, 
Weekly Report p. 1718) 

Late in the day Aug. 7, agreement 
appeared possible. House Democratic 
conferees had sent a compromise to 
the Senate and received back a coun­
terproposal with many similar points. 
Negotiations continued, but approval 
of a temporary debt-ceiling increase 
(HR 3190) lasting into September 
sapped momentum for further work 
before the recess. 

Sen. Bob Packwood, R-Ore., one 
of the negotiators, said another day or 
two of talk was needed. Translating 
any compromise into legislation would 
take an additional day. 

The recess was scheduled to start 
Aug. 8. 

Meanwhile, at noon Aug. 7 the 
House Ways and Means Committee 
hastily reported the temporary debt 
measure, raising borrowing authority 
to $2.352 trillion through Sept. 23, 
1987. As House conferees mulled over 
the latest Senate offer, the House 
passed the bill by voice vote. 

Gramm-Rudman advocates pro­
tested, but the Senate gave HR 3190 
final approval by a 51-39 vote. 

Delay meant members were will­
ing to "simply let the deficit slide," 
warned Sen. Warren B. Rudman, R­
N .H. 

An earlier, temporary debt ceiling 
of $2.3 trillion expired at midnight 
Aug. 6, bringing back into force a 
lower, permanent ceiling of $2.1 tril­
lion. 

The expiration caused no urgent 

-By Elizabeth Wehr 
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problem as Treasury officials esti­
mated the department had enough 
cash to avoid a crisis until Aug. 17. 

How to Ease Gramm-Rudman? 
The dispute over Gramm-Rud­

man pitted powerful factions in each 
party that wanted to soften the bite of 
Gramm-Rudman, but for conflicting 
reasons. 

Republicans fought to spare Pres­
ident Reagan the harsh confrontation 
envisioned by the original architects of 
Gramm-Rudman, although Gramm 
angrily denied he was carrying water 
for the administration. Still, many Re­
publicans were in the unfamiliar 
stance of promoting more-generous 
deficit targets than Democrats. 

The Democrats, under the prod­
ding of Ways and Means Chairman 
Dan Rostenkowski, Ill., wanted deficit 

Ways and Means 
Chairman Dan Rosten­

kowski and other Demo­
crats want a Gramm-Rud­
man law tough enough to 
force President Reagan to 

negotiate on taxes but 
deficit targets high 

enough to reduce the 
size of the tax increase 

his committee 
must produce. 
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targets tough enough to force Reagan 
to negotiate on taxes as an alternative 
to automatic cuts. But Rostenkowski 
also sought targets high enough to re­
duce the size of the tax increase that 
he must produce from his divided 
committee. 

Reagan continues to oppose any 
tax increase, while Democrats ner­
vously embraced the concept in the 
1988 budget resolution. Congressional 
leaders in both parties believe that 
Americans' support for specific federal 
programs, notwithstanding a general 
distaste for government, makes it im­
possible to fight the deficit with re­
straints on program spending alone. 
Republicans, however, refused to help 
write or pass this year's budget. 

The budget resolution (H Con 
Res 93) called for $19.3 billion in new 
taxes next year. But the negotiators on 
the Gramm-Rudman modification 
were considering deficit targets that 
would require substantially less. 

When a reporter asked one Demo­
crat whether he and his colleagues 
were embarrassed by this retreat, he 
said, "Hopefully, the public doesn't 
follow this as closely as you do." 

The 'Fix' 
The negotiations stalled the 21-

month extension of the federal debt 
ceiling. The Senate on July 31 had 
approved a "Gramm-Rudman fix" as 
an amendment to H J Res 324, which 
will raise the ceiling on the debt to 
$2.8 trillion, enough borrowing au­
thority to last to May 1989. 

The Supreme Court in 1986 found 
the original Gramm-Rudman auto­
matic scheme unconstitutional be­
cause it permitted a branch of Con­
gress, the General Accounting Office, 
the final authority to shape automatic 
budget cuts imposed by the president. 
The Senate amendment and the con­
ference proposals gave that authority 
to the Office of Management and 
Budget (0MB). 

The House went into conference 
without having approved a detailed 
Gramm-Rudman plan. In an Aug. 4 
test vote, however, nearly all House 
Republicans and about two-fifths of 
the Democrats endorsed the idea of an 



automatic spending-cut scheme. 
The 267-156 vote was for a non­

binding motion by House Republican 
leader Robert H. Michel of Illinois to 
instruct conferees to insist on an auto­
matic scheme. Democratic support 
came primarily from Ways and Means 
Committee members and such fiscal 
conservatives as Buddy MacKay of 
Florida and Timothy J. Penny of Min­
nesota. (Vote 298, p . 1854) 

Rostenkowski has pushed for an 
automatic procedure, hoping its pres­
sure on the president could ease pas­
sage of the tax bill demanded by the 
budget resolution. 

The vote appeared to kill a sec­
ond plan, advanced by House Major­
ity Leader Thomas S. Foley, D-Wash. 
His idea, never formally proposed, was 
to resuscitate the original Gramm­
Rudman automatic-cut machinery but 
to make such cuts effective only if the 
president signed them into law. That, 
supporters said, would put respon­
sibility for the deficit on the president 
without risking the automatic cut that 
would occur if Reagan continued to 
refuse new taxes. 

House Plan 
The offer that passed from House 

Democratic conferees to Senate nego­
tiators and back had significant oppo­
nents. Gramm and Pete V. Domenici 
of New Mexico objected to its dura­
tion and its targets. House Republican 
conferees were disappointed at the ab­
sence of additional revisions in other 
budget procedures that Gramm and 
Domenici also wanted. 

In both chambers, but more so in 
the Senate, Republican support is 
needed to pass any Gramm-Rudman 
fix because so many Democrats dislike 
the law. 

The disputed procedural items 
were to toughen budget restraints on 
appropriations and force federal credit 
programs to compete directly with 
other forms of spending for congres­
sional support. 

The emerging compromise was to 
re-establish an automatic spending­
cut procedure for fiscal years 1988, 
1989 and 1990. 

The compromise would set higher 
deficit targets than current law for the 
next six years, declining to zero in fis­
cal 1993. That is two years after the 
date set by the original law. 

For fiscal 1988, the compromise 
would require legislated savings or 
automatic cuts of $23 billion below a 
special Gramm-Rudman estimate of 
the deficit. For the following year, the 

Sen. Phil Gramm said De­
fense Secretary Caspar W. 

Weinberger and budget 
director James C. Miller 
Ill had both lobbied him 
against the Gramm-Rud­
man compromise. uOne of 
'em was asking me to keep 

Ivan from the gate . ... 
There are certainly people 
at the Pentagon who are 

nervous." 

required savings would be either $36 
billion below the estimate, or the dif­
ference between the estimate and the 
new target, whichever was lower. For 
the following years, the required sav­
ings would be the difference between 
deficit estimates and the new targets. 

As in the original legislation, the 
automatic procedure would slash fed­
eral spending by a fixed percentage if 
Congress and the president fail to 
meet the deficit target for a given year 
with conventional legislation. 

Delay Likely 
A complicated situation in Con­

gress and unofficial White House ob­
jections to the automatic scheme 
made the fate of the likely compro­
mise uncertain. 

In Congress, members said that 
regardless of the status of the 
debt/Gramm-Rudman negotiations, 
they would go ahead with recess trips 
abroad or to their districts, or with 
family vacations. 

One unenthusiastic conferee, Rep. 
Sam Gibbons, D-Fla., told reporters 
Aug. 6 that he would leave the next 
day, as scheduled. "I'm going home, 
going fishing," Gibbons grumbled. 
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Bringing a controversial compro­
mise to chambers depleted by mem­
bers following their recess plans made 
the outcome, at best, uncertain. 

Within the administration, views 
of the automatic scheme range from 
ambivalent to hostile. 

Top White House officials do not 
at all like the strategy underlying the 
scheme: that Reagan would be forced 
to accept new taxes as an alternative 
to harsh, automatic reductions in mili­
tary spending. 

Gramm · said Defense Secretary 
Caspar W. Weinberger and budget di­
rector James C. Miller III had both 
lobbied him Aug. 7 against the 
scheme. "One of 'em was asking me to 
keep Ivan from the gate .... There are 
certainly people at the Pentagon who 
are nervous about it." 

Also, Gramm said, "I've heard the 
continued siren song that we've got to 
raise the debt ceiling." 

For the record, the White House 
has urged only an unamended exten­
sion of the debt ceiling to May of 1989, 
as provided by the legislation. House 
Speaker Jim Wright, D-Texas, said 
that in an Aug. ,6 meeting, Reagan, "in 
magnificent innocence, said, 'Jim, if 
you will just send me a clean debt 
extension, everything will be fine.' " 

Issues Resolved 
In their formal meeting held Aug. 

4, conferees agreed to increase the 
debt ceiling to $2.8 trillion and de­
cided to make the increase permanent, 
meaning that it would not revert to a 
lower level. 

The debt bill originally passed by 
the House, as part of the fiscal 1988 
budget resolution, had raised the ceil­
ing to $2.6 billion, enough to last until 
the end of fiscal 1988. The Senate had 
raised that to $2.8 trillion; conferees 
agreed to a Rostenkowski suggestion 
that the higher increase be accepted 
and made permanent. 

Conferees also dropped two unre­
lated Senate amendments, added by 
that body to H J Res 324 after adop­
tion of the Gramm-Rudman amend­
ment. One, by Charles E. Grassley, R­
Iowa, would have required formal 
congressional approval of pay raises 
for members; the second, by Daniel 
Patrick Moynihan, D-N.Y., would 
have barred disinvestment of the So­
cial Security trust fund for any pur­
pose except paying program benefits 
and expenses. Moynihan decided in 
conference not to insist on his amend­
ment after Rostenkowski promised to 
find another legislative vehicle for it. I 
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-----II Appropriations 

House Passes Labor-HHS Appropriations Bill 
The House Aug. 5 overwhelmingly 

approved a $126.78 billion fiscal 1988 
appropriations bill for the Depart­
ments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services (HHS), Education and related 
agencies, after decisively defeating a 
raft of amendments that would have 
reduced funding for many of the bill's 
politically popular programs. 

A time limit on debate engineered 
by William H. Natcher, D-Ky., the 
chairman of the Appropriations Sub­
committee on Labor, HHS and Educa­
tion, effectively prevented amend­
ments from being offered on sensitive 
social topics that in years past have 
mired the funding bill in controversy. 

Among the proposals never of­
fered because time expired were two 
prepared by Bob Dornan, R-Calif. One 
would have required states to create 
programs to find the sexual partners 
of those found to be carrying the virus 
that causes the deadly disease AIDS. 

Another would have banned fed­
eral funds from being spent on re­
search on RU 486, a so-called "morn­
ing-after pill" that induces abortion. 

Before approving the bill (HR 
3058) on a 336-89 vote, members re­
buffed an attempt by a group of self­
avowed appropriations-cutters to pare 
back the bill approved by the Appro­
priations Committee July 30. (Vote 
307, p. 1856; committee action, 
Weekly Report p . 1725) 

Budget-Cutters Defeated 
Members rejected, by varying 

margins, four attempts to reduce the 
proposed increase in funding for dis­
cretionary programs. That increase, 
which came to 8.16 percent overall, 
lifted funding for discretionary pro­
grams to $36.29 billion. The remaining 
two-thirds of the bill's funds are for 
entitlement programs (including Med­
icare and Medicaid) that are out of 
legislative reach. 

The reduction efforts were led by 
Tom Tauke, R-Iowa, and Timothy J. 
Penny, D-Minn., who together have 
been spearheading a drive - with 
some success - to cut the federal def­
icit by reducing spending below levels 

-By Julie Rovner 
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assumed in the congressional budget 
resolution (H Con Res 93). (Budget­
cutting effort, Weekly Report p . 1572) 

"Where we have the chance, we 
have to hold the line," implored 
Tauke during the debate. 

But neither Tauke nor Penny ex­
pressed surprise that they emerged 
from the effort empty-handed. "We 
obviously were up against two of the 
most popular members of the House," 
said Tauke, referring to Natcher and 
the ranking Republican on his subcom -
mittee, Silvio 0. Conte, Mass. 

Natcher, said Penny, "is so highly 
regarded that people feel hesitant to 
vote against his bill or even to change 

Rep. William H. Natcher, D-Ky. 

the bill in a way he doesn't support." 
During debate on the amend­

ments, Natcher and Conte worked to­
gether to defend the bill. First, 
Natcher would rattle off long listings 
of exactly how much each of the 
across-the-board amendments would 
trim from various programs. Conte 
would then follow with an impas­
sioned defense of the health, educa­
tion and jobs programs near and dear 
to the hearts of many members from 
both parties. 

"This is an amendment that hurts 
a lot of people," he said ominously of a 
proposal by Dick Armey, R-Texas, to 
reduce by half the 6.9 percent increase 
for discretionary programs within the 

Copyright 1987 Congressional 0uorterty tnc . 
Reproduction prohibited in whoh, 04' in port e•cept by edrt0<iol dients. 

Labor Department. Armey's amend­
ment was defeated 132-287. (Vote 302, 
p. 1856) 

Both Tauke and Penny said the 
key to staving off their group's amend­
ments was Natcher's successful move 
to limit consideration of the bill and 
all amendments to about two and a 
half hours. 

Tauke objected when, at 2:20 
p.m., Natcher asked unanimous con­
sent that debate end by 4 p.m. Tauke 
objected again when Natcher asked 
unanimous consent to end debate at 
4:30 p.m. But when Tauke objected to 
Natcher's request for a 5 p.m. shutoff 
of debate, Natcher forced a vote. He 
prevailed, 262-159. (Vote 301, p . 1854) 

Penny said that left too little time 
to present their case. "You can't ade­
quately articulate that it's not a cut 
but a decrease in the increase," he 
said. "At the door [when members en­
ter the chamber to vote], all they hear 
is 'it's a 2 percent cut, or it's a 4 per­
cent cut.' " 

Other Amendments 
The House did adopt, by voice 

vote, an amendment by Robert S. 
Walker, R-Pa., to eliminate the pro­
posed $3.31 million in funding for the 
U.S. Institute of Peace, an indepen­
dent agency established by the 98th 
Congress to support research, educa­
tion and training activities aimed at 
promoting international peace and 
conflict resolution. (1984 Almanac p. 
498) 

In addition, the House also took 
the following action: 

• Defeated, 83-341, an amendment 
by Bill Frenzel, R-Minn., to cut pro­
posed funding for discretionary pro­
grams in the bill by 8.16 percent, or 
about $2.96 billion. (Vote 303, p. 
1856) 

• Defeated, 145-280, an amendment 
by Tauke, to cut proposed funding for 
discretionary programs in the bill by 
4.07 percent, or about $1.5 billion. 
(Vote 304, p. 1856) 

• Defeated, 181-245, an amendment 
by Penny, to cut proposed funding for 
discretionary programs in the bill by 2 
percent, or about $740 million, by 181-
245. (Vote 305, p . 1856) I 
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Congress Clears FSLIC Bailout Legislation 
Five years of waiting and seven 

months of hard bargaining came to a 
remarkably easy end the week of Aug. 
3 as Congress, by overwhelming mar­
gins, passed its first major banking bill 
since 1982. 

In so doing, both chambers ac­
cepted the amended report of House 
and Senate conferees, who had altered 
their previously final agreement to 
forestall a veto by President Reagan. 

The House adopted the confer­
ence report Aug. 3 by 382-12. The 
Senate followed suit Aug. 4 by 96-2. 
(Vote 294, p. 1854; Vote 226, p. 1861) 

After the Senate vote, the White 
House announced the president would 
sign the bill, which he had vowed to 
veto as recently as July 28. 

Reagan reversed field after Trea -
sury Secretary James A. Baker III had 
negotiated three adjustments to the 
bill and urged that it be signed. Baker 
began talks with the bill's proponents 
when it appeared the administration 
could not muster enough votes to sus­
tain a veto. (Weekly Report p. 1729) 

The bill (HR 27) makes many 
changes in banking law, but it was 
propelled through Congress by one 
feature - new borrowing authority 
for the Federal Savings and Loan In­
surance Corporation (FSLIC). 

The final language provides $10.8 
billion of such authority, which will 
enable FSLIC to close failing savings 
and loans (S&Ls) and pay off their 
depositors. Interest on the borrowed 
money will be paid through assess­
ments on the thrift industry itself, 
which lobbied heavily for a smaller re­
financing plan. 

Throughout the year, whenever 
the bill seemed to falter, supporters 
revived it with warnings of depositor 
runs on savings institutions. And by 
midsummer, with troubled FSLIC-in­
sured thrifts losing an aggregate of 
more than $10 million a day, the 
threat seemed increasingly real. 

A theme of anxiety dominated 
floor debate in both houses. 

"The overriding issue is the immi­
nency of runs on our thrift system," 
said Rep. Jim Leach, R-lowa. "Con-

-By Ronald D. Elving 

gress cannot ... continue to play Rus­
sian roulette with the financial fabric 
of our country." 

And Jake Garn, R-Utah, ranking 
minority member of the Senate Bank­
ing Committee, said he supported pas­
sage only "because we have a crisis in 
our S&L industry right now." 

No More 'Non-Bank Banks' 
The growing fears about FSLIC 

ultimately enabled Senate Banking 
Chairman William Proxmire, D-Wis., 
and House Banking Chairman Fer­
nand J. St Germain, D-R.I., to press 
ahead on a wider front, breaking a 
stalemate that had persisted through 
most of the 1981-86 period when the 
Republicans controlled the Senate. 

The bill packages FSLIC refin­
ancing with the closing of a regulatory 
loophole that has permitted the ere-

"The overriding issue is 
the imminency of runs on 

our thrifi system. Con­
gress cannot ... continue 
to play Russian roulette 

with the fj,nancial fabric of 
our country.,, 

-Rep. Jim Leach, R-Iowa 

ation of "non-bank banks," limited­
service institutions that take deposits 
or write loans, but not both. On the 
floor Aug. 4, Proxmire called this the 
"best part" of the bill. 

In closing the loophole, the bill 
does "grandfather" 168 such institu­
tions that were in operation as of 
March 5, 1987, but it allows them just 
one year of unrestricted growth before 
clamping a 7 percent annual cap on 
their asset growth. 

On the other side of the ledger, 
the bill freezes banks' expansion into 
insurance, real estate and securities 
underwriting - but only until March 
1988. By then, Proxmire and St Ger­
main say they will have developed a 
comprehensive restructuring of the 
laws separating banking from other 

Copyright 1987 Congnmional Qvorterty Inc. 
Reproduction prohibited in whole or in port except by editorial dienH. 

commercial activities. 
The chairmen have represented 

HR 27 as a kind of down payment 
toward next year's bill, designed in 
part to force all parties to the bargain­
ing table. But many in the administra­
tion believe the boundaries between 
banking and commerce should be de­
termined by market forces and compe­
tition, not by federal statute. 

This philosophy was as much a 
factor in the veto threat against HR 27 
as the administration's demand for 
still larger borrowing authority for 
FSLIC (Treasury had supported $15 
billion). The House initially approved 
$5 billion, the Senate $7.5 billion. In 
conference, the figure was raised to 
$8.5 billion. 

The final figure of $10.8 billion 
was the primary feature of Baker's ne­
gotiated compromise with the Bank­
ing Committee leaders. The negoti­
ators also agreed to phase out 
liberalized regulatory standards for 
thrifts in economically depressed ar­
eas and to allow grandfathered lim­
ited-service banks to buy failing 
thrifts that had assets of more than 
$500 million. 

Bill Highlights 
In addition to providing increased 

borrowing authority for FSLIC, HR 27 
also would: 

• Require faster clearing of checks 
deposited in banks. Within three years 
of enactment, banks must make funds 
available to check depositors within 
two business days for local checks and 
within five days for checks drawn on a 
bank in another Federal Reserve Sys­
tem region. 

• Allow thrifts in states hard hit by 
low farm and energy prices to remain 
in business with a net worth of as little 
as one-half of 1 percent, instead of the 
current 3 percent. 

• Allow thrifts in such states to cal­
culate their assets' worth according to 
more liberal accounting standards 
than would otherwise be used by fed­
eral regulators. 

• Forbid thrifts from withdrawing 
from FSLIC for a period of one year 
after enactment. This would protect 
FSLIC from a sudden, impoverishing 
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Senate OKs Greenspan as Fed Chairman 
Concluding a confirmation process that had been 

largely a foregone conclusion, the Senate Aug. 3 voted 
91-2 to confirm President Reagan's nomination of Alan 
Greenspan as chairman of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. 

Greenspan, 61, a New York economist, had been 
recommended for confirmation by a unanimous vote of 
the Senate Banking Committee on July 28. (Weekly 
Report pp. 1765, 1660) 

The committee chairman, William Proxmire, D­
Wis., provided perhaps the only suspense of the entire 
process by publicly equivocating about his own vote. On 
the floor Aug. 3, Proxmire repeated the doubts he had 
previously expressed about Greenspan's ability to resist 
political pressure - especially from the White House. 

Proxmire also bemoaned Greenspan's laissez-faire 
approach to the separation of banking and commerce, 
and belittled his economic forecasts as chairman of the 
Council of Economic Advisers under President Gerald 
R. Ford. 

But Proxmire concluded his remarks by saying 
Greenspan possessed "excellent personal qualities" and 
a clear commitment to fighting inflation. Moreover, he 
said, "if Dr. Greenspan were denied approval, it is un­
likely that the administration would appoint a better­
qualified chairman." 

The dissenting votes were cast by Bill Bradley, D­
N.J., and Kent Conrad, D-N.D. (Vote 225, p. 1861) 

Bradley, who is not a member of the Banking Com­
mittee but who has been active on the Third World debt 
issue, had indicated he would prefer a Fed chairman 
with greater expertise in international finance. 

Bradley also said the Reagan administration should 
have prevailed upon former Fed Chairman Paul A. Vol­
cker to serve a third four-year term. 

By contrast, Conrad objected to Greenspan because 
he thought him too closely bound to the anti-inflation­
ary Fed policies of the Volcker era. 

"High real interest rates and an overvalued dollar 
are literally life-or-death issues for my area of the coun­
try," said Conrad. "Agriculture export markets were 
savaged by the extreme appreciation of the dollar from 
1980 to 1985." 

But other senators speaking on the nomination 
mixed praise for Greenspan with praise for his predeces­
sor and awestruck bows to the power of the position. 

"I am confident that Alan Greenspan is up to the 
heavy responsibility that faces the chairman, and that 
he will measure up to the very high standards of his 
predecessor," said Christopher S. "Kit" Bond, R-Mo. "I 
applaud his willingness to tackle these issues, although I 
might question his good judgment in being willing to do 
so." 

Volcker, whose term expired Aug. 6, is a Democrat. 
He was appointed by President Jimmy Carter in 1979 
and reappointed by Reagan in 1983. Greenspan is a 
Republican and served as an honorary officer of Rea­
gan's 1980 presidential campaign. He has also contrib­
uted to other Republican campaigns. 

Greenspan has agreed to place his extensive finan­
cial holdings in two blind trusts for the duration of his 
Fed service. Greenspan told the Banking Committee he 
would recuse himself when the Fed considers cases spe­
cifically concerning his former employers or clients. 

Reagan has now appointed all seven members of the 
Fed's Board of Governors. He is the first president to 
have done so since Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

-By Ronald D. Elving 

exodus of its larger, healthier thrifts, 
which otherwise might switch to the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora­
tion, the federal insurer for banks. 

• Grant federal regulatory officers 
power to acquire failed banks across 
state lines, with greater authority to 
intervene before banks actually fail. 

Members of the House Rules 
Committee were asked to expedite 
floor consideration without having 
seen the final bill's full language. The 
committee complied, but on adoption 
of the conference report in the House, 
a fourth of all the "nay" votes were 
cast by disgruntled Rules Committee 
members (Joe Moakley, D-Mass.; Da­
vid E. Bonior, D-Mich.; and Anthony 
C. Beilenson, D-Calif.) 

• Assess thrifts leaving FSLIC after 
that one year a fee equal to twice the 
thrift's normal federal insurance pre­
mium for the exit year and twice their 
assessment for the FSLIC refinancing 
under HR 27. 

• Allow rural banks to write off loan 
defaults on farm property over seven 
years rather than one, thus enabling 
such banks to improve their balance 
sheet and weather years of low prices 
for commodities and farm land. 
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Grumbling Over Process 
Many members of the House­

Senate conference committee resented 
reopening the agreement they had 
reached July 1 for any reason, much 
less to accommodate the wishes of the 
administration. 

But the chairmen prevailed, and 
the conferees sent the Baker compro­
mise to the House and Senate floors 
for final clearance. 
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Anq Rules Committee Chairman 
Claude Pepper, D-Fla., took the floor 
to remind St Germain pointedly of the 
promised hearings and successor legis­
lation. I 
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Cap on Interest Rates Rejected: 

Credit Card Rate Disclosure 
Ordered by House Committee 

Schumer said that consumers 
would resist the higher rates them­
selves once they knew about them in 
advance. 

"I believe the market will crack 
with the advent of tough disclosure," 
Schumer said, noting that some small­
er issuers were already below the cap 
Annunzio proposed, and that "one of 
the big boys," American Express, had 
begun to offer some accounts a 13.8 
percent interest rate. 

The House Banking Committee 
Aug. 4 approved legislation (HR 515) 
that would require banks, retail stores 
and other issuers of credit cards to 
disclose interest rates and other in­
formation to potential card holders. 

But the committee did not in­
clude a controversial provision, previ­
ously approved in subcommittee, that 
would limit credit card interest rates. 

The bill as approved by voice vote 
was a substitute for the version en­
dorsed March 18 by the Subcommit­
tee on Consumer Affairs and Coinage. 
(Weekly Report p. 523) 

The interest-rate limit was re­
jected on another voice vote, after its 
sponsor, Frank Annunzio, D-Ill., had 
said he would not seek a recorded vote 
in committee. Annunzio said he would 
renew his fight for a rate limit when 
the bill comes to the floor. 

Interest Rate Limits ..• 
Annunzio's amendment would 

have set the credit card interest ceil­
ing at 8 percentage points above the 
rate of return for a one-year Treasury 
bill. Thus, if the one-year Treasury 
bill return was 6.5 percent (approxi­
mately the current level), credit card 
issuers could charge their customers 
no more than 14.5 percent for the un­
paid balance in that month. 

Some banks and other credit card 
issuers now charge customers more 
than 20 percent on at least some por­
tion of a card holder's unpaid monthly 
balance. The national average for such 
rates is higher than 18 percent. It has 
remained in the high teens despite a 
generally lower cost of money to the 
card issuers in recent years. 

Annunzio lashed out at what he 
called "plastic loan-sharking," saying 
"loan-shark criminals were angels 
compared with the interest rates being 
charged by American bankers." 

He dismissed the argument that 
rate caps would deny credit cards to 
less affluent borrowers, saying econo­
mists who made such predictions 
"have more axes to grind than Black & 
Decker." 

But Annunzio appeared to be 

-By Ronald D. Elving 

standing alone at the sparsely at­
tended committee session. 

Stephen L. Neal, D-N.C., said the 
cap would drive out some card-issuing 
companies, because credit cards en­
tailed higher losses than any other 
form of lending. He also said issuers 
who stayed in the business would sim­
ply introduce new fees to cover the 
difference. 

.•. Or Full Disclosure? 
Charles E. Schumer, D-N.Y., and 

Doug Barnard Jr., D-Ga., cosponsors 
of HR 515, said disclosure was a more 
effective weapon against exorbitant 
fees than a cap. 

"I am strongly opposed to any 
concept of price controls," said Bar­
nard, "since time and again they've 
been proven not to work." 

The committee's ranking Repub­
lican, Chalmers P. Wylie of Ohio, like­
wise called himself "a strong propo­
nent of disclosure." 

The bill as approved by the com­
mittee will require that all credit card 
solicitations, including those con­
ducted by mail and telephone, dis­
close: 

• The annual percentage rate 
charged on the monthly unpaid bal­
ance of an account. 

• The annual fee or transaction fee 
charged to card holders. 

• The terms of any grace period 
during which the card holder can 
avoid any interest charge or other fee 
by paying his account balance in full. I 

House OKs Minting of Olympic Coins 
By voice vote, the House Aug. 6 approved legislation directing the 

minting of commemorative gold and silver coins for the benefit of the 1988 
U.S. Olympic Committee. 

The bill (HR 2741) would direct the U.S. Mint to strike 1 million gold 
coins and 10 million silver coins for direct sale to the public. 

Coins in both metals would contain 10 percent alloy. The gold coins 
would contain 0.24 ounces of gold and bear a face value of $5. The silver 
coins would contain 0.77 ounces of silver and bear a face value of $1. 

The face value, however, is a nominal amount intended only to estab­
lish that the coins would be recogn_ized as legal tender in that amount. Each 
coin would sell with a surcharge of $35 (gold) or $7 (silver), and its actual 
price would fluctuate with the market value of the metal it contained. 

The design of the coins is to be chosen by the secretary of the Treasury 
in consultation with the U.S. Olympic Committee and the Commission of 
Fine Arts. Profits from sale of the coins, which could reach about $105 
million, would finance training centers and other expenses of U.S. athletes 
preparing for the 1988 Olympic Games planned for Korea and Canada. 

A similar minting of gold and silver coins for the 1984 Olympic Games 
in Los Angeles raised about $73.5 million, according to Rep. Frank Annun­
zio, D-Ill., chairman of the Banking Subcommittee on Consumer Affairs 
and Coinage, who introduced the current bill and the 1984 bill. 

The Banking Committee approved HR 2741 just hours before the 
House passed it. Sen. Alfonse M. D'Amato, R-N.Y. has introduced a com­
panion bill (S 1587). 

At a hearing before Annunzio's subcommittee Aug. 4, members 
watched performances on the parallel bars by Scott Johnson and Bart 
Connor, gold medalists on the 1984 U.S. Olympic gymnastics team. Joyce 
Wilbourn, an aspirant to the 1988 Olympic team, also performed on the 
balance beam. After each exercise, committee members dutifully held aloft 
scorecards marked "10" - signifying a perfect score. 
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House Panel Approves Farm Credit Shake-Up 
The House Agriculture Commit­

tee Aug. 6 approved sweeping legisla­
tion that would not only overhaul the 
ailing Farm Credit System but also 
change rural credit services across the 
United States. 

But for the third time in three 
years, the panel backed away from ac­
tually giving the system the money it 
needs to stay afloat. 

Members instead voted to send 
that politically risky decision over to 
the Appropriations Committee. 
Rather than put a dollar figure on 
what is, in the first place, a bailout for 
the quasi-federal lending network, 
members decided on language that 
would simply authorize "such sums as 
necessary." This leaves it to Jamie L. 
Whitten, D-Miss., chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee and its Ag­
riculture Subcommittee, to determine 
what to pay to help the system in each 
of the next five years. 

It also leaves to another day -
and a separate appropriations bill -
the dilemma of either finding funds to 
cover the $4 billion to $6 billion cost of 
the bailout, or else voting to let it in­
crease the federal deficit. 

Climaxing a marathon Aug. 5 
markup session that ended in the 
early morning hours of Aug. 6, the Ag­
riculture panel voted 41-2 to approve 
the bill (HR 3030), with only Jerry 
Huckaby, D-La., and James M. 
Jeffords, R-Vt., voting against it. 

Speaker Jim Wright, D-Texas, 
scheduled the bill for floor action the 
week of Sept. 7, after the summer re­
cess. Agriculture Chairman E. "Kika" 
de la Garza, D-Texas, said the bill 
should satisfy most House members. 

"No one's entirely happy. But 
then no one's saying it's a no-good 
communist bill. It's somewhere in the 
middle, which is what good legislation 
should be," he said. 

The administration has not taken 
a position on the committee's bill. A 
Treasury Department spokesman said 
the administration favors some of the 
provisions to revamp the system but 
opposes aspects of the funding scheme 
and other provisions relating to com-

-By David Rapp 
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mercial lenders and the Farmers 
Home Administration (FmHA). 

Republicans on Board 
The fast-paced committee action 

the week of Aug. 3 came in sharp con­
trast to the panel's deliberations the 
week before, when partisan bickering 
kept members from making progress. 
(Weekly Report p. 1738) 

To clear the roadblock, de la 
Garza appointed a task force to deal 
with a highly contentious proposal to 
create a secondary market for agricul­
tural real estate loans. This was 
sought by commercial banks and in­
surance companies as the price of 
their support for a system rescue. 

The secondary market posed the 
question of whether it would create a 
competitive advantage for commercial 
lenders and thus impair the system's 
ability to repay a federal loan. The 
task force used the issue to delve into 
the very mission and structure of the 
system itself. 

Meanwhile, de la Garza returned 
to public markup sessions to deal with 
the myriad of related issues that made 
the system bailout package one of the 
most complicated issues the Agricul­
ture Committee has ever dealt with. 
(Background, Weekly Report p . 1627) 

One by one, committee members 
worked out compromises on contro­
versial points in the bill and one by 
one, senior Republicans were brought 
back into the fold. 

First, Timothy J. Penny, D­
Minn., E. Thomas Coleman, R-Mo., 
and Ron Marlenee, R-Mont., agreed 
Aug. 3 on language imposing new loan 
restructuring and "borrowers' rights" 
requirements on the FmHA, an 
agency of the Agriculture Department. 
Their proposals, opposed by the ad­
ministration, would require FmHA to 
restructure delinquent loans, if that 
would be cheaper than proceeding 
with foreclosure. They would also au­
thorize $5 million a year for matching 
grants to states that set up mediation 
'programs for delinquent borrowers. 

By Aug. 4, the secondary market 
task force had worked out language 
acceptable to ranking Republican Ed­
ward R. Madigan of Illinois and Steve 
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Gunderson, R-Wis., that would create 
a secondary market within the Farm 
Credit System that commercial banks 
and insurance companies could use to 
pool real estate loans for sale as trad­
able securities. 

Madigan and administration offi­
cials had argued that establishing a 
secondary market within the system 
would give federal funds and an im­
plicit government backing to commer­
cial lenders' securities. So to preserve 
the competitiveness of institutions 
within the system, the task force gave 
them another trading option: Besides 
being able to pool land loans in the 
new market, system banks also would 
be allowed to sell securities backed by 
short-term loans for farm operations, 
rural utilities and farm cooperatives. 

Banking and insurance lobbyists 
fought hard to remove this second sec­
ondary market from the bill, but Mad­
igan made it one of his conditions for 
approval of HR 3030. Democratic 
leaders pushed it through over the ob­
jections of Richard H. Stallings, D­
Idaho, and David R. Nagle, D-Iowa. 

At last, on Aug. 5, the committee 
turned to the actual bailout question. 
Members rejected a scheme to let the 
system float a new bond issue, backed 
by its few remaining assets, to cover 
the banks' projected losses. A Trea­
sury official said such bonds would 
never attract investors, and the Con­
gressional Budget Office determined 
that a federal bond guarantee would 
involve the same budget outlays as 
giving the system cash. 

The difficulty of waiving the bud­
get law for new spending measures 
made a direct bailout unattractive to 
most committee members. Glenn En­
glish, D-Okla., argued for giving the 
system $4 billion outright, but found 
few supporters, even though he pro­
posed to offset the cost with asset 
sales of loans held by the FmHA. 

In the end, the vague wording on 
funding was adopted by voice vote. 

Madigan said the committee 
would encounter less opposition from 
the Reagan administration and con­
servative Republicans if members left 
the dollar figure open and began lay­
ing plans to overhaul the system's 



"No one's entirely happy. But then no one's 
saying it's a no-good communist bill. It's 

somewhere in the middle." 
-E. "Kika" de la Garza, D-Texas 

structure. No bailout figure would 
pass, he maintained, if it appeared the 
system was not going to make any 
changes in its failing operations. 

"I don't want to go to the floor 
with something that's going to be held 
up to ridicule," Madigan said. 

Stenholm Backs Shake-Up 
To that end, the committee ulti­

mately approved the most radical re­
organizational plan for the system 
since 1971, when Congress brought the 
diverse confederation of lending insti­
tutions under one statute (PL 92-181). 

By a 22-12 vote, the panel agreed 
to an amendment by Charles W. Sten­
holm, D-Texas, to erase the 12 re­
gional boundaries in the system and 
trim the 37-bank network down to no 
more than seven institutions. 

Stenholm's plan would eliminate 
the 12 district federal intermediate 
credit banks and 12 federal land banks 
that now distribute financing to local 
lending associations, and replace them 
with up to six full-service banks. The 
current 12 regional banks for coopera­
tives and one Central Bank for Coop­
eratives would be merged into one. 

Local production credit associa­
tions and land bank associations 
would retain, and in the case of the 
land banks expand, decision-making 
powers over interest rates and loan 
approvals. 

Stenholm's restructuring package 
followed approval of two other amend-

ments that would change the way the 
system raises much of its capital and 
the way it manages bad loans. 

By voice vote, the panel agreed to 
another Stenholm amendment that 
would revise the way farmers obtain 
voting stock in their cooperative lend­
ing associations. Currently a farmer­
borrower must buy stock each time he 
takes out a loan, at a rate of 5 percent 
to 10 percent of his loan volume. The 
farmer can redeem his stock when he 
pays off the loan. 

Borrower stock now makes up 
more than $4 billion of the system's 
remaining capital, but as losses keep 
mounting, credit-worthy borrowers 
are cashing in their stock. Indeed, the 
entire bailout effort centers on pro­
posals to put a federal guarantee on 
the stock so struggling system banks 
can dip into that remaining capital. 

Stenholm's plan would still re­
quire borrowers to obtain stock, but 
only at set fees, not as a percentage of 
their loans. Stock could not be re­
deemed when loans are repaid, al­
though farmers would hold voting 
rights on the stock for two years after 
a loan matures. The system could use 
the stock to build up capital reserves, 
which would have to be maintained at 
minimum levels similar to the com­
mercial banking industry's. System 
banks could also raise capital by sell­
ing non-voting stock to non-farmers. 

A key issue in the rescue efforts 
has been how much federal control 
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would be imposed on system banks 
receiving government funds. The com­
mittee, by voice vote, agreed to set up 
a new government-appointed board to 
handle bailout money and impose con­
ditions on banks that receive it. 

The system's proposal would have 
created a government board to distrib­
ute federal money, but otherwise would 
have left most decisions to a recipient 
bank's own officers and directors. 

Rescue legislation in 1985 (PL 99-
205) created a special Farm Credit 
Capital Corp. to take over troubled 
loans of individual banks and assess 
profits of healthy banks to cover losses 
of their weaker sisters. The corpora­
tion, controlled by system-appointed 
officials, was empowered to handle 
any federal funds. But it has been at­
tacked by healthy banks whose profits 
have been assessed, and by struggling 
banks who object to its tactics in tak­
ing over troubled loans. 

Under a compromise worked out 
by Huckaby, Coleman and English, 
the capital corporation would be abol­
ished and a new, federally controlled 
Temporary Assistance Corporation 
would be given far-reaching powers 
over system banks that get federal aid. 

All system banks would have to 
submit business plans to the assis­
tance corporation. Any institution 
whose borrower stock becomes im­
paired would be required to seek assis­
tance from the board, which would 
have power to order revisions in busi­
ness practices and otherwise ensure 
that the institutions are accountable 
for their lending decisions. 

Capital corporation officers would 
be barred from the new board. "We 
wish to give the capital corporation a 
proper burial by this amendment," 
Coleman said. 

It was adopted by voice vote after 
the panel rejected, 8-18, an amend­
ment by Nagle to remove the assis­
tance corporation's power to manage 
bad loans or acquired property. 

The committee also agreed to re­
verse some $400 million in capital cor­
poration assessments on healthy 
banks. They have filed numerous law­
suits blocking transfer of the money. 

As the scope of the legislation be­
gan to unfold, members began to com­
ment on its long-term implication -
namely, increased federal involvement 
in all forms of farm lending. 

"In effect, we are guaranteeing all 
of the agricultural loans in the na­
tion," said English. "We're going to 
federalize every darn farm loan in this 
country." I 
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leaders May Try to Override Veto: 
not to act before sending lawmakers a 
report on alternative ways of enforcing 
the doctrine. When voting to abolish 
the standard, commissioners Aug. 4 
agreed to ship the report to Congress. FCC Kills 'Fairness Doctrine,' 

But Congress Will Renew Fight 
Dingell called the FCC action 

"contemptuous," and said it "has not 
only outraged me but even members 
who support the FCC's position." 

A decision Aug. 4 by the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) 
to abolish the "fairness doctrine" may 
have a short shelf life. 

Key House and Senate lawmakers 
pledged to renew efforts to write the 
standard into law. "We will have a fair­
ness doctrine in place ... at the earliest 
possible time," said John D. Dingell, 
D-Mich., chairman of the House En­
ergy and Commerce Committee. 

For 38 years, the fairness doctrine 
- which requires broadcasters to 
cover issues of public importance and 
to present all sides of such issues -
was an FCC requirement. 

But the commissioners voted 4-0 
to eliminate the doctrine on the 
grounds that it represents an uncon­
stitutional restriction of free speech. 
The FCC dismissed as no longer valid 
the traditional argument that a scar­
city of broadcasting outlets could limit 
expression of diverse views. The 
agency said that today, the large num­
ber of TV and radio stations ensures 
protection of free-speech rights. 

Citing the scarcity rationale, the 
Supreme Court in 1969 upheld the 
constitutionality of the standard. But 
a federal appeals court ruled last fall 
that the FCC could repeal the require­
ment without congressional approval, 
and the Supreme Court June 8 denied 
a request to review that decision. 

Anticipating that the FCC might 
renounce the doctrine, the House and 
Senate cleared a measure (S 742) to 
write it into law. But President Rea­
gan vetoed the bill June 20. (Weekly 
Report p. 1401) 

In his veto message, Reagan said 
the limits imposed by the standard 
were "antagonistic to the freedom of 
expression guaranteed by the First 
Amendment. In any other medium be­
sides broadcasting, such federal polic­
ing of the editorial judgment of jour­
nalists would be unthinkable." (Veto 
message, Weekly Report p. 1404) 

-By Paul Starobin 
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Looking for Vehicles 
After the veto, supporters indi­

cated that they would try to attach 
fairness provisions to other bills that 
Reagan might find more difficult to 
resist. 

Ernest F. Hollings, D-S.C., chair­
man of the Senate Commerce Com­
mittee, joined Dingell in vowing to 
continue to try to codify the doctrine. 

"The American people, not the 
broadcasters, own the airwaves," Hol­
lings said. "The threat today is that 

'Scorched-Earth Policy' 
The action took effect Aug. 7, af­

ter official publication of the ruling. 
But Dingell said Congress will be 
"guarding against any FCC attempts 
to follow a scorched-earth policy and 
dismantle its fairness doctrine en­
forcement capability. The fairness 
doctrine should not fall prey to this 
administration's frequent attempts to 
use cuts in staff and budget to avoid 
enforcing laws it doesn't like." 

"We will have a fairness 
doctrine in place ... at 

the earliest possible time." 
-Rep. John D. Dingell, D-Mich. 

private interests, more motivated by 
profit than public interest, may limit 
public discourse." 

Neither Dingell nor Hollings has 
named a target for future action, al­
though there is speculation that Hol­
lings has his eye on a fiscal 1988 
spending measure being crafted by the 
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Commerce, Justice, State, the Judi­
ciary and Related Agencies. Hollings 
chairs the panel. 

Another option would be to try to 
override Reagan's veto. The House 
passed the bill 302-102, more than the 
two-thirds majority needed to rebuff 
the president, but the Senate vote of 
59-31 fell short of that margin. 

Dingell suggested that support for 
fairness legislation has increased be­
cause of the way in which the FCC 
handled the decision. Dingell accused 
the agency of reneging on a promise 
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The opposite view was sounded 
by Sen. Bob Packwood, R-Ore., who 
said the FCC action was "a decision 
for freedom of the press and free 
speech everyplace." Packwood has 
long supported repeal of the standard. 

Likewise, the National Associa­
tion of Broadcasters, the chief trade 
group for the broadcasting industry, 
applauded the FCC's decision, saying 
the agency has ended "38 years of for­
malized government intrusion into the 
First Amendment freedoms of broad­
cast journalists." 

However, consumer activists, in­
cluding Ralph Nader, said that sta­
tions might now ignore controversial 
issues or present only one side of such 
issues. Support for the fairness doc­
trine has also come from conservative 
activists such as Phyllis Schlafly who 
are concerned about an alleged "mo­
nopoly" by the major networks. I 



___ E_n_e_rg_y __________________________ _ 

House Refuses to Block Nuclear Plant Openings 
After an acrimonious debate and 

a large-scale lobbying effort, the 
House Aug. 5 turned back an effort to 
stop two nuclear power plants from 
starting operation. 

The 160-261 vote came on an 
amendment by Edward J . Markey, D­
Mass., to an otherwise routine re­
authorization (HR 1315) of the Na­
tional Regulatory Commission (NRC). 
(Vote 309, p. 1856) 

After defeating the amendment, 
the House passed HR 1315 by a 389-
20 vote. (Vote 310, p. 1856) 

The Markey amendment was 
aimed at the Shoreham nuclear plant in 
Long Island, N.Y., and another nuclear 
plant in Seabrook, N.H., 10 miles from 
Massachusetts. Both are complete, but 
have been unable to meet an NRC rule 
requiring state and local government 
agreement with evacuation plans for all 
people within a 10-mile radius. 

The governors of Massachusetts 
and New York have argued that a 
mass evacuation in such heavily popu­
lated areas is impossible. 

The Markey amendment would 
have barred the NRC from relaxing its 
rules to let Shoreham and Seabrook 
generate power. Supporters of the 
amendment, many of whom represent 
the plants' neighbors, called the reac­
tors unsafe and said the NRC rule 
change would violate states' rights. 

Opponents, backed by the na­
tion's utilities and the Reagan admin­
istration, argued that the Markey 
amendment would set a precedent 
that could destroy the nuclear power 
industry. They said the national inter­
est was at stake because nuclear power 
was needed to reduce American de­
pendence on foreign oil. 

The amendment drew scores of 
lobbyists and Markey blamed them 
for the defeat. "The most powerful 
lobbying group in the country was 
able to flex its muscles tonight," he 
said, but he warned that "it would be 
foolish to say that this is the end of 
the battle." 

Further legislative efforts are 
planned, but supporters and oppo­
nents of the plants, say that the issue 

-By Martha Bridegam 

Passes Two-Year 
NRC Reauthorization 

will probably be settled by the courts. 

Passionate Debate 
Proponents of the Markey 

amendment tried throughout the de­
bate to prove that the bill was not 
anti-nuclear and would not affect the 
107 nuclear plants now in operation. 
They said Seabrook and Shoreham are 
unique in that no emergency plan has 
been found to give local citizens as 
much protection as the neighbors of 
other nuclear plants receive. 

The Federal Emergency Manage­
ment Agency (FEMA) has not found 

State and local officials have criti­
cized the emergency plan developed 
by the owners of the Shoreham plant, 
the Long Island Illuminating Co. 
(Lilco). Under the plan, evacuees 
would go to Nassau Stadium, where 
they would shower and receive paper 
suits to replace their contaminated 
clothing. 

Three Democrats from Long Is­
land's Suffolk County - Hochbrueck­
ner, Thomas J. Downey and Robert J. 
Mrazek - said every elected Suffolk 
County official and 85 percent of the 
county's population opposed the plant. 

Republican Norman F. Lent, who 
represents neighboring Nassau County, 
led the battle against Markey's amend­
ment. He raised the specter of an en­
ergy crisis, asking, "Are our memories 
so short that we have forgotten the 

"We are playing into the 
hands of the Ayatollah, who, I 
am sure, is glued to C-SP AN 
right now, wherever he may 
be, rooting for the passage of 
the Markey amendment." 

satisfactory emergency plans to pro­
tect residents around either plant. 

Nicholas Mavroules, D-Mass., a 
cosponsor of the Markey amendment, 
said Seabrook's location was "the 
worst geographic area anyone could 
select as a site for a nuclear power 
plant." The area has a large summer 
population served by a single crowded 
highway. 

Supporters of the Markey amend­
ment also complained that evacuees 
from the Shoreham plant would have 
to travel over the Long Island Ex­
pressway, a thoroughfare that, accord­
ing to George J. Hochbrueckner, D­
N.Y., was recently gridlocked for five 
hours because of an overturned may­
onnaise truck. 
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-Rep. Norman F. Lent, R-N.Y. 

spectacle of President Carter on tele­
vision wearing his sweater with the 
fireplace ablaze behind him?" 

Markey called this argument spu­
rious, and said less than 3 percent of 
the nation's electrical power comes 
from imported oil. 

Lent attacked Hochbrueckner, 
who based his 1986 congressional cam­
paign on opposition to Shoreham. 
"Many of us in this room were elected 
here on the basis of running against 
something," he said, "but after we get 
here a while we calm down a little bit 
and we try to become statesmen." 

Hochbrueckner's predecessor, for­
mer GOP Rep. William Carney, was in 
Washington lobbying on behalf of the 
utilities during the vote. Carney did 
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Panel Votes to Create Nuclear Safety Board 
The Senate Governmental Affairs Committee Aug. 

4 approved legislation creating an independent board to 
oversee the safety of nuclear facilities owned and oper­
ated by the Department of Energy (DOE). 

serve for six. Thereafter, all appointees would serve six­
year terms. 

The bill (S 1085), approved by voice vote, estab­
lishes the Nuclear Safety Board to evaluate health and 
safety standards at DOE, make recommendations to 
improve those standards and to investigate any inci­
dents the board deems potentially threatening to the 
public. 

S 1085 would also apply the health and safety stan­
dards of the Occupational Safety and Health Adminis­
tration (OSHA) to all DOE nuclear facilities. Those 
facilities are exempt from OSHA standards under cur­
rent law. 

The bill also establishes a "radiation study advisory 
board," to advise and assist the secretary of energy in 
conducting studies on the effects of radiation. That 
board would consist of eight members appointed by the 
secretary of Health and Human Services, two members 
appointed by the secretary of labor, and one member 
appointed by the secretary of energy. 

The bill also requires that the board be consulted 
prior to the construction of any new DOE nuclear facili­
ties and that it make recommendations to help improve 
safety in construction and design. 

The secretary of energy would be required to report 
to Congress on which board recommendations he 
planned to implement and to explain his reasoning to 
Congress should he choose not to implement a board 
proposal. 

Amendments Adopted 

To fund the board, the bill authorizes $5 million for 
each of fiscal years 1988-93. 

By voice vote, the committee approved an amend­
ment, offered by Republican John Heinz of Pennsylva­
nia, calling for a study of the safety of the methods and 
routes by which nuclear fuel is transported. 

The panel also approved by voice vote two amend­
ments offered by William V. Roth Jr. of Delaware, the 
ranking Republican on the panel. One requires the Nu­
clear Safety Board to report to Congress on its activities 
after five years in operation and for Congress to decide 
then whether the board should remain in existence. The 
second amendment limits to 100 the number of staff 
personnel to be employed by the board. 

Board Makeup 
The board would be composed of three nuclear 

energy experts to be appointed by the president, subject 
to Senate approval. No more than two of the appointees 
could come from the same political party. 

In making the initial appointments to the board, 
the president would choose one member to serve for two 
years, another to serve for four years and the third to 

not seek re-election in 1986 after his 
strong support for the Shoreham plant 
had eroded his chances of winning. 

States' Rights 
Utility lobbyists and floor oppo­

nents of the Markey amendment com­
plained that the affected state and lo­
cal governments supported - or at 
least did not oppose - the nuclear 
reactors until after the utilities had 
made major investments in them. 

Mar key argued that the NRC had 
refused a hearing for 12 years to the 
state governments of Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire and New York. Al­
though New Hampshire's government 
has now accepted the plant, all three 
states criticized the two locations in 
the early 1970s. 

He said the NRC had denied re­
peatedly that it would be prejudiced 
by the utilities' investments in their 
plants, saying the investments were a 
risk those companies must bear. 

However, Markey noted that the 
NRC is now using cost as a reason for 
changing its rules. In January of this 
year the NRC said, "A forced aban-
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donment of a completed nuclear plant 
for which billions of dollars have been 
invested also poses obvious serious fi­
nancial consequences to the utility 
ratepayers and taxpayers." The utili­
ties have spent about $4.8 billion on 
the Seabrook plant and about $5 bil­
lion on Shoreham. 

"It is just wrong to allow a federal 
agency packed with nuclear sup­
porters to change the rules," said Mar­
key. 

Supporters of the amendment -
most of whom were liberal Democrats 
- took on an unaccustomed role as 
defenders of states' rights. "Should 
this decision rest with millions of citi­
zens through their highest elected 
state officials or with a handful of bu­
reaucrats here in Washington?" asked 
Joseph E. Brennan, D-Maine, a for­
mer governor of that state. 

Carlos J. Moorhead, R-Calif., 
summed up the opposition view, say­
ing, "The debate ... is being cast as a 
classic confrontation between state 
and federal rights; but the real issue is 
not rights. It is what to do when a 
clash of rights threatens the national 
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-By Tom Watson 

interests, when compelling national 
interests must prevail." 

Some linked the amendment to 
U.S. involvement in the Persian Gulf, 
which they said would not be necessary 
if the United States depended less on 
imported oil. 

Lent said, "We are playing into 
the hands of the Ayatollah [Ruhollah 
Khomeini of Iran], who, I am sure, is 
glued to C-SPAN right now, wherever 
he may be, rooting for the passage of 
the Markey amendment." 

Although most Republicans op­
posed the amendment, the issue raised 
more regional antagonisms than party 
conflicts. 

Opponents of the Markey amend­
ment said the populations around 
both nuclear plants should not be al­
lowed to "export their garbage and 
import their energy." 

When Don Ritter, R-Pa., ex­
pressed concern for the two areas' 
economies, should they be denied nu­
clear electricity, Markey observed that 
Massachusetts' unemployment rate is 
half Pennsylvania's. "We are doing 
quite well, thank you," he said. 



Strong Lobbying 
Among the Markey 

forces' appeals was a 
letter from eight Demo­
cratic presidential can­
didates supporting the 
amendment and calling 
the two plants unsafe. 
But the AFL-CIO, the 
National Association of 
Manufacturers and en­
ergy organizations op­
posed the amendment. 

Energy - 3 

-

Lobbyists on both 
sides organized groups 
of "concerned citizens" 
to make their case to 
members of Congress. 
The amendment's pro­
ponents came Aug. 3. 
About 400 citizens from 
Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire and Long 
Island bent ears and 
arms in Congress, then 
held a rally on the Capi­
tol steps. 

On Aug. 4, it was 
the utilities' turn. Four­
teen busloads of "Citi­

Rep. Edward J. Markey, D-Mass., center, meets with colleagues to map strategy on his amendment 
to the NRC reauthorization bill. With him are, from left, Reps. Nicholas Mavroules, D-Mass., Robert J. 
Mrazek, D-N.Y., Thomas J. Downey, D-N.Y., and George J. Hochbrueckner, D-N.Y. 

zens for Shoreham Electricity," which 
paid for the trip, and 150 volunteers 
from Seabrook arrived on Capitol Hill 
with green folders full of photocopied 
letters for House members. 

One group consisted of Roger 
Wilkinson and Bob Lawrence - both 
consultants employed by the 
Shoreham plant - as well as Mark 
and Jane Potkin with their three chil­
dren. Mark Potkin, an engineer at the 
plant, said, "It's a good experience for 
the kids" to visit Washington. The 
Potkins' 9-year-old son explained that 
Shoreham was surrounded by sod­
grass farms, not people. Their twin 
girls, proudly claiming the age of 5 ½, 
wore buttons reading, "America needs 
Shoreham" on their matching star­
spangled blouses. 

All had boarded a motor coach at 
4:30 a.m. for the six-hour ride to 
Washington. On arrival, they hit the 
Cannon and Rayburn buildings until 
noon. Afterwards, most of the 800-odd 
citizen lobbyists waited to enter the 
House galleries in lines that stretched 
through the third-floor corridors 
nearly to the Senate chamber. The 
buses returned to Shoreham at one 
o'clock the following morning. 

More to Come 
After the vote, both sides looked 

to the future. 

George Edwards, president of 
United Illuminating (Seabrook's sec­
ond largest owner), said the vote "sent 
a loud and clear message" that the Nu­
clear Regulatory Commission is in 
charge of public safety as it relates to 
nuclear power plants. 

Edwards said Seabrook would 
submit its own safety plan to the NRC 
by mid-September, and the plant 
would probably begin selling power in 
the latter half of 1988. 

Michael Phillips, counsel for the 
Union of Concerned Scientists, a group 
that supported the Markey amend­
ment, said a decision Aug. 4 by the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the District 
of Columbia set a precedent that may 
block the NRC rule. A three-judge 
panel held that the NRC may not con­
sider the cost of safety features when it 
sets standards for a nuclear power 
plant. Instead, the court ruled, it must 
consider only safety factors. 

Edwards said of the NRC rule, "I 
feel sure that the opponents of 
Seabrook will appeal anything that's 
done but that doesn't mean that stays 
[on the plant's operation] will be 
granted by the courts." 

Both the Long Island Illumination 
Co. and Seabrook's major owner, the 
Public Service Co. of New Hampshire, 
say they are in financial trouble be­
cause of their investments in the nu-
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clear plants. The Public Service Co. 
recently announced that it would raise 
rates and stop providing new electric 
hookups until it edges farther away 
from bankruptcy. 

NRC Reauthorization 
HR 1315 is a two-year reautho­

rization of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. It authorizes $427.8 mil­
lion for fiscal 1988 and $422.6 million 
for fiscal 1989. 

By voice vote, the House adopted 
an amendment, by Jim Slattery, D­
Kan., requiring nuclear plants to un­
derwrite the entire NRC budget, in­
stead of 75 percent of it, as proposed in 
the bill. That will mean paying an av­
erage of $3.3 million per nuclear plant. 

The House also approved by voice 
vote an amendment by Dennis E. Eck­
art, D-Ohio, to bar the NRC from clos­
ing meetings to the public. 

William E. Dannemeyer, R-Calif., 
offered an amendment to reorganize 
the NRC, but withdrew it after mem­
bers promised to give it attention later. 

HR 1315 was approved by the In­
terior Committee and the Energy and 
Commerce Committee (H Rept 100-90, 
Parts 1, 2, 3). Differences between the 
two committees' reports were resolved 
in HR 3037, a clean compromise mea­
sure that was then offered as a substi­
tute for the text of HR 1315. I 
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Treasury Would Guarantee Compensation: 

Panel OKs Reauthorization of Price-Anderson 
The Senate Environment Com­

mittee Aug. 4 approved a bill that 
would make the U.S. Treasury the fi­
nal guarantor of damage-compensation 
payments in a major nuclear accident. 

. But that approach drew an imme­
diate veto threat. Both Energy Secre­
tary John S. Herrington and Assistant 
Attorney General John R. Bolton 
wrote the committee to say their de­
partments would urge President Rea­
gan to veto such a bill. 

The bill, still unnumbered, re­
authorizes the 1957 Price-Anderson 
Act (PL 85-256), which limited the li­
ability of nuclear utilities in case of an 
accident and set up a "no fault" sys­
tem for paying major damage claims. 

Congress has gone into overtime 
working to reauthorize Price-Ander­
son since the Aug. 1 expiration of part 
of the law. The lapsed provisions give 
the Department of Energy (DOE) au­
thority to pay damages caused by its 
contractors doing nuclear research, 
fuel processing, weapons production 
and waste disposal. 

The House passed its own $7.4 bil­
lion Price-Anderson reauthorization 
bill (HR 1414) on July 30. The Senate 
Energy Committee approved a bill (S 
748 - S Rept 100-70) May 20. It re­
newed DOE's authority but did not ad­
dress issues affecting commercial utili­
ties. (Weekly Report p. 1731) 

Senate Environment is the last of 
five House and Senate committees to 
mark up a Price-Anderson bill this year. 
Leaders of the Energy and Environ­
ment committees may try to negotiate a 
compromise vehicle to bring to the Sen­
ate floor after the August recess. 

Three Layers of Coverage 
The Environment Committee bill, 

approved 16-0, was a bipartisan mea­
sure, developed jointly by John B. 
Breaux, D-La., chairman of the Sub­
committee on Nuclear Regulation, and 
its ranking Republican, Alan K. Simp­
son of Wyoming. 

The bill departs from most earlier 
approaches to Price-Anderson by 
making the Treasury the ultimate 
backstop for paying nuclear damages. 

Historically, nuclear-insurance 
coverage has consisted of three layers. 
The first is the maximum commercial 

-By Joseph A. Davis 
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liability coverage utilities must buy 
(now $160 million). Once claims ex­
haust that amount, there is a second 
layer of coverage in which each nu­
clear utility pays a "deferred pre­
mium." The deferred premiums, 
which would be assessed after an acci­
dent at a nuclear plant, would go into 
a pool, producing under current law 
another $550 million. 

The Environment bill raises the 
maximum deferred premium from $5 
million to $60 million per reactor per 
accident. For the 109 reactors now op­
erating, that would yield $6.54 billion, 
bringing the total of first- and second­
layer coverage to about $6. 7 billion. 

If claims from a utility accident 
exceed the first- and second-layer cov­
erage, under current law, further 
claims will go unsatisfied unless Con­
gress acts. Price-Anderson contains a 
general promise that Congress will act, 
but Congress is not legally obliged to 
do so. That promise is the third layer. 

The House-passed bill, while it 
sets out a more specific mechanism for 
putting a third-layer payment plan be­
fore Congress, still leaves excess claims 
unsatisfied unless Congress acts. 

The Senate Environment bill pro­
vides a more definite third layer. First, 
it provides two detailed timetables for 
the president and Congress to decide 
on how further damage claims will be 
paid. Second, if Congress does not act 
in time, the bill makes available a per­
manent appropriation of an indefinite 
amount of money to pay valid claims. 

This unusual mechanism, called 
the "judgment appropriation," was cre­
ated in 1956, and has been used to pay 
claims against the government involv­
ing swine flu vaccine and the fabric 
fire-retardant chemical called "tris." 

The Environment Committee bill 
would specifically authorize use of the 
judgment appropriation to pay excess 
claims under Price-Anderson. 

The Environment bill also sets 
forth two alternative scenarios by 
which Congress can decide on a third­
layer funding mechanism. 

Under the first, Congress does 
nothing while a court adjudicates 
damage claims. Once the judgment be­
comes final, Congress would have 180 
days to come up with a way of paying 
for damages beyond the first two lay­
ers of coverage. If Congress did not 
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act, the excess would be paid out of 
the judgment appropriation. 

Under the second scenario, the 
president could submit to Congress 
findings that damages might exceed 
the limit, that Congress should con­
sider alternative mechanisms for set­
tling the claims, and that court proceed­
ings should be suspended. At the same 
time, he would have to submit his own 
plan for handling the claims. Congress 
could act to suspend the court pro­
ceedings, but if it did not act on the 
president's plan within 180 days, court 
proceedings would go ahead. 

For both scenarios, the bill sets 
out detailed, step-by-step timetables 
and includes automatic discharge of 
committees and time limits on floor 
debate to prevent delay. 

The third-layer proposal was 
challenged by Robert T. Stafford, R­
Vt., who offered an amendment that 
would have swept away both the judg­
ment appropriation and the two sce­
narios for expedited congressional ac­
tion - leaving excess claims unpaid 
until Congress acted on presidential 
recommendations under its normal 
procedures. The Stafford amendment, 
which parallels the House bill, was de­
feated on an 8-8 tie vote. 

Stafford in 1986 had put forth a 
proposal assigning virtually unlimited 
liability to the utilities themselves. 
Utilities have vehemently opposed 
that plan. 

Jack Kearney, a representative of 
the Edison Electric Institute, said the 
Environment Committee's third-layer 
mechanism was generally acceptable to 
utilities. But Jill Lancelot, representing 
the National Taxpayers' Union, said 
that group opposed it, and that utili­
ties, rather than taxpayers, should pay 
for nuclear power plant accidents. 

In another close vote, the commit­
tee rejected 8-8 an amendment by 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan, D-N.Y., that 
would have strengthened the power of 
state and local governments to block 
the start-up of nuclear power plants. 
Moynihan's amendment would have 
applied to situations in which local au­
thorities refuse to take part in evacua­
tion planning, as they have for the 
Seabrook plant in New Hampshire and 
the Shoreham plant on Long Island, 
N.Y. The House voted against a similar 
amendment Aug. 5. (Story, p. 1797) I 



--II Supreme Court 

Preparing for Hearings: 

Homework for the Recess: 

man Lear, announced a national radio 
and newspaper campaign calling on 
the Senate to "take a very dose look 
at Robert Bork." 

One of their newspaper ads says 
that a court nominee is supposed to be 
independent and not a "White House 
'team player.' " Then it suggests sev­
eral things senators should consider, 
including whether Bork is fair­
minded, whether he believes in equal 
justice and whether he will protect 
free speech. In each category, the ad is 
critical of Bork. 

Studying the Bork Record 
Dennis DeConcini headed home 

for the August recess looking as 
though he were going back to law 
school. 

The senator flew back to Tucson, 
Ariz., loaded down with Robert H. 
Bork's judicial opinions, his speeches 
and articles, and analyses of the Bork 
record by other lawyers. 

What he can't take with him, De­
Concini said, his staff will send later. 

An Arizona Democrat, DeConcini 
is a member of the Judiciary Commit­
tee, and by all accounts, he is one of 
three critical swing votes on Bork's 
nomination to the Supreme Court. 

The committee is scheduled to be­
gin hearings on the nomination Sept. 
15, and DeConcini's recess plans mirror 
those of colleagues on the 14-member 
panel. In between their meetings with 
constituents, they, too, will be boning 
up on Bork, who was nominated July 1 
to replace Justice Lewis F. Powell Jr. 
(Weekly Report p. 1735) 

In the week before the recess, the 
senators continued to be peppered 
with information touting Bork's 
strengths and weaknesses. 

Two groups announced national 
campaigns Aug. 4 urging the Senate to 
give Bork a critical examination. And 
a consumer-oriented lawyers' orga­
nization, the Public Citizen Litigation 
Group, released a 123-page analysis of 
Bork's record showing, the group said, 
that as a judge on the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia, 
Bork regularly voted in favor of busi­
ness and against consumers, environ­
mental groups and workers. 

The week of Aug. 3, a pro-Bork 
group, Coalitions for America, began 
airing radio spots supporting the 
nominee, and a group of Republican 
House members - who have no for­
mal role in the nomination process -
made floor speeches backing Bork. 

In addition, Bork received an un­
usual vote of confidence from Justice 

-By Nadine Cohodas 

John Paul Stevens, a moderate-to-lib­
eral member of the high court, who told 
a lawyers' group that Bork was highly 
qualified and should be confirmed. 

Hearing Dates Set 
Despite pressure from Republi­

cans to move up the confirmation 
hearings, Judiciary Committee Chair­
man Joseph R. Biden Jr., D-Del., said 
Aug. 5 that he was sticking to his orig­
inal schedule. But he told committee 
members that his "target date" for the 
panel's vote on the nominee was Oct. 
I. Republicans have accused Biden of 
stalling and have demanded a "date 
certain" for a decision. They want 
Bork confirmed in time for the start of 

The radio spot said, "Justice may 
wear a blindfold. But the Senate 
shouldn't. An active Senate role in the 
confirmation process is the American 
way.'' 

At a news conference unveiling 
the campaign, John H. Buchanan Jr., 
chairman of the organization, called 
Bork "a possible if not probable threat 
to the constitutional rights and liber­
ties of American citizens.'' 

The same day, the Judicial Selec­
tion Project, part of the Alliance for 

"I do consider [a nominee's] 
ideology to be an 

essential element of his 
qualifications for this 

lifetime appointment." 
-Sen. Terry Sanford, D-N.C. 

the new court session Oct. 5. 
Biden emphasized that the Oct. 1 

date was not a "commitment" because 
more time might be required to hear 
witnesses. 

Biden also set Sept. 9-10 for hear­
ings on U.S. District Judge William S. 
Sessions of San Antonio, President 
Reagan's nominee to head the FBI. 
Biden said he believed the committee 
could vote on the Sessions nomination 
Sept. 11. (Weekly Report p. 1737) 

Anti-Bork/Pro-Bork 
On Aug. 4, People for the Ameri­

can Way, a liberal lobbying group 
founded by television producer Nor-
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Justice, a Washington, D.C.-based 
civil rights group, kicked off a drive to 
organize college students against 
Bork. 

A booklet handed out to students 
during a briefing at the Capitol said 
the purpose of the campaign was "to 
effectively demonstrate to your senator 
the massive opposition of the Ameri­
can public to the Bork nomination.'' 

On the other side, the conserva­
tive group, Coalitions for America, 
and the American Conservative Union 
began running radio advertisements in 
Washington, D.C., supporting Bork. 
In addition, the group ran similar 
newspaper ads in Washington, New 
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York, Los Angeles and Chicago. 
The radio ad says that the Sen­

ate's job is "to determine whether 
Judge Bork is suited by his legal schol­
arship and experience" to be on the 
court. "Judge Bork believes that judges 
should not overturn laws passed by our 
elected officials merely because they 
personally disagree with them," the ad 
says. "This judicial philosophy will re­
store government by the people." 

The Senate's Role, Redux 
Debate on the scope of the Sen­

ate's advice-and-consent role contin­
ued during the week. On Aug. 5, two 
freshman Democrats, both from the 
South, went to the floor to argue for a 
broad Senate role in Bork's confirma­
tion, though each said he had not made 
up his mind on the nomination. 

Wyche Fowler Jr., Ga., said the 
Senate had to do more than "rubber 
stamp" a judicial nominee, adding that 

ing such a widespread inquiry. Dole 
had said that to consider a nominee's 
political and social views, as opposed 
to his fitness for service, would be in­
appropriate. 

"While I have the utmost respect 
for both gentlemen, their arguments 
miss the point," Sanford said. "Surely 
they jest." 

But Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., 
took the floor and argued for a nar­
rower Senate investigation. "What I 
worry about . . . is that the Senate 
[ will] reach an unfortunate decision 
that anything that is relevant to the 
president's consideration is relevant to 
our consideration, and that will be a 
formula for gridlock." 

Patrick J . Leahy, D-Vt., another 
Judiciary Committee member, went to 
the Senate floor Aug. 6 to give his 
arguments for a broad Senate inquiry. 
Referring to the president's right to 
make a nomination, Leahy said, "We 

"If you are looking for a mod­
erate, you are not going to find 
that in Judge &rk." 

the American public "deserves a full 
examination of the advisability of seat­
ing any nominee on the highest court 
of the land." 

Fowler contended that "it is the 
president who has made the ideological 
content of the judiciary an issue," and 
he added that the sort of individuals 
who should be on the court are "men 
and women with sound judicial ideals, 
not political ideologues - to the left or 
right - with predetermined agendas." 

Following Fowler to the floor, 
Terry Sanford, N.C., echoed his col­
league's claim, noting that "the presi­
dent has been fairly explicit in saying 
ideology was a factor" in choosing Bork. 

"I do consider [a nominee's] ide­
ology to be an essential element -of his 
qualifications for this lifetime ap­
pointment," Sanford said. 

He chided Minority Leader Rob­
ert Dole, R-Kan., and Alan K. Simp­
son, R-Wyo., the assistant minority 
leader, for remarks last month criticiz-
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-Alan B. Morrison, Public 
Citizen Litigation Group 

are equal partners in this." 

The Bork Record 
The Public Citizen Litigation 

Group, a component of consumer ac­
tivist Ralph Nader's Public Citizen, 
unveiled its report Aug. 6, which re­
viewed the 400 cases Bork has partici­
pated in and his 144 judicial opinions. 

The lawyers focused on 56 "split 
decisions,'' which occurred mostly on 
controversial cases in which one or 
more judges disagreed with the major­
ity and filed a dissenting decision. 

William B. Schultz, who directed 
the study, said that Bork's positions 
"can be predicted with almost 100 per­
cent certainty simply by identifying 
the parties to the lawsuit. Judge Bork's 
votes cannot be explained by the con­
sistent application of judicial restraint 
or any other judicial philosophy." 

The study challenged the notion 
that Bork is a proponent of "judicial 
restraint," which the lawyers defined 
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as "a judicial philosophy that in ad­
ministrative law cases requires courts 
to defer to the executive branch." 

The analysis of Bork's decisions, 
the study said, "found that Judge 
Bork generally adhered to this philos­
ophy only in cases brought by individ­
uals or organizations other than a 
business." 

In 48 of 50 split decisions, the 
study said, Bork voted against access 
to the courts for individuals who had 
sued the government. The study said 
further that Bork does not support the 
First Amendment rights of individuals, 
"as evidenced by four cases in which 
he voted against First Amendment 
claims of political demonstrators." 

At the news conference, Alan B. 
Morrison, director of the litigation 
group, rejected what he said was the 
administration's effort to paint Bork 
as a "moderate, middle-of-the-road" 
replacement for Powell. "If you are 
looking for a moderate, you are not 
going to find that in Judge Bork," 
Morrison said. 

A spokesman for the Justice De­
partment, Patrick S. Korten, quickly 
rejected the group's study. "What we 
have here is a very clever attempt to 
skew the statistics by some very care­
ful selection of the cases they chose to 
study." Korten said. "They chose to 
look only at divided panels. In doing 
that, they virtually ignored 86 percent 
of the cases on which Bork sat." 

The Center for Judicial Studies, a 
conservative legal organization head­
quartered in Cumberland, Va., plans 
to have its own analysis of Bork's 
record available in late August. 

Dan Peterson, the center's execu­
tive director, labeled the survey "dis­
torted" because it focused on the split 
cases. Even in those cases, Peterson 
said, Bork voted with the majority 
about two-thirds of the time. 

Peterson said when all of Bork's 
cases are considered, he voted with the 
majority 94 percent of the time. 

But Paul Alan Levy, another liti­
gation-group lawyer, defended the fo­
cus on the split cases. Levy said that 
the appeals court, unlike the Supreme 
Court, cannot pick and choose which 
cases it wants to hear. The bulk of its 
cases, he said, either are not controver­
sial or deal with well-settled law. 

"You can always point out and say 
he was in the mainstream, he joined 
the majority. That's the nature of the 
job," Levy said. "But it's not a fair way 
to judge the way he is going to behave 
on a different court ... where they se­
lect their cases." I 



-II Law/Judiciary 

Senate Passes Package of Three Antitrust Bills 
A package of legislation designed 

to improve antitrust enforcement has 
been passed by the Senate. 

The bill (S 1068), passed by voice 
vote July 31, is a compendium of three 
measures approved by the Judiciary 
Committee. 

One part of S 1068, which was 
approved by Judiciary April 29 as S 
431 (S Rept 100-88), lets the Justice 
Department and the Federal Trade 
Commission (FTC) review proposed 
mergers of large partnerships. 

Currently, partnerships that 
launch takeover bids are not covered 
by reporting provisions of the anti­
trust laws that apply to mergers of 
corporations. During brief floor re­
mar ks July 31, chief sponsor Howard 
M. Metzenbaum, D-Ohio, said lack of 
coverage of partnerships "enables 
wealthy individuals to structure merg­
ers so that they not be reported to the 
government." 

Metzenbaum noted that the at­
tempted takeover of Goodyear Tire 
and Rubber Co. by Sir James Gold­
smith and the attempted takeovers of 

Phillips Petroleum Co. and Diamond 
Shamrock Corp. by T. Boone Pickens 
"were structured to take advantage of 
this loophole." 

This section of S 1068 would re­
quire review of mergers involving part­
nerships if at least $10 million in assets 
is involved and one partner is a general 
partner or one partner has the right to 
at least 50 percent of the profits of the 
partnership. (Weekly Report p. 871) 

The second section of S 1068 
amends current law to give the Justice 
Department and the FTC more time 
to review proposed mergers to deter­
mine their effect on competition in the 
marketplace. (Weekly Report p. 1078) 

The bill, which was approved by 
the Judiciary Committee in May as S 
432 (S Rept 100-115), extends the re­
view time from 25 to 40 days. It also 
provides that in the case of an espe­
cially large or complex merger, the 
government can ask a federal judge for 
up to 25 additional days. 

These first two parts of S 1068 
amend the 1976 Hart-Scott-Rodino 
antitrust law (PL 94-435), which ere-

ated new procedures for review of 
mergers. (1976 Almanac p. 431) 

The third part of S 1068, which 
was approved by the Judiciary Com­
mittee in May under that number (S 
Rept 100-89), changes the antitrust 
law that bars a person from serving as 
a director of two competing corpora­
tions - so-called "interlocking direc­
torates." 

Currently, directors must comply 
with the ban if they serve on two com­
peting companies worth at least $1 
million. The bill raises that amount to 
$10 million. 

An exception exists when there is 
a very small overlap in competition. 

House Judiciary Chairman Peter 
W. Rodino Jr., D-N.J., has introduced 
a bill (HR 586) that includes the ex­
tension of time for merger review and 
the partnership provisions. But it does 
not include the interlocking director­
ate provisions. 

However, Rodino's bill includes 
another, more controversial provision 
that would require an "economic im­
pact" statement of proposed mergers. I 

Senate Passes Justice Department Authorization 
The Senate has passed legislation authorizing Jus­

tice Department programs for the next two fiscal years. 
The bill (S 938 - S Rept 100-72) is noteworthy 

because it is the first authorization that spans two years 
rather than one. Chief sponsors Joseph R. Biden Jr., D­
Del., the chairman of the Judiciary Committee, and 
Strom Thurmond, S.C., the ranking Republican, said 
the two-year authorization would require more long­
range planning by the Justice Department and would let 
Congress do a more comprehensive review of depart­
mental programs. 

The Senate approved the measure by voice vote 
July 31. 

The department has not had an authorization for 
its programs for seven years. Political problems with 
previous authorization proposals or the press of other 
business have prevented the legislation from getting to 
the floor. (Weekly Report p. 692) 

The department has continued its activities by vir­
tue of appropriations bills, which provide the money to 
operate departmental programs. 

S 938 authorizes $5.5 billion for fiscal 1988 and the 

same amount, plus an adjustment for inflation, for fiscal 
1989. While the unadjusted total would be the same, 
however, there would be changes for individual agencies 
and departments in 1989. 

By voice vote, the Senate adopted a Eiden-Thur­
mond amendment that removed a $50 million cap from 
the amount that may be spent from a fund made up of 
assets seized from criminal enterprises. The riew provi­
sion requires the attorney general to tell Congress each 
year how money in excess of $50 million is spent from 
the fund. 

Among the major expenditures authorized under S 
938 are: $1.48 billion for the FBI for fiscal 1988 and 
$1.51 billion for fiscal 1989; $1.09 billion for the Immi­
gration and Naturalization Service for 1988 and $1.07 
billion for 1989; $522 million for the Drug Enforcement 
Administration for fiscal 1988 and $563 million for fiscal 
1989; $981 million for the federal prison system for 1988 
and $1.1 billion the following year. 

A one-year House authorization bill (HR 1400 - H 
Rept 100-138) is pending at the Rules Committee. It 
authorizes $5.43 billion for fiscal 1988. 
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Bipartisan Compromise: 

Panel Approves Bill to Help Fight Price Fixing 
After intense last-minute discus­

sions among three of its members, the 
Senate Judiciary Committee Aug. 6 
approved legislation to make it more 
difficult for manufacturers to termi­
nate contracts with their distributors 
over pricing disputes. 

The bill (S 430), which was ap­
proved by voice vote, amends the anti­
trust laws to make clear that "verti­
cal" price fixing - an agreement 
between a manufacturer and one or 
more of his distributors to set a price 
for a product - is an antitrust viola­
tion. And it makes it easier for a plain­
tiff to prove his price-fixing charge. 

In effect, the legislation overturns 
a 1984 Supreme Court decision, Mon­
santo Co. v. Spray-Rite Service Corp., 
that made such charges difficult to 
prove. 

case it accepted for the 1987-88 term, 
Business Electronics Corp. v. Sharp 
Electronics. 

A central question in this case is 
whether there can be a violation of the 
antitrust laws without an explicit find­
ing by a judge of a direct agreement on 
resale-price levels between a manufac­
turer and distributor. 

How Much Evidencel 
S 430, which was negotiated by 

Howard M. Metzenbaum, D-Ohio, 
chairman of the Antitrust, Monopolies 
and Business Rights Subcommittee; 
Dennis DeConcini, D-Ariz.; and Charles 
E. Grassley, R-Iowa, specifies what kind 
of evidence is sufficient for a judge or 
jury to conclude that there was a con­
certed effort to fix resale prices. 

enbaum declared his bill "consumer 
oriented." 

But even though the committee 
approved the bill, there is likely to be 
more discussion on the Senate floor. 
Some senators worry that the bill 
doesn't go far enough in protecting 
discounters, and by inference, con­
sumers who would shop at the dis­
counters' stores. 

But other senators believe, as 
does the Justice Department, that the 
bill is an "unwise and unwarranted" 
intrusion into an area of the law that 
has already been settled. 

The day before the markup, Dep­
uty Assistant Attorney General 
Charles F. Rule wrote Strom Thur­
mond, S.C., the ranking Republican 
on the committee, objecting to the leg­

islation. Rule said that 
the bill would substi­
tute the "flexible lan­
guage" of the Sherman 
Act, one of the main 
antitrust laws, with 
"novel statutory lan­
guage" on resale-price 
maintenance. 

The legislation, 

Disputes in this 
area of the law generally 
arise when a distributor 
decides he wants to dis­
count a manufacturer's 
product. Then, another 
distributor - often a 
bigger, more powerful 
one - objects to the 
competition discounter 
and leans on the manu­
facturer to terminate its 
contract with the dis­
counting distributor. 

Dennis DeConcini 
D-Ariz. 

Howard M. Metzenbaum 
D-Ohio 

Charles E. Grassley 
R-lowa 

Rule added, threatened 
a longstanding interpre­
tation of the antitrust 
laws requiring case by 
case consideration of 
non-price vertical re­In the Monsanto 

case, the court upheld a $10.5 million 
judgment against Monsanto, finding 
that the company improperly termi­
nated its contract with Spray-Rite, 
which had consistently undercut the 
prices of other distributors. (1984 Al­
manac p. 12-A) 

But the court said that to prove 
such a violation, the complaining 
party had to provide either direct or 
circumstantial evidence showing that 
the manufacturer and others con­
sciously intended to maintain resale­
price levels. 

Some antitrust lawyers and their 
allies in Congress believe that 
Monsanto was incorrectly decided and 
that it has led to confusing results in 
cases before the federal appeals 
courts. 

The Supreme Court is expected 
to consider the issue once again in a 

-By Nadine Cohodas 
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The legislation says that the 
plaintiff is allowed to present evidence 
showing that a manufacturer received 
"an express or implied suggestion, re­
quest or demand" that the manufac­
turer take steps to curtail or eliminate 
price competition by the plaintiff. 

The plaintiff also could attempt 
to show that because of that sugges­
tion, the manufacturer refused to sup­
ply the plaintiff some or all of the 
goods or services he requested. · 

At that point, it would be up to 
the judge or jury to determine, based 
on the information, whether the man­
ufacturer's action violated the anti­
trust laws. 

This language provides a tighter 
standard of proof than Metzenbaum's 
original version of S 430, which he in­
troduced Feb. 2. 

There was only brief discussion of 
the compromise at the Judiciary meet­
ing Aug. 6. Despite the changes, Metz-
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straints - such as restricting dealer 
locations. This approach, he con­
tended, allowed the kind of flexibility 
that S 430 would take away. 

Although Metzenbaum did not 
respond directly to Rule's letter, he 
was highly critical of the Justice De­
partment when he introduced his bill 
in February. 

In Senate floor remarks, he said 
the Justice Department had not 
brought one vertical price-fixing case 
in six years and actually had inter­
vened on behalf of defendants who 
were seeking to overturn existing rules 
on the subject. 

Many members have been un­
happy with the department's actions 
in this area. Since 1983, they have in­
cluded language in the Justice Depart­
ment's annual appropriations bill bar­
ring officials from using funds to seek 
changes in the resale-price-mainte­
nance law. (1983 Almanac p. 478) I 
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Case Studies in l.uck and Skill: 

'Flukes' Top the Target Lists, 
But They Often Beat the Odds 

sional Quarterly for this story, Stall­
ings was taking the high school march­
ing band from Burley, Idaho, through 
the Capitol. Stallings needs all the 
friends he can get in Burley and sur­
rounding Cassia County, because he 
beat Richardson there by just 86 votes 
in the last election. 

At this point in almost every con­
gressional election cycle, the parties' 
strategists start licking their chops 
over the prospect of unseating a par­
ticular breed of House incumbent -
the "fluke." 

These incumbents, who occupy 
districts where their party is a distinct 
minority, first won office by having 
the luck of campaigning in the 
"wrong" place at just the right time -
when some freakish factor made the 
majority party's nominee unusually 
weak. 

But while the party strategists en­
joy passing on the colorful epithets 
coined to describe these targeted 
members - "electoral accidents," 
"one-term wonders" and "sitting 
ducks" among them - they common­
ly fail to devise strategies that oust the 
alleged political weaklings. Like the 
overwhelming majority of other House 
incumbents who seek re-election, 
flukes, too, find a way to win. 

A Felon for a Foe 
One of the best-known House 

flukes of recent years is Idaho Demo­
crat Richard H. Stallings, whose 2nd 
District is among the strongest Re­
publican constituencies in the coun­
try. In 1984, it gave President Reagan 
77 percent of the vote. 

But that same year, Stallings had 
the rare opportunity of running 
against an incumbent convicted of a 
felony and facing a prison sentence. 
Even with GOP Rep. George Hansen's 
conviction for filing false financial dis­
closure statements, Stallings prevailed 
by only 170 votes. From the day he 
arrived in Washington, the GOP 
marked him for defeat. 

Stallings says now he could not 
blame Republicans for putting him atop 
their 1986 target list. "I make no illu­
sion. The first election was definitely a 
repudiation of [Hansen] more than it 
was a vote of confidence for me .... He 

-By Peter Bragdon 

had gotten so outrageous that even the 
most hard-core Republicans had trou­
ble continuing to support him." 

Stallings' dispassionate analysis 
of his initial electoral appeal comes 
easy for him now, because in 1986, he 
defied the widespread expectation 
that he would lose. Against popular 
GOP broadcaster Mel Richardson, 
Stallings won by over 16,500 votes. 

How he did it is a case study in 
what often happens to transform fluke 
winners into formidable incumbents. 

Tours and Helping Hands 
It is typical for House incum­

bents to strengthen their political 
bases at home with 
assiduous attention to 
constituent needs, but 
Stallings exceeds the 
norm in trying to estab­
lish a personal rapport 
with voters. In addition 
to maintaining a steady 
regimen of visits to the 
2nd District, which is 
more than 2,000 miles 
from Washington, D.C., 
Stallings tells his con­
stituents to call him col­
lect to discuss their con­
cerns, and he goes out of 
his way to accommodate 
Idaho tourists who have 
made the long journey 
east to visit the nation's 
capital. 

Stallings also boosted his stand­
ing as a freshman with an advantage 
often enjoyed by flukes - special 
hand-holding from party leaders in 
Washington. 

Realizing that Stallings needed 
every advantage to have a chance for 
re-election, Democratic leaders in the 
99th Congress arranged for him to re­
ceive the committee assignments he 
felt would help him most in the 2nd -
Agriculture and Science and Technol­
ogy. And during debate on the 1985 
farm bill, Rep. Tony Coelho, then 
chairman of the Democratic Congres­
sional Campaign Committee (DCCC), 
and Rep. Thomas S. Foley, then ma­
jority whip, saw to it that Stallings got 

Nearly all congres­
sional offices will offer 
visiting constituents free 
passes to tour the White 
House, but Stallings, 
who was a history pro­
fessor before he came to 
Congress, is in the habit 
of joining Idahoans on 
their White House 
tours, and he conducts 
tours of the Capitol him­
self. Just before an in­
terview with Congres-

Idaho Democratic Rep. Richard H. 
Stallings was labeled a fluke when he 
entered Congress in 1985, and a#er 
he voted against contra aid, "many 

people said, 'That's finished you,'" he 
recalls. They were wrong. 
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"Two-year Clyde" is what 
some in Louisiana call fresh­
man GOP Rep. Clyde C. Hollo­
way. But he is drawing 
enough praise from Demo­
crats to stir talk that he might 
shed his "fl,uke" label in 1988. 

paper reporters a press release an­
nouncing that he would be back in two 
years. "They all kind of laughed," he 
recalls. In 1980, the chuckles might 
have continued had it not been for the 
FBl's Abscam bribery probe. Thomp­
son was indicted for accepting a bribe, 
and Smith capitalized on the scandal 
to win with 57 percent of the vote. 

Smith says that he did not get any 
special attention from the National 
Republican Congressional Committee 
(NRCC) "until mid-September of the 
year of Abscam. That's how strong 
Trenton is perceived as a Democratic 
bastion." 

credit for agricultural measures aimed 
at helping Idaho's troubled economy. 

Be Careful, but Not Timid 
The House Democratic leadership 

and many staunch Democrats in Idaho 
also understand that Stallings needs 
to vote a careful line so as not to of­
fend the traditionally Republican 2nd 
District electorate. 

"I think they recognize that I can 
give them 100 percent votes for two 
years, but that would be the end of it," 
Stallings says of the Democratic faith­
ful. As a freshman, Stallings assuaged 
conservatives with "yes" votes on two 
of their litmus-test issues - relaxing 
gun control laws and lifting the 55 
mph speed limit. 

But to avoid being tagged as 
timid, a fluke must have the political 
acumen to know when he can cast a 
controversial vote and defend it suc­
cessfully at home. For Stallings, Rea­
gan's request for aid to the Nicara­
guan contras in 1986 was such a vote. 
"I voted against contra aid and many 
people said, 'That's finished you, 
Idaho 2 is such a Republican district, 
and they like the president so much,' " 
Stallings recalls. 

But he believed he could weather 
the advertising that contra supporters 
threatened to air against him in the 
2nd, and he was right. The vote never 
stirred the controversy in Idaho that 
many in Washington had predicted, 
and Stallings earned a measure of re­
spect for saying, "If I can't stick my 
neck out for something that is right, 
perhaps the office isn't worth it." 

A New Aura 
Idaho Republicans still expect to 

recapture the 2nd, but they also real­
ize that the burden of proof has 
shifted. Now they must convince a 
number of Republicans who have 
voted twice for Stallings that they 
made the wrong choice. 
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"The power of the incumbency is 
just something that we've got to recog­
nize," says Dave Pearson, the state 
GOP's executive director. 

The demographics of the 2nd are 
virtually certain to encourage a credi­
ble challenge to Stallings in 1988, and 
the GOP will not be concentrating on 
the governorship or on Steve Symms' 
Senate seat, as it was in 1986. 

But the aura of inevitable defeat 
that surrounded Stallings two years 
ago is gone. He is now respected as a 
sitting incumbent, not reviled as a sit­
ting duck. 

Laughing No More 
With one re-election under his 

belt, Stallings is but a recent graduate 
from the ranks of flukedom. In New 
Jersey, Repuqlican Rep. Christopher 
H. Smith, first elected in 1980, has 
shown how a member once considered 
a fluke can move beyond merely sur­
viving and reach a point where he ap­
pears politically secure. 

Smith, who made his early repu­
tation in politics as an anti-abortion 
activist, ran his first campaign against 
Democratic Rep. Frank Thompson Jr. 
in 1978, taking 37 percent of the vote 
in a traditionally Democratic constitu­
ency centered on Trenton. 

After that loss, Smith gave news-

Only 27 years old when he took 
office in 1981, Smith geared up for his 
first re-election campaign amidst pre­
dictions that he was a goner. The 4th's 
Democratic tilt was enhanced by a 
1982 redistricting that removed 
Smith's home and a bloc of his Repub­
lican supporters from the district. 
Facing a well-known Democratic chal­
lenger, former state Senate President 
Joseph P. Merlino, Smith was one of 
the few incumbents ever to be viewed 
as a sacrificial lamb. 

Smith recalls the questions posed 
to him by one reporter during that 
campaign. "He kept asking me, 'What 
are you going to do when you lose?' He 
worded it in different ways, it was dip­
lomatically worded, but it was the bot­
tom line of what he was saying." 

Democrats were so confident that 
the election would be like shooting 
fish in a barrel that they ended up 
shooting themselves in the foot. A 
cocky Merlino dismissed Smith as a 
"kid" and promised to make him a 
House page once he was ousted. 

But Smith's energetic and person­
able style contrasted with Merlino's 
gruffness and overconfidence. The Re­
publican's tireless efforts to endear 
himself to voters in the redrawn dis­
trict helped him win with 53 percent 
of the vote. 

A fl,uke winner at age 27, GOP 
Rep. Christopher H. Smith 

was such an underdog in his 
1982 re-election that his Dem­
ocratic foe offered to make him 

a House page. But Smith won 
that race, and two more since. 
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For Some, 'Fluke' Is a Slur That Does Not Fit 
It is no puzzle why political strategists brand as 

"flukes" House members like Richard H. Stallings, 
Christopher H. Smith and Clyde C. Holloway; each 
clearly owed his initial election to some very rare conflu­
ence of events. 

But the strategists often play a bit too loose with 
the fluke label, unjustifiably attaching it to any member 

who has taken over a 
seat traditionally held 
by the opposition party. 

In fact, many of 
these so-called flukes did 
not get into the House 
because some bizarre fate 
befell their opponents. 
They won because they 
demonstrated an excep­
tional ability to politic 
in a difficult district. 

In 1978, that sort of 
political skill and energy 
was what made Michi­
gan's Howard Wolpe only 

Rep. Howard Wolpe the second Democrat in 
this century to win the 

state's 3rd District, which includes Kalamazoo, Battle 
Creek and part of Lansing. 

After honing his constituent-service skills while in 
local office, Wolpe ran a strong House campaign in 1976, 
polling 49 percent against GOP Rep. Garry E. Brown. 
Two years later, he narrowly ousted Brown. 

Throughout the 1980s, Republicans have been in­
sisting that Wolpe's days are numbered. But despite his 
liberal voting record in the House, he has survived sev­
eral bruising re-election battles, and in 1986 pushed his 
winning tally up to 60 percent for the first time. 

"Most of the voters there would characterize them­
selves as being of Republican families and being gener­
ally Republican in inclination," Wolpe says of his con­
stituency. "And yet I think they would also say that 
party affiliation is increasingly less significant as the 

basis for their votes." 
Wolpe is just one of many House members who win 

re-election in difficult districts, proving, for those elec­
tion "experts" who missed it the first time, that some 
politicians are especially skilled at appealing to voters 
across the spectrum. 

All the Right Moves 
In this year's House freshman class, there is one 

Democrat being wrongly tagged as a fluke by some 
Republican strategists in Washington: Indiana's Jim 
Jontz. In 1986 and earlier years, he amply demonstrated 
that he has a special gift for courting support from 
constituencies stacked 
against him. 

Republicans under­
estimated Jontz in 1986 
because they had be­
come accustomed to rou­
tine election victories in 
Indiana's 5th District. 
As they haggled over 
whom to nominate in the 
district, which was open, 
they overlooked the fact 
that J_ontz had made a 
career out of beating 
long odds. 

At age 22, he chal­
lenged the Republican 
leader of the Indiana 

Rep. Jim Jontz 

House and unseated him by two votes. In 1984 he ran 
for a GOP-held state Senate seat and won easily despite 
the Reagan presidential landslide. Two years later, his 
energetic campaigning brought him to the House. 

In 1988, Republicans likely will make a strong effort 
to defeat Jontz, who was elected with only 51 percent of 
the vote. But because of Jontz' track record, one veteran 
political observer in Indiana says that a lot of people 
there are betting on the Democrat, because "he's done 
all the right things - as he _always does." 

Evolving to Survive 
Since then, this one-time fluke 

has won two re-elections with tallies 
exceeding 60 percent. Some of his suc­
cess stems from another remap that 
added more GOP territory to the 4th, 
but the major factor has been Smith's 
political adroitness. 

stantially and moved to the left side of 
the Republican caucus on many is­
sues. On the Foreign Affairs Commit­
tee, for instance, he has promoted im­
munization of children in Third W~rld 
countries, encouraged the adoption of 
"Amerasian" babies and supported 
sanctions against South Africa. 

of Commerce and a 91 percent rating 
from the AFL-CIO. Yet in 1986, 
Smith's ratings were 93 percent from 
the AFL-CIO and just 33 percent from 
the Chamber. In his 1986 re-election 
bid, Smith received the AFL-CIO en­
dorsement. 

When a fluke survives his first re­
election, the advantages of incum­
bency begin to outweigh partisan con­
cerns. After his victory over Thomp­
son in 1980, Smith says, traditionally 
Democratic groups were confident 
"that it was one-term Smith and 
that's it." But when he showed his 
ability to hold the seat, "There was a 
feeling that 'now we have to deal with 
this congressman.' " 

As is typical with flukes, Smith 
has compiled a record that is a far 
better fit for the district than his crit­
ics first expected. In his early cam­
paigns, Democrats portrayed Smith as 
a menacing right-wing zealot preoccu­
pied with outlawing abortion. 

While it is true that Smith re­
mains an active and visible abortion 
foe, he has broadened his agenda sub-

Statistics clearly show how 
Smith's record has evolved into one 
with wider appeal in his constituency. 
In 1981, he voted with a majority of 
Republicans 65 percent of the time. 
By 1986, his "party unity" score had 
dwindled to 32. 

In his 1978 campaign, Smith com­
plained that Thompson received a 6 
percent rating from the U.S. Chamber 
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"When you're an unknown, party 
prevails. When you are not an un­
known, when people really know you, 
the party becomes very much second­
ary." 

Virginia Feggins, former vice 
chairman of the state Democratic 
Party, insists that her party will al­
ways keep Smith in its sights, but she 
concedes, "The guy has not made a lot 
of mistakes." 

Defying the Numbers 
The foremost fluke of the House 

class of 1986 was Louisiana nursery­
man Clyde C. Holloway, a Republican 
from south-central Louisiana's 8th 
District. It is difficult to imagine any 
GOP candidate winning the 8th: Only 
a little more than 7 percent of its vot­
ers are registered as Republicans; the 
Democratic advantage among regis­
tered voters is about 12-to-l. The dis­
trict was crafted to be a safe haven for 

Democratic Rep. Gillis W. Long, who 
died in 1985. 

"I was told over and over when I 
was running the first time that you 
can't win," Holloway says. "Even the 
Republican Party didn't feel we could 
win the seat, because there is no way 
to match the numbers and see that 
you can get a victory." 

That first try for the House was 
in 1980, when Holloway, who entered · 
the political arena as an anti-busing 
activist, managed only 25 percent of 
the vote against Long. In 1985, Hollo­
way received 16 percent in a special 
election won by Long's widow, Cathy 
Long. Understandably, Holloway's po­
litical stock was low when he entered 
the 1986 contest for the 8th, which 
Cathy Long chose to give up. 

But in Louisiana, all candidates 
of both parties run on a single primary 
ballot, and Holloway was the only Re­
publican in a field crowded with Dem-

Mississippi Democrats Face Runoff 
Though the top finishers in Mississippi's August 4 gubernatorial pri­

maries were Democratic state Auditor Ray Mabus and Republican busi­
nessman Jack Reed, precedent suggests that the Democratic runner-up, 
businessman Mike Sturdivant, stands a good chance of being the next 
governor. Because Mabus failed to win a majority of the vote, he faces an 
Aug. 25 runoff with Sturdivant, and in the state's last five gubernatorial 
campaigns, the second-ranked Democrat in the primary has surged to win 
the runoff and general elections. 

Working to Mabus' advantage, however, is that he finished far ahead in 
the eight-person Democratic primary, taking 276,546 votes (37 .0 % ) to 
Sturdivant's 117,902 votes (15.8 % ), according to nearly complete, unofficial 
returns. No runner-up in the past 20 years has confronted the challenge of 
closing such a large gap. 

To earn a spot in the runoff, Sturdivant got past former Gov. William 
L. Waller (1971-75), who received 93,236 votes (12.5%); attorney John 
Eaves, who got 86,701 votes (11.6 % ) in his third bid for the gubernatorial 
nomination; unsuccessful 1978 Democratic Senate nominee Maurice 
Dantin, with 86,066 votes (11.5 % ); and state Attorney General Ed Pittman, 
with 74,827 votes (10.0 % ). Two minor candidates, pipefitter Gilbert Foun­
tain and businessman H. R. Toney, each took less than 1 percent. 

Mabus, 38, who has received favorable publicity as auditor for battling 
corrupt practices, ran slightly better in urbanized areas than in rural 
quarters. He comes from the small town of Ackerman, but was educated at 
Johns Hopkins and Harvard and came under fire as a "Mississippi yuppie 
who wants Mississippi to be more like California" in TV ads aired by 
Pittman. But Mabus was endorsed by the 13,000-member Mississippi Asso­
ciation of Educators and did well among union members and blacks. 

This is the second gubernatorial try for Sturdivant, 59, of Glendora; he 
finished third in the five-person 1983 primary after spending $1.6 million. This 
year, his spending boosted him above the other hopefuls and into the runoff. 

Reed easily won the Republican nomination, taking 14,318 votes 
(78.2 % ) to financial adviser Doug Lemon's 3,998 votes (21.8 % ). The 62-
year-old Reed, who is chairman of the state board of education, takes a long 
GOP losing streak into the Nov. 3 general election. The party has not held 
the Mississippi governorship since 1876. 

-By John Authers 
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ocrats. He made it into the runoff on 
the strength of his narrow base. 

Even so, he still would not have 
been taken very seriously had not his 
Democratic runoff foe been attorney 
Faye Williams, a liberal black whose 
base was equally narrow. The district 
is roughly 40 percent black, but many 
rural and blue-collar white Democrats 
found Holloway more palatable than 
Williams, who had spent most of her 
adult life outside Louisiana. He won 
with 51 percent of the vote. 

Sensitive to 'Hard Times' 
Shortly after the election, one lo­

cal reporter referred to Holloway as 
"two-year Clyde," and there is little 
doubt the 1988 election will be a tense 
affair for him. 

Yet there are hints from some lo­
cal Democrats that Holloway is mak­
ing the same sort of inroads that en­
abled Stallings and Smith to graduate 
from their status as flukes. 

During Holloway's first few 
months in office, some have been 
pleasantly surprised by his efforts on 
local issues. Though Holloway is a 
conservative who says that his two 
main concerns are a balanced budget 
and aid to the contras, one of his early 
votes was to override Reagan's veto of 
the highway bill, which contained 
money for local road work. 

"I wouldn't vote for a few of the 
bills that I vote for if I was in [GOP 
Rep.] Bob Livingston's district in 
Louisiana, because it is a conservative 
district, and they don't have the very, 
very, very hard times that we have in 
my district," Holloway says. 

One Democrat pleased with Hol­
loway's attitude is Paul Keller, Demo­
cratic president of St. James Parish. 
"If he was to be given a report card for 
what he's done so far," says Keller, "it 
has to be good." Keller contributed to 
a fund-raiser that Holloway put on to 
retire his 1986 campaign debt. 

Although GOP officials in Wash­
ington obviously will make a strong 
effort to hold the 8th next year, the 
Democrats' lopsided advantage in the 
district means that Holloway himself 
bears nearly all the burden of slough­
ing off his billing as a fluke. 

"There is not a lot that anyone 
can do for me in my district," Hollo­
way says. "I can't take a Jack Kemp or 
I can't take a Ronald Reagan even to 
my district and really go out there and 
pull votes .... It's really up to Clyde 
Holloway to go out and prove to them 
that I represent them and represent 
them fairly." I 
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Committee Remains Silent on Boner. Case: 

GOP Critics of Ethics Panel 
Are Rebuffed Again by House 

The House has given its ethics 
committee a second vote of confidence 
after the latest attack from conserva­
tive Republicans protesting the pan­
el's record of policing members' con­
duct. 

By a 111-291 vote Aug. 5, the 
House rejected a resolution directing 
the Committee on Standards of Offi­
cial Conduct to reopen an investiga­
tion of Fernand J. St Germain, D-R.I., 
chairman of the Banking Committee. 
(Vote 300, p. 1854) 

The committee in April had 
closed a 14-month inquiry into pub­
lished allegations that St Germain 
used his position for personal gain. 
Despite finding violations of law and 
House rules, it recommended no sanc­
tion. A Republican faction led by 
Newt Gingrich, Ga., and Robert S. 
Walker, Pa., sought to revive the mat­
ter after a July 16 Wall Street Jour­
nal story raised new questions about 
both St Germain and the committee's 
inquiry. (Weekly Report p . 1745) 

A Spotlight on Democrats 
The defeated resolution was part 

of the conservatives' ongoing effort to 
spotlight controversies involving a 
number of House Democrats, includ­
ing Speaker Jim Wright of Texas. The 
GOP critics want to publicize what 
Duncan Hunter, R-Calif., called Dem­
ocrats' "double standard" in zealously 
investigating administration officials, 
Wall Street financiers and religious 
broadcasters, while ignoring their col­
leagues' alleged sins. 

In so doing, the conservatives 
hope to blunt what is shaping up as a 
Democratic theme for the coming elec­
tion year - public integrity. 

While the strategy has made 
headlines, it has little House support. 
In a related challenge June 29, the 
House voted 77-297 against the 
group's proposal for an independent 
commission to review HoW!.e ethics 

-By Jacqueline Calmes 

procedures. (Weekly Report p. 1446) 
On the latest vote, only one Dem­

ocrat, Romano L. Mazzoli, Ky., voted 
for the resolution (H Res 244), while 
Republicans favored it 2-to-1, with 
110 for it and 51 against. Of the 46 
Banking members who voted, five -
all Republicans - voted to investigate 
the chairman, who has a reputation 
for vindictiveness. St Germain was ab­
sent, and an aide said he would have 
no comment. 

All 12 members of the ethics com­
mittee, six Democrats and six Repub­
licans, voted "present," though several 
Democrats initially voted "no" and 
switched. 

On Aug. 4, the committee had 
met privately in anticipation of the 
vote. Conservatives provoked the floor 
fight when the panel did not answer 
their July 28 letter seeking a response 
to the Journal's report that St Ger­
main had used a credit card belonging 
to lobbyist James 0 . "Snake" Free­
man of the U.S. League of Savings 
Institutions. The paper also said that 
St Germain may have exceeded House 
limits on gifts from lobbyists, and that 
the ethics committee avoided the mat­
ter in its inquiry and retreated from 
an attempt to question Freeman. 

Committee Chairman Julian C. 
Dixon, D-Calif., insisted during floor 
debate that it was "absolutely untrue" 
that his committee dodged any allega­
tions. 

As for the new reports against St 
Germain, Dixon said, "It is the unani­
mous opinion of the members of the 
committee that the relevant material 
is entirely from one press account . .. . 
It is nothing more or less than rumor." 

Dixon confirmed reports that St 
Germain is the subject of a Justice 
Department criminal investigation. 
His revelation was made to buttress a 
plea that the House not force his com­
mittee to break its policy of deferring 
to legal authorities when they have 
separate investigations under way. 

Meanwhile, Justice subpoenaed 
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the records of another lobby group, 
the Securities Industry Association, 
adding to those it sought earlier from 
the U.S. League and the American 
Bankers Association. 

After the vote, Gingrich suggested 
his resolution lost because members 
were "rattled" by a story in that day's 
Journal questioning Wright's political 
and business ties to Texas developer 
George Mallick. The members, he 
said, did not want to call for an inves­
tigation of St Germain based on a sin­
gle Journal story if that precedent 
could be used against the Speaker. 

But Gingrich, during debate, also 
invoked Wright's name, claiming he 
was part of what Gingrich called "a 
$50 billion scandal" in the savings and 
loan industry. Wright has been criti­
cized for his efforts to protect insol­
vent Texas thrifts and investors from 
regulators; $50 billion is the specula­
tive estimate of the government's po­
tential cost of bailing out depositors. 

No Action on Boner Case 
Meanwhile, it appeared the ethics 

committee might never resolve its 
longest-pending inquiry, an 18-
month-old investigation into reports 
that Bill Boner, D-Tenn., grew rich in 
office by violating numerous House 
rules governing members' finances 
and conflicts of interest. 

Boner was the top vote-getter in 
Nashville's Aug. 6 primary election for 
mayor, and he is the front-runner for a 
Sept. 17 runoff. If Boner wins, the eth­
ics inquiry would probably become 
moot. Typically, the ethics committee 
drops cases against members who 
leave the House, as it did for five 
members who were defeated or re­
signed after they were implicated in 
the 1980 Abscam bribery scandal. 

The committee suspended its 
Boner inquiry in April 1986 at the re­
quest of the Justice Department, 
which was conducting a criminal in­
vestigation. Justice closed its case in 
March without seeking indictments. 

At that time, ethics committee 
leaders said the department's decision 
was irrelevant to their responsibility 
to enforce House ethics rules, but they 
have been silent on Boner's case. 

An aide said Boner had no com­
ment about the unresolved inquiry. He 
feels vindicated by the Justice Depart­
ment's inaction, the aide said. I 
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Veto Threat Shadows Legislation: 

Conferees Open Negotiations 
Over Omnibus Housing Bill 

House-Senate conferees Aug. 4 
opened negotiations aimed at reconcil­
ing their differences over major hous­
ing legislation (S 825) and confronted 
their biggest problem: how to deter, 
override or circumvent a presidential 
veto. 

The session began with jokes 
about the lengthy layoff since the last 
House-Senate conference on a housing 
bill, which occurred in 1980. This Con­
gress is the first in four to see both 
chambers approve freestanding auth­
orization bills for housing and urban 
development programs. (1980 Alma­
nac p. 278) 

The programs have generally sur­
vived through the appropriations pro­
cess, albeit on attenuating funds. 

Now, with Democrats again con­
trolling the Senate, Alan Cranston, D­
Calif., chairman of the Banking Sub­
committee on Housing and Urban 
Affairs, was able to win a floor vote of 
71-27 for his bill (S 825) on March 31. 
(Weekly Report p. 631) 

The House passed its version (HR 
4) June 11 by 285-120. (Weekly Re­
port p. 1238) 

But Sen. John Heinz, R-Pa., said 
the Senate vote contained "a lot of 
'yes, buts'" and predicted a veto could 
be sustained. 

Sen. Alfonse M. D' Amato, R­
N. Y ., whose presence on the confer­
ence committee was generally viewed 
as a boost to the urban cause, also 
warned that the wide margin of the 
Senate vote was "rather deceiving." 

In essence, both bills would freeze 
current levels of spending. The Senate 
would authorize $15.6 billion in bud­
get authority for each of the next two 
fiscal years. The House would allow a 
small increment for inflation, author­
izing $15.9 billion for fiscal year 1988 
alone. 

But a veto is expected because the 
administration has proposed trimming 
current spending in these categories to 

-By Ronald D. Elving 
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about $11 billion per year. 
Moreover, both the House and 

Senate bills propose new programs 
and preserve existing ones the admin­
istration wants eliminated, such as the 
much-debated Urban Development 
Action Grants (UDAG). 

Cranston, acting as conference 
chairman in the absence of Senate 
Banking Committee Chairman Wil­
liam Proxmire, D-Wis., urged confer­
ees to approve "a lean bill" to improve 
its chances of enactment. 

Some Issues Can Wait 
He urged that nothing be includ­

ed in the bill that might wait until 
next year. He also urged that nothing 
be included unless supported "by all 
or nearly all the conferees." 

If the bill is vetoed, Cranston 
said, and an override looks beyond 
reach, "we will try to attach the bill's 
provisions to another piece of legisla­
tion that will not be vetoed." 

But for now, the senator suggest­
ed, "if any provision gives the Office 
of Management and Budget a better 
story [against the bill], we should at 
least consider dropping it." 

Cranston assured House confer­
ees that any such provisions would be 
revisited in a more comprehensive bill 
that he is preparing for introduction 
next year. 

Cranston has said he wants to at­
tempt a major overhaul of all federal 
housing and development programs 
while Reagan remains president to 
highlight housing issues in the 1988 
presidential campaign and build mo­
mentum toward enactment under a 
new president in 1989. 

He has begun gathering sugges­
tions from the public, activists, ex­
perts and the housing and financing 
industries. Joint hearings will be held 
later this year around the country 
with Henry B. Gonzalez, D-Texas, 
chairman of the House Banking Sub­
committee on Housing and Commu­
nity Development. 
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Other Problems Are Urgent 
But, for the present, House Bank­

ing Committee Chairman Fernand J. 
St Germain, D-R.I., reminded Cran­
ston that program issues have been 
piling up in a succession of House­
passed bills over the last three Con­
gresses. 

Without guidance from Congress, 
St Germain said, "the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development has 
taken over. 

"The House has worked very 
hard," St Germain said, "and there 
are very few of us who are not being 
affected by the housing crisis." 

One provision requiring immedi­
ate attention is a renewal of Federal 
Housing Administration (FHA) auth­
ority to insure mortgage loans, which 
expires with the fiscal year Sept. 30. 

Cranston said he would introduce 
a separate bill in September to extend 
that deadline through October. In 
1986, FHA had to shut down its mort­
gage operations six times, for a total of 
51 days, because of Congress' failure 
to renew this authority. Both bills 
would make this authority permanent. 

St Germain also reminded the 
Senate conferees that their House 
counterparts had accepted a long list 
of Senate provisions in a just-cleared 
banking bill that had no counterpart 
in the House version. (Banking mea­
sure, p. 1791) 

Rep. Charles E. Schumer, D-N.Y., 
said the House had tired of going 
along with the administration's edict 
against new programs. 

"This is the only way we have to 
try alternatives to programs that did 
not muster the political strength to 
survive," Schumer said. "We have an 
obligation to look at them carefully." 

One example is a national exten­
sion of the Nehemiah program, a New 
York City experiment in which non­
profit corporations supervise interest­
free government loans to low-income 
families. The loans allow such families 
to buy new or rehabilitated houses in 
inner-city neighborhoods. 

Cranston responded that the Sen­
ate would "do everything we can to 
adopt everything in the House bill 
that is neither controversial nor 
costly." 

The conferees instructed their 
staffs to resolve as many conflicts as 
possible over the August recess. I 



--- Health/Human Services 

Reagan Endorses Revised GOP Welfare Plan 
House Republicans emerged from 

a White House meeting Aug. 6 saying 
they have President Reagan's ap­
proval for a new welfare reform plan 
that could serve as the basis for mean­
ingful negotiations with congressional 
Democrats. 

Republican leader Robert H. Mi­
chel, Ill., announced Reagan's support 
at a news conference to unveil the bill 
(HR 3200), which he said would cost 
less and get more people off welfare 
than the Democratic alternatives. 

The measure was put together 
over the past four months by a Repub­
lican task force headed by Hank 
Brown, Colo., ranking Republican on 
the House Ways and Means Subcom­
mittee on Public Assistance. 

During that time, House Republi­
cans have remained largely on the 
sidelines while attention has focused 
on HR 1720, the Democratic-backed 
bill that has been approved by three 
committees, and S 1511, a less costly 
alternative introduced by Sen. Daniel 
Patrick Moynihan, D-N.Y. (House ac­
tion, Weekly Report p. 1588; Moyni­
han bill, p. 1674) 

The Republican bill picks up a 
number of themes common to both 
HR 1720 and S 1511: stepped-up child­
support enforcement, new education 
and training programs for welfare 
mothers, and an emphasis on child 
care and other benefits so those on 
welfare can make the transition .to 
jobs in the private sector. It contrasts 
sharply with Reagan's original plan, 
which called only for giving states 
broad authority to experiment with 
new welfare approaches. And it goes 
far beyond an earlier welfare bill (HR 
1985) introduced by Brown. (Weekly 
Report p. 683) 

The GOP plan has an estimated 
net cost of $1.4 billion over five years 
- considerably less than the five-year 
price tag for HR 1720 ($5.3 billion) or 
S 1511 ($2.72 billion). 

The major reason for the cost dif­
ferential is that the GOP bill envisions 
no increases in current welfare bene­
fits, as HR 1720 and S 1511 do to 
different extents. Missing is a provi-

- By Julie Rovner 

sion in both HR 1720 and S 1511 to 
require states to provide welfare bene­
fits to poor two-parent families. Only 
half the states currently offer such op­
tional coverage. 

But Republicans charged at their 
news conference that benefit increases 
encourage welfare dependency. 

"If you increase welfare benefits, 
you will encourage people to get on the 
rolls," said John G. Rowland, R-Conn. 

Added Brown, "We view the 
question as one of self-sufficiency in­
stead of dependency, which [HR 1720 
and S 1511] foster." 

But Brown was more conciliatory 
toward his Democratic colleagues af­
ter the news conference. "There is a 
great deal of similarity between our 

original bill [HR 1985] and the Moyni­
han bill and this narrows the gap even 
further," he said. "The big question at 
this point is whether you're going to 
have a bill at all." 

That sentiment was echoed by 
Thomas J. Downey, D-N.Y., acting 
chairman of the Public Assistance Sub­
committee. Earlier in the week Downey 
said, "The White House wouldn't sign 
a bill I would vote for, and I wouldn't 
vote for a bill the White House would 
sign." But when the new GOP bill was 
unveiled, he called it "an indication 
that there's a consensus that welfare 
reform will be dealt with this year. All 
those skeptics who think that welfare 
reform is only a pipe dream, let me 
assure you it is going to happen." I 

Senate Passes Older Americans Act 
The Senate Aug. 6 approved legislation reauthorizing through fiscal 

1992 the Older Americans Act, the major vehicle for the organization and 
delivery of social and nutritional services to the nation's senior citizens. 

By a vote of 98 to 0, members passed HR 1451, which was passed by 
the House May 28. Before approving the bill, the Senate replaced the text 
of HR 1451 with that of S 887, the Senate's own version of the measure. 
(Vote 229, p. 1861; House action, Weekly Report p. 1138) 

As approved by the Senate, the bill authorizes approximately $1.6 
billion for fiscal 1988. The House version of the bill also authorized approxi­
mately $1.6 billion for fiscal 1988. Both bills would increase authorizations 
for most programs by about 5 percent annually for fiscal years 1989-92. 

Among the programs reauthorized by the bill are those providing 
congregate and home-delivered meals for the elderly, as well as subsidized 
jobs for low-income senior citizens. 

In recognition of the increasing number of senior citizens entering 
nursing homes, the Senate version of the bill would also strengthen and 
expand the long-term care ombudsman program. Long-term care ombuds­
men are charged with investigating and resolving complaints from residents 
of nursing homes and other long-term care facilities. 

Before passing the bill, the Senate adopted an amendment authorizing 
a $100 million per-year block-grant program to pay for home-care services 
for low-income elderly not eligible for other federal programs. It also 
adopted an amendment requiring the secretary of labor to develop a con­
sumer price index for elderly Americans. 

The Labor and Human Resources Committee approved S 887 (S Rept 
100-136) July 22, and the Senate Indian Affairs Committee followed suit 
July 30 (S Rept 100-140). (Weekly Report p. 1674) 

Both the House and Senate versions of the bill also contain a four-year 
reauthorization of the Native Americans Programs Act, which includes 
programs that seek to promote economic and social self-sufficiency for 
American Indians, Alaskan Natives and Native Hawaiians. 
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Health/Human Services - 2 

Added Spending Voted for Medkaid: 

New Medicare Funding Cuts 
OK'd by House Committee 

Moving to bring health program 
funding in line with the fiscal 1988 
budget, the House Energy and Com­
merce Committee Aug. 6 voted to in­
crease spending on Medicaid for the 
poor while curbing Medicare fees to 
physicians treating the elderly. 

The health budget measure, ap­
proved 22-4, also includes far-reaching 
new standards to upgrade the care 
nursing homes provide to the elderly. 

Energy and Commerce, like other 
panels, has been ordered by the Budget 
Committee to submit "reconciliation" 
proposals to meet the specifications of 
the budget resolution (H Con Res 93) 
adopted by Congress in June. 

The budget calls for some $1.5 
billion in spending cuts in Medicare in 
fiscal 1988 but allows spending for 
Medicaid to increase by $550 million. 
Energy and Commerce shares respon­
sibility for making the Medicare cuts 
with the Ways and Means Committee, 
which already has approved a plan for 
complying with the budget. (Weekly 
Report p . 1721) 

Energy and Commerce is expect­
ed to fall short of its deficit-reduction 
target, which is not limited to health 
programs. The panel earlier approved 
an increase in user fees charged by the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, but 
it has not fully complied with instruc­
tions to save an additional $440 mil­
lion in unspecified areas. 

Chairman John D. Dingell, D­
Mich., annoyed at the budget's de­
mand for "unspecified" savings, at the 
Aug. 6 meeting rejected a GOP re­
quest to instruct Energy and Com­
merce subcommittees to come up with 
another $304 million in cuts. 

The panel also rejected, 5-14, an 
amendment by William E. Dannemey­
er, R-Calif., to drop all health provi­
sions that increased spending, such as 
a plan to cover the cost of flu vaccines. 

The principal author of the Medi­
care-Medicaid package was Henry A. 
Waxman, D-Calif., chairman of the 
Energy and Commerce Subcommittee 
on Health. 

The increased Medicaid spending 
included the latest stage in a gradual, 
multi-year effort to combat infant 

-By Janet Hook 
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mortality by expanding the Medicaid 
eligibility of poor and near-poor preg­
nant women and children. One pro­
posal would allow states to extend 
Medicaid coverage to pregnant women 
and infants in families with incomes 
up to 185 percent of the federal pov­
erty line. The cutoff now is the pov­
erty line. 

The reconciliation measure also 
included a provision, transplanted 
from a pending welfare-reform bill 
(HR 1720), to extend Medicaid eligibil­
ity for the working poor after they 
leave the welfare rolls. Another provi­
sion, similar to one in the House­
passed catastrophic health insurance 
bill (HR 2470), would raise the amount 
of income and assets elderly people 
may retain when Medicaid pays nurs­
ing home bills for their spouses. 
(Weekly Report pp. 1674, 1637) 

Medicaid: Nursing Home Flap 
The reconciliation changes that 

provoked the most protracted com -
mittee debate were the new standards 
for nursing homes that care for Medic­
aid recipients. Comparable provisions 
were approved by Ways and Means 
for nursing facilities participating in 
Medicare. 

An early Waxman proposal would 
have required all nursing homes that 
receive Medicaid payments to comply 
by October 1990 with stringent new 
requirements for staffing by registered 
and licensed practical nurses. 

Faced with opposition from both 
Democrats and Republicans who con­
sidered his initial plan impracticable, 
Waxman offered the committee a 
compromise that would impose the 
nurse-staffing requirements more 
gradually. The compromise, approved 
25-0, called for large facilities to have 
a registered nurse on duty 16 hours a 
day by Oct. 1, 1992, but eased staffing 
requirements for small facilities and 
allowed other special exemptions. 

Despite those changes, Waxman's 
plan still came under fire from critics, 
mostly Republicans, who said project­
ed shortages of nurses would make it 
difficult for institutions to recruit the 
needed personnel. Two amendments 
by Tom Tauke, R-Iowa, to ease the 
staffing requirements were both re-
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jected on votes of 16-26, largely along 
party lines. 

On the other hand, an amendment 
by Doug Walgren, D-Pa., to impose 
more stringent staffing requirements 
by 1995 failed on a 21-21 tie, with 
Dingell and other swing Democrats 
joining Republicans in opposition. 

Doctors' Fees 
In the Medicare program, the En­

ergy Committee is responsible only for 
coverage of physician services and 
other non-hospital expenses. Ways 
and Means handles the whole pro­
gram, including hospital coverage. 

Both committees proposed cut­
ting projected Medicare costs by hold­
ing down the increases in physician 
fees, but there were differences in 
their approaches. If past practice is 
followed, both versions will be in­
cluded in the reconciliation bill sent to 
the House floor, and differences will 
be resolved later. 

In setting the annual rate of in­
crease for fees, Ways and Means pro­
vided a 1 percent hike for most doc­
tors. But the panel provided a 2 
percent increase for "participating 
physicians," who agree to accept what 
Medicare pays as payment in full for 
all Medicare patients. 

Energy and Commerce backed a 2 
percent increase for most services, re­
gardless of whether they were pro­
vided by a participating physician. 
But the panel approved a 6 percent 
increase for primary-care services, 
such as office visits to a family doctor, 
which Waxman said are now under­
valued by Medicare. Like the Ways 
and Means panel, the committee pro­
posed cuts in fees for other physicians' 
services that analysts consider over­
priced. 

Energy and Commerce also ap­
proved, by voice vote, an amendment 
by Jim Slattery, D-Kan., designed to 
reduce disparities in what Medicare 
pays for the same physicians' services 
in different regions of the country. 

The committee also included a 
provision blocking an administration 
proposal to impose a flat-fee prospec­
tive-payment system for three hospi­
tal-based physician specialties. But 
the panel adopted its own proposals to 
regulate fees for those specialized 
services, including a fee schedule for 
radiology similar to one rejected by 
Ways and Means. Energy and Com­
merce narrowed the application of 
that fee schedule to certified radiolo­
gists - exempting other doctors who 
perform radiology services. I 
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Health/Human Services Notes: 

House, Senate Pass Bills Dealing With AIDS 
The House and Senate passed 

bills the week of Aug. 3 that are de­
signed to help the nation cope with 
the AIDS crisis. 

After some unexpectedly heated 
debate Aug. 4, the House passed a bill 
calling for the creation of a national 
AIDS advisory commission. The vote 
was 355-68. (Vote 297, p. 1854) 

The next day, the Senate, by voice 
vote, approved S 945, legislation to en­
courage the placement in foster homes 
of infants who are abandoned in hospi­
tals because they have AIDS, or who 
are drug-dependent because their 
mothers used illegal drugs. The bill was 
sponsored by Howard M. Metzen­
baum, D-Ohio, and Orrin G. Hatch, R­
Utah. (Weekly Report p. 1543) 

The House measure, HR 2881, 
sponsored by J. Roy Rowland, D-Ga., 
the only physician in the House, en­
joyed wide bipartisan support and was 
approved unanimously by the Veter­
ans' Affairs Committee July 22 (H 
Rept 100-245, Part 1). 

The measure was scheduled for 
floor action Aug. 4 under a suspension 
of the rules, a fast-track procedure 
normally reserved for non-controver­
sial measures. But the bill ran into a 
controversy early that morning in the 
Energy and Commerce Committee, 
where routine approval had been ex­
pected. 

Committee member William E. 
Dannemeyer, R-Calif., complained 
that the bill, which was not considered 
by the panel's health subcommittee, 
was being railroaded through in an at­
tempt to avoid debate. 

Dannemeyer's delaying tactics in­
cluded forcing a reading of the bill and 
demanding roll-call votes on several 
amendments, and kept the committee 
occupied for close to three hours. The 
amendments, which would have re­
quired the commission to study and 
report on a number of specific issues, 
were all defeated, largely on party-line 
votes. 

The delay forced sponsors to 
scramble, because the House was 
ready to proceed with the measure be­
fore the Energy and Commerce Com­
mittee had approved it. 

The bill would create a 15-mem­
. ber panel to study and make recom -

-By Julie Rovner 

mendations to Congress concerning 
national policies and priorities with 
respect to AIDS research, testing, con­
fidentiality of test results, treatment 
and care of AIDS patients and educa­
tion about the disease. 

The president, the House and the 
Senate would each appoint five of the 
panel's members, although at least 
eight members of the panel would be 
required to be "recognized experts in 
the scientific and medical communi­
ties and in legal and ethical issues." 

Supporters argued that the com­
mission envisioned by the bill would 
complement one appointed by Presi­
dent Reagan July 23. 

But Dannemeyer and others com­
plained that it had become a case of 
dueling commissions. 

Hal Daub, R-Neb., suggested the 
motive for the bill "is just politics, to 
be one up on the administration, be­
cause they have already taken action." 

"I am all for studying all we can 
about AIDS, but I do not think we 
have to have duplicative commis­
sions," said Howard C. Nielson, R­
Utah. 

Off the floor, Henry A. Waxman, 
D-Calif., chairman of the Energy and 
Commerce Subcommittee on Health, 
said the principal difference was that 
the congressional commission, unlike 
the president's commission, will in­
clude a number of AIDS experts. I 

Developmental Disabilities 
The House Aug. 4 passed legisla­

tion to reauthorize for three years pro­
grams that seek to extend services to 
and protect the rights of mentally re­
tarded or severely handicapped indi­
viduals. 

By voice vote the chamber ap­
proved HR 1871, reauthorizing pro­
grams created by the "Developmental 
Disabilities Assistance and Bill of 
Rights Act." The bill was approved by 
the Energy and Commerce Committee 
July 21 (H Rept 100-265). 

The bill, sponsored by Edward R. 
Madigan, R-Ill., ranking minority 
member of the Energy and Commerce 
Subcommittee on Health, extends the 
programs for three years at "such 
sums as may be necessary." 

The Senate July 21 passed its own 
version of the reauthorization, S 1417. 
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Before completing action, the House 
substituted the text of HR 1871 for 
that of S 1417, then passed the Senate 
version so the two chambers could go 
to conference. (Weekly Report p. 
1692) 

The bill authorizes four separate 
programs: grants to states based on 
the number of developmentally dis­
abled individuals, grants to support 
protection and advocacy systems, 
grants for special projects and grants 
to university-affiliated facilities. I 

Minority Health Training 
The House Aug. 4 cleared for the 

president legislation authorizing 
grants to certain medical, pharmacy, 
dental and veterinary schools that 
have trained large numbers of minor­
ity health professionals. 

By voice vote the chamber ap­
proved S 769, which was passed by the 
Senate July 21. The Labor and Hu­
man Resources Committee had re­
ported the bill (S Rept 100-110) July 
15. 

The House Energy and Com­
merce Committee ordered the bill re­
ported earlier Aug. 4 by voice vote. 

The bill authorizes $10 million for 
fiscal 1988 and such sums as necessary 
for fiscal 1989 and 1990. That money 
would be used for grants to "support 
the health professions schools which 
have trained a significant number of 
the nation's minority health profes­
sionals." The funds-are also designed 
to enable those schools to supply 
health professionals to serve minority 
populations in underserved areas. 

The grants program replaces a 
program set to expire at the end of 
fiscal 1987. I 

Nursing Shortage 
The Senate, by voice vote Aug. 5, 

passed a bill designed to combat a 
growing shortage of nurses. 

The bill (S 1402 - S Rept 100-
132) was reported by the Labor and 
Human Resources Committee July 28. 

The measure would create nurse 
recruiting programs to attract stu­
dents and would change procedures 
required at hospitals to give nurses 
less paperwork and more time with 
patients. I 
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-------- Foreign Policy 

Adding Funding for Base-Rights Countries: 

Foreign Affairs Panel Approves 
A New Authorization Measure 

In an effort to get a foreign aid 
authorization bill to the House floor, 
the Foreign Affairs Committee ap­
proved Aug. 5 a revised measure in­
tended to meet some of the objections 
lodged by the Reagan administration 
and committee Republicans. 

The new bill (HR 3100) would au­
thorize $11.45 billion for foreign aid in 
fiscal 1988, $376 million more than 
would be authorized by an earlier ver­
sion (HR 1630), which the committee 
approved April 9. The bill also would 
authorize $11.46 billion for foreign aid 
in fiscal 1989. (Chart, p. 1815; earlier 
markup, Weekly Report p. 667) 

The fiscal 1988 boost reflected the 
addition to the new bill of $400. million 
to be distributed among countries that 
allow U.S. military bases on their terri­
tory: Greece, Turkey, Spain and Portu­
gal. One major GOP objection to the 
earlier bill was that it cut by a total of 
$656 million the administration's re­
quest for those countries. 

The base countries' increase was 
partly offset by modest reductions in 
other programs, most of them eco­
nomic programs for which the panel 
had recommended more funding in 
HR 1630 than the administration 
wanted. 

In a further effort to win Republi­
can support, the new bill drops several 
provisions that would have restricted 
the administration's discretion to shift 
money among foreign aid programs. 

Even as HR 1630 was drafted last 
spring, it was widely viewed as dead 
politically. Because foreign aid is un­
popular on Capitol Hill, Democrats 
likely could not muster the votes to 
pass a bill without major GOP support. 

· In 1985, the House passed a bill 
authorizing foreign aid for fiscal 1986-
87, but it had failed to pass a foreign 
aid bill in the three preceding years. 

The search by Foreign Affairs 
Chairman Dante B. Fascell, D-Fla., 
and other panel members for a com-

-By Pat Towell 
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promise was driven by concern that if 
the panel failed again to produce a bill 
that the House would pass, the pre­
ponderance of influence over the for­
eign aid program would pass to the 
Appropriations Committee. 

"If we're going to stay in this pro­
cess, we've got to act on legislation," 
Fascell said when the committee met 
Aug. 5 to approve the new bill. 

David R. Obey, D-Wis., chairman 
of the Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Foreign Operations, encouraged 
the Foreign Affairs members to work 
out a compromise. Obey's panel, 
which writes foreign aid spending 
bills, would be the beneficiary of a loss 
of power by Fascell's panel. 

But Obey long has favored the 

"If we're going to 
stay in this process, 

we've got to act 
on legislation." 

-Rep. Dante B. Fascell, D-Fla. 

traditional procedure under which 
policy issues are settled by authorizing 
legislation while the appropriation bill 
merely funds programs on the basis of 
those decisions. 

The day after Foreign Affairs 
acted, the full House Appropriations 
Committee met and approved by voice 
vote a foreign aid spending measure 
reported July 29 by Obey's subcom­
mittee. That bill would appropriate 
$10.9 billion for foreign aid in fiscal 
1988. But it includes different items 
than HR 3100. (Story, p. 1862) 

Remaining GOP Objections 
William S. Broomfield, Mich., the 

committee's senior Republican, 
lauded Fascell for making a good-faith 
effort to develop a compromise au-
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thorization bill. But he insisted that 
major issues had yet to be settled be­
fore Republicans would back it. Fail­
ing additional changes, Broomfield 
said, he would insist that committee 
Republicans be allowed to contest 
provisions of the bill when it came 
before the House after Labor Day. 

"We'll help you get the bill out 
onto the floor with the understanding 
that we'll continue negotiating," he 
said to Fascell. 

Among the items in HR 3100 at 
which Republicans balk are: 

• A provision barring the adminis­
tration from conditioning U.S. aid on 
the recipients' agreement to assist the 
contra guerrillas in Nicaragua. 

• $50 million earmarked for "front­
line" states in southern Africa - the 
nine countries neighboring white-ruled 
South Africa. Conservative Republicans 
have pressed for sharp cuts in aid to 
those countries, particularly to Marxist­
ruled Mozambique and Angola. 

Major Programs Unchanged 
The new bill made no change in 

the amounts authorized for four coun­
tries that receive more than half of the 
funds covered by the bill. Like HR 
1630, HR 3100 would provide: 

• For Israel, $1.8 billion in military 
and $1.2 billion in economic aid. 

• For Egypt, $1.3 billion in military 
and $815 million in economic aid. 

• For Greece, a total of $343 mil­
lion. 

• For Turkey, a total of $490 mil­
lion. 

In keeping with longstanding con­
gressional practice, the bill gives 
Greece $7 in aid for every $10 Turkey 
gets. The new legislation requires that 
that ratio be preserved if the two coun­
tries receive any of the $400 million 
added for nations that host U.S. bases. 

The bill also made available for 
aid programs $532 million that is ear­
marked in Obey's companion appro­
priations bill to fund a loan guarantee 
program called the Guaranty Reserve 
Fund (GRF). 

Though the administration ar­
gued to the contrary, Obey's panel had 
insisted that the congressional budget 
resolution required the foreign aid 
appropriations bill to earmark $532 
million to replenish the GRF. 

HR 3100 bars appropriation of 
funds to the GRF, setting the stage for 



administration allies to try later in the 
appropriations process to reallocate 
those funds to substantive aid pro­
grams. 

Other Concessions 
Though committee Republicans 

had objected that HR 1630 authorized 
too much money for some countries 
and programs, the revised bill made 
only a few, relatively small reductions. 

For instance, the Fund for Africa, 
for which the administration re­
quested $500 million and the earlier 
bill authorized $475 million, was 
trimmed to $450 million. 

The panel had added $48 million 
to the $1.14 billion requested for bilat­
eral development assistance - aid to 
the poorest countries, the least politi­
cally unpopular component of the aid 
program. The revised bill trimmed 
that total by $20 million, leaving the 
authorization still $28 million higher 
than President Reagan originally had 
requested. 

Reagan's $194 million request for · 
voluntary contributions through inter- 1 

national organizations was increased 
by $43.3 million to $237 .3 million. The 
revised bill changed that to $222.3 
million. 

More significant from the Repub­
licans' standpoint may have been the 
deletion of provisions in HR 1630 that 
would have limited the administra­
tion's control over the amount allo­
cated to each aid recipient. 

Overall, a total of $7 billion of the 
amount authorized in HR 1630 had 
been earmarked for specific recipients. 
In HR 3100, the earmarked total was 
reduced to $6.9 billion, but the small 
dollar difference masked significant 
political concessions by the commit­
tee's Democratic majority. 

For instance, as the United Na­
tions' staunchest ally on Capitol Hill, 
House Foreign Affairs has routinely 
earmarked all funds authorized for in­
ternational organizations - including 
specific U.N. programs. That has de­
nied the administration flexibility in 
administering those funds. HR 3100 
earmarked specific amounts for three 
large U.N. programs, but left unencum­
bered the r~st of the amount authorized 
for international organizations. 

The new bill also weakened a pro­
vision authored by Lee H. Hamilton, 
D-Ind., that would have sharply lim­
ited the administration's freedom to 
"reprogram" funds from one part of 
the aid program to another without 
congressional approval. (Background, 
Weekly Report p. 617) I 

Foreign Policy - 2 

House foreign Aid Revisions 
Following is a comparison between fiscal 1988 foreign aid authorizations 

(HR 1630) approved by the House Foreign Affairs panel April 9 and a new 
version (HR 3100) marked up Aug. 5 (amounts in thousands of dollars): 

Reagan's Revised 
FY '87 FY '88 House House 

ECONOMIC AID appropriation request markup markup 
Bilateral Development 
Agriculture $639,613 $471,000 $481,612 $471,612 
Population 234,625 207,500 223,724 223,724 
Health 166,762 120,100 143,161 143,161 
Child survival 75,000 61,000 66,000 66,000 
Education 155,000 123,650 122,699 122,699 
Science, technology 149,999 162,700 156,699 146,699 

Subtotal $1,420,999 $1,145,950 $1,193,895 $1,173,895 

Other Economic Programs 
International 
Organizations 237,264 194,000 237,264 222,264 

Fund for Africa 0 500,000 * 475,000 450,000 
Africa Development Fund 6,500 6,754 8,000 7,500 
Sahel Development 70,000 0 0 0 
Agency for lnterna-
tional Development 
operating expenses 340,600 426,810 340,600 340,600 

AID Inspector General 21,000 22,687 21,000 21,000 
Disaster Aid 70,000 25,000 33,000 25,000 
private sector 

revolving fund (15,553) (12,000) (3,000) (3,000) 
Trade and development 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 
American Schools and 
Hospitals Abroad 35,000 20,000 35,000 35,000 

Inter-American Foundation 11,800 11,300 16,000 16,000 
Peace Corps 137,200 130,682 147,000 142,000 
Narcotics control 65,445 98,750 95,750 95,750 
Narcotics Supplemental 53,000 0 0 0 
Other Anti-Drug funds 3,000 0 1,000 1,000 

Subtotal $1,070,809 $1,455,983 $1,429,614 $1,376,114 

TOTAL, economic aid $2,491,808 $2,601,933 $2,623,509 $2,550,009 

SECURITY AID 
Anti-terrorism 9,840 9,840 9,840 9,840 
Peacekeeping 31,689 46,311 31,689 31,689 
Military Assistance 
Program 950,000 1,329,800 1,033,716 1,033,716 

Military Education 
and Training 56,000 56,000 55,851 55,851 

Foreign Military Sales 4,053,441 4,421,150 3,950,000 3,950,000 
Economic Support Fund 3,901,000 3,587,500 3,430,812 3,380,812 
Existing Authorization 
(Ireland) 0 0 35,000 35,000 

Base Rights Adjustment 0 0 0 400,000 

TOTAL, Security Aid $9,001,970 $9,450,601 $8,546,908 $8,896,908 

(Adjustment) -100,000 * 

GRAND TOTAL $11,493,778 $ 12,052,534 $11,070,417 $11,446,917 

* The committee voted to increase funds for Africa by $100 million without increasing the total 
authorized by HR 1630. The provision required the administration to provide the additional 
funds from amounts authorized for other aid programs. 
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Fight Over Davis-Bacon Deferred to House Floor 
Legislation to give federal con­

tractors more leeway in setting pay 
scales was approved by the House 
Education and Labor Committee Aug. 
4, but Republican committee mem­
bers and the Labor Department say 
the bill does not go far enough. 

The measure (HR 2216) was ap­
proved by voice vote after a low-key, 
two-hour debate. But the quiet 
markup simply reflected a decision by 
·opponents and their allies in the busi­
ness community to save their energy 
for a floor fight. 

Then, both sides are expecting a 
much more vigorous battle to amend 
the Davis-Bacon Act, which has not 
been changed in any significant re­
spect in more than 50 years. 

The Davis-Bacon Act requires 
that workers covered by contracts on 
federal jobs valued at more than 
$2,000 be paid the prevailing local 
wage rate, as determined by the Labor 
Department. Most of the time this is 
the wage paid to union workers. 

Over the years, the law has been 
extended to cover not only federal 
agency construction, but all projects, 
including those at the state and local 
level, receiving federal funding or loan 
guarantees. 

The impetus for Davis-Bacon was 
the Great Depression, when there was 
concern about unscrupulous, fly-by­
night construction companies setting 
up shop with unskilled, cheap laborers 
who were driving down wage rates. 

Those conditions have changed -
in large part because of tighter labor 
regulation - and Davis-Bacon critics 
say the law has to change as well. 

All during the Reagan adminis­
tration, Republicans have tried to 
amend the law, contending that the 
$2,000 threshold for coverage is anach­
ronistic. Its most vehement critics 
contend the law is nothing but a mo­
nopoly for the construction unions 
that costs the federal government 
money. 

In 1986 alone, there were three 
separate attempts to raise the thresh­
old to $250,000, but each of them 
failed. One effort came on a major 

-By Nadine Cohodas 
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Labor Panel Hikes 
Threshold to $50,000 

highway bill, another was on an au­
thorization for Defense Department 
programs and the third was an au­
thorization for federal housing pro-

, grams. (1986 Almanac pp. 286, 477, 
480, 485, 587) 

Davis-Bacon supporters - prin­
cipally organized labor and its Demo­
cratic allies - agree the law needs 
fixing, but they object to the revisions 
many Republicans support. 

Raising the Threshold 
The bill approved by the Labor 

Committee Aug. 4 is virtually identical , 
to the version approved by the Labor 
Standards Subcommittee June 24. Its · 
most significant provision raises the 
threshold level for coverage to $50,000 
for new construction projects and to 
$15,000 for remodeling or repair work. 
(Weekly Report p. 1399) 

Austin J. Murphy, D-Pa., chief 
sponsor and subcommittee chairman, 
said that the $50,000 limit was twice 
the amount the House had agreed to 
last year in its version of the defense 
bill. But Republicans Harris W. 
Fawell, Ill., and Dick Armey, Texas, 
said the increase was almost meaning­
less and that the two-tiered approach 
was too complicated to be workable. 

In a letter to committee Chair­
man Augustus F. Hawkins, D-Calif., 
Labor Secretary William E. Brock III 
echoed those concerns. He added that 
unless changes were made, he would 
recommend a presidential veto. 

Fawell offered an amendment to 
have a single, $1 million threshold for 
all types of construction work, and 
said that even with that hike, only 28 
percent of government construction 
contracts would escape coverage. 

Fawell said the Congressional 
Budget Office estimated that this pro­
vision, if enacted, would save $230 
million in budget authority in fiscal 
1988 and $55 million in outlays, 
money actually spent. 

Murphy opposed the amendment, 
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and it was rejected by voice vote. 
However, another Democrat, Timothy 
J. Penny, Minn., who helped draft HR 
2216, said he would work for a higher 
threshold during floor consideration. 

HR 2216 also would bar splitting 
of contracts on a project in order to 
avoid coming within the Davis-Bacon 
provisions. The bill says splitting is 
prohibited when the contracts made 
with the government "all relate to the 
same work or related work at the same 
site." 

Any "interested person" would be 
permitted to sue in U.S. district court 
challenging the labor secretary's re­
fusal to apply Davis-Bacon standards 
to contracts that may have been split. 

Fawell sought to delete this provi­
sion, but his amendment was rejected 
12-20. He and Steve Bartlett, R­
Texas, said the provision was so 
broadly drafted that virtually every 
contract would be considered "re­
lated" to another contract and thus 
covered under the law. 

Other Provisions 
HR 2216 defines the terms "ap­

prentice," "trainee" and "helper" to 
spell out when these types of workers 
can be paid less than the prevailing 
wage rate. 

The most controversial definition, 
according to Republican members, is 
the one for helpers. 

Under the bill, a helper can be 
paid less than the required wage if the 
helper's duties are defined and are 
clearly different from the duties of the 
more experienced workmen on the job. 
In addition, the helper cannot be used 
as an informal apprentice or trainee. 

A trainee or an apprentice must 
work for a program officially regis­
tered with either federal or compara­
ble state labor officials who monitor 
formal training programs. 

Current Labor Department regu­
lations allow widespread use of help­
ers, and bill sponsors, along with orga­
nized labor, believe the regulations 
end up driving down wages for skilled 
workmen. 

Fawell offered an amendment to 
rework the helper definition, but it 
was rejected by voice vote. I 



----II Transportation 

Response to Passenger Complaints: 

House Committee Backs Bill 
Requiring Airline Disclosure 

Spurred by a rash of passenger 
complaints about shoddy airline serv­
ice, a House panel Aug. 5 approved 
legislation intended to protect con­
sumers from such problems as exces­
sive delays and lost baggage. 

The Public Works and Transpor­
tation Committee approved by voice • 
vote a bill (HR 3051) that would re­
quire airlines to disclose their on-time 
performance records and other data. 

Proponents said such information 
would help passengers learn which air­
lines provide good service, thereby 
giving carriers an incentive to improve 
their records. They described this as a 
market-based approach in keeping 
with the goal of the 1978 airline de­
regulation law (PL 95-504) to increase 
industry competition. (Background, 
Weekly Report pp. 707, 1489) 

"What this really does is enhance 
competition and deregulation" by pro­
viding more information to travelers, 
said Norman Y. Mineta, D-Calif., 
chairman of the Public Works Sub­
committee on Aviation. 

But the measure also contains 
provisions that require more action 
than disclosure and, as Mineta ac­
knowledged, could force fare in­
creases. For example, one provision 
would require airlines to compensate 
consumers for lost baggage. If baggage 
was not available within two hours of 
arrival time, the airline would have to 
give the passenger a free one-way 
stand-by ticket between the same two 
points. If it was not available within 
24 hours, the airline would have to 
provide a free round-trip stand-by 
ticket for the same route. 

Another provision would require 
the Department of Transportation 
(DOT) to set minimum "passenger 
service requirements" for "hub" air­
ports that handle the bulk of flights. 
For example, DOT could require carri­
ers to provide more time between 
flights to make it easier for passengers 

- By Paul Starobin 

to make connections. 
Several committee Republicans, 

including Newt Gingrich of Georgia, 
ranking minority member of the Avia­
tion panel, voiced concern about the 
hub requirement and other provisions 
he termed "re-regulatory." 

Still, the measure is expected to 
win bipartisan support on the floor. 
Ron Packard, R-Calif., said it would 
be politically difficult for any law­
maker to oppose the bill because of 
intense consumer anger at the airlines. 

"The message is loud and clear to 
elected officials to do something," 
Packard said. 

Avoiding New Amendments 
Chairman James J. Howard, D­

N.J., and Mineta said they would ask 
the leadership for permission to call 
up the measure under suspension of 
the rules, a procedure that would not 
allow for any amendments but would 

Airlines complain of 
"re-regulation," but 

James J. Howard, D-N.J., 
says, "This is not a radical 

bill at all." 
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require a two-thirds vote to pass. 
Howard said he wanted to sidestep 
potential "re-regulatory" proposals. 

"This is not a radical bill at all," 
Howard claimed. 

But a spokesman for the Air 
Transport Association (ATA), the 
chief trade group for the airline indus­
try, disagreed, saying that such things 
as the baggage compensation require­
ment would lead to higher fares. The 
spokesman, Tom Tripp, said the 
group was "strongly opposed" to the 
bill. Tripp maintained that new con­
sumer legislation was unnecessary 
since airlines had agreed voluntarily to 
report more information to DOT. 

Possible Veto Bait 
Although the Reagan administra­

tion has yet to take a formal position 
on the legislation, several committee 
members said they would not be sur­
prised by a veto threat. DOT leaders in 
the past have said they would prefer to 
handle consumer problems through 
new regulations rather than legislation. 

A somewhat similar disclosure bill 
(S 1485) was approved July 14 by the 
Senate Commerce, Science and Trans­
portation Committee. That bill was 
denounced by DOT leaders as admin­
istratively onerous. One provision, not 
contained in the House panel's bill, 
would require DOT to calculate a 
"minimum realistic time" for each do­
mestic flight. Travel times displayed 
on computerized reservation systems 
used by ticket sellers would have to 
reflect the DOT calculations. (Weekly 
Report p. 1596) 

The Senate measure does not, 
however, provide for compensation for 
delayed baggage or require DOT to set 
standards for hub airports. 

Prospects for a White House veto 
may be increased by the House panel's 
inclusion of provisions to require air­
lines that merge to pay benefits to 
employees who lose their jobs or are 
otherwise hurt by the transaction. An 
identical plan was contained in an ad­
ministration-opposed labor protection 
bill (HR 1101) passed by the House 
June 22. (Weekly Report p. 1413) 

The House committee included 
the labor plan based on the expecta­
tion that the Senate will attach sepa­
rate labor-protection legislation to S 
1485 when that bill is brought to the 
floor. Senate Commerce June 4 ap-
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proved a measure (S 724) that con­
tains labor provisions at odds with the 
House plan. In particular, the Senate 
bill would shift authority to impose 
payment of benefits from the trans­
portation secretary to the labor secre­
tary. The House bill leaves such au­
thority in the hands of the DOT 
secretary. (Weekly Report p. 1196) 

Major Provisions 
The Public Works bill was ap­

proved after two days of markup ob­
served by a packed room of airline 
industry lobbyists. The committee at­
tached a number of amendments to a 
"bare-bones" measure approved July 
30 by the Mineta subcommittee. The 
only roll-call vote occurred on the bag­
gage plan, which was offered by Bud 
Shuster, R-Pa., and adopted 39-9. 
(Weekly Report p . 1767) 

The committee rejected by voice 
vote an amendment by Benjamin L. 
Cardin, D-Md., that would have lim­
ited airlines' penalty charges for ticket 
cancellations. Gingrich said the plan 
would lead to fewer discount fares, 
which typically carry a heayy penalty 
charge. 

As approved by Public Works, the 
bill includes provisions addressing: 

• Disclosure. DOT would have to 
issue monthly public reports on air­
lines' performance with respect to de­
layed flights, lost and damaged bag­
gage, canceled flights and numbers of 
passengers denied boarding because of 
overbooking. The Senate Commerce 
bill contains similar requirements. 

In addition, like the Senate pack­
age, the bill requires computerized 
reservation systems used by ticket 
sellers to include the on-time perfor-

House, Senate Panels OK Air Taxes 
House and Senate panels took action the week of Aug. 3 to reauthorize 

the taxes that finance federal airport programs. The panels added provi­
sions that would automatically reduce the taxes in the event that airport 
appropriations fall significantly short of authorizations. 

The House Ways and Means Committee Aug. 3 adopted by voice vote 
an amendment to a $27.5 billion, five-year reauthorization of aviation 
~rograms (J:IR 2310) approved June 3 by the Public Works and Transporta­
tion Committee. The amendment reauthorizes taxes that support federal 
aviation programs, such as an 8 percent tax on airline tickets, at their 
current level through Dec. 31, 1992. The money is kept in the Airport and 
Airway Trust Fund. (Weekly Report p. 1196) 

By voice vote, the panel adopted a plan by Hal Daub, R-Neb., to require 
tax reductions if the trust' fund surplus is more than $2 billion at the end of a 
fiscal year, and if appropriations for the following fiscal year fall at least 10 
percent short of authorizations. Taxes would be reduced by the same per­
centage that funding has fallen short, up to 25 percent. Thus, if funding was 
80 percent of authorized levels, taxes would be cut by 20 percent. 

This "trigger tax" plan is intended to prod the Appropriations Com­
mittee into sp?nding money in the trust fund faster. The surplus, or gap 
between cash m the fund and the amount actually spent, is projected to 
exceed $5 billion at the end of the current fiscal year. The surplus helps 
make the federal deficit look smaller, even though it remains in the trust 
fund and is not available for other programs. (Weekly Report p. 711) 

Opposition to the tax-reduction plan is possible from members of the 
Budget and Appropriations committees, on the grounds that the provision 
could force increased airport spending at a time when other federal pro­
grams are being cut to reduce the deficit. 

Separately, the Senate Finance Committee Aug. 5 adopted by voice 
vote a tax amendment to the three-year, $15.6 billion airport reauthoriza­
tion bill (S 1184) approved May 14 by the Commerce Committee. The taxes 
would be extended at their current levels through Dec. 31, 1990. In 1991, 
they would be reduced by half if the trust fund surplus were projected to 
exceed $3 billion. They would expire altogether Dec. 31, 1991. (Weekly 
Report p. 1000) 

Bob Packwood, R-Ore., offered the tax-reduction plan; it was adopted 
9-4. Opponents expressed concerns that an administration would deliber­
ately seek to restrain spending simply out of a desire to lower taxes. 
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mance for each scheduled flight. Such 
information must be available to the 
public, although the measure does not 
explicitly require sellers to volunteer 
the data to customers. 

This provision was added to the 
House measure through an amend­
ment by Jim Chapman, D-Texas. 

Airlines object to having to in­
clude new information in the com­
puter displays, saying that they will 
have to undertake costly overhauls of 
the reservation systems. 

The bill also requires carriers to 
notify passengers before they board a 
flight of any delay of 15 minutes or 
more in the scheduled departure or 
arrival time of the flight as well as the 
reasons for the delay. 

Anyone providing DOT with false 
or misleading information would be 
subject to a $10,000 fine. 

• Airport Capacity. DOT would 
be required to establish annual capac­
ity levels for takeoffs and landing of 
aircraft at major airports across the 
country. Airports would have to com­
ply with the capacity limits. 

Shuster offered the capacity plan 
as an amendment to the subcommit­
tee package because of concerns that 
busy airports are scheduling an unsafe 
number of landings and takeoffs dur­
ing peak-hour periods. 

• Unfair Trade Practices. This 
provision seeks to limit alleged abuses 
of near-monopoly power of large air­
lines that lease computer reservation 
systems to travel agents. Two airlines, 
United and American, own the sys­
tems that are used by more than half 
of the nation's automated travel agen­
cies. Mineta and others are concerned 
that this market power gives these air­
lines the ability to impose excessive 
costs on competitors by charging large 
fees for having their schedules listed 
in the system. 

The bill would make it much eas­
ier for travel agents to terminate their 
contract with a computer system pro­
vider and turn to a new vendor. 

• Bankruptcies. Lawmakers are 
concerned about airline bankruptcies 
that leave consumers with worthless 
tickets. Airlines would be required to 
develop a plan to honor tickets issued 
by a bankrupt carrier. The plan would 
be subject to DOT approval. 
. • Cancellations. Carriers would 

not be allowed to cancel flights within 
72 hours of the scheduled departure 
time except for safety reasons. Panel 
members are concerned about last­
minute cancellations simply because 
of a low number of bookings. I 



---- Government Operations 

Notes on Recent Action: 

House-Passed Bills Give Veterans 
Housing and Education Benefits 

The House Aug. 3 passed legisla­
tion to improve veterans' housing pro­
grams. 

The bill (HR 2672), passed by 
voice vote under suspension of the 
rules, encourages more veterans to 
participate in the Veterans Adminis­
tration (VA) home-loan program. 

Under current law, the maximum 
VA home loan is $27,500 or 60 percent 
of the cost of the home, whichever is 
lower. HR 2672 would raise the limit 
to $40,000 or 40 percent, whichever is 
lower. 

By providing larger loans, the bill 
seeks to help veterans living in high­
priced real estate markets participate 
in the home-loan program. Sponsors 
say that under current limits, far too 
many homes are out of the reach of 
veterans. 

HR 2672 also decreases the po­
tential indebtedness of veterans who 
default on small to moderately sized 
loans. 

In addition, the bill requires the 
VA to provide financial counseling to 
veterans who are delinquent in paying 
their loans, and it establishes a mort­
gage-relief program to authorize loans 
of up to $8,400 to veterans who face 
foreclosure through no fault of their 
own. 

The bill was reported by the Vet­
erans' Affairs Committee (H Rept 
100-257) July 30. (Committee action, 
Weekly Report p. 1671) I 

Veterans' Training 
The Senate Aug. 4 passed its own 

version of a House-passed bill to im­
prove management of veterans' em­
ployment, job training and counseling 
programs. 

The bill (HR 1504) extends 
through fiscal 1990 a veterans' job 
training program established in 1983 
(PL 98-77). The program authorizes 

-By Tom Watson 

subsidies to employers who hire and 
train unemployed veterans of the Ko­
rean War and the Vietnam era. Before 
passing the bill, the Senate substi­
tuted the text of its own measure (S 
999 - S Rept 100-128) for that of the 
House-passed bill. 

The Senate bill also seeks to im­
prove coordination between the De­
partment of Labor's assistant secre­
tary for veterans' employment on the 
one hand and training programs, state 
governments and local veterans' 
groups on the other. It seeks to do this 
by increasing the number of veterans' 
employment representatives around 
the country and by proposing stan­
dards to govern their performance. 

The House version of HR 1504 (H 
Rept 100-192), passed June 30, does 
not contain the provision coordinating 
veterans' programs. (Weekly Report 
pp. 1478, 1027) I 

Apology for Internment 
The Senate Governmental Affairs 

Committee Aug. 4 approved legisla­
tion (S 1009) that would make amends 
both verbally and financially to Japa­
nese-Americans held in internment 
camps during World War II. 

The bill, approved on a voice vote, 
issues a formal congressional apology 
"on behalf of the nation," and autho­
rizes a $1.3 billion fund for Japanese­
Americans who survived internment. 
Each survivor would be eligible to re­
ceive up to $20,000 in compensation. 
Family members and heirs of survivors 
would not be eligible. 

An additional $5 million would be 
set aside for persons of Aleutian ances­
try who were interned on the Aleutian 
and Pribilof islands during the war. 

Sponsor Spark M. Matsunaga, D­
Hawaii, urged his colleagues on the 
committee to approve the legislation 
and "remove the one blot on the Con­
stitution - the blot that has been 
there for 45 years." 
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The legislative effort to provide 
compensation took on new importance 
after internment victims suffered a le­
gal setback June 8. The Supreme 
Court ruled then that plaintiffs had 
made their case to the wrong court. 
(Weekly Report p. 1191) 

The committee approved by voice 
vote an amendment, offered by Re­
publican William V. Roth Jr. of Dela­
ware, to stretch the funding for the 
program out over five years, beginning 
in fiscal 1989. The Roth amendment 
was intended to diminish the financial 
impact of the legislation during any 
one fiscal year. 

S 1009 is similar to legislation 
(HR 442) approved by the House Ju­
diciary Committee in June. (Weekly 
Report p. 1326) I 

Postmasters' Appeal Rights 
The House Aug. 3 cleared legisla­

tion to grant all postmasters and 
Postal Service supervisors the right to 
appeal adverse personnel actions to 
the Merit Systems Protection Board 
(MSPB). 

Under current law, only those 
postmasters and postal supervisors 
who are veterans of the armed forces 
may appeal to the MSPB. Employees 
covered by a collective bargaining 
agreement have the right to binding 
arbitration, but other employees must 
appeal to the U.S. Postal Service. 
Such appeals are decided under an in­
ternal review process. 

The bill (HR 348) initially passed 
the House on March 3. The Senate 
approved HR 348 by voice vote on 
July 28, after deleting one provision 
that would have allowed the Postal 
Service to seek, through the Office of 
Personnel Management, judicial re­
view of certain MSPB decisions which 
set precedents in Postal Service per­
sonnel policy. 

The House accepted the Senate 
version of HR 348 on Aug. 3, thus 
clearing it for the president. 

Before passing the bill July 28, 
the Senate defeated, 18-74, an amend­
ment by Republican Jesse Helms of 
North Carolina. The amendment 
sought to ensure that no postal em­
ployee would be required to join a 
union in order to appeal adverse ac­
tions to the MSPB. (Vote 214, p. 
1762) I 
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Trade Topics Compete for Hill's Attention 
As Congress prepared to leave 

town for its Labor Day recess, the 
writing of the last chapter of the om­
nibus trade bill (HR 3) got under way 
- five months after markups began. 

Even so, with members harboring 
minimal hopes for finishing that bill 
before late in the fall, other conten­
tious trade concerns have begun to 
bubble to the surface. 

An 81-member House-Senate 
conference on the trade bill convened 
Aug. 7, for the largely ceremonial pur­
pose of renewing a commitment to 
stiffen the United States' response to 
the perceived unfair trading practices 
of some of its closest allies and to 
shore up the competitiveness of 
threatened domestic industries. (Com­
parison of House and Senate trade 
bill provisions, p. 1822; House pas­
sage, Weekly Report p. 811; Senate 
passage, p . 1633) 

Conference Chairman Dan Ros­
tenkowski, D-Ill., said achieving a con­
ference agreement will require Con­
gress and the White House to be 
"flexible and open-minded." 

And in reference to oft-repeated 
administration objections, Rosten­
kowski, who chairs the House Ways 
and Means Committee, urged Presi­
dent Reagan to "refrain from further 
veto threats" to allow the conference 
to do its work. 

Canada and the Caribbean 
While the omnibus bill has domi­

nated trade talk on Capitol Hill this 
summer, attention has also turned to 
related issues: trade with Canada and 
Caribbean nations and limits on im­
ports of textiles and shoes. 

The most time-sensitive issue is 
an Oct. 5 deadline on talks to establish 
a free-trade relationship between the 
United States and Canada - whose 
exchange of goods and services last 
year was worth $126 billion - that 
!'Orne fear could be much more advan­
tageous to Canada. 

And when that issue is settled, or 
even before, some members hope to 
start work broadening the Caribbean 
Basin Initiative, a pact that grants 

-By John Cranford 
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trade concessions to 22 nations to bol­
ster their economies and attract in­
vestment to the region. 

As efforts to eliminate most if not 
all tariffs and other barriers to trade 
between Canada and the United 
States are nearing an end, members 
are showing signs of concern that the 
outcome might not be to their liking. 

Congress must approve the re­
sults of those negotiations, just as it 
must approve nearly every trade 
agreement. But the Canada talks must 
conclude in two months if that agree­
ment is to qualify for an expedited 
review by Congress under a procedure 
that will prevent members from tin­
kering with it. 

On Aug. 5, several members of the 
Senate Finance Committee noted that 
Canadian barriers to U.S. trade were 
in many cases much higher than com­
parable restraints on this side of the 
border, and pointed out that the U.S. 
market is more than 10 times larger 
than the Canadian market. 

The message, repeated the next 
day by House members from the 
Northeast-Midwest Coalition, was 
that Canada will have to offer serious 
concessions to make a free-trade 
agreement worthwhile to the United 
States. 

"We recognize that while a good 
agreement would be in the best inter­
ests of both countries ... not any old 
agreement would be acceptable to 
members of the Finance Committee," 
said Sen. John C. Danforth, R-Mo., 
expressing a widely held sentiment. 

Rep. Jim Leach, R-lowa, offered 
the equally widely held belief that a 
satisfactory agreement could be 
crafted. He noted that the possibility 
of relaxing trade barriers "is in sharp 
contrast to the protectionist mood 
sweeping the country." 

On a second free-trade front, Rep. 
Sam Gibbons, D-Fla., introduced a bill 
(HR 3101) Aug. 5 with 27 cosponsors 
to extend duty-free treatment of some 
imports from 22 Caribbean nations 
through 2007. 

The bill also would expand the 
list of duty-free imports to include 
clothing manufactured from U.S.-pro­
duced raw materials and would in-
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crease import quotas on cane sugar. 
Gibbons, chairman of the Ways 

and Means Trade Subcommittee, said 
the existing Caribbean Basin Initia­
tive has not been as successful at ex­
panding economic development as was 
hoped, in part because it limited duty­
free treatment to about 10 percent of 
the region's exports. (Background, 
1983 Almanac p. 252) 

Clothing and sugar, which are re­
stricted by current law, are among the 
region's largest industries, he noted. 
But relaxing import controls on them 
will be difficult to sell in Congress. 

Textile Quotas 
Overarching those potential trou­

ble spots are textile, apparel and shoe 
import quotas, long sought by indus­
tries that say they are about to be 
overwhelmed by foreign competition, 
and may disappear by the turn of the 
century, but just as vigorously op­
posed by the administration, which 
says that sector of the economy is now 
stronger that it has been in years. 

Virtually identical versions of a 
textile import-quota bill (HR 1154, S 
549) have been sent to the floors of 
both chambers, but without recom­
mendation because of opposition from 
key members of both the House Ways 
and Means and Senate Finance com­
mittees. (Weekly Report p . 1727) 

The Senate panel acted July 30, 
and Ways and Means followed suit 
Aug. 3. 

Efforts to bring the bill up in the 
House before the recess were thwarted 
largely by other demands on the time 
of chief sponsor Butler Derrick, D­
S.C. He was serving on the conference 
committee crafting a restoration of the 
automatic-spending-cut provisions of 
the Gramm-Rudman anti-deficit law. 
(Story, p. 1788) 

Derrick now hopes the House will 
act soon after it reconvenes Sept. 9. 

Trade Bill Conference 
The convening of the trade bill 

conference - which will grow with the 
later addition of 100 House members 
- enables the staffs of 21 House and 
Senate committees that had a hand in 
HR 3 to work out many of the details. 



Trade - 2 

House Panel OKs Bill to Deter DAT Imports 
Legislation to discourage imports of digital audio 

tape recorders (DATs), at least temporarily, won ap­
proval Aug. 3 from a House Energy and Commerce 
subcommittee. 

The bill (HR 1384), approved by voice vote, would 
require that all DATs sold in the United States contain 
a special microchip to inhibit the machines' recording 
ability. Without the microchip, the U.S. recording in­
dustry fears that DATs would be used to make near­
perfect copies of prerecorded tapes, compact discs and 
records, thereby undercutting sales. 

Currently, DATs are available only in Japan, where 
they are manufactured, and in Europe. However, Mar­
antz Co. Inc., a company that imports Japanese prod­
ucts, announced in May at the Consumer Electronics 
Show that the first DATs could arrive as early as Octo­
ber and be available for mass distribution by the end of 
the year. (Background, Weekly Report p. 1235) 

Before approving HR 1384, the Subcommittee on 
Commerce, Consumer Protection and Competitiveness 
adopted an amendment offered by Chairman James J. 
Florio, D-N.J. 

Florio's amendment would limit the microchip re­
quirement to one year rather than three as provided in 
the original bill, and it would allow the secretary of 
commerce to void the requirement under certain condi­
tions: if the system caused audible degradation of sound 
quality in prerecorded music (the National Bureau of 
Standards (NBS) has been asked to study this question); 
if it were easily bypassed; or, if an alternative technology 
were developed that provided greater protection against 
unauthorized copying. In addition, the bill as amended 
would exempt DATs used for legitimate business pur­
poses, such as in professional recording studios. 

Two panel members offered token opposition to 
Florio's amendment: Joe L. Barton, R-Texas, who ex­
pressed "lukewarm opposition" to the bill; and Dennis 
E. Eckart, D-Ohio, who voted for the amendment but 
said he disliked the idea of giving the commerce secre-

tary discretionary authority over DATs and would pre­
fer a "one-year, shoot- 'em-when-they-show-up ban" on 
DATs without the microchip. 

The full committee will not consider HR 1384 until 
after Congress returns from its August recess. 

Florio said the pre-recess subcommittee markup 
was prompted by "a particular manufacturer's" decision 
to go ahead and market DATs in spite of congressional 
requests for more time to consider issues associated with 
the new recorders. 

However, Marantz President Jim Twerdahl said 
Aug. 4 that "nobody has even called us and said, 'Will 
you consider doing something differently?' " He added 
that Marantz might delay its plans to import DATs if 
directly asked to do so. 

Florio also read a July 29 letter from U.S. Trade 
Representative Clayton Yeutter that urged the subcom­
mittee to forge ahead on the legislation. 

The Senate Commerce Consumer Subcommittee, 
which is considering a similar measure (S 506), is wait­
ing for the results of the NBS study before proceeding. 
That study, which has not yet begun because NBS is 
waiting for funding, may take as long as three to five 
months. 

The Commerce Department, parent agency of the 
bureau, has asked two competing lobby groups - the 
Recording Industry Association of America, which 
wants controls on DAT imports, and the Home Record­
ing Rights Coalition (HRRC), which opposes curbs - to 
provide the $150,000 necessary to complete the study. 
Both have agreed, but the HRRC is having second 
thoughts after what spokesman Gary Shapiro called "a 
serious breach of faith" by Florio and the Reagan ad­
ministration when Florio's subcommittee approved HR 
1384. "This makes the NBS study an afterthought," 
said an outraged Shapiro. "It makes the DAT an illegal 
product." 

-By Macon Morehouse 

Although the bills are each about 
1,000 pages long, aides say they expect 
to find only a double handful of truly 
difficult issues to resolve. 

Those problem areas, which in 
many cases are exacerbated by strong 
administration objections, include 
harsh, mandatory responses to unfair 
trade practices abroad, mandatory re­
lief for firms and workers harmed by 
rising imports, new training programs 
for displaced workers and debt relief 
for Third World countries. 

a serious national security breach by 
Japanese and Norwegian manufactur­
ers that illegally sold sophisticated 
metal-milling equipment to the Soviet 
Union that may have been used to 
produce extra-quiet submarine pro­
pellers. (Weekly Report p. 1435) 

such talks since 1979. 
The administration sees this so­

called Uruguay Round of the GATT, 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade, as the United States' last best 
hope for sharply reducing farm subsi­
dies that are sapping industrialized 
countries. 

But lesser problems could crop up 
in countless cases in which the two 
chambers differ more in technical, 
rather than substantive, ways. 

One such issue may be how Con­
gress should respond to what is seen as 

There is virtually unanimous 
agreement that the incident requires a 
strong response. But there is less 
agreement about how to respond, and 
how to ensure against the same thing 
happening again without going over­
board in restricting exports. 

Awaiting resolution of all the dif­
ferences between the two bills are up­
coming multilateral negotiations in 
Geneva to reduce tariffs and eliminate 
trade barriers worldwide, the first 
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But Congress has its eye on these 
discussions, fearful of concessions that 
might jeopardize U.S. agricultural in­
terests. 

And without enactment of a trade 
bill that renews the president's au­
thority for these multilateral talks and 
re-establishes expedited congressional 
consideration of resulting agreements, 
U.S. negotiators say they cannot hope 
for success. 
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Provisions of House, Senate Trade Bills Compared 
Both versions of the 1,000-page omnibus trade bill (HR 3) -

the Trade and International Economic Policy Reform Act of 1987, 
which passed the House April 30, and the quite similar Omni­
bus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1987, which passed the 
Senate July 21 - contain provisions to stiffen the U.S. response 
to unfair trading practices abroad, provide greater relief to domes­
tic industries and workers harmed by imports, increase the 
government's role in stimulating exports, and enhance the 
emphasis on math, science and foreign-language training. (Making 
the two bills, p. 1823; House passage, Weekly Report p. 811; 
Senate passage, p. 1633) 

HOUSE 

Both also would take steps toward streamlining and reor­
ganizing the government's trade policy-making machinery, grant­
ing debt relief to Third World countries, stabilizing currency 
exchange rates, and negotiating multilateral and bilateral reduc­
tions in tariffs and other barriers to trade. Both also would make 
numerous changes to existing duties on U.S. imports. 

The bills take different approaches in several areas, particu­
larly the president's authority to reduce tariffs, retaliate for unfair 
trade practices and grant import relief. 

Following is a comparison of major provisions of the two 
versions. As it passed the House and Senate, HR 3 would: 

SENATE 

• National Trade Policy. Set as U.S. policy the 
achievement by 1992 of a balance in the nation's 
trade accounts and a stable, competitive exchange 
rate for the dollar. The bill specifically would 
require the president to coordinate economic and 
monetary policy with major trading partners, ex­
pand markets for exports, retaliate against the unfair 
trade policies of other nations, negotiate a more 
open world trading system and better manage Third 
World debt problems. 

Trade Policy 
and 

Negotiations 

• Negotiating Objectives. Set specific objectives for 
bilateral trade negotiations and multilateral trade 
negotiations under the GA TT (the General Agree­
ment on Tariffs and Trade, an international body 
that governs some, but not all, foreign trade) for the 
reduction of tariffs and elimination of non-tariff 
trade barriers. Objectives would be specified for 
agriculture, unfair trade practices, services, patents 
and other intellectual property rights, improvement 
of the GA TT process for settling disputes and 
better enforcement of existing GA TT rules, among 
other subjects. 

• Negoti<lting Objectives. Set specific objectives for 
bilateral trade negotiations and multilateral trade 
negotiations under the GATT (the General Agree­
ment on Tariffs and Trade, an international body 
that governs some, but not all, foreign trade) for the 
reduction of tariffs and elimination of non-tariff 
trade barriers. Objectives would be specified for 
agriculture, unfair trade practices, services, patents 
and other intellectual property rights, improvement 
of the GA TT process for settling disputes, worker 
rights, and reciprocal market access, among other 
subjects. 

• Consultation. Require the U.S. trade represen­
tative (USTR), a Cabinet-level officer responsible 
for trade negotiations and development of certain 
aspects of trade policy, to report to Congress by 
March 1 of each year the administration's trade 
policy goals for the year, activities planned to 
reach those goals and progress made in meeting the 
prior year's goals. Such reports can be made in 
confidence, if appropriate. 

• Expand requirements of the Trade Act of 1974 (PL 
93-618) for consultation with Congress, appoint­
ment of a committee of House members and sena­
tors to serve as designated congressional advisers 
to the administration on trade matters, and appoint­
ment of a private-sector committee to advise the 
administration on trade policy and to comment on 
trade activities. (1974 Almanac p. 553) 

• Require the president to notify Congress, 60 days 
before a trade agreement is to take effect, on how 
that agreement would affect the international and 
domestic competitiveness of significant services 
and industries. The president could waive this re­
quirement for reasons of expediency, if in the 
national interest. 

• Tariff-Reduction Negotiations. Authorize the 
president to negotiate through Jan. 3, 1993, to 
reduce tariffs and to put the reductions in place 
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The bill also would target for negotiated agree­
ments elimination of foreign policies or practices that 
limit U.S. access to foreign-held patents or re­
search and development projects. Opportunities for 
foreign persons to gain access to U.S. technology 
is to be taken into account in such negotiations. 

• Consultation. Amend requirements of the Trade Act 
of 1974 (PL 93-618) for consultation with Congress, 
requiring by Jan. 1, 1991, separate reports on the 
status of negotiations from the president and a pri­
vate-sector committee that advises the administra­
tion on trade. (1974 Almanac p. 553) 

• Multilateral and Bilateral Trade Negotiations. For 
multilateral negotiations, authorize the president 
to negotiate through Jan. 3, 1994, to reduce tariffs 
and non-tariff barriers to trade, subject to con­
gressional consultation and approval in all cases. 
Existing-law authority for tariff reduction expired 
in 1980 and 1982. Existing authority for non-tariff 
barrier negotiations is to expire Jan. 3, 1988. The 
bill would not extend authority that expired in 1982 
for the president to put certain multilateral tariff 
reductions into effect without further congressional 
approval. 
The bill would limit tariff reductions; for tariffs that 
exceed 5 percent, negotiated reductions could not 
exceed 50 percent of the rate in existence on the 
date of enactment of HR 3. 

• Authorize the president to enter into bilateral 
agreements to eliminate or reduce tariffs and non­
tariff trade barriers until Jan. 3, 1994, subject to 
congressional consultation and approval. Existing 
authority for such negotiations is to expire Jan. 3, 
1988. Bilateral negotiations would be allowed only 
at the request of another country. 
The provisions would not affect ongoing free-trade 
negotiations with Canada or an existing free-trade 
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HOUSE SENATE 

without further congressional approval. Existing­
law authority for tariff reduction expired in 1980 and 
1982. 
The bill would restrict tariff reductions, allowing the 
president to reduce a rate of duty to not less than 40 
percent of the rate in existence on the date of 
enactment of HR 3 if the USTR or the U.S. Interna­
tional Trade Commission (ITC), an independent 
agency charged with assessing the impact of foreign­
trade actions on U.S. industries, determines that a 
reduction below that level would be harmful. 

Trade Policy 
and 

Negotiations 
(cont.) 

agreement with Israel. And trade concessions nego­
tiated under this section could not be extended to a 
third country without similar negotiations. 

• Require the president to notify Congress and the 
public 90 days before a multilateral agreement is 
to take effect and 150 days before a bilateral agree­
ment is to take effect. The president would be 
required to provide Congress with a draft bill imple­
menting the agreement and a statement of admin­
istrative action required. No agreement would take 
effect without enactment into law of the imple­
menting bill. Tariff reductions would have to take effect within 

10 years, and one subject to the maximum reduction 
limit would have to be phased in over 10 years. 

• Non-Tariff Barrier Reductions and Bilateral Nego­
tiations. Authorize the president to negotiate 
multilaterally for the removal of non-tariff barriers, 
subject to congressional consultation and ap­
proval. Existing authority for such negotiations is to 
expire Jan. 3, 1988. 

• Authorize the president to enter into bilateral 
agreements to eliminate or reduce tariffs or non­
tariff trade barriers until Jan. 3, 1993, subject to 
congressional consultation and approval. Existing 

. authority for such negotiations is to expire Jan. 3, 
1988. Bilateral negotiations would be allowed only 
at the request of another country. 
The provisions would not affect ongoing free-

• State Trading Enterprises. Limit the president's 
authority to negotiate trade-barrier reductions 
with countries where state-run businesses produce a 
significant share of goods either that are exported 
or that compete with imports, and where such 
activity unduly restricts U.S. trade. Such negotia­
tions would have to include agreements by the 
foreign country that state-run businesses will buy 
and sell on the basis of commercial considerations, 
and allow U.S. firms opportunity to compete. 

• Reciprocity. Require the president to determine 
by Jan. 1, 1991, if Canada, Japan, members of the 
European Community or any other "major industrial 
country" is denying the United States equivalent 
(reciprocal) access to its markets. If a country is found 
to be denying reciprocal access, the president is to 

Individual Measures That Make Up the Trade Bill 
HOUSE 

Following are the bills combined by the Rules Committee 
(H Res 151 - H Rept 100-67) to form HR 3 for floor action: 

• HR 3, the omnibus trade bill, reported April 6 by the Ways 
and Means Committee (H Rept 100-40, Part 1). 
By the Energy and Commerce Committee April 6 (Part 2). 

By the Foreign Affairs Committee April 6 (Part 3). 

By the Banking Committee April 6 (Part 4). 

By the Education and Labor Committee April 6 (Part 5). 

By the Agriculture Committee April 7 (Part 6). 

• HR 1928 (HR 1854), small business competition, reported 
April 6 by the Small Business Committee (H Rept 100-38). 

• HR 1290, ocean transportation practices, reported April 6 
by the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee (H Rept 
100-39). 

• HR 1972, air transportation competition, reported April 8 
by the Public Works and Transportation Committee (H 
Rept 100-45). 

• HR 1509, patent and copyright protections, and HR 1931, 
process patent protections, approved April 8 by the Judi­
ciary Committee. 

• HR 1307, trade impact statements, reported April 27 by 
the Rules Committee (H Rept 100-71). 

SENATE 
Following are the bills combined in S 1420 for Senate floor 

action; S 1420 as amended was substituted for HR 3: 

• S 490, trade negotiations, retaliation, import relief and 
tar iffs, reported June 12 by the Finance Committee (S Rept 
100-71). 

• S 538, worker retraining and plant closing notification, 
reported June 2 by the Labor and Human Resources 
Committee (S Rept 100-62). 

• S 406, math, science and foreign-language education, 
reported June 16 by the Labor and Human Resources 
Committee (S Rept 100-73). 

• S 512, farm export subsidies, reported June 19 by the 
Agriculture Committee (S Rept 100-77). 

• S 907, industrial competitiveness, reported June 22 by the 
Commerce, Science and Transportation Committee (S 
Rept 100-80). 

• S 1406, export promotion and foreign investment, re­
ported June 23 by the Foreign Relations Committee (S 
Rept 100-81). 

• S 1233, trade and commerce organization, reported June 23 
by the Governmental Affairs Committee (S Rept 100-82). 

• S 1200, patent and copyright protections, reported June 23 
by the Judiciary Committee (S Rept 100-83). 

• S 1344, small business export promotion, reported June 23 
by the Small Business Committee (S Rept 100-84). 

• S 1409, export controls and Third World debt, reported 
June 23 by the Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs Com­
mittee (S Rept 100-85). 
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HOUSE 

trade negotiations with Canada or an existing tree­
trade agreement with Israel. And trade conces­
sions negotiated under this section could not be 
extended to a third country without similar nego­
tiations. 

• Require the president to notify Congress and the 
public 90 days before a multilateral non-tariff 
agreement is to take effect and 150 days before a 
bilateral agreement is to take effect. The president 
would be required to provide Congress with a draft 
bill implementing the agreement and a statement 
of administrative action required. No agreement 
would take effect without enactment into law of 
the implementing bill. 

• Fast-Track Approval. Extend existing law expedit­
ing congressional consideration of bills to imple­
ment non-tariff barrier reductions until Jan. 3, 1991. 
This short-term extension was primarily designed 
to put pressure on the upcoming Uruguay Round of 
GATT negotiations to meet a four-year deadline 
for conclusion of those talks. If the administration 
certifies that progress is being made, fast-track 
approval would be extended an additional two years, 
to Jan. 3, 1993. 
Fast-track approval limits to 45 days congressional 
committee consideration of administration-provided 
draft bills to implement trade agreements. Floor 
consideration must occur within 15 more days, and a 
motion to proceed to floor consideration must be 
acted on without delay or debate. Debate on the 
implementing bill is limited to 20 hours, and 
amendments are not in order. 

• Extend fast-track consideration of bilateral trade 
agreements to Jan. 3, 1993. 
During the first 60 days after being notified of 
bilateral negotiations, either the House Ways and 
Means Committee or the Senate Finance Commit­
tee would be authorized to disapprove the negotia­
tions, thereby canceling fast-track approval for an 
agreement stemming from those negotiations. 

• Harmonized Tariff System. Authorize implemen­
tation of the Harmonized Commodity Description 
and Coding System, negotitated under the GATT, 
without further congressional action. The Harmo­
nized System seeks to make the imposition of tariffs 
more uniform by setting international standards 
for identifying and measuring items subject to tariff. 

• Compensation. Expand the authority of the presi­
dent to negotiate trade agreements granting con­
cessions to other countries when the United States 
has imposed tariffs or quotas to retaliate for unfair 
trade practices or to grant import relief to domestic 
industries, but only when such compensation 
would be required to meet international obligations. 
Under GATT rules and other multilateral agree­
ments, foreign governments may retaliate against the 
United States in response to U.S. retaliation or 
other trade-limiting actions. Offers of offsetting 
compensation are seen as ways to avoid retaliation 
against sensitive industries, while complying with 
international agreements. 

• Canada. Authorize elimination or reduction of 
tariffs on 11 specific items of interest to Canada, 
without further approval by Congress, in the context 
of continued bilateral free-trade talks with that 
country. Such tariff reductions would be allowed 
only if Canada granted reciprocal trade relief, and 

Trade Policy 
and 

Negotiations 
(cont.) 
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SENATE 

recommend to Congress legislative penalties to bal­
ance trading opportunities. 

• Fast-Track Approval. Extend existing law expedit­
ing congressional consideration of bills to imple­
ment trade agreements, except that the fast track 
would be available only if the president has sub­
mitted to Congress a statement of U.S. trade policy 
after Jan. 1, 1988. Fast-track authority would termi­
nate on Jan. 1, 1992, if either chamber between Jan. 
1, 1991, and July 1, 1991, adopts a resolution 
disapproving extension of the fast track because of 
insufficient progress in trade negotiations. 
Fast-track approval limits to 45 days congressional 
committee consideration of administration-provided 
draft bills to implement trade agreements. Floor 
consideration must occur within 15 more days, and a 
motion to proceed to floor consideration must be 
acted on without delay or debate. Debate on the 
implementing bill is limited to 20 hours; and 
amendments are not in order. 

• Allow Congress to cancel fast-track consideration 
of trade agreements if both chambers adopt reso­
lutions to that effect within 60 days of each other 
because the administration had failed to consult 
properly with Congress. 

Fast-track approval would not be available for 
bilateral agreements if the president had not com­
plied with the bill's timetable for notifying Con­
gress, or if either the Senate Finance Committee or 
the House Ways and Means Committee disap­
proved of the negotiations within the first 60 days 
after being notified of them. 

• Harmonized Tariff System. Authorize an expe­
dited fast-track approval mechanism for imple­
menting the Harmonized Commodity Description 
and Coding System, negotitated under the GATT. 
The system seeks to make the imposition of tariffs 
more uniform by setting international standards 
for identifying and measuring items subject to tariff. 

• Compensation. Expand the authority of the presi­
dent to grant concessions to other countries when 
the United States has imposed tariffs or quotas to 
retaliate for unfair trade practices or to grant 
import relief to domestic industries, but only when 
such compensation would be required to meet 
international obligations. 
Under GA TT rules and other multilateral agree­
ments, foreign governments may retaliate against the 
United States in response to U.S. retaliation or 
other trade-limiting actions. Offers of offsetting 
compensation are seen as ways to avoid retaliation 
against sensitive industries, while complying with 
international agreements. 

• North American Free Trade. Require the presi­
dent to begin negotiations for the ultimate elimi­
nation of tariffs and non-tariff trade barriers among 
the United States and Canada, Mexico and 27 
Caribbean nations granted eligibility for duty-free 
export to the United States in the Caribbean Basin 
Initiative (PL 98-67). The bill also would extend for 12 
years after the date of enactment the Caribbean 
nations' eligibility for duty-free export to the United 
States; existing duty-free treatment was to last 
until 1995. (1983 Almanac p. 252) 

• Citrus and Pasta. Implement an agreement nego­
tiated with the European Community in August 
1986 covering tariffs and other barriers to trade 
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would be authorized for five years from the date of 
enactment. 

• Mexico. Require the president to appoint an 
interagency commission to study how to improve 
economic relations with Mexico, including the cre­
ation of a free-trade zone between the two coun­
tries. 

• Citrus and Pasta. Authorize implementation of an 
agreement negotiated with the European Com­
munity in August 1986 covering tariffs and other 
barriers to trade involving citrus fruits, other com­
modities and pasta. 

• Transfer of Authority. Transfer to the USTR from 
the president authority under Section 301 of the 
Trade Act of 1974 to make determinations of foreign 
unfair trade practices that restrict U.S. commerce, 
and to determine what action, if any, should be taken 
in response to such practices, subject to the 
specific direction of the president. The USTR would 
be required to make findings in all Section 301 
cases. 

• Mandatory Retaliation. In the case of a foreign 
country's abrogation of a negotiated trade agree­
ment or other findings of "unjustifiable" practices 
that restrict U.S. commerce, the USTR would be 
required to cancel trade concessions or impose tar­
iffs or quotas in retaliation, unless the president 
determines that such action would not be in the 
national economic interest. 
Retaliation would have to be equivalent in value 
to the burden imposed on U.S. business by the 
practice. Retaliation could be waived if the GA TT 
rules that the foreign practice does not injure U.S. 
rights, or if the USTR determines that the foreign 
government is acting to eliminate - or compensate 
the United States for - the practice or that 
retaliation would not be in the national economic 
interest. 
The USTR would be required to report promptly 
to Congress on each instance of mandatory retalia­
tion, or the reasons action was not taken. 
In the cases of "unreasonable" or "discriminatory" 
practices - lesser offenses - that restrict U.S. com­
merce, the USTR would retain discretion to retali­
ate, subject to direction of the president. 
In all cases, the form of retaliation would be 
discretionary. 

• Export Targeting. Classify as an unfair trade prac­
tice subject to retaliation coordinated foreign­
government actions, such as creation of cartels, that 
have the effect of boosting the exports of a 
specific industry. Retaliation would be mandatory for 
such practices that are found to restrict signifi­
cantly U.S. commerce, subject to a waiver if the 
USTR determines that action would not be in the 
U.S. economic interest. 
If retaliatory action is waived, the USTR must 
convene an industry panel representing manage­
ment and labor to recommend actions to make 
the industry more competitive. 
Retaliation would be discretionary for export­
targeting activities that threaten to restrict signifi­
cantly U.S. commerce. 

Trade Policy 
and 

Negotiations 
(cont.) 

Unfair 
Foreign 
Trade 

Practices 
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SENATE 

involving citrus fruits, other commodities and 
pasta. The bill would authorize duties on pasta in 
certain instances equal to export refunds paid by 
the European Community to its exporters. 

• Mandatory Investigations. Require the U.S. trade 
representative (USTR), a Cabinet-level officer re­
sponsible for trade negotiations and development of 
certain aspects of trade policy, to estimate the cost 
to U.S. commerce of identified foreign unfair trade 
practices. These costs are to be included in the 
National Trade Estimate, a compilation of unfair trade 
practices required by existing law to be published 
annually. 
The USTR would be ,required to begin investiga­
tions under Section 381 of the Trade Act of 1974 of 
those unfair foreign-trade practices whose elimi­
nation would yield the greatest improvement in U.S. 
exports. In cases in which the USTR determines, 
after consulting with representatives of affected do­
mestic industries, that other efforts to eliminate 
such unfair practices would be jeopardized, investi­
gations would not be required. 
Within specified periods of time, the USTR would 
be required to determine if a foreign-trade practice 
violated a negotiated trade agreement, or if it was 
"unjustifiable," "unreasonable" or "discriminatory" 
and burdened or restricted (or threatened to 
burden or restrict) U.S. commerce. If so, he would be 
required to recommend retaliatory action to the 
president. 

• Mandatory Retaliation. Require the president to 
act using existing-law remedies to eliminate or 
offset the results of any foreign-trade practice, in any 
case in which the USTR determines that retaliation 
is necessary. 
Retaliation could be waived if: the GA TT rules that 
the foreign practice does not injure U.S. rights; if the 
foreign country and the United States agree to 
settle the dispute and a majority of the represen­
tatives of the affected domestic industry concur; if 
the president determines that retaliation would 
cause serious harm to the national security; if the 
president determines that the practices cannot be 
eliminated, but the foreign country agrees to 
compensate for the practice; or, in the case of 
unreasonable or discriminatory practices - but 
not those that are unjustifiable - the president 
determines that the practices cannot be elimi­
nated and that retaliation would not be in the 
national economic interest. 

• Export Targeting. Classify as an unfair trade prac­
tice subject to retaliation coordinated foreign­
government actions, such as creation of cartels, that 
have the effect of boosting the exports of a 
specific industry. 
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• Worker Rights. Class_ify as_ an unreas~n~ble t~ade 
practice subject to d1scret1onary retah~t1on viola­
tions abroad of internationally recognized worker 
rights that serve to restrict U.S._ commerce. :he 
specific worker rights covered include the right to 
collective bargaining, freedom from forced labor 
and provision for a minimum age for employment. 
Subject to a country's level of economic develop­
ment, minimum-wage and work-hour standards and 
protections for occupational safety and health also 
would be covered. 

• Anti-Competitive Practices. Classify as an unrea­
sonable trade practice subject to discretionary 
retaliation foreign-government toleration of system­
atic, egregious actions by businesses to restrict 
purchases of U.S. goods. 

• Time Limits. Require the USTR, subject to direc­
tion of the president, to decide within 30 days 
what specific retaliatory action must be taken after a 
finding of an unfair foreign-trade practice. lmple-_ 
mentation of the retaliation may be delayed for six 
months, if requested by the domestic industry or 
if the USTR determines that a successful negotiation 
is possible to end or compensate for the practice. 
The bill also would require the USTR to decide 
within six months of beginning an investigation 
whether export-targeting activities harm or 
threaten to harm U.S. commerce. In the case of 
allegations of violations of trade agreements re­
ferred to the CATT for settlement (except those 
involving export subsidies), the USTR would be 
required to decide within 18 months of beginning an 
investigation if a Section 301 violation exists, re­
gardless of the status of the GA :T settlement pro~ 
cess, or within 30 days after a dispute settlement 1s 
reached. Existing-law deadlines for other investiga­
tions would not change. 

• Monitoring and Modification of Section 301 Ac­
tions. Establish specific authority for the USTR to 
modify or terminate retaliation for unfair trade prac­
tices if the retaliation violates the GA TT, fails to 
achieve the desired results, is harmful to U.S. eco­
nomic interests or has succeeded in its objective. 
The bill would require the USTR to monitor a 
foreign nation's compliance with an agreement to 
eliminate an unfair trading practice or to compen­
sate the United States for unfair practices. In cases in 
which a country is found not to be in compliance, 
the USTR would be required to retaliate. 

• "Excessive Surplus Countries." Require the ITC 
annually for 1986-91 to identify by April 1 of the 
following year (Nov. 15, 1987, for 1986) "excessive­
surplus countries," defined as those that have a 
global trade surplus, that have more than $7 billion in 
annual trade with the United States, that export 75 
percent more to the United States than they import, 
and that have a surplus with the United States (not 
counting trade in oil) in excess of $3 billion. 

No determination would be required in a year 
when the total U.S. merchandise trade deficit is less 
than 1.5 percent of the gross national product 
(GNP). (In 1986 the trade deficit was about 4.5 per­
cent of GNP.) 

• Require the USTR to determine within 15 days of 
the ITC determination whether an excessive-sur­
plus country maintains a pattern of unfair trade 

Unfair 
Foreign 
Trade 

Practices 
(cont.) 

Copyri9ht 1987 Cong,enional Ouotterly Inc. 

SENATE 

If retaliatory action is waived, the ~STR must 
institute negotiations with the foreign country_ to 
eliminate or compensate for the export-targeting 
activities. If negotiations fail, the president m_ust 
convene an advisory panel to recommend actions to 
make the industry more competitive. 

• Worker Rights. Classify as an unreasonable trade 
practice subject to retaliation violations abroad of 
internationally recognized worker rights that serve to 
restrict U.S. commerce. The specific worker rights 
covered include the right to collective bargaining, 
freedom from forced labor, provision for a mini­
mum age for employment, minimum-wage and 
work-hour standards and protections for occupa­
tional safety and health. 

• Anti-Competitive Practices. Classify as an unrea­
sonable trade practice subject to retaliation for­
eign government toleration of systematic, egregious 
actions by businesses to restrict purchases of U.S. 
goods. 

• Foreign Subsidies. Classify as an unreasonable 
trade practice subject to retaliation foreign subsi­
dies designed to produce non-agricultural goods for 
which worldwide production exceeds demand. 
Retaliation in such cases would be discretionary. 

• Kansai Airport. Require the USTR to investigate 
Japanese government barriers to U.S. engineering 
and construction firms. Specifically, the provision 
targets construction of a new, $8 billion interna­
tional airport near Osaka, for which U.S. firms have 
had little or no success in winning bids. 

• Time Limits. Require the USTR to determine 
within nine months of beginning an investigation 
based on the National Trade Estimate whether unfair 
practices exist requiring retaliation. In the case of 
investigations of export targeting, determinations 
must be made within six months, unless compli­
cated issues require additional time. 
For most Section 301 investigations: when claims 
are referred to the GA TT for settlement, the presi­
dent must act within six months of a preliminary 
or final CATT ruling, or within 19 months of the 
beginning of the investigation; when claims are 
not referred to CATT, the president must act within 
15 months of the investigation's beginning, except 
that two 60-day delays would be allowed if the 
president determines that progress is being made 
to eliminate the unfair practice. 

• Modification and Termination of Section 301 
Actions. Establish specific authority for the presi­
dent to modify or terminate retaliation for unfair 
trade practices for the same reasons that he may 
choose to waive retaliation before it is instituted, or 
when the burden on U.S. commerce of the for­
eign practices increases or decreases. 
In any event, retaliatory actions will end after four 
years, unless a representative of the involved domes­
tic industry seeks an extension. In that case, the 
USTR must determine if it would be effective or if 
alternative steps would be preferable, and deter­
mine the consequences for the U.S. economy. A 
recommendation to continue a retaliatory action 
may be modified by the president. 

• Consistent Patterns of Unfair Practices. Require 
the USTR within 29 days after the National Trade 
Estimate is published to identify those countries that 
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practices that have a significant impact on U.S. 
commerce and contribute to the country's surplus. 

• Require the USTR to negotiate with those coun­
tries to eliminate those unfair practices. Such 
negotiations may last no more than six months. 
If an agreement is reached, the country would 
have nine months to implement it. If negotiations fail 
to produce an agreement, the USTR, subject to 
direction of the president, would be required to 
retaliate by imposing tariffs or quotas or suspend­
ing trade concessions in an amount equal to the cost 
to U.S. business of identified unfair trade prac­
tices. 

• Require the USTR to impose quotas or tariffs or 
revoke trade concessions to yield 10 percent 
annual reductions in a country's bilateral trade sur­
plus if that country does not eliminate its unfair 
practices in the year following a determination that 
its surplus is unwarranted. 
The 10 percent reductions would be required for 
each year through 1992, but would not apply to a 
country that is deemed to have eliminated its 
unfair practices. 

• The president may waive or reduce the retaliation 
or the surplus-reduction goal if the country has 
severe debt problems and the U.S. action would 
cause the country significant economic harm, or if 
he determines that such action would cause substan­
tial harm to the U.S. economy. 
The president would be required to notify Con­
gress within five days of deciding to waive any action, 
and Congress would have 60 days in which to 
enact a law - presumably by a two-thirds vote over 
the president's veto - reinstating the retaliatory 
action. 

• Transfer of Authority. Transfer from the president 
to the USTR authority to determine what reme­
dies should be applied when imports have injured a 
domestic industry. Under Section 201 of the Trade 
Act of 1974, businesses and workers can petition the 
ITC for a determination that import competition 
has unfairly limited an industry's ability to compete. 

• Injury Determination and Granting of Relief. 
Require the ITC to determine within four months 
if a petitioning industry has been harmed. It would 
have an additional two months to recommend 
relief. (Existing law allows the ITC six months to make 
both a finding of injury and recommend relief.) 
The USTR would have 30 days, 60 in certain 
circumstances, to decide if import relief is warranted, 
and relief would have to be granted unless the 
USTR determined it would not be in the national 
economic interest. The USTR would have the 
same options available to the president under exist­
ing law: increases in tariffs (not to exceed 50 
percent), imposition of quotas or negotiation with 
foreign countries to limit exports to the United 
States of the specific products involved. Relief would 
be limited to five years, as under existing law. 
The USTR also could decide to negotiate with the 
foreign country to address the underlying causes of 
the increase in imports or to otherwise alleviate 
the injury. If the USTR decides not to grant relief, or 
to grant relief different from that recommended 
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maintain a consistent pattern of unfair trade prac­
tices. The USTR is also required to identify the major 
trade barriers of those countries, the elimination 
of which would significantly increase U.S. exports. 
Within 21 more days, the USTR must begin Sec­
tion 301 investigations into each of the major trade 
barriers identified. And within the deadlines es­
tablished for most 301 investigations, the USTR must 
attempt to negotiate agreements to eliminate 
identified trade barriers over three years, leading to 
an incremental increase in U.S. exports to the affected 
countries during that same period. If an agreement 
is reached, the Section 301 investigation will be sus­
pended. If the president determines that the agree­
ment is not being honored, he must direct the USTR 
to resume the investigation, which may lead to 
retaliation. 
The USTR must report annually, revised estimates 
of the cost to U.S. commerce of identified major 
trade barriers, the evidence of increased U.S. 
exports, the status of negotiations and the effect of 
any retaliatory actions taken. After 1993, if any 
country is shown for two consecutive years to have 
eliminated all major barriers to trade, that country 
may be excluded from future USTR reports. 

• Injury Determination and Granting of Relief. 
Require the U.S. International Trade Commission 
(ITC), an independent agency charged with assessing 
the impact of foreign-trade actions on U.S. indus­
tries, to determine within five months if a petitioning 
industry has been harmed by rising imports. The 
agency would have up to six months from the filing 
of a petition to recommend relief. Only those ITC 
commissioners who agree that an industry has been 
injured may vote on recommendations for relief. 
Under Section 201 of the Trade Act of 1974, 
businesses and workers can petition the ITC for a 
determination that import competition has un- · 
fairly limited an industry's ability to compete. (Exist­
ing law allows the ITC six months to make both a 
finding of injury and to recommend relief.) 
The president would have 60 days, or 75 if he 
requests additional information, to grant the relief 
recommended by the ITC, or additional relief that 
might make the industry more competitive. He could 
deny the recommended relief if such action 
would harm the national security, disproportionately 
burden the poor or farm interests, cost more jobs 
than it would protect or be a substantial cause of 
injury to another domestic industry. 
The president would have expanded options for 
relief, including those available under existing law: 
increases in tariffs (not to exceed 50 percent), 
imposition of quotas or negotiation with foreign 

Reproduction prohibited in whole or in part except by editorial clients. Aug. 8, 1987-PAGE 1827 



Trade - 9 

HOUSE 

by the ITC, or to conduct negotiations on the 
underlying causes of the problem, there would be 
an expedited process over 90 days for Congress to 
enact a law putting the recommended relief into 
effect. 

• Clarify conditions the ITC must consider in making 
a find ing of injury to a domestic industry. For 
example, the ITC would be allowed to disregard 
imports that are intended for geographically iso­
lated markets that depend on imports for their 
survival, even when the same items imported to 
another part of the country might be injurious to that 
same industry. 

• Create a two-pronged method for the ITC to use 
in crafting recommendations for relief. In cases in 
which an industry is expected to be able to improve 
its competitiveness, the relief would be designed 
to be the most effective to prevent or remedy the 
injury and improve the industry's competitiveness. 
When no competitive improvement is expected, the 
relief would be designed solely to prevent or 
remedy the injury. 

• Proposed Industry Adjustment. Allow, but not 
require, a petitioning industry to include a state­
ment of proposed "adjustments" to be undertaken 
during the period of import relief to make the 
industry more competitive. The ITC and USTR must 
take such statements into account when deter­
mining whether, and in what form, relief should be 
granted. The Ways and Means Committee report 
(H Rept 100-40, Part 1) said that the USTR would be 
expected to seek commitments from the industry 
to take actions to become more competitive in 
return for granting relief. 

• Emergency Relief. Provide a fast-track process for 
granting temporary import relief for perishable 
agricultural products. The USTR would have to first 
designate a product as " perishable," then direct 
the ITC to monitor imports for 90 days. After that, 
the industry could petition the ITC for emergency 
relief, and the ITC would have to decide within 21 
days if the industry is being harmed. The USTR 
must decide within seven days to grant relief or deny 
it because it would not be in the national eco­
nomic interest. 

• Critical Circumstances. Provide a new process for 
granting provisional relief in cases in which sub­
stantial increases in imports over a short time 
threaten an industry, but when waiting for a final 
ITC/USTR determination would create additional 
harm for the industry or limit the effectiveness of 
the relief. 
In petitioning for relief, an industry could claim 
that critical circumstances are involved. The ITC 
would have to rule on such a claim at the time it 
makes a finding of injury. If it rules critical circum­
stances exist, imports would be halted and goods 
already here could not be sold. The USTR would 
have seven days to lift the order freezing imports, 
if he finds such action would not be in the national 
economic interest. 
Upon a final determination that import relief is 
not warranted, the freeze on sales would be lifted. If 
import relief is granted, it must be retroactive to 
the freezing of imports. 

• Monitoring and Modification of Relief. Require 
the USTR to monitor an industry that has been 
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countries to limit exports to the United States of 
the specific products involved. 
He also could direct executive branch agencies to 
review petitions for modification of existing regula­
tions that might limit an injured industry's ability 
to compete, except that no such action can suspend 
any requirement of law, and the president could 
also negotiate with foreign countries to address the 
underlying causes of an increase in imports or 
otherwise to alleviate the injury. 
In recommending relief, the ITC may also suggest 
to the president whether mergers or acquisitions 
within the domestic industry would help it to 
compete. Such find ings could be forwarded to the 
Justice Department or the Federal Trade Commis­
sion in the cases of proposed mergers, but the bill 
would make no changes in existing antitrust law as 
it applies to mergers and acquisitions. 
Relief would be allowed for up to 10 years, double 
the five years allowed under existing law. But, as 
under existing law, relief granted for more than 
three years would have to begin to phase out after 
three years. After a period of relief has ended, the 
industry granted such relief could not file a new 
petition until a period of time equal to the previ­
ous relief period has passed. 

• Clarify conditions the ITC must consider in making 
a finding of injury to a domestic industry, includ­
ing a decline in market share, sales, productivity, 
profits, wages or employment. Evidence of co­
ordinated fore ign-government action to benefit that 
country's exports that harms or threatens to harm 
a domestic industry also would be cause for relief. 
The ITC also would be required to consider only 
the domestic operations of an industry. 

• Proposed Industry Adjustment. Require a pe­
titioning industry to include a public statement of 
proposed "adjustments" to be undertaken during 
the period of import relief to make the industry 
more competitive. The ITC must take such state­
ments into account when recommending 
whether, and in what form, relief should be granted. 
The bill specifies that industry adjustments must 
comply with existing-law antitrust prohibitions 
against price-fixing, restraint of trade, boycotts 
and similar actions. 
The bill's intent, according to the Finance Com­
mittee report (S Rept 100-71), is that relief be more 
difficult to obtain for industries that have no hope 
of competing with foreign producers, but at the 
same time to make relief more certain for those 
that might become competitive by limiting presi­
dential discretion to deny relief. 

• Emergency Relief. Provide a fast-track process for 
granting temporary import relief for perishable 
agricultural products. If an industry asks for relief 
from rising imports of perishable commodities, 
the secretary of agriculture must within 14 days 
determine if there is injury or threat of injury to 
domestic producers and recommend relief. The 
president, within seven days of the secretary's 
finding, must either impose tariffs or quotas or pub­
lish his reasons for refusing to do so. 
Such emergency relief must cease when other 
import relief takes effect, the ITC finds there is no 
injury or the president determines that changed 
circumstances warrant no further relief. 
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granted import relief to gauge its progress in becom­
ing more competitive. The bill would authorize 
the USTR to adjust the form and amount of import 
relief to account for changed economic circum­
stances or to ensure the effectiveness of the pre­
scribed relief. As under existing law, relief granted 
for five years would begin tp phase out after three, 
and relief could be extended once for a period of 
up to three years. 

• Non-Market-Economy Countries. Revise existing 
law that allows for relief for -domestic industries 
harmed by imports from communist countries. The 
bill would transfer from the president to the USTR 
authority to order relief, and would drop the des­
ignation of communist countries, substituting 
"non-market-economy countries": those in which 
central government planning, not market forces, 
determines economic activity. 
The bill would relax the standard for determining 
injury to a domestic industry by, for example, taking 
into account pricing policies. And, as in other cases 
of import relief, the bill would require relief to be 
granted unless the USTR determines it would not 
be in the national economic interest. 

• Trade Adjustment Assishnce Bigibility. Make all 
affected workers and businesses eligible for Trade 
Adjustment Assistance cash and other benefits within 
48 hours of a finding of injury to an industry by 
the ITC, regardless of whether import relief is ulti­
mately granted. 
The bill would allow a laid-off worker, who is 
eligible for Trade Adjustment Assistance income­
maintenance benefits and who takes a new job at a 
reduced salary, to receive supplemental benefits to 
make up the difference between his new salary 
and 80 percent of his previous salary. 
As under existing law, workers would have to enter 
retraining and job-search programs to be eligible for 
benefits available from the Trade Adjustment Assis­
tance program. And the bill would add to existing 
law a requirement that workers who have little 
likelihood of being rehired by their former employ­
ers must undergo retraining. 

• Supplemental Worker Training. Authorize the 
Commerce Department to make grants and loans 
to educational institutions and firms that provide 
retraining programs that meet the criteria of the 
Trade Adjustment Assistance program. Total grants 
outstanding would not be allowed to exceed $1 
million and no one program would be allowed a loan 
in excess of $1 million. 

• Adjustment Assistance Trust Fund. Provide that all 
tariffs collected under Sections 201 or 301 and 
revenues from the auctioning of import licenses be 
deposited into a special account to pay benefits to 
workers and businesses. 
The bill would require the president to negotiate 
through the GA TT to allow all countries to impose 
small tariffs on virtually all imports to pay for 
worker adjustment to import competition. Such a 
tariff, if allowed under the GA TT, would be au­
thorized to be put into effect, with the revenues 
dedicated to the trust fund. 
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• Critical Circumstances. Provide a new process for 
granting provisional relief in cases in which sub­
stantial increases in imports over a short time 
threaten an industry, but in which waiting for a 
final ITC determination would create additional 
harm for the industry or limit the relief's effect. 

When, during an investigation, the president finds 
critical circumstances exist, he must grant immediate 
relief by imposing tariffs or quotas or taking other 
action ordinarily available in Section 201 cases. The 
relief must stay in effect until the president re­
moves it, the ITC finds the industry has not been 
injured or until 90 days after the ITC finds there 
has been an injury. 

• Monitoring and Modification of Relief. Require 
the ITC to report to the president every three 
years on the progress made by an industry_ to be­
come more competitive and the effect of import 
relief that was granted. The bill would authorize the 
president to reduce or modify, but not to in­
crease, the form and amount of relief to ac~ount for 
changed economic circumstances and the indus­
try's progress toward greater competitiveness. 

• Trade Adjustment Assistance Bigibility. As under 
existing law, if the ITC determines that an industry 
has been injured by imports, it may recommend to 
the president that workers and firms in that indus­
try be made eligible for Trade Adjustment Assistance 
(also called Trade Competitiveness Assistance in 
the bill) cash and other benefits. The president would 
have 30 days after receiving a recommendation 
from the ITC to direct the secretary of labor to make 
such workers and firms eligible. 
Benefits would be extended for the first time to 
workers and firms in tlie oil and gas industry, if it is 
determined to be injured by imports, and to 
workers and firms that provide essential goods and 
services to that industry. 
The period for which an unemployed worker 
would be eligible for assistance would be extended 
from 26 weeks (at the end of unemployment 
insurance benefits) to 52 weeks. Total benefits to a 
worker would be capped at $4,000. 
As under existing law, workers would have to 
enter retraining and job-search programs to be eligi­
ble for benefits. The secretary of labor could 
exempt certain workers when retraining would not 
be feasible or appropriate, and he would deter­
mine on a program-by-program basis if scheduled 
training programs are of sufficient duration. 
Unless reauthorized, the Trade Adjustment Assis­
tance program would end on Sept. 30, 1993. 

• Adjustment Assistance Trust Fund. Require the 
president to negotiate through the GATT for two 
years to allow all countries to impose a tariff of no 
more than 1 percent on virtually all imports to pay 
for worker adjustment to import competition. If after 
two years negotiations do not result in a multilat­
eral agreement for such a tariff, a U.S. fee would 
be put into effect anyway, with the revenues depos­
ited into a special trust fund account to pay 
benefits to workers and businesses. 

• Coordination. Require that agreements with 
states to provide employment and retraining serv­
ices be coordinated with similar programs under the 
Job Training Partnership Act. 

Copyright 1987 Congressional Quarterly Inc, 
Reprodudion prohibited in whole or in part e•c11pt by •ditori<il clientf. Aug. 8, 1987-PAGE 1829 



Trade - 11 

HOUSE 

• Agricultural Producers. Amend the definition of 
"industry" to give growers and other producers of 
raw agricultural products protections under existing 
law covering foreign-government subsidies and 
"dumping" of products in the United States or third 
countries below production costs. Under the Tar­
iff Act of 1930, if foreign countries are found to be 
dumping products below cost, or improperly sub­
sidizing exports, the United States may impose duties 
on those products to counteract the effects on 
pricing and make the products competitive with 
domestically produced goods. 

• Definition of Subsidy. Expand the Commerce 
Department's interpretation of what constitutes a 
foreign-government subsidy, which would allow for 
imposition of a so-called countervailing duty on 
foreign imports that benefit from such a subsidy. 

• Material Injury. Clarify the circumstances under 
which imported goods that are being dumped 
below cost or that benefit from foreign-government 
subsidies constitute a material injury or threat of 
injury to a domestic industry. 

• Geographically Isolated Markets. Allow the ITC 
to disregard imports into certain markets when 
making a determination of injury in subsidy or dump­
ing cases. The provision is designed to account for 
certain discrete areas where domestic producers 
within the area have not supplied a substantial 
portion of a specific good to the market, leaving the 
business to imports, even though substantial 
amounts of below-cost or subsidized imports of the 
same product into other markets may be injurious. 

• Circumvention of Anti-Dumping or Countervail­
ing Duties. Clarify that slightly altering a method 
of production cannot be used to avoid orders against 
subsidies and dumping. The provision would make 
clear that import of partially assembled goods for 
completion in the United States should not be a 
means of avoiding a dumping or countervailing duty, 
if the conditions that led to imposition of the duty 
still apply to the components used in the product. 

• "Downstream" Monitoring. Require the ITC to 
monitor imports of products that include major 
components that have been subject to anti-dumping 
or countervailing duties in the previous five years, 
as directed by the Commerce Department. Domestic 
producers may request monitoring, and the Com­
merce Department would have to respond to such 
petitions within 14 days. 
If the ITC determines there is a 5 percent increase 
in imports of monitored products in a single calendar 
quarter, additional analysis of the product would 
be required to determine if dumped goods are being 
diverted to the United States. 

• Multiple Offenders. Establish a process for more 
regular monitoring of imports from foreign pro­
ducers previously found to have engaged in dump­
ing. Domestic producers could request Com­
merce Department monitoring of a broadly defined 
category of imports from a foreign producer with 
one previous finding of dumping. After a second 
finding within 10 years, the Commerce Depart­
ment would be required to monitor all imports from 
that producer in the same category. . 
If evidence of dumping is obtained, the ITC would 
initiate expedited dumping investigations. 
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• Agricultural Producers. Amend the definition of 
"industry" to give growers and other producers of 
raw agricultural products protections under existing 
law covering foreign-government subsidies and 
"dumping" of products in the United States or third 
countries below production costs. Under the Tar­
iff Act of 1930, if foreign countries are found to be 
dumping products below cost, or improperly sub­
sidizing exports, the United States may impose duties 
on those products to counteract the effects on 
pricing and make the products competitive with 
domestically produced goods. 

• Definition of Subsidy. Expand the Commerce 
Department's interpretation of what constitutes a 
foreign-government subsidy, which would allow for 
imposition of a so-called countervailing duty on 
foreign imports that benefit from such a subsidy. 

• Material Injury. Clarify the circumstances under 
which imported goods that are being dumped 
below cost or that benefit from foreign-government 
subsidies constitute a material injury or threat of 
injury to a domestic industry. 

• Circumvention of Anti-Dumping or Countervail­
ing Duties. Clarify that slightly altering a method 
of production cannot be used to avoid orders against 
subsidies and dumping. The provision would make 
clear that import of partially assembled goods for 
completion in the United States should not be a 
means of avoiding a dumping or countervailing duty, 
if the conditions that led to imposition of the duty 
still apply to the components used in the product. 
The bill would clarify that negotiated import re­
strictions on steel would apply even if steel from a 
country subject to such an agreement was repro­
cessed in a country not subject to the agreement 
before it is imported into the United States. 

• "Downstream" Monitoring. Require the ITC to 
monitor imports of products that include major 
components that have been subject to anti-dumping 
or countervailing duties in the previous five years, 
as directed by the Commerce Department. Domestic 
producers may request monitoring, and the Com­
merce Department would have to respond to such 
petitions within 14 days. 
If the ITC determines there is a 5 percent increase 
in imports of monitored products in a single calendar 
quarter, additional analysis of the product would 
be required to determine if dumped goods are being 
diverted to the United States. 

• Multiple Offenders. Establish a process for more 
regular monitoring of imports from foreign pro­
ducers previously found to have engaged in dump­
ing. Domestic producers could request Com­
merce Department monitoring of a broadly defined 
category of imports from a foreign producer with 
one previous finding of dumping. After a second 
finding within 10 years, the department could 
monitor any imports from that producer in the same 
category; after three such findings, the depart­
ment would be required to monitor all imports from 
that producer in the same category. 
If evidence of dumping is obtained, the ITC would 
initiate expedited dumping investigations. 

• Non-Market-Economy Countries. Establish a spe­
cific method for applying countervailing-duty laws 
to products from non-market-economy countries. 
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• Non-Market-Economy Countries. State specifi• 
cally that the countervailing-duty laws apply to 
products from non-market-economy countries to 
the extent that, on a case-by-case basis, improper 
subsidies can be identified. 

• Government Purchases. Clarify that U.S. govern­
ment purchases of imports, even those not subject 
to regular customs duties, are nevertheless subject to 
anti-dumping or countervailing duties. 

• Third-Country Dumping. Require the ITC to con­
sider whether there might be a pattern of world­
wide dumping that has the effect of causing material 
injury to a U.S. producer. 

• Diversionary Input Dumping. Require the ITC to 
take into consideration that a regular component 
of an imported product is being dumped abroad, 
thereby significantly reducing the cost of a prod­
uct. The provision would be limited in its reach, and 
would require evidence that the dumped compo­
nent is being diverted to the completed product. 

• Private Right of Action. For the purposes of civil 
lawsuits brought under the Antidumping Act of 
1916, specify that three findings of dumping by the 
same foreign producer within 10 years would lead 
to a rebuttable presumption that the producer is 
dumping. 
No successful claim of civil damages has ever been 
brought under the statute. In addition to creating a 
strong prima facie case under the 1916 law, the bill 
would take other steps to make it more likely that 
domestic producers could win damage awards in 
dumping cases: eliminate the criminal penalties un­
der the statute, leaving only civil actions, and limit 
awards to actual losses, not triple damages as cur­
rently under the statute. 

• Compensation for Dumping Victims. Establish a 
fund to be administered by the ITC in which anti­
dumping duties would be held to pay compensation 
to domestic producers injured by foreign dump­
ing. 

• China Study. Require a Commerce Department 
study of changes in the market structure of China 
and the need for a more flexible U.S. approach to 
countries, like China, that are moving toward a 
more market-oriented economy, including changes 
in anti-dumping and anti-subsidy laws. 

• Unfair Trade Practices. Clarify that the Tariff Act of 
1930, which allows the ITC to ban imports that injure 
domestic industries, applies to products that infringe 
upon U.S. trademarks, patents, copyrights and other 
so-called intellectual property rights. The protection 
also would extend to articles produced through 
processes protected by U.S. patents. 

• Remove a requirement that a domestic industry 
show injury from the infringement of patents or 
other property rights, or that it is "efficiently and 
economically operated." The bill would allow the 
ITC to grant relief to a domestic industry solely upon 
the proof of infringement. But a patent owner would 
not automatically be considered a "domestic indus­
try" eligible for relief under the bill unless he could 
also demonstrate, through significant investment or 
employment, that his industry either exists or is in 
the process of being established. 
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Market value for purposes of identifying govern­
ment subsidies would be determined by the price of 
like goods from the foreign market-economy 
country that ships the largest volume of those goods 
to the United States. If that country's exports are 
being sold in the United States at less than fair market 
value, the bill would establish a procedure for 
calculating production costs. If the ITC begins an 
investigation into non-market-economy-country 
subsidies or dumping, the investigation may be _sus­
pended if the country agrees to limit its exports to 
the United States. 

• Government Purchases. Clarify that U.S. govern­
ment purchases of imports, even those not subject 
to regular customs duties, are nevertheless subject to 
anti-dumping or countervailing duties. The bill 
creates exemptions for Defense Department pur­
chases subject to existing contracts and for pur­
chases of goods when the market for such goods is 
normally limited to government agencies. 

• Critical Circumstances. Authorize the ITC to im­
pose retroactive anti-dumping and countervailing 
duties in cases in which the Commerce Department 
determines that massive surges in imports have 
threatened a domestic industry and the ITC finds that 
dumping or subsidy laws have been violated. 

• Foreign-Government Consortia. Require that in­
dividual government subsidies be added together 
in the case of goods produced by a consortium of 
several countries for import into the United 
States. The provision is aimed specifically at the four­
nation Eurpoean Airbus consortium, which pro­
duces commercial passenger aircraft. 

• China Study. Require a Commerce Department 
study of changes in the market structure of China 
and the need for a more flexible U.S. approach to 
countries, like China, that are moving toward a 
more market-oriented economy, including changes 
in anti-dumping and anti-subsidy laws. 

• Unfair Trade Practices. Clarify that the Tariff Act of 
1930, which allows the ITC to ban imports that injure 
domestic industries, applies to products that infringe 
upon U.S. trademarks, patents, copyrights and other 
so-called intellectual property rights. The protection 
also would extend to articles produced through 
processes protected by U.S. patents. 

• Remove a requirement that a domestic industry 
show injury from the infringement of patents or 
other property rights, or that it is "efficiently and 
economically operated." The bill would allow the 
ITC to grant relief to a domestic industry solely upon 
the proof of infringement. But a patent owner would 
not automatically be considered a "domestic indus­
try" eligible for relief under the bill unless he could 
also demonstrate, through significant investment or 
employment, that his industry either exists or is in 
the process of being established. 
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• Clarify that the ITC can issue cease-and-desist orders 
in addition to banning imports to protect U.S. pat­
ents, and change the penalty for violation of cease­
and-desist orders from $10,000 to $10,000 or twice 
the domestic value of the products. 

• 'Priority Foreign Countries': Require the USTR to 
identify those countries most egregious in their lack 
of protection for intellectual property rights, whose 
failure to protect such rights has a significant adverse 
effect in international markets and that are not 
negotiating in good faith to protect such rights. 
The bill would require the USTR to initiate unfair­
trade-practice investigations under Section 301 
against such "priority foreign countries," unless he 
deems it not in the national economic interest. 

• Process Patents. Enhance protections for holders of 
U.S. patents on processes, allowing for judicially 
imposed remedies, such as injunctions or damages, 
under existing patent infringement law for imported 
products made using patented processes. This provi­
sion would be in addition to relief available through 
the ITC. 

• Require patent holders to seek damages from or 
injunctions against importers or producers before 
going after retailers or users. 

• Exempt from action under this provision a product in 
continuous or substantial use by Jan . 1, 1987. 

• Negotiating Objectives. Specify trade negotiation 
goals to achieve non-discriminatory access to foreign 
markets for telephones, switching equipment and 
other telecommunications devices. 

• Investigations. Require the USTR to investigate 
within six months of enactment each foreign country 
with a substantial telecommunications market to de­
termine if there are barriers to U.S. manufacturers. 

• Negotiations. Require the president to negotiate 
with each country identified by the USTR as main­
taining barriers to free telecommunications trade to 
open those markets. Negotiations would have to be 
completed within 18 months, unless Congress spe­
cifically authorizes an extension. Two 12-month ex­
tensions would be provided for, if substantial prog­
ress were being made in negotiations. 

• Retaliation. Require the president to retaliate against 
a country if negotiations fail by withdrawing trade 
privileges, refusing to purchase telecommunications 
equipment made in the foreign country, or taking 
other actions designed to force open the foreign 
market. Retaliation should first be directed against 
the foreign country's telecommunications industry. 
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• Clarify that the ITC can issue cease-and-desist orders 
in addition to banning imports to protect U.S. pat­
ents, and change the penalty for violation of cease­
and-desist orders from $10,000 to $100,000. 

• 'Priority Foreign Countries': Require the USTR to 
identify those countries most egregious in their lack 
of protection for intellectual property rights, whose 
failure to protect such rights has a significant adverse 
effect in international markets and that are not 
negotiating in good faith to protect such rights. 
The bill would require the USTR to initiate unfair­
trade-practice investigations under Section 301 
against such "priority foreign countries," unless he 
deems it not in the national economic interest. 

• Process Patents. Enhance protections for holders of 
U.S. patents on processes, allowing for judicially 
imposed remedies, such as injunctions or damages, 
under existing patent infringement law for imported 
products made using patented processes. This provi­
sion would be in addition to relief available through 
the ITC. 

• Allow patent owners to seek damages from or in­
junctions against importers, producers, retailers or 
users, except that actions against non-commercial 
users or retailers may be brought only if no remedies 
are available against importers or other users. 

• Exempt from action under this provision a product in 
continuous or substantial use by May 15, 1987. 

• foreign Patent Protection Assistance. Require the 
Commerce Department to monitor intellectual 
property rights protections overseas and authorize 
the department to provide technical and other assis­
tance to developing countries, to help them establish 
patent and trademark protection systems. 

• Drug Patent Extensions. Allow patents on new drugs 
to be extended for five years beyond the statutory 
limit of 17 years, if certain federal Food and Drug 
Administration clinical trials leading to approval of 
the drug for general use take more than five years. 

• Negotiating Objectives. Specify trade negotiation 
goals to achieve non-discriminatory access to foreign 
markets for telephones, switching equipment and 
other telecommunications devices. 

• Investigations. Require the USTR to investigate 
within six months of enactment each foreign country 
with a substantial telecommunications market to de­
termine if there are barriers to U.S. manufacturers. 

• Negotiations. Require the president to negotiate 
with each country identified by the USTR as main­
taining barriers to free telecommunications trade to 
open those markets. Negotiations would have to be 
completed within 18 months, unless Congress spe­
cifically authorizes an extension. Two 12-month ex­
tensions would be provided for, if substantial prog­
ress were being made in negotiations. 

• Retaliation. Require the president to retaliate against 
a country if negotiations fail by withdrawing trade 
privileges, refusing to purchase telecommunications 
equipment made in the foreign country, or taking 
other actions designed to force open the foreign 
market. Retaliation should first be directed against 
the foreign country's telecommunications industry. 
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• Require the USTR to retaliate in a similar manner if a 
negotiated agreement is achieved and the country 
fails to abide by it. 

• Compensation. Authorize the president to enter 
into trade agreements to compensate a foreign 
country for retaliatory action, if that should be neces­
sary to comply with GA TT rules. 

• Federal Communications Commission. Require the 
FCC, in setting telecommunications policy for the 
United States, to take into account the impact of 
international trade on domestic telecommunications 
service. The bill would require the FCC to consult 
with the USTR on international telecommunications 
trade and to avoid taking actions that conflict with 
trade-related actions of the USTR or other agencies. 

• Foreign Commercial Service. Establish the U.S. and 
Foreign Commercial Service as a statutory agency to 
promote and protect U.S. business interests abroad. 
The agency was created by executive order in 1980, 
but its status as an arm of the Commerce Department 
has led to an ambiguous relationship with overseas 
missions. The bill would specify that Commercial 
Service officers would report to the chief of mission 
in an overseas post, as well as to the Commerce 
Department. 

• Establish that the senior Commercial Service officer 
in a foreign mission would be the chief represen­
tative of U.S. commercial interests in that mission. 
The bill would allow up to eight such officers to use 
the diplomatic title minister-counselor at one time. 

• Assign a Commercial Service officer to serve in every 
multilateral development bank with which the 
United States participates to enhance U.S. export 
opportunities financed by those banks. 

• Establish a Market Development Cooperator Pro­
gram. Patterned after a similar program in the Agri­
culture Department, it would work with trade associ­
ations, private firms and state governments to 
identify foreign markets, work to eliminate trade 
barriers and promote new products. Costs would be 
shared equitably by all parties. 

• Authorize the Commerce Department to assist trade 
shows in the United States aimed at foreign buyers. 

• Establish a special pilot program to focus on exports 
to Japan, South Korea and Taiwan. 

• Require a report from the president after one year, 
evaluating existing export promotion activities and 
recommending improvements. 

• Authorization. Authorize an additional $6 million for 
fiscal 1988 export promotion costs. 

• Country Reports. Require the State Department to 
provide Congress with detailed annual reports on the 
economic policies and trade practices of each coun­
try with which the United States has a trade relation­
ship. 

• National Trade Data Bank. Require the Commerce 
Department to develop and maintain a data system in 
concert with other federal agencies to include spe­
cific country-by-country details on exports, imports, 
business opportunities and general economic condi­
tions and business practices, as well as other trade­
related information. The data are to be generally 
available to the public and government agencies. 
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• Require the USTR to retaliate in a similar manner if a 
negotiated agreement is achieved and the country 
fails to abide by it. 

• Compensation. Authorize the president to enter 
into trade agreements to compensate a foreign 
country for retaliatory action, if that should be neces­
sary to comply with GA TT rules. 

• Foreign Commercial Service. Authorize up to eight 
officers of the U.S. and Foreign Commercial Service, 
which promotes U.S. business interests abroad, to 
use the diplomatic title of minister-counselor. 

• Assign a Commercial Service officer to serve in every 
multilateral development bank with which the 
United States participates to enhance U.S. export 
opportunities financed by those banks. 

• Require the secretaries of state and commerce peri­
odically to evaluate existing export promotion activi­
ties and take steps to improve them. 

• Country Reports. Require each diplomatic mission in 
a country with which the United States has a signifi­
cant trading relationship to provide Congress with 
annual reports on their efforts to promote U.S. 
exports and to improve the competitiveness of U.S. 
goods with those of third-country suppliers. 

• National Trade Data Bank. Require the Commerce 
Department to develop and maintain a data system in 
concert with other federal agencies to include spe­
cific country-by-country details on exports, imports, 
business opportunities and general economic condi­
tions and business practices, as well as other trade­
related information. The data are to be generally 
available to the public and government agencies. 
The bill also would require the Commerce Depart­
ment to prepare for commercial use a catalog of U.S. 
government assistance and information relating to 
exports, financing, foreign laws and the like, but it 
requires that various data banks not duplicate their 
efforts. 

• Export Trading Companies. Relax Federal Reserve 
Board regulatory requirements on bank-owned ex­
porting companies. For example, such companies 
would not have to generate 50 percent of their 
revenues from exports during their first two years. 
Export trading companies are designed to aid U.S. 
companies in finding overseas markets, and can be 
owned by banks as a means of providing a ready 
source of export financing. 

• Mixed Credits. Transfer authority to make "mixed 
credit" financing arrangements for major projects in 
developing countries from the Agency for Interna­
tional Development (AID) to the Trade and Develop­
ment Program, which functions in the State Depart­
ment under the International Development 
Cooperation Agency. Mixed credit, or "tied aid" 
financing, combines direct cash assistance with low-
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The bill also would mandate a separate export pro­
motion data bank, but it requires that various data 
banks not duplicate efforts. 

• Pr~Shipment lnspedions. Regulate actions by for­
eign governments that perform customs inspections 
of U.S. exports before they leave the United States to 
prevent the use of such inspections to discriminate 
against U.S. firms or otherwise restrict trade. 
Specifically, the bill would prohibit the use of inspec­
tions for the purpose of price comparison by foreign 
purchasers, and would impose civil penalties of up to 
$10,000 for each violation of the prohibitions, as well 
as revocation of the inspection company's license. 

• Export-Import Bank. Express the sense of the Con­
gress that the Export-Import Bank is important to the 
United States, and that the bank's support for U.S. 
exports has declined significantly since 1980. 

• Export Trading Companies. Relax Federal Reserve 
Board regulatory requirements on bank-owned ex­
porting companies. For example, such companies 
would not have to generate 50 percent of their 
revenues from exports during their first two years. 
Export trading companies are designed to aid U.S. 
companies in finding overseas markets, and can be 
owned by banks as a means of providing a ready 
source of export financing. 

• Mixed Credits. Transfer authority to make "mixed 
credit" financing arrangements for major projects in 
developing countries from the Agency for Interna­
tional Development to the Trade and Development 
Program, which functions in the State Department 
under the International Development Cooperation 
Agency. Mixed credit, or "tied aid" financing, com­
bines direct cash assistance with low-interest loans to 
promote U.S. participation in major capital develop­
ment projects in developing nations. 
Decisions by an interagency committee on granting 
mixed credit financing would no longer have to be 
unanimous; a majority vote would be sufficient. State 
Department Economic Support Funds (ESF), which 
are cash given to foreign countries without condi­
tions, could be used in the mixed credit program 
with the agreement of the secretary of state and 
director of the Agency for International Develop­
ment. 

• Establish the Trade and Development Program as the 
lead federal agency to promote U.S. exports in the 
context of overseas development activities. The bill 
would require that after Jan. 1, 1988, the director of 
the program be appointed by the president with the 
approval of the Senate. 

• Countertrade. Require the president to appoint an 
interagency group to study the practice of counter­
trade, in which countries seek to conserve cash 
through barter or encourage the purchase of certain 
goods by requiring the purchase of a less desirable 
product in return for allowing the purchase of a 
more desirable item. 
The group would be required to make recommenda­
tions on the use of countertrade to enhance U.S. 
finance assistance programs, and the Commerce De­
partment would be required to maintain a list of 
existing countertrade practices. 

• Require U.S. exporters that have contracts larger 
than $2 million that are dependent upon foreign 
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interest loans to promote U.S. participation in major 
capital development projects in developing nations. 
Decisions by an interagency committee on granting 
mixed credit financing would no longer have to be 
unanimous; a majority vote would be sufficient for 
financing supplied by AID, but a unanimous vote 
would be required for financing supplied by the 
Export-Import Bank. 

• Require that after Jan. 1, 1989, the director of the 
program be appointed by the president with the 
approval of the Senate. 

• Small Business Programs. Direct the International 
Trade Office of the Small Business Administration 
(SBA) to work more closely with the Commerce 
Department to promote small-business exports, by 
identifying markets and products, by screening for­
eign buyers for credit purposes, by helping form 
trading companies and providing technical assis­
tance, and by working with the Export-Import Bank 
and other federal export-financing agencies. 

• Enhance SBA export-financing activities by specifying 
that export trading companies, as well as individual 
small businesses, would be eligible for loans or loan 
guarantees. The period for loans or lines of credit 
would remain 18 months. 

• Increase from $500,000 to $750,000 the SBA loan 
guarantee limit for purchases of factories or equip­
ment to produce goods for export. 
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government countertrade requirements to report to 
the Commerce Department. 

• Small Business Programs. Direct the International 
Trade Office of the Small Business Administration 
(SBA) to work more closely with the Commerce 
Department to promote small-business exports by 
identifying markets and products, by screening for­
eign buyers for credit purposes, by helping form 
trading companies and providing technical assis­
tance, and by working with the Export-Import Bank 
and other federal export-financing agencies. 

• Enhance SBA export-financing activities by extending 
the period for loans or lines of credit from 18 months 
to three years, and specify that export trading com­
panies, as well as individual small businesses, would 
be eligible for loans or loan guarantees. 

• Increase from $500,000 to $1 million the SBA loan 
guarantee limit for purchases of factories or equip­
ment to produce goods for export, provided that the 
loans are sold on the secondary market. 

• Oil Exports. Extend an existing ban on the export of 
Alaskan North Slope crude oil to all domestically 
produced crude oil. The bill also would ban "export 
refineries," those that export more than one-third of 
their refined petroleum as a means of avoiding the 
ban on crude oil exports. 
An exemption would be allowed for the exchange of 
crude oil with Canada or Mexico, provided the 
exchange was done for reasons of efficiency or 
reduction of costs to consumers. 

• Controlled Items. Require the secretary of com­
merce, in consultation with the secretary of defense, 
to identify high-technology goods that are no longer 
militarily significant; existing law controls the export 
of militarily significant goods to prevent them from 
reaching Soviet-bloc countries. 
The secretary of commerce would be required, as 
much as possible, to reduce the list of controlled 
items by 40 percent within three years, focusing on 
medical equipment and certain high-tech items that 
under existing law could be shipped to Soviet-bloc 
countries as long as most NA TO countries and Japan 
are notified of the shipment. 
Strike from the list of controlled items any product 
whose export the United States alone controls, un­
less the secretary of commerce determines that the 
product is not otherwise available abroad, or the 
president is seeking to establish multilateral controls 
on the product. 

• Shipments to China. Authorize repeated shipments 
of the same high-technology product to the same 
buyer in the People's Republic of China without 
requiring a separate license for each export. Under 
existing law, each shipment requires a new license. 
The bill also would authorize the shipment of any 
item to China for exhibition in a trade show. 

• General Controls. Require no export license for 
shipments of goods to any Western country if ship­
ping the item to China as of March 1, 1987, would 
have required only notifying most NATO countries. 
The Commerce Department would have to be in­
formed of such shipments, and could require li­
censes in the case of buyers suspected of diverting 
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• Oil Exports. Affirm existing law that no controls are 
authorized on exports from existing U.S. oil refin­
eries, unless the president deems such controls nec­
essary. 

• Controlled Items. Establish a procedure for regular 
review of items whose export is controlled for na­
tional security purposes, and require that goods 
whose shipment to the People's Republic of China 
would require notice only to most NATO countries 
and Japan would automatically be stricken from the 
list if control of that item is not re-established at least 
every two years. 

• Shipments to China. Authorize repeated shipments 
of the same high-technology product to the same 
buyer in the People's Republic of China without 
requiring a separate license for each export. Under 
existing law, each shipment requires a new license. 
The bill also would authorize the shipment of any 
item to China for exhibition in a trade show. 

• General Controls. Establish a general export license 
for users deemed reliable and unlikely to violate 
export controls. 
Only a general license would be required for ship­
ments of goods to most NA TO countries or to Japan, 
if shipping the item to China as of May 6, 1987, 
would have required only notifying most NA TO 
countries. The secretary of commerce may require 
notice for certain extraordinarily sophisticated items, 
and may require a specific license for certain users or 
for users in countries that are ·deemed to engage in a 
pattern of diverting high-tech goods to the Soviet 
bloc. 
The bill would require no export license for ship­
ments of goods to any Western country, if shipping 
the item would merely require that most NA TO 
countries be notified of the shipment. 

• Re-export Controls. Eliminate for all but certain 
extraordinarily sophisticated items a requirement 
that the Commerce Department license the re-ex­
port of controlled high-technology U.S. products to 
most NATO countries and Japan. The Commerce 
Department must license re-exports of certain so­
phisticated goods, if the country is engaging in 
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high-tech goods to the Soviet bloc. 
No authority would be required for shipments to 
most NA TO countries or to Japan, except in cases in 
which the secretary of commerce specifies controls 
on certain extraordinarily sophisticated items for 
certain users or for countries that are deemed to 
engage in a pattern of violating export controls. 

• Re-export Controls. Eliminate for all but certain 
extraordinarily sophisticated items and certain users a 
requirement that the Commerce Department license 
the re-export of controlled high-technology U.S. 
products to most NATO countries and Japan. No re­
export license would be required for shipments of 
goods from any country if the controlled item to be 
re-exported equals 25 percent or less of the value of 
the goods. 

• Defense Department Review. Limit Defense Depart­
ment review of licenses for exports destined for the 
Soviet bloc. Existing law shares authority for certain 
Western export licenses between the Departments 
of Defense and Commerce. 

• Foreign Availability. Require expedited review of a 
complaint that a controlled item is available abroad, 
and therefore should not be subject to control. 

• Western Regional Office. Establish a West Coast 
office for review and issuance of export licenses. 

• Export License Fee. Prohibit the charging of a fee for 
processing export license applications. 

• Export Administration Reform Commission. Re­
quire the president to establish a commission to 
study the use of export controls to protect militarily 
significant technology and ways to improve such 
controls. 

• Authorization. Increase by $3 million the fiscal 1988 
authorization for export control activities. 

• Competitive Exchange Rate. Mandate negotiations 
with foreign governments to establish a "competitive 
exchange rate" for the dollar to help prevent severe 
market fluctuations and make U.S. goods more com­
petitive in price internationally. 
The bill would encourage, but not require, interven­
tion in currency markets by the Treasury Department 
and the Federal Reserve System to prevent the dollar 
from shifting far from its designated competitive 
exchange rate. 

• Pegged Currencies. Require the Treasury Depart­
ment to determine if a country with an "excessive" 
trade surplus with the United States (as defined 
above under "unfair trade practices") is maintaining 
an artificially low exchange rate with the dollar that 
contributes to that surplus. If the country refuses to 
agree to alter the exchange rate, the president may 
impose tariffs on imports from that country. 

• Third World Debt. Mandate international negotia­
tions for the creation of an independent agency to 
buy loans owed by Third World nations at a discount 
to provide debt relief for those countries and some 
return for U.S. banks that currently hold loans that 
may or may not be repaid. 

• Request the Treasury Department to study ways to 
relieve the most severely indebted countries, those 
in sub-Saharan Africa, including the granting of so­
called special drawing rights through the lnterna-
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a pattern of violating export controls. 
No re-export license would be required for ship­
ments of goods from any country if the controlled 
item to be re-exported equals 20 percent or less of 
the value of the goods, and the goods themselves 
would not be subject to export controls. 

• Defense Department Review. leave unchanged De­
fense Department review of licenses for exports 
destined for the Soviet bloc, but require the depart­
ment to act on applications for an export license 
within 20 days. Existing law shares authority for 
cer.tain Western export licenses between the Depart­
ments of Defense and Commerce. 

• Foreign Availability. Require expedited review of a 
complaint that a controlled item is available abroad, 
and therefore should not be subject to control. 

• Export License Fee. Prohibit the charging of a fee for 
processing export license applications. 

• Kongsberg/T oshiba and Export Control Violations. 
Require import bans on all products from the 
Toshiba Corp. of Japan and Kongsberg Vaapenfabrikk 
of Norway, and their subsidiaries, for at least two and 
no more than five years. The Toshiba Machine Co., a 
subsidiary firm, and Kongsberg, a state-owned arms 
manufacturer, sold sophisticated milling equipment 
and related computer software to the Soviet Union, 
which used the equipment to manufacture quieter 
submarine propellers. 
The bill would require similar bans in similar in­
stances of severe export-control violations discov­
ered in the future, and allow import bans of up to 
five years in cases of lesser infractions. 

• Exchange Rates. Mandate negotiations with foreign 
governments to better coordinate the macroeco­
nomic policies of the major industrial nations, to 
establish stable exchange rates for the dollar and 
provide sustainable levels of trade, and to review the 
existing system for setting exchange rates with the 
goal of changing the world monetary system to 
provide long-term exchange rate stability. 

• Pegged Currencies. Require the president to initiate 
expedited, bilateral negotiations with countries that 
he determines are maintaining artificially low ex­
change rates with the dollar in order to gain unfair 
trade advantages. 

• Third World Debt. Mandate international negotia­
tions for the creation of an independent agency to 
buy loans owed by Third World nations at a discount 
to provide debt relief for those countries and some 
return for U.S. banks that currently hold loans that 
may or may not be repaid. 
The bill would prohibit the use of taxpayer money to 
create or operate the debt management agency. 

• Require discussions within the World Bank to en­
courage debt-for-equity swaps to reduce the debt 
burden in the Third World and encourage private 
investment through the exchange of ownership in 
assets in return for cancellation of some debt. 

• Require the Treasury Department to study ways to 
relieve the most severely indebted countries, those 
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tional Monetary Fund that could be used to reduce 
the debt. 

• In cases in which several banks are involved in 
negotiations to grant debt relief to a Third World 
borrower, allow banks options by which to meet 
their debt-relief obligations. Regardless of the 
method of debt relief chosen by the so-called lead 
bank in a deal, the smaller banks would be author­
ized to negotiate interest rate reductions, reductions 
in principal, additional loans or debt-for-equity 
swaps, in which ownership in assets is exchanged for 
cancellation of some debt. 

• Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency. Author­
ize U.S. participation in a new World Bank agency 
designed to encourage private capital investment in 
Third World countries by issuing guarantees against 
non-commercial risks. The bill would limit initial U.S. 
capital investment in the agency to $22 million. 

• Reciprocity for Securities Dealers. Prohibit the ac­
quisition by a foreigner of a primary dealer in U.S. 
securities if the country involved does not grant U.S. 
securities dealers the same access to its markets that 
the foreign country's dealers are afforded in the 
United States. 

• Foreign Investment Reports. Require identification 
of foreign individuals or businesses that purchase 
sizable portions of U.S. businesses or real estate and 
detailed disclosure of foreign ownership of a control­
ling interest in a privately held U.S. firm. 

• New Agriculture Offices. Establish new offices 
within the Agriculture Department to monitor for­
eign countries' trade practices and to assist U.S. 
victims of unfair practices, with spending authority 
increased to provide such functions. 

• Agricultural Missions. Create 15 agricultural trade 
missions in less-developed countries that are friendly 
to the United States to promote exports of U.S. farm 
products. 

• Commodity Bonuses. Raise from the current ceiling 
of $1.5 billion to $2.5 billion the total value of surplus, 
U.S. government-owned commodities that the Agri­
culture Department may give away as an incentive 
for foreign buyers to purchase U.S. crops. 

• Determine the cost of commodities given away as 
bonuses according to current market values, rather 
than the cost of acquisition, which often is higher. 

• Extend authority for the commodity incentive pro­
gram, currently scheduled to expire at the end of 
fiscal 1988, through fiscal 1990. 

• Commodities for Non-Profit Groups. Allow non­
profit groups and cooperatives to obtain surplus 
commodities for food-aid programs. 

• Surplus Grain, Dairy Products. Raise the minimum 
amount of surplus grain made available for overseas 
aid from 500,000 metric tons per fiscal year to 
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in sub-Saharan Africa, including the granting of so­
called special drawing rights through the Interna­
tional Monetary Fund that could be used to reduce 
the debt. 

• Require a study of bank regulatory practices to find 
ways to reduce the amount of outstanding Third 
World loans that threaten the health of the U.S. 
banking industry. Bank regulatory agencies would 
have to report annually to Congress about the extent 
of bad-debt exposure of U.S. banks. 

• Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency. Author­
ize U.S. participation in a new World Bank agency 
designed to encourage private capital investment in 
Third World countries by issuing guarantees against 
non-commercial risks. The bill would limit initial lJ.S. 
capital investment in the agency to $44 million. 
Participation in the agency would be prohibited if it 
did not agree to prevent investments that would 
result in production of goods that would compete 
with U.S. goods in domestic markets or in third 
countries, or if it did not prevent investments in 
countries that fail to adhere to internationally recog­
nized worker rights. 

• Reciprocity for Banks and Securities Dealers. Pro­
hibit the acquisition of a U.S. bank by a foreigner if 
the country involved does not grant U.S. banks 
access to its markets equal to the access the foreign 
country's banks are afforded in the United States. 
The same principle would be applied to primary 
dealers in the U.S. securities markets. 

• Mergers and Acquisitions. Authorize the president 
to suspend or prohibit proposed mergers with or 
acquisitions of U.S. firms by foreigners to determine 
if such action threatens to impair national security or 
essential commerce. He must immediately notify 
Congress, which may block his action by enacting a 
joint resolution of disapproval within 15 days. 

• Unfair Trade Practices. Require the secretary of 
agriculture to assist U.S. farmers who are victims of 
unfair foreign trading practices to prepare com­
plaints to appropriate federal and other agencies. 

• Agricultural Missions. Create at least 16 agricultural 
trade missions in less-developed countries that are 
friendly to the United States to promote exports of 
U.S. farm products. 

• Commodity Bonuses. Raise from the current ceiling 
of $1.5 billion to $2.5 billion the total value of surplus, 
U.S. government-owned commodities that the Agri­
culture Department may give away as an incentive 
for foreign buyers to purchase U.S. crops, and extend 
the program through fiscal 1990. 

• Tobacco Export Subsidy. Make government-owned 
stores of tobacco eligible for the export-subsidy 
program at no cost to tobacco growers or cigarette 
manufacturers that now pay all costs of the federal 
tobacco price-support program. 

• Triggered Marketing Loan. Require imposition by 
1990 of a federal marketing loan program for wheat, 
corn and soybeans, if no progress is made in negoti­
ating multilateral reductions in agricultural subsidies. 
Such loans would be repaid at the rate of low, world 
commodity prices, instead of at the borrowed rate. 

• Commodity Credit Corporation Appropriations. 
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800,000 tons, and the minimum of surplus dairy 
products from 150,000 metric tons to 200,000 tons. 

• Wood Products. Include wood and wood products 
among agricultural commodities eligible for federal 
export credit programs. 

• Sugar "Drawbacks." Authorize refunds to sugar 
importers of duties paid on imported sugar between 
Oct. 31, 1977, and April 1, 1985, based on exports of 
products made from refined sugar that are exported 
before Oct. 1, 1991. Under existing law, refunds are 
allowed only for raw sugar that is processed and re­
exported within five years. 

• Worker Readjustment. Authorize $980 million in 
fiscal 1988 for a new program of worker training for 
those displaced by plant closings or efforts at mod­
ernization, even if the dislocations are not import­
related. Self-employed persons who are out of work 
because of general economic conditions, including 
farmers and ranchers who are unemployed because 
of natural disasters, also would be eligible. 

• Require governors to appoint worker readjustment 
councils to advise on retraining plans and allocation 
of money. Designated "substate areas" would qualify 
for 90 percent of appropriated funds designated for 
states. 
The bill would authorize 30 percent of appropriated 
funds go to states for basic adjustment services, 
including training, counseling, job search and reloca­
tion assistance. Another 50 percent of the money 
would be allocated to worker readjustment training 
programs to aid those who lose jobs due to automa­
tion or other production changes designed to make a 
company more competitive internationally. Services 
would include classroom and occupational training, 
relocation assistance and remedial education. 
The remaining 20 percent of the money would go to 
a federal readjustment program providing similar 
training and relocation aid on a large scale, such as 
after a major natural disaster or aid directed at an 
entire industry. 

• Authorize $50 million in fiscal 1988 for creation of 
state-based computerized job banks. 

• Math, Science and Foreign Languages. Authorize 
$501 million in fiscal 1988 for grants to elementary 
and secondary schools and colleges to improve the 
teaching of math, science and foreign languages. 
Literacy training programs for skills used in the work 
place and for individuals with limited English profi­
ciency would get $102 million in fiscal 1988. Grants 
for vocational education would total $52 million; 
grants for math, science and foreign-language train­
ing in elementary and secondary schools would total 
$100 million. College-level math, science and lan­
guage programs would get $10 million. 
Programs to improve college-level training for math, 
science and language teachers would get $100 mil­
lion, divided between summer teacher training and 
instructional equipment. And $85 million would be 
authorized to upgrade college research facilities. 

Agriculture 
(cont.) 

Education 
and 

Training 
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Grant the Commodity Credit Corporation, which 
administers mo-st federal farm programs, a current, 
indefinite appropriation, eliminating the need for 
annual, specific-dollar appropriations for the agency. 

• Limits on Multilateral Assistance. Seek to bar aid to 
developing nations from development banks, if the 
money would be used to produce minerals or farm 
goods for which there is a global surplus. 

• Wood Products. Include wood and wood products 
among agricultural commodities eligible for federal 
export-credit programs. 

• Sugar "Drawbacks." Authorize refunds to sugar 
importers of duties paid on imported sugar between 
Oct. 31, 1977, and April 1, 1985, based on exports of 
products made from refined sugar that are exported 
before Oct. 1, 1991. Under existing law, refunds are 
allowed only for raw sugar that is processed and re­
exported within five years. 

• Worker Readjustment. Authorize $980 million in 
fiscal 1988 for a new program of worker training for 
those displaced by plant closings or efforts at mod­
ernization, even if the dislocations are not import­
related. Self-employed persons who are out of work 
because of general economic conditions, including 
farmers and ranchers who are unemployed because 
of natural disasters, also would be eligible. 

• Require governors to appoint job training coordinat­
ing councils to advise on retraining plans and alloca­
tion of money. States would receive 75 percent of 
appropriated funds, and designated "substate areas" 
would receive at least 50 percent of the state money. 
State funds would be used for basic adjustment 
services, including training, counseling, job search 
and relocation assistance, and for worker readjust­
ment training programs, including classroom and 
occupational training, and relocation assistance. 
The remaining 25 percent of the money would go to 
a federal readjustment project of demonstration pro­
grams, providing similar training and relocation aid 
on a large scale, such as after a major natural disaster 
or aid directed at an entire industry. 

• Math, Science and Foreign Languages. Authorize 
more than $575 million in fiscal 1988 and similar 
amounts for later years for education programs. The 
bill would reauthorize for five years a $350 million 
program of grants for elementary and secondary 
schools to improve the teaching of math, science and 
foreign languages. Another $35 million would be 
authorized for local school district model foreign 
language programs. A special telecommunications 
network or "star schools" program for math, science 
and language instruction would be authorized at 
$100 million over five years. 
Literacy programs for skills used in the work place 
and for individuals with limited English proficiency 
would be authorized at $10 million in fiscal 1988. 
Grants for adult retraining and industry-education 
partnerships to assist workers in qualifying for high­
technology jobs would be authorized at $25 million. 
The bill would authorize $400 million in fiscal 1988 
for a new program for disadvantaged secondary 
school students, and $20 million for each of fiscal 
1988-93 for a new program of business-public school 
education partnerships. 
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• National Security Concerns. Authorize the president 
to act to reduce imports of certain products if the 
secretary of commerce determines that such imports 
threaten the national security by injuring domestic 
suppliers of those products. 

• Romania. Deny most-favored-nation status (non-dis­
criminatory access to trade concessions granted 
other countries) to Romania for six months because 
of human-rights abuse;. Require review of Romania's 
most-favored-nation status every six months, as op­
posed to annually for other communist countries 
that currently have such status. 

• Foreign Corrupt Practices. Stiffen penalties for pay­
ment of bribes by U.S. firms to foreign governments 
and companies in return for their business, and 
change the standards of culpability for payments of 
bribes through third parties, with separate standards 
for civil and criminal penalties. 
Payments that are legal in a foreign country and that 
are made to expedite routine government actions 
would be permissible under the bill. 

• "Buy American Act." Prohibit U.S. government 
agencies from buying from companies in foreign 
countries whose governments restrict purchases 
from U.S. businesses. 

• Ocean Transportation Practices. Require the Federal 
Maritime Commission to investigate denial of equal 
access to oceangoing freight to U.S. carriers. If such 
unfair practices are found, negotiations would be 
required to eliminate them, and if negotiations are 
unsuccessful, retaliation would be required. 
The bill also requires the president to negotiate with 
every country that ships more than 50,000 automo­
biles to the United States annually to remove unfair 
barriers to U.S.-flag auto carriers and to increase the 
transport of imported cars on U.S. ships. 

• Air Transportation Practices. Accelerate investiga­
tions by the Transportation Department into allega­
tions that U.S. airlines are denied equal access to 
foreign airports or airline services. 

• Council on Industrial Competitiveness. Require the 
president to appoint a private-sector 16-member 
council to advise on policies to enhance U.S. exports 
and the competitiveness of U.S. industry. The bill 
would authorize $5 million for the council. 

• Semiconductor Manufacturing. Authorize $100 mil­
lion for each of fiscal 1988-92 for use by the Com­
merce Department to make grants to a consortium of 
U.S. semiconductor manufacturers to stimulate 
development of new technologies for making semi­
conductors and their application in a variety of 
industries. 

• Trade Impact Statements. Require that the presi­
dent's annual budget request and budgets adopted 
by Congress contain assessments of their impact on 
U.S. economic competitiveness. 

• Customs Fraud Scofflaws. Require the Treasury sec­
retary to prohibit for three years a "multiple customs 
law offender" from continuing to engage in import 
activities. A multiple offender would be defined as 
one who has three criminal convictions under cus­
toms law over seven years, or is assessed three civil 
penalties under customs law that are finally deter­
mined to involve fraud or criminal culpability. 
Violations of the prohibition against future import 

Miscellaneous 
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• 'Windfall' Oil Tax. Repeal the seven-year-old, so­
called "windfall" tax on oil revenues that exceed a 
statutory base price. 

• Plant Closings. Require an employer with more than 
100 full-time workers to provide 60 days' notice 
before closing a plant permanently or temporarily 
(for at least 30 days), if 50 or more workers would be 
laid off. An employer also would have to provide 60 
days' notice before a mass layoff of 50 or more full­
time workers for 30 days or more, provided that one­
third of the work force is laid off. 

• National Security Concerns. Authorize the president 
to act to reduce imports of certain products, if the 
secretary of commerce determines that such imports 
threaten the national security by injuring domestic 
suppliers of those products. 

• Romania. Deny most-favored-nation status (non-dis­
criminatory access to trade concessions granted 
other countries) to Romania for six months because 
of human-rights abuses. Require review of Romania's 
most-favored-nation status every six months, as op­
posed to annually for other communist countries 
that currently have such status. 

• Angola. Deny most-favored-nation status to Angola 
for six months because of human-rights abuses. Re­
quire review of Angola's most-favored-nation status 
every six months. 

• Afghanistan. Authorize the president to prohibit 
imports into the United States from Afghanistan, but 
not from those Afghan forces for which Congress has 
expressed support. The president must report to 
Congress within 45 days if he chooses not to ban 
Afghan imports. 

• Terrorist Countries. Require the secretary of state to 
identify countries that repeatedly provide aid to 
international terrorists, and require the president to 
deny most-favored-nation status to such countries. 
He could waive this requirement if he believed it in 
the national interest. 

• Aid to Poland. Authorize the following aid to Po­
land: $10 million for agricultural development, 8,000 
tons of surplus farm commodities for 1988 and 1989, 
$1 million to implement a 1987 agreement between 
the United States and Poland for science and tech­
nology cooperation, $4 million for medical and hos­
pital supplies. The bill would require that $1 million 
in each of fiscal 1988 and 1989 be made available to 
Solidarity, the outlawed Polish labor union. 

• Persian Gulf. Require an immediate ban on U.S. 
imports from Iran - or any other Persian Gulf nation 
- if it launches a military attack against the United 
States. 

• Foreign Corrupt Practices. Clarify the application of 
civil and criminal penalties for payment of bribes by 
U.S. firms to foreign governments and companies in 
return for their business. The bill would specifically 
prohibit direct payment of bribes to foreign officials 
and those payments made by a third party that are 
expressly authorized or authorized through a course 
of conduct. 
Payments that are legal in a foreign country and that 
are made to expedite routine government actions 
would be permissible under the bill. 

• Ocean Transportation Practices. Require the Federal 
Maritime Commission to investigate denial of equal 
access to oceangoing freight to U.S. carriers. If such 
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activities would be subject to $250,000 fines and 10 
years' imprisonment. 

• Import Marking. Increase the penalty for anyone 
who, with intent to conceal information, alters or 
destroys any mark required on imported products. 
First offenses would be punishable by fines of up to 
$100,000 and imprisonment of one year. For later 
offenses the fine would increase to $250,000. 

• §oyiet Fur Skins. Repeal a ban since 1952 on the 
import of fur skins from the Soviet Union. 

• Miscellaneous Tariff Provisions. Make changes in at 
least 75 specific tariffs charged on imports into the 
United States. 

Miscellaneous 
(cont.) 
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unfair practices are found, negotiations would be 
required to eliminate them, and if negotiations were 
unsuccessful, retaliation would be required. 
The bill also requires the president to negotiate with 
every country that ships more than 50,000 automo­
biles to the United States annually to remove unfair 
barriers to U.S.-flag auto carriers and to increase the 
transport of imported cars on U.S. ships. 

• Air Transportation Practices. Accelerate investiga­
tions by the Transportation Department into allega­
tions that U.S. airlines are denied equal access to 
foreign airports or airline services. 

• Council on Industrial CompetitiYeness. Require the 
president to appoint a private-sector nine-member 
council to advise on policies to enhance U.S. exports 
and the competitiveness of U.S. industry. The bill 
would authorize $5 million for the council. 

• National Institute of Technology. Re-establish the 
National Bureau of Standards as a National Institute of 
Technology to maintain existing programs, while 
emphasizing research, development and assistance to 
the private sector in the high-technology fields, in­
cluding automated manufacturing. The bill would au­
thorize $145.8 million for the institute in fiscal 1988. 

• Semiconductor Manufacturing. Establish an inter­
agency committee to study and report within 90 days 
on the need for a government-sponsored consor­
tium of U.S. semiconductor manufacturers to stimu­
late development of new technologies for making 
semiconductors and their application in a variety of 
industries. The bill would authorize $100 million in 
each of fiscal 1988-92 for federal support for the 
consortium. 

• Trade Impact Statements. Require that the USTR 
and secretary of the Treasury prepare an annual re­
port to the Senate Finance and House Ways and 
Means committees on the impact of foreign trade 
barriers and macroeconomic factors on the U.S. bal­
ance of trade. 

• Trade Statistics. Require the director of the Census 
Bureau to determine a way to report statistics that 
measure the real volume of U.S.-foreign trade along 
with existing trade reports that are measured in dol­
lar amounts. 

• Customs Fraud. Allow private citizens and the U.S. 
government to seek judicial damages for customs law 
violations. 

• Soviet Fur Skins. Express the sense of the Senate that 
a ban dating to 1952 on the import of fur skins from 
the Soviet Union should remain in effect. 

• Steel Fencing. Require the USTR to seek import 
restraints on foreign steel fencing and other steel 
mesh, as part of existing, negotiated steel import 
quotas. If a foreign country refuses such controls, no 
other adjustments in steel import quotas may be 
negotiated. 

• Miscellaneous Tariff Provisions. Make changes in at 
least 75 specific tariffs charged on imports into the 
United States. 

• Trade Agency Authorizations. Make fiscal 1988 au­
thorizations for the ITC, $35.4 million; for the U.S. 
Customs Service, $1.04 billion; and for the USTR, 
$15.3 million. 
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Panel Leaders Make Closing Comments: 

Public Iran-Contra Hearings 
End With Regan, Weinberger 

President Reagan's former chief of 
staff, Donald T. Regan, appeared July 30 
before the special committees investigating 
the Iran-contra affair. Following are ex­
cerpts of his testimony from transcripts 
provided by the House Office of the Clerk: 

[Terry] SMILJANICH [Senate 
counsel]: ... The contras and their suc­
cess or failure were much on the Presi­
dent's mind during your tenure; is that a 
fair statement? 

REGAN: Yes. 
SMILJANICH: And much time was 

spent at the White House attempting to get 
Congress to repeal the Boland amendment 
[that restricted U.S. aid to the Nicaraguan 
contras]? 

REGAN: Yes. 
SMILJANICH: The Tower Board re­

port quotes the President as saying he did 
not know the NSC [National Security Coun­
cil] staff was engaged in helping the contras 
during the 1985-1986 time frame. [The 
Tower board report, issued Feb. 26, was the 
result of the president's Special Review 
Board inquiry into the Iran-contra affair.] 

Did you know that the NSC staff was 
engaged in helping the contras? 

REGAN: Well, I knew that Lt. Col. 
[Oliver L.] North would speak to various 
groups, I knew that through our public liai­
son person at the White House, meetings 
were set up, people brought into the White 
House for purposes of discussing the free­
dom fighters. 

North was one of the ones that they 
had as a briefer. 

SMILJANICH: Well, other than 
these types of jaw-boning activities, were 
you aware or familiar with any of Col. 
North's other activities in connection with 
helping or assisting the contras? 

REGAN: No. 
SMILJANICH: - paramilitary as-

sistance, that type of thing? 
REGAN: No. 
SMILJANICH: All right. 
Did you ever ask Mr. [Robert C.] Mc­

Farlane or Adm. [John M.] Poindexter who 
was filling the void created by the fact the 
CIA could not engage in activities in Cen­
tral America on behalf of the contras? 

REGAN: No, I did not. 
SMILJANICH: All right. Well, in 

any of the legislative strategy sessions, you 
did have strategy sessions in connection 
with attempting to get Congress to change 

its mind about assistance to the contras; is 
that correct? 

REGAN: Yes, we did. 
SMILJANICH: In any of those ses­

sions, did anyone ever suggest that the 
NSC staff was already helping to coordi­
nate assistance to the contras? 

REGAN: No, not in that sense of the 
word. The NSC staff, and particularly 
when Bud McFarlane was there, and he 
enjoyed such a good relationship with the 
Congress, he was in charge of our legisla­
tive efforts, but as far as in the field or 
relationships with the contras outside of 
the legislative process, I never got into that. 

SMILJANICH: Well, in any of these 
sessions, did anyone ever suggest that even 
if the Boland Amendment could not be 
repealed, the NSC staff could continue to 
engage in many activities which would as­
sist the contras in Central America? 

REGAN: I'm not conscious of any 
discussions of that in the legislative ses­
sions or other sessions. 

SMILJANICH: Mr. McFarlane told 
this committee that he believed that the 
Boland Amendment applied to the Na­
tional Security Council staff; Adm. Poin­
dexter testified that he believed that the 
Boland Amendment did not apply to the 
National Security Council staff, and that 
indeed the National Security Council had 
taken over the role of the CIA in Central 
America. 

Now, you were Chief of Staff during 
the tenure of both of those gentlemen. 
What did you know or understand about 
that subject? 

REGAN: Well, I never looked into 
the legality of the Boland Amendment. I've 
never had the privilege of being a lawyer, 
and I didn't think that I knew enough to be 
able to opine as to whether or not this was 
legal, who could do it, who couldn't do it. I 
left that up to the NSC. 

* * * 
SMILJANICH: In September of 

1985, Mr. McFarlane specifically advised 
you and the President that the Israelis had 
in fact shipped 500 TOW [anti-tank] mis­
siles to Iran; is that correct? 

REGAN: That is right. 
SMILJANICH: All right. 
Is it your testimony that the - that 

you and the President did not know prior 
to that shipment of TOW missiles that Is­
rael intended to do so? 
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REGAN: I certainly did not know it, 
and I have no recollection of anyone telling 
the President in my presence about the 
shipment prior to its being done. 

SMILJANICH: What was said at 
that meeting in September of 1985 about 
the replenishment of the missiles that Is­
rael had shipped to Iran? 

REGAN: The President was quite up­
set that his hand was being forced this way. 
He still wasn't certain, because he had told 
McFarlane in the Aug. 6 meeting to go slow 
on this and let's make sure we know who 
we are dealing with before we get too far 
into this. 

As a result, to have his hand forced 
that way was quite upsetting. And he said, 
"As far as any replenishment is concerned, 
we will cross that bridge later. I am not 
going to do anything about that now." 

SMILJANICH: It would be fair to 
say he did not r·ule out the possibility at 
that time? 

REGAN: He didn't, but he didn't vol­
unteer to do it right away either. 

* * * 
SMILJANICH: All right, sir. Well, if 

you will turn to Exhibit 17 in your book. 
REGAN: Yes. 
SMILJANICH: Do you have that? 
REGAN: Yes. 
SMILJANICH: That is a Presiden­

tial covert action finding [ that allowed the 
covert sale of arms to Iran], dated at the 
bottom, Jan. 17, 1986. 

REGAN: Yes. 
SMILJANICH: And the signature of 

Ronald Reagan appears on it? 
REGAN: That is right. 
SMILJANICH: Is it your testimony 

then - what you are saying is you don't 
specifically recall the President signing this 
document? 

REGAN: That's right. I don't remem­
ber him signing it, but that certainly is his 
signature. 

SMILJANICH: When did you first 
discover that the President had signed a 
finding on Jan. 17 allowing this matter to 
go forward? 

REGAN: Sometime in October of 
1986. [Director of Central Intelligence Wil­
liam J.] Bill Casey called me to ask if I had 
a copy of the finding of January. I asked 
my staff to see if we had a copy in our files. 
We had none. 

I went back to him and said no, I don't 
have one, ask John Poindexter. I said how 
come you don't have one. He said we don't 
have one in our files, and he said that's why 
I'm trying to find one. 

So I didn't realize that the thing had 
been signed or where it was until late Octo­
ber of '86. 

SMILJANICH: So you are saying 
that in late October of 1986, after this opera­
tion had been going forward for eight, nine, 
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10 months, neither you nor Director Casey 
had specific knowledge that the President 
had signed a finding dated Jan. 17? 

REGAN: I think both of us - al­
though I shouldn't characterize what he was 
thinking, but I will say that I was thinking 
that all along I just assumed that he proba­
bly had signed it. I just didn't see it. 

SMILJANICH: And you couldn't lo­
cate a copy and the Director of Central 
Intelligence couldn't locate a copy? 

REGAN: That is correct. 
SMILJANICH: You finally did de­

termine who had the only copy of that 
finding; is that right? 

REGAN: Yes. 
SMILJANICH: Who did you call? 
REGAN: I asked Poindexter about it 

the next day. I said did Casey call you about 
that finding. He said yes. I said where the 
hell has it been - excuse my language. That 
is normal for me. Excuse me. 

And he said I have the only copy, it's 
in my safe, it's with me . .. . 

SMILJANICH: Under the plan that 
had been discussed with the senior advisers 
in January, upon the shipment of this first 
1,000 TOW missiles all of the American 
hostages held in Lebanon were supposed to 
be released; isn't that correct? 

REGAN: Yes. 
SMILJANICH: When no hostages 

were released after shipment of those TOW 
missiles, what did you recommend the 
President do about the fact that the Irani­
ans had broken their word? 

REGAN: I told him I thought we 
ought to break it off, that we had been 
snookered again, how many times do we 
put up with this rug merchant type of stuff 
- or words to that effect. 

SMILJANICH: What did the - what 
was the President's attitude or decision? 

REGAN: I think he shared my view 
that we had been had. 

SMILJANICH: Did he instruct any­
one to terminate their activities? 

REGAN: No. There was a pause then 
and I sort of lost track of what was going 
on. At that point we were deep in the mid­
dle of the tax bill and the budget battle and 
I sort of lost track of what was going on. I 
wasn't paying that much attention to it. 

* * * 
SMILJANICH: Well, during the 

[president's Nov. 13] speech and during the 
[Nov. 19] press conference one of the mat­
ters that the President did volunteer was the 
statement that all of the weapons shipped to 
Iran could easily fit into a single cargo plane 
with plenty of space left over. 

Now, obviously the President had to 
be told something like that in order for him 
to make a statement like that. 

How did that particular information 
come to his attention? 

REGAN: Somewhere in these notes I 
think you may find it. Somewhere in here 
are notes that have been furnished to this 
committee. 

This was during a meeting where, dis­
cussing with Poindexter and [Poindexter's 
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Deputy Alton G.] Keel, the President -
I'm not sure whether the Vice President 
[George Bush] was there or not- we were 
discussing just how much had been done. 

And the President said, well, we have 
only sent them a small amount. Poindexter 
volunteered the information, oh, hell yes, a 
very small amount. I said, well, you know, 
like that old "What's My Line" type of 
questioning, you know, bigger than a 
breadbox. 

I said, John, how big is it, can you tell 
me how big it is, I have no idea. I fought a 
different war - what a bigger TOW missile 
is, let alone how big spare parts for Hawks 
[ anti-aircraft missiles] are. 

He said, oh, hell, they'd fit on a small 
plane, a couple pallets. 

So I said, well, can you find out the 
answer, and he came back and - a little 
red-faced - and said, well, make it a C-5. 
But it literally could fit on a C-5. 

So that's where the statement came 
from, it all could fit on a plane. Most peo­
ple think of it as a 727 or something - no. 
They are talking about a C-5, and I doubt 
even at that they would fit, but that's 
something else again. 

SMILJANICH: I think the record 
will probably reflect eventually they would 
have a lot of difficulty getting into a C-5. 
Perhaps it could be done with a shoehorn. 
I'm not certain. 

At any rate, when you first asked this 
question and Adm. Poindexter gave you his 
opinion about how big a TOW missile was, 
do you recall that you were in the Oval 
Office and he said every one they shipped 
could probably fit in that office? 

REGAN: Yes, I think he did say 
something like that. 

SMILJANICH: There wouldn't be 
much room in the Oval Office to get any 
work done if, as it turned out - when you 
find out how much it would take to ship 
these TOW missiles; is that right? 

REGAN: The Secret Service would 
have quite a problem if they had that many 
TOWs in the Oval Office. 

* * * 

Poindexter's Resignation 
SMILJANICH: The next morning, 

Nov. 25th, I think you have already briefly 
touched on it. When you came into the 
White House, you went and talked briefly 
with Adm. Poindexter? 

REGAN: Well, that evening at home, 
the evening of the 24th, I drew up a rather 
lengthy plan of action as to what steps we 
would take in order to remind me of vari­
ous things. 

I got into the office early, at 6:30 in the 
morning, to work with the staff on the 
presidential statement, to check with [At­
torney General Edwin] Meese [III] to see if 
he were ready, and :- to answer all the 
media inquiry that would come about; and 
then I told my secretary that I wanted to 
see Adm. Poindexter, if she could find out 
was he in. He wasn't. 

He didn't come in until much later 
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than normal that morning, but then I did 
go see him. 

SMILJANICH: And what did you tell 
Adm. Poindexter and what did he tell you? 

REGAN: Well, again, this is a very 
vivid recollection in my mind. He was sit­
ting at the end of his conference table hav­
ing breakfast from a tray, and I went in and 
in my normal fashion said, you know, 
"What's going on, John?" You know, 
"What the heck happened here?" 

And he was very careful, deliberate. John 
is a deliberate person. He adjusted his glasses, 
he dabbed at his mouth with his napkin, put 
it down. He said, "Well, I guess I should have 
looked into it more, but I didn't." 

He said, "I knew that Ollie was up to 
something but," he said "I didn't know what." 
And he said, "I just didn't look into it." 

I said to him, "Why not? What the hell? 
You are a vice admiral. What is going on?" 

And he said, "Well, I suppose this will 
get me into trouble now with one of my old 
neighbors from my old neighborhood back 
in Cambridge, Mass., but," he said, "Well, 
that damned Tip O'Neill [D-Mass., former 
Speaker of the House]." 

He said, "The way he is jerking the 
contras around, I was just so disgusted," he 
said, "I didn't want to know what he was 
doing." 

SMILJANICH: You didn't have any 
discussion with Adm. Poindexter about any 
authorization he might have received in 
connection with this matter? 

REGAN: No. I told him then - I 
said, "Well, John, when you go in to see the 
President at 9:30, I think you better make 
sure you have your resignation with you." 

SMILJANICH: What did he say? 
REGAN: He said, "I have been think­

ing of that." He said, "I will." 
SMILJANICH: And at the 9:30 daily 

national security briefing, Adm. Poindexter 
submitted his resignation? 

REGAN: He came in and immediately 
started the discussion by saying - he told the 
President he was sorry for what had hap­
pened and again repeated that he probably 
should have looked into it more, but didn't. 
And he was submitting his resignation. 

SMILJANICH: What did the Presi­
dent say? 

REGAN: Well, it was a very sorrowful 
moment, a very hushed moment. The At­
torney General was there, as I recall. And 
the President nodded and said, "I under­
stand." He said, "This is a shame that it 
has happened this way, that a man with 
your great naval record," so on, "has come 
to this end," but he said, "That is it," and 
there was sort of an awkward silence. 

Poindexter left the room. 

* * * 

The Arms-for-Hostages Deal 
[Sen. William S.] COHEN [R­

Maine ]: On July 26, 1986, [hostage] Fa­
ther Lawrence Jenco was released. Again 
Counsel tried to bring this out. When Bud 
McFarlane went on this very dangerous 
mission to Tehran, he was told "Bring all 



the hostages or come back"; and he couldn't 
get all the hostages because the Iranians were 
- we will give them two now, we will give you 
two later. He pulled up and came back in a 
very controversial type of negotiation. 

Then on July 26, Father Jenco was 
released, and according to the Tower Re­
port, the Americans feared that if they 
didn't respond positively, they risked the 
death of the hostages, is that correct? 

REGAN: That is what we were told. 
COHEN: Did you play a part in the 

decision to then go forward and release the 
weapons to the Iranians? 

REGAN: I offered no opposition. I 
won't say that I played a role in it, because 
it was more a passive role. I sat, I heard, I 
listened. 

COHEN: Here we have a situation 
where Mr. McFarlane rejected an offer for 
two and came back to Washington and 
then a short time later, we ended up giving 
all of the weapons for one hostage. 

I guess the question is, in your own 
language, we sort of got taken down a Per­
sian alley and got mugged. No one said 
anything about it. It is hard to understand 
why we were capitulating in this fashion, 
and no one seemed to be raising objections 
and pounding on people's doors saying, 
"This has got to stop now." 

REGAN: I think people were upset, 
very disgusted with what was going on. The 
bait was there, though, that we could save a 
life here, a life there. You weigh that sort of 
thing, and it is very hard to - with a 
degree of finality - say "to hell with it." 

COHEN: You wanted to save the hos­
tages? 

REGAN: Definitely. That was the 
way to get arms. 

COHEN: If it were not for the hos­
tage issue, you agree it is unlikely the Pres­
ident would ever have agreed to sell weap­
ons to the Iranians? 

REGAN: I don't think he ever would 
have agreed, bona fides, or what have you. 

COHEN: So from the very beginning, 
there is no question in anyone's mind, at 
least not yours, the hostages were in fact 
the driving force that kept holding this 
thing together? 

REGAN: No. Not the driving force, 
but a force. Because the driving force was, 
and I believe still is, if this President 
doesn't make contact with Iran, the next 
one will certainly have to or his successor. 
We are going to have to make that contact. 

COHEN: No one disputes that, but it 
is the fact that it was the hostages that kept 
the issue alive. The President could have 
walked away from the table at any time from 
dealing with [ arms dealers Manucher] Ghor­
banifar, [Adnan] Khashoggi, or anyone else? 

REGAN: Oh, yes. To that extent, 
sure. But, again, you have to ask yourself 
what is the job of the President of the 
United States? Should he turn his back on 
people like this? If he has a chance to get 
them out, should he do it? This President 
tried, it didn't work. 

* * * 

COHEN: You indicated before there 
is a Wall Street term of NPH, "no profit 
here," but you added lightly that a 600 
percent markup might be another way to 
balance the budget. I was wondering, be­
cause it raises the question about the whole 
diversion issue. What is wrong, from your 
point of view, having told Col. North to 
help get arms to the Iranians, having di­
rected Col. North to get munitions and 
money to the contras, what is wrong in 
your mind with combining the two and kill­
ing two birds with one stone? Why did you 
react with horror to that? 

REGAN: Well, this a major decision 
that having, as we thought, agreed to sell 
arms, and the normal practice when the 
United States sells arms to any nation is to 
sell them at our cost. As far as I know, we 
don't sell to make a profit. We might, but 
we don't. 

And this, in my judgment, was an un­
authorized action on the part of Col. North 
to make a markup without consulting his 
superiors. 

COHEN: He did consult Adm. Poin­
dexter? Adm. Poindexter testified clearly 
before this committee that he in fact -

REGAN: It was an unauthorized act 
on both of their parts. 

COHEN: Yes. 
REGAN: Because certainly I think 

the President of the United States should 
have been contacted on that one, or the 
Secretary of Defense, certainly. Had been 
alerted this type of thing was going on. 

COHEN: Well, that is one of the other 
questions that I think all of us have, that 
John Poindexter has a reputation of - not 
of someone who takes bold leaps or engages 
in any sort of "Kissingerian" - if I can use 
that phrase - ingenuity, but straightfor­
ward, by the book. His whole history has 
been absolute chain of command. 

How could he have been so wrong in 
this case to have presumed the President 
would have authorized such a major deci­
sion on his part? 

REGAN: I notice that he testified 
that way before this committee or these 
committees. I would dispute that. 

I don't think the President of the 
United States would have condoned this 
had he known about it. I don't think that 
he would have said, "Yes, let's go, mark 
this stuff up and divert the money to the 
contras." I don't think he would have par­
ticipated in that. I know I wouldn't have. 

That whole idea would have been, you 
know, very, very much contrary to the Ron­
ald Reagan that I knew. 

* * * 
[Rep. Jack] BROOKS [D-

Texas]: Do you think, Mr. Secretary, that 
it was primarily the aftermath of the Iran 
arms-contra scandal that precipitated your 
early retirement about three months later? 

REGAN: Yes. I think it was a direct 
cause of that. 

BROOKS: Col. North has been char­
acterized by some as a national hero for 
having carried off this scheme to divert 

Copyright 1987 Congressionol Quarterly Inc. 
Reproduct ion prohibited in whole or in port except by editoriol client$. 

Texts - 3 

funds from the Iranian arms sales to the 
contras which he apparently did without the 
knowledge or approval of the President, ac­
cording to the testimony of you and others. 

Do you, as a former Marine with ex­
tensive overseas duty in World War II, con­
sider Col. North to be a national hero for 
coming up with this neat idea? 

REGAN: Well, let me put it this way: I 
admire the colonel's enthusiasm, his ingenu­
ity, his - obviously I am very impressed by 
the courage he has shown previously on the 
battlefield and in his previous assignments. 

My question, however, not recognizing 
him as a real hero, is insofar as I think he 
might have asked permission or shared 
with us his plan rather than to put it into 
effect in an unauthorized way and have 
this come out. Perhaps had more of us 
thought about it in a longer period of time, 
this wouldn't have happened and would 
have obviated the necessity for our being 
here today. 

BROOKS: Are you concerned or dis­
appointed or possibly angry about the 
damage that his and Adm. Poindexter's ac­
tivities caused you and the Administration, 
the anguish that all of us have shared in 
the last -

REGAN: Oh, there were momentary 
frustrations on my part, yes. At my age, 
and background, you learn to live with 
these things. So I bear them no ill will at 
this point. 

* * * 
[Sen. Warren B.] RUDMAN [R­

N.H.]: ... Do you think it is fair to say that 
the President's staff - and I am not talk­
ing about - I am talking about the Na­
tional Security staff, not only ill-served the 
President by not advising him of the diver­
sion scheme and allowing him to make that 
choice himself, but in fact did not ade­
quately brief him on, during and after 
these events took place? 

REGAN: Well, this may be an unkind 
characterization of them, but nevertheless, 
it's the way I feel. I do think they should 
have discussed this with the President, al­
lowed him to make the decision to divert 
funds or not. 

Secondly, knowing of that, that this 
money had been done but yet knowing that 
the cover had been blown and this would 
eventually come out, they should not have 
allowed this President to go to speak to this 
nation without revealing that fact, among 
others. That would have put a whole new 
light on the situation. 

They also did him a very much grave 
disservice, hurt him badly by allowing him 
to go before the nation's media or its repre­
sentatives, and not know that these deeds 
had been done. What if somebody that 
night had challenged the President, an 
enterprising reporter had found this in­
formation out one way or another? What 
would the President's embarrassment have 
been? As it so happened, it was the Attor­
ney General that found it or one of his 
people, and the President himself was al­
lowed to make this announcement. I say 
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"allowed." There was no choice. I mean, 
the man wanted to do it. But it was cer­
tainly embarrassing to the President. 

Now, that to me was a grave disservice 
that the National Security advisers did to 
the President in knowing that and nobody 
spoke up. 

RUDMAN: Thank you. My time is up. 
I'll simply wind up by just observing 

that a number of people on this panel, both 
Republicans and Democrats, have been criti­
cized for being tough on certain witnesses 
and boring in on the facts, and I want to tell 
you, as a member, you and I are members of 
the same party, you served the President as 
Chief of Staff, I represent my constituents of 
New Hampshire here in this body, I happen 
to think that the greatest tragedy of this 
entire event is that this President, who has 
been good to the people, who has been reti­
cent to fire people, who was known to be 
kindly and decent, was so ill-advised and 
deceived by key members of his own staff, I 
think it is an outrage, and frankly that has 
outraged me from the very beginning. And I 
would suspect it's probably outraged you. 

REGAN: It has. 

* * * 

A Need to Lie? 
[Sen. George J.] MITCHELL [D­

Maine]: If you followed these hearings, 
you have heard a lot about lies to Congress 
and to the Attorney General, and you have 
dealt with Congress a great deal over the 
past several years. 

And I want to ask you, have you ever 
felt you had to lie to Congress in order to 
do your job? 

REGAN: No, never. There are times 
when I have regretted having to tell Con­
gress some things. There are other times 
when I have bitten my tongue for not tell­
ing Congress some things, or maybe even 
where to go. But there is never an excuse 
for lying to the Congress, never, or dissem­
bling from anyone in the Executive 
Branch. That simply shouldn't be toler­
ated, can't be tolerated. 

MITCHELL: You have had a lot of 
experience. Indeed before you assumed 
your public positions, you were the Chief 
Executive Officer of what is the largest 
stock brokerage in the United States cer­
tainly, perhaps in the world. So you don't 
condone lying to Congress? 

REGAN: Absolutely not. 
MITCHELL: And you don't condone 

the destruction of important documents to 
prevent the information from ever becom­
ing public? 

REGAN: No. 
MITCHELL: And you ran the White 

House and you would not have condoned 
that? 

REGAN: As a matter of fact, I'll tell 
you this, I was questioned by - as my 
secretary has - by members of the staff of 
this committee and others, the Indepen­
dent Counsel [Lawrence E. Walsh, ap­
pointed to conduct a criminal investigation 
into the Iran-contra affair], about shred-
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ding. I'll tell you this, we don't have a 
shredder or didn't have a shredder in my 
part of the West Wing. I don 't know where 
that shredder is that supposedly is in the 
West Wing of the White House. I suspect it 
is downstairs in the Situation Room. But 
we did not have a shredder in my part of it, 
and the second point is, I wouldn't know 
how to operate one if I had one. 

So we did not believe in shredding 
documents. 

* * * 
Former Chief of Staff Regan resumed 

his testimony July 31: 

[Rep. Louis] STOKES [D-
Ohio ]: Mr. Regan, during the period of time 
you were the Chief of Staff, after Poindexter 
and North had left the White House, did 
there come a time when there was a discus­
sion with the President when you were 
present about congressional immunity for 
Col. North and Adm. Poindexter? 

REGAN: Yes, there was such a time. 
STOKES: And would that have been 

around approximately Dec. 15th, 16th? 
REGAN: I think even earlier than that 

- probably around Dec. 8th, 9th, or 10th, in 
through there. I recall discussions of that. 

STOKES: And who was present at 
that time? 

REGAN: Well, I remember one dis­
cussion among the President, the Vice 
President and myself regarding this as to 
how to get the full story out. Both the 
Admiral and the Colonel were refusing to 
talk. We had said we didn't know the story, 
couldn't find out the story, granted, the 
Tower Commission was working but still in 
an effort to hasten this, I believe the Presi­
dent did suggest publicly some time in the 
period to which I referred that either the 
Senate or the House or both Intelligence 
committees should give limited immunity 
to both of these witnesses or to either one 
of them in order to get a story out. 

But both of the committees, the House 
and the Senate Intelligence committees, 
said, no, they didn't want to do that, that 
there wasn't the proper time. 

Presidential Pardons 
STOKES: Now, either at that par­

ticular meeting or any other meeting, was 
the questions of presidential pardon for ei­
ther Adm. Poindexter or Col. North ever 
discussed with the President? 

REGAN: Yes, it was. 
STOKES: Can you tell us when that 

was? 
REGAN: Yes. Somebody brought it 

up to him. It was shot down right away. 
That was something the President 
wouldn't even listen to, the fact that he 
should grant a pardon. His reasoning went 
along this sort of line, to grant a pardon 
means you think somebody has committed 
a crime; you only pardon for a crime. 

And he didn't know what the crime was. 
As yet, there had been no evidence brought 
to him, the Tower Commission report was 
not out, the Independent Counsel had been 
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put in being, but he had no report, obviously 
neither the Senate nor the House Intelli­
gence committees had finished, let alone the 
fact that this committee would be set up, so 
the President said not only is it premature, 
but I will be darned if I am going to accuse 
them of a crime in advance. 

STOKES: Was that the extent of the 
conversation that day, as you recall? 

REGAN: It never came up again. He 
put his foot down hard and it never came 
up again. 

* * * 
Defense Secretary Caspar W. Wein­

berger was the final member of the Cabi­
net to testify publicly before the special 
committees investigating the Iran-contra 
affair: 

[Neil] EGGLESTON [House dep­
uty general counsel]: Let me ask you, sir, 
if you could discuss with us and tell us what 
occurred to the best that you recall on this 
meeting of Dec. 7 (1985], who was there, 
what it was, and what the issues were. 

WEINBERGER: I think this meeting 
was in the White House in the Oval Office, I 
believe, and it could have been upstairs in 
the residence, I am just not quite sure at the 
moment, but the President was there, the 
Vice President, the Secretary of State 
(George P. Shultz], Mr. McFarlane, I be­
lieve, was there. And the general discussion 
was now more specific than it had been in 
August, and it was about a specific plan to 
transfer some weapons to the Iranians and 
why this would produce a good result. 

There was much more discussion of 
hostages at this time but there was also 
discussion of how important it was to have 
an opening to Iran. And I made very strong 
objection to the whole idea, as did the Sec­
retary of State. 

EGGLESTON: Now, do you recall 
any of the specific objections that you 
made to the plan? 

WEINBERGER: Oh, yes. I ran 
through a whole group and raised every 
point that occurred to me, including the 
fact that we were at the same time asking 
other countries not to make sales of weap­
ons to Iran, that there was no one of any 
reliability or, indeed, any sense with whom 
we could deal in Iran and the government, 
and that we would not have any bargain 
carried out, that if we were trying to help 
get hostages released, why there would be a 
real worry that the matter would not be 
held in any way confidential, that we would 
be subjected to blackmail, so to speak, by 
people who did know it in Iran and else­
where, and that we had no interest whatso­
ever in helping Iran in any military way, 
even a minor way, and that in every way it 
was a policy that we should not engage in 
and most likely would not be successful. 

EGGLESTON: Secretary Shultz has 
described your opposition at that meeting 
as quite forceful. Is that a fair characteriza­
tion? 

WEINBERGER: Well, I am afraid I 
argue that way about almost everything. I 



am told so, yes. But I think that is entirely 
a fair description, perhaps an understate­
ment .... 

EGGLESTON: Let me ask you to di­
rect your attention to Exhibit 20 in your 
exhibit book. Mr. Secretary, you would not 
have seen this document, I take it, contem­
poraneously? 

WEINBERGER: No. 
EGGLESTON: It is the cover memo 

to the Jan. 17th finding [authorizing the 
sale of arms to Iran in exchange for the 
release of hostages]. I want to ask you 
about a particular line in it -

WEINBERGER: This is a memoran­
dum that you are directing my attention to 
from Adm. Poindexter to the President? 

EGGLESTON: Yes, sir. It is dated 
Jan. 17th. The back page of this document 
contains the Jan. 17th finding with the 
President's signature on it and is also dated 
Jan. 17th. 

WEINBERGER: Yes. There is, how­
ever, a page before that on which the Presi­
dent's initials are put on, but not in his 
handwriting. 

EGGLESTON: That is correct. I 
think in the last sentence it indicates that 
the President was briefed verbally by Adm. 
Poindexter. If you could return to the very 
first page, there is just one line of this that 
I wanted to ask you about. 

WEINBERGER: Right. 
EGGLESTON: It is about halfway 

down the very first paragraph, and it reads 
as follows: "The Israelis are very concerned 
that Iran's deteriorating position in the war 
with Iraq," - I want to ask you about that 
concept. Was it the view of the Department 
of Defense that Iran had a deteriorating 
position in the war with Iraq? 

WEINBERGER: No, quite to the 
contrary, it wasn't my position or any­
body's opinion that I talked to. 

EGGLESTON: Were you consulted 
during this period about the relative positions 
of the Iranians and the Iraqis in the war? 

WEINBERGER: No. 
EGGLESTON: Do you know whether 

the President was advised that there was a 
contrary view to the one that is expressed in 
this memo? 

WEINBERGER: I don't know that. I 
never saw this memo to the President, never 
had a chance to respond to it, but I certainly 
did not have the view that Iraq was winning 
or anything of that kind. Quite the contrary. 
As a matter of fact, it was basically Iraqi 
military strategy not to pursue any kind of 
decisive military end to that. 

They have been trying to get a cease­
fire and trying to get the war ended by 
negotiation. They have specifically es­
chewed the idea of a military victory as far 
as I can tell. 

EGGLESTON: So if you had been 
consulted at that time, you would have ad­
vised the President that you disagreed with 
that Israeli view? 

WEINBERGER: In the strongest 
possible terms. 

EGGLESTON: To the extent the Pre­
sident relied upon that concept and decided 

to go forward, that in your view was simply 
as erroneous assumption on their part? 

WEINBERGER: Yes. 

* * * 
[Rep. Les] ASPIN [D-Wis.]: ... Let 

me ask a little bit about the policy that was 
undertaken and your attitude towards that 
policy. I take it that you, based upon your 
reaction to that NSDD [National Security 
Decision Directive] that was circulated, the 
draft that was circulated in 1985, that your 
opposition to this policy was opposition to 
the whole idea, not just to the opposition to 
the arms sales. 

WEINBERGER: Oh, yes. I thought 
it, first of all, was not possible to get a 
better relationship with Iran, with the Ira­
nian government and its present hands. I 
didn't think there was anybody we could 
deal with that was not virulently anti­
American and I just didn't think it would 
work and I was, as you say, against the 
whole policy .... 

I did add a word in my comment to the 
effect it would be good if we could get a 
relationship with Iran as we used to have it 
under the shah [ of Iran, Mohammed Reza 
Pahlavi]. It would be desirable to try to do 
something like that, but we couldn't do it 
in this situation. 

ASPIN: Let me ask you why you 
drew that conclusion. I take it that the 
opposition of other people, in principle, the 
Secretary of State, his view was if we could 
get some, he was not opposed to new initia­
tives with the Iranian government. He said 
he opposed the idea of selling arms in order 
to further that initiative. And that seems to 
be the general reaction of most people, was 
that the idea itself was not a bad idea, but 
that the particulars of it, namely selling 
arms as part of that, was wrong. 

But you are saying you just flat-out 
did not think that the idea of pursuing any 
kind of relationship with a moderate ele­
ment in Iran, that that was not a -

WEINBERGER: I didn't think it 
was a good idea. I didn't think it was possi­
ble to do it. I did not think and do not 
think there is any moderate element in 
Iran that's still alive, and I think it was not 
a good idea in any sense of the term. 

I would like to have a relationship with 
a rational government in Iran of the kind 
we had when the shah was there, because I 
think geographically and strategically 
that's a very useful thing. I was, as you say, 
against the whole idea. 

ASPIN: Does that - when the Na­
tional Security Council, then Bud McFar­
lane, drafted the NSDD and circulated it, 
he had some intelligence from the CIA, 
particularly from Mr. Casey, that in fact 
there was some intelligence that would in­
dicate that such an initiative was a good 
idea at that time. 

Did you just not believe that intelli­
gence or did you have some other intelli­
gence? In other words, did DIA have a 
contrary - Defense Intelligence Agency -
have a contrary view at that time? 

WEINBERGER: My memory is that 
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generally they did, but I didn't see any­
thing in the estimate that accompanied the 
draft NSDD that supported such a conclu­
sion. 

There were no individuals named, and 
certainly everything that I had heard and 
known about Iran, particularly with re­
spect to all of the statements, positions, 
their support of terrorism, all of that struck 
me as simply being contrary to that esti­
mate. It was not an intelligence estimate 
with which I agreed. 

ASPIN: So you just flat-out deny - I 
mean, there was a whole series of options or 
intelligence estimates upon which this pol­
icy was based, either implicitly or explic­
itly. And let me just list them, and I guess 
you reject them all. 

One, there was a moderate element in 
Iran - let me list them all, Mr. Secretary. 
One, that there was a moderate element 
that you could deal with. 

Second, that somehow giving them 
weapons would strengthen them in some 
way, that this deal would somehow 
strengthen them. 

Third, that Iran, and in particular this 
moderate element, held some influence 
over the people who are holding our hos­
tages in Lebanon and that somehow, that 
they would have the ability to get the hos­
tages loose and get these people to abate on 
their terrorist activities. 

I take it you would just reject that 
whole litany .... 

WEINBERGER: It was just contrary 
from everything I had heard, all the other 
intelligence that I've seen, my own personal 
views, and the knowledge that I had of the 
way the various battles in the war had gone 
and what they said about us, their support 
of international terrorism, just none of it 
rang true as far as I was concerned. 

ASPIN: So it was essentially pretty 
much of a gut instinct reaction to it? 

WEINBERGER: It was based on, as 
I say, a lot of other reports that I had that 
made that seem quite wrong. 

* * * 
The Hostage Situation 

[Sen. Paul S.] SARBANES [D­
Md.]: Now, as this thing [the Iran arms 
sales policy] was being driven, did you hear 
the argument made that the safety of the 
hostages was at stake if we did not continue 
the initiative and continue to send arms? 

In other words, that the situation had 
reached the point not that the sending of 
arms would get the hostages out, the so­
called arms-for-hostages exchange, but the 
failure to send arms would endanger the 
hostages so that just in order to sort of 
preserve them in the state in which they 
were, arms had to be sent, that we, in ef­
fect, had become hostages to the hostages. 

WEINBERGER: Yes, I believe there 
were points made like that. There were a 
lot of arguments back and forth, and the 
point was continually made that we were 
on the verge of success, a point which I 
disputed all the time because it never, to 
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my knowledge, had actually happened. 
I never connected the release that took 

place with any of the activity that I disap­
proved of so strongly. But I think that the 
point was probably made that, I think it 
was more in the context, Senator, that we 
have had additional talks, if we could just 
give them a few more TOWs, if we can just 
do a few more 1;hings, if we send over peo­
ple they are convinced are bona fide repre­
sentatives of the United States, then we 
will get the people out, and these will be 
people we can deal with later, and we have 
to keep doing this. 

I think it was more in that context, but 
it is quite conceivable at some point some­
one may have mentioned the point, as you 
very eloquently phrase it, we become hos­
tages to the hostages .... 

SARBANES: What is your percep­
tion of what was occurring? You are the 
Secretary of Defense, a statutory member 
of the National Security Council. You are 
charged with major responsibility and, in 
fact, in the command and control function 
in the case of conflict, have a very unique 
and special responsibility that has been en­
trusted to you and yet here we are with you 
obtaining information about what your 
own Government is doing from foreign 
sources. 

The National Security Adviser in ef­
fect is saying no, we don't want the Sec­
retaries of State and Defense to consult 
with the President. What is your percep­
tion of what was taking place in our Gov­
ernment? 

WEINBERGER: Senator, what was 
taking place, I believe, is what I described 
earlier and which I strongly disapprove of, 
that people with their own agenda who 
thought that this opening was a good thing, 
who knew that I opposed it and that 
George Shultz opposed it, did not want the 
President to hear these arguments after the 
decision had been made or perhaps indeed 
even to the extent that they were made 
before, I don't know. 

But I think that that was basically the 
problem, and I think that people with their 
own agenda as I have said in the [National] 
Security Council were doing everything I 
can and maybe the motives were good, I 
don't know, but were doing everything they 
could to put this agenda into effect and one 
of the ways they were doing that was to 
keep away from the President views that 
they suspected, correctly most of the time, 
differ with theirs. 

I think it was a bad procedure. I think 
it has been completely corrected now be­
cause we have totally different kinds of 
people who have a totally different ap­
proach. 

I am not trying to lay blame, I am 
trying candidly to express to you how I 
think the situation came about. 

* * * 
Weinberger resumed his testimony 

Aug. 3, the final day of the public inquiry 
into the Iran-contra affair by the special 
panels: 
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[Sen.] RUDMAN: Mr. Secretary, I 
am very disturbed by one section of the 
Tower Report. I want to say at the outset 
that I think that the Tower Commission did 
an excellent job in very limited time. They, 
of course, did not have access to some of the 
key witnesses in this hearing; and it was 
looking at those witnesses in focus that have 
finally given us, I believe, a pretty complete 
picture of what happened. I particularly 
think that they were a bit premature in their 
judgment of certain Cabinet officials. 

I want to just read a statement to you 
which I am sure you are familiar with. It 
says, "Given the importance of the issue and 
the sharp policy divergences involved, how­
ever, Secretary Shultz and Secretary Wein­
berger in particular distanced themselves 
from the march of events. Secretary Shultz 
specifically requested to be informed only as 
necessary to perform his job. Secretary 
Weinberger had access to intelligence, the 
details about the operation. Their obligation 
was to give the President their full support 
and continued advice with respect to the 
program; or if they could not in conscience 
do that, to so inform the President. Instead, 
they simply distanced themselves from the 
program. They protected the record as to 
their own positions on this issue. They were 
not energetic in attempting to protect the 
President from the consequences of his per­
sonal commitment to freeing the hostages." 

... I wonder if you would like to re­
spond a bit more than you have as to this 
particular part of that quote, "instead, they 
simply distanced themselves from the pro­
gram and they protected the record and 
they were not energetic," etc. 

Would you like to comment on that, 
Mr. Secretary? 

WEINBERGER: I would like to 
comment on it, Senator. I think that is the 
kind of remark or the kind of conclusion 
that can only be drawn by people who 
don't have any knowledge of the facts. 

There is no evidence to sustain that kind 
of conclusion at all that I am familiar with, 
nothing that the Commission talked with me 
about, nothing that as far as I know they 
heard, nothing that has come out in any of 
these hearings would sustain that conclusion. 

I agree with you, I think it is a very 
unfair characterization. It's not based on any 
evidence that I know of at all. And indeed, it 
could not be if anybody had taken the trou­
ble to explore the facts, and indeed, that is 
the view of the President, in his very gener­
ous and fair spirit, told the American public 
that that conclusion was exactly wrong. 

RUDMAN: Indeed, Mr. Secretary, 
the record I think shows that on each and 
every occasion where you were part of a 
group discussing this with the President, 
you and Secretary Shultz - and I would 
use the word, from what I know of this -
vehemently opposed the policy. 

WEINBERGER: I think that's entire­
ly a fair characterization. Some would even 
use stronger language. The President might. 

But in any event, we did oppose it. We 
opposed it at every step of the way. And if 
the charge of distancing oneself were true, I 
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would not have ever made any further in­
quiries when I first began getting the intel­
ligence reports that led me into what the 
facts actually were. 

* * * 

Operation Staunch 
[Rep. Thomas S.] FOLEY [D­

W ash.]: Did you have any knowledge of 
any transfers of weapons by any third 
country prior to 1985, from 1981 to 1985? 

WEINBERGER: Not knowledge. 
There were some reports, but I do not have 
a specific personal knowledge, no, sir. 

FOLEY: Those reports had to do with 
transfers of American weapons by a third 
country? 

WEINBERGER: Well, they had to 
do with transfers and sales of weapons by 
other countries, some of which contained 
American technology, some of which were 
actually American weapons. 

This was part of what we were trying 
to stop with this Operation Staunch [the 
administration's policy of convincing other 
countries not to sell arms to Iran or Iraq] . I 
did have information as I worked on that, 
as I talked with other countries' represen­
tatives, urging them not to make sales. 

We had reports and I frequently would 
say we don't know if this is accurate or not, 
but here are the consequences and we hope 
you will stop, and so forth. 

FOLEY: If these reports were true, 
would they be in violation of American law 
if they had not been reported to the United 
States? 

WEINBERGER: Yes. We have a -
two basic rules with respect to our weapons. 

They cannot go to any country for any 
purpose except for its own self-defense and 
they cannot be re-exported by that country 
to any other country without specific per­
mission from the United States. 

FOLEY: And of course that permis­
sion requires notification? 

WEINBERGER: Indeed. 
FOLEY: To your knowledge, between 

1981 and 1985, prior to the weapons that 
were transferred that we have discussed, 
were there any reports by any third coun­
try to the United States of sales or requests 
for permission to sell arms to Iran? 

WEINBERGER: Not requests for 
permission that I ever recall. There were 
reports that various sales were being made, 
and it was this kind of thing that we were 
trying to stop with our Operation Staunch. 

FOLEY: So if these sales had taken 
place, they would be taking place in viola­
tion of American law? 

WEINBERGER: That is my under­
standing, yes, sir. 

* * * 
[Sen.] MITCHELL: .. . Did the trans­

fers [of weapons] to Iran take place in such a 
way as to avoid established procedures? 

WEINBERGER: Senator, the only 
way I can answer that question is, first of 
all, to say that this transaction was not one 
for which established procedures were set 



up or contemplated and; secondly, there 
was no bypassing, as you put it, of any of 
the procedures relating to price. 

The pricing of the weapons was carried 
out in precisely the same way that it always 
is. But the procedures that I established 
much earlier, perhaps three years, four years 
ago, were designed for a situation in which 
an intelligence agency or an intelligence ac­
tivity or individual assigned to intelligence 
would say that he had a requirement that 
could not be disclosed, but he needed - the 
reason for it couldn't be disclosed- but that 
he needed money or he needed the right to 
buy some equipment, ship, release a plane, 
something of that kind, and I found, and as a 
result of that, we have had a number of, well, 
fewer prosecutions, convictions growing out 
of some earlier activities because what was 
happening was that the intelligence aspects 
of his request were overriding any review at 
all, and, so we instituted a situation that 
when an intelligence activity was contem­
plated or when there was a request for some 
kind of support that then there would be a 
review of that by a number of people leading 
up to the Vice Chief of the Army Staff, and 
that it would include members of the service 
as well as members of my office, and the 
Office of the Secretary General. 

That system is still in effect and it is 
an important way of protecting against any 
abuses of the system. 

This was a totally different transaction; 
this was a transaction in which the President 
of the United States directed that with as 
small a knowledge as possible because of the 
safety of the hostages and the desire to pre­
serve any hope we had of getting them out 
that these weapons should be transferred to 
the CIA directly, and we did that, but there 
was a full review of the pricing because there 
was never any instruction of any kind about 
the price and the price was determined in 
the normal fashion. 

Unfortunately, as we have talked 
about in the past, there were errors in that; 
in the computation of the price, but they 
were innocent errors. 

* * * 
[Rep.] STOKES: . .. Do you see any 

conflict between the CIA Director sitting as 
a policy adviser within the National Security 
Council? In other words, say, between two 
models, the present one where the Director 
of Central Intelligence is not a member of 
the Cabinet, and the model we had under 
Mr. Casey where he is, which is preferable? 

WEINBERGER: Well, Congressman, 
a member of the Cabinet is kind of a basi­
cally loose term. I don't see any way in which 
the intelligence advice that is requested by a 
President of anyone, whether he attends 
Cabinet meetings or doesn't attend Cabinet 
meetings, is not going to require some dis­
cussion of policy matters. You simply can't 
have the kind of relationship with the head 
of your - with your Director of Central 
Intelligence, I think as President or as a 
member of the Security Council, if you don't 
turn to them and ask for what their analysis 
shows and inevitably there is some subjec-

tive opinion type of comment that comes 
into that kind of discussion. 

Bill Casey was a very close personal 
friend of the President, did sit as a member 
of the Cabinet meetings; but I don't recall his 
offering general opinions on matters that 
didn't derive from his intelligence analysis. 
He had a lot of conversation with the Presi­
dent when I wasn't there. I have no idea -
was an old friend. I don't think that friend­
ship should disqualify anybody from serving 
the government or the President; but basi­
cally, I think that [current CIA Director 
William] Bill Webster, of course, is a person 
for whom I have very great admiration and 
has done a great job in all of the difficult 
assignments he has had over the years. 

I think the main thing is that the anal­
ysis should be objective, as I think it is 
now, should be done by a professional. It 
should represent their best conclusions as a 
result of everything that they can secure 
from every source and evaluate the source; 
and then I think that ought to be presented 
to the President in distilled form and that 
the President then uses that in making up 
his own mind. In the course of that, he is 
very likely to ask for opinions of people, 
opinions of Bill Casey or of Bill Webster 
based on their general experience. 

It's very hard to separate out and say 
that you must never, as a CIA or Director of 
Central Intelligence [DCI] man, you must 
never discuss policy. I don't think you can 
make quite that fine a line; but as long as the 
clear objective, impartial analysis given to 
the President, and that he makes up his own 
mind on the basis of that, I don't object to his 
supplementing that by discussions of a for­
mal or informal nature with the DCI. I don't 
see how you can really avoid it .... 

STOKES: Mr. Secretary, our com­
mittee heard testimony from Lt. Col. 
North about the desirability of what he 
called off-the-shelf, outside-the-system co­
vert capability with rapid response capabil­
ity, a central pool of ready funds, and the 
conduct of covert activities. 

In his testimony before the committee 
on July 15, Adm. Poindexter, in response to 
a question from [Senate chief counsel Arthur 
L.] Liman, said: "I'm saying that a private 
organization, properly approved, using 
nonappropriated funds in an approved sort 
of way may be a solution to the problem." 

My question to you, Mr. Secretary, is 
this: ls a private organization, using 
nonappropriated funds, a solution to any 
problem of which you are aware concerning 
covert activities; that is, do you agree with 
the Admiral and the Colonel on this type of 
thing? 

WEINBERGER: No, I do not. 
STOKES: Could you tell us why? 
WEINBERGER: Well, I don't think 

- I think part of the problem is that - has 
been exemplified in the last three months 
here. I think that wha,t you need is to have a 
proper degree of official oversight. 

I am not in favor of unofficial, private 
people carrying out government activities. I 
think they are always subject to the worry 
that they will get engaged in things that are 
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not subject to proper accountability. 
I talked earlier this morning about 

how there are many things we do where the 
circle has to be kept narrow, and the cir­
cumference very limited of people who do 
know, because of the operational security 
and the objectives of a particular activity. 
And we have to do those kinds of activities. 
But I think it's all the more important for 
those to have proper accountability. And 
certainly where the use of funds are con­
cerned, then I think that that becomes very 
much more critical because there are al­
ways additional temptations and so on. 

* * * 
The 'White House Mystique' 

[Rep. Edward P.] BOLAND [D­
Mass.]: Evidence has been presented to 
these committees indicating that in No­
vember of 1984, Lt. Col. North tasked Gen. 
Paul Gorman, who was the Commander of 
the Southern Command at the time, with 
furnishing information of the location and 
status of Sandinista Hind helicopters to 
Col. North for his passage to the contras. 

To your knowledge, did Gen. Gorman 
make his superiors in DOD [Department of 
Defense] aware of this request? 

WEINBERGER: I didn't know of it 
and Mr. North has no authority whatever 
to task anyone. 

BOLAND: The evidence was pre­
sented to this committee - Exhibit 31 in 
the testimony of Mr. McFarlane when he 
was here. 

Let me ask, given the disparity of their 
rank, between General and Lieutenant Col­
onel, would you attribute General 
Gorman's compliance with North's request 
to that "White House mystique" that you 
mentioned last Friday? 

WEINBERGER: Well, if there was, 
indeed, compliance with it, yes. There are a 
number of people who feel that when the 
White House calls, that everything has to 
be done, but in accordance with that call. 
But I found this very shortly after I came 
to the Department and right after that 
time, I issued very strict instructions -
which, to the best of my knowledge, have 
been followed - that any calls or requests 
for tasking of the military had to be re­
ferred to my office, to the Deputy Secre­
tary, if I was away, and that they would be 
acted on only when we were - confirmed 
that this was indeed something that was 
desired by officials and not just by some 
building. 

* * * 
[Rep. Ed] JENKINS [D-Ga.]: With 

your forceful opposition to the proposal [to 
sell arms to Iran] as well as that of Secre­
tary Shultz, who was the most persuasive 
person? I keep - during all of these hear­
ings, we have not heard the person that was 
- that persuaded the President. Was it 
Casey? Was it McFarlane? Who? 

WEINBERGER: Two things, sir. 
First of all, I heard Mr. McFarlane and Mr. 
Poindexter push the program from time to 
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time at its beginning, and later. But the 
assumption seems to be that somebody has 
to persuade the President of something one 
way or the other. 

This President is a man with very defi­
nite ideas. He is a superb leader, in my 
opinion, and he has his own judgments and 
his own ideas, and he's going to listen to 
advice and he's going to listen to recom­
mendation, but he's not always going to 
follow them. I've had the great privilege of 
working with him for many, many years, 
and have made recommendations to him 
before that he has not agreed to and made 
recommendations that he has agreed to, 
and made recommendations that he par­
tially agreed with. He has his own mind 
that he makes up after listening to a num­
ber of different views. 

And so I don't - I think, as I say, 
there were two or three things that were 
very persuasive to him here, and one of 
them was certainly that it would be a good 
idea to get a better relationship with Iran, 
and I argued strenuously that we couldn't 
do that with the group that is there now. 
He also obviously was motivated by the 
hope of getting the hostages back, and I 
think all of these things were things that he 
was - that were significant. But I don't 
think he requires any one person to be for 
something or any one person to be against 
it, and then to follow that slavishly. He 
doesn't operate that way. He never has. 

* * * 
Following are the closing statements 

of the leaders of the special panels investi­
gating the Iran-contra affair: Dick Che­
ney, R- Wyo., ranking minority member of 
the House panel; Rudman, Senate panel 
vice chairman; Lee H. Hamilton, D-Ind., 
House panel chairman; and Daniel K. In­
ouye, D-Hawaii, Senate panel chairman: 

[Rep.] CHENEY: ... Questions have 
been raised about why we had these com­
mittees established. I think it was preor­
dained that there would be such an investi­
gation once it became clear the 
administration was trading arms to Iran. 
Congress clearly has a legitimate role of 
oversight in reviewing the conduct of for­
eign policy by the administration and the 
President himself supported these activi­
ties and encouraged us to form these select 
committees. 

I also think it is important that credit 
be given to the President. He has given his 
complete cooperation and support to our 
investigation throughout. He has provided 
administration witnesses without ever 
claiming the executive privilege, provided 
thousands of pages of documents, classified 
and unclassified, provided access to his 
own personal diary, and given these com­
mittees and the nation an in-depth look at 
some of the most sensitive and excruciat­
ingly painful event[s] of his Administra­
tion. 

I think it is also important to point out 
that once President Reagan understood the 
serious nature of the problems associated 
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with these events, he moved boldly and 
decisively to make corrections. He reas­
signed the responsible individuals, created 
the new NSC staff under the able leader­
ship of [national security adviser] Frank 
Carlucci and [Lt.] Gen. [Colin C.] Powell 
[deputy national security adviser], brought 
in a new White House Chief of Staff, a new 
Director of the CIA, appointed the Tower 
Commission, cooperated with the commis­
sion's investigation and took their criti­
cisms to heart, supported the call for an 
independent counsel and, of course, gave 
his complete cooperation to these commit­
tees. 

It takes a strong, confident leader to 
subject himself and his Administration to 
the very thorough nature of this investiga­
tion. We are here today concluding the 
public phase of our hearings on time in 
large part because of the cooperation of the 
President and his Administration. 

President Reagan has enjoyed many 
successes during his more than six years in 
office. Clearly this was not one of them. 

As the President himself has said, mis­
takes were made, mistakes in selling arms 
to Iran, allowing the transaction to become 
focused on releasing American hostages, di­
verting funds from the arms sale to support 
for the contras, misleading the Congress 
about the extent of NSC staff involvement 
with the contras, delaying notification of 
anyone in Congress of the transactions un­
til after the story broke in Lebanese news­
papers, and tolerating a decision-making 
process within the upper reaches of the 
administration that lacked integrity and 
accountability for key elements of the pro­
cess. 

But there are some mitigating factors, 
factors which - while they don't justify 
mistakes - go a long way to helping ex­
plain and make them understandable. The 
need is still evident today to find some way 
to alter our current relationships with Iran. 
The President's compassionate concern 
over the fate of Americans held hostage in 
Lebanon, especially the fate of [hostage] 
William Buckley, our CIA station chief in 
Beirut. The vital importance of keeping the 
Nicaraguan democratic resistance alive un­
til Congress could reverse itself and repeal 
the Boland Amendment. 

The fact that for the President and 
most of his key advisers these events did 
not loom as large at the time they occurred 
as they do now. 

Congressional vacillations and uncer­
tainty about our policies in Central Amer­
ica and finally a congressional track record 
of leaks of sensitive information sufficient 
to worry even the most apologetic advocate 
of an expansive role for the Congress in 
foreign policy making. 

It is also, I think, important to point 
out what these hearings did not show. 
There is no evidence that the President 
had any knowledge of the diversion of prof­
its from the arms sale to the Nicaraguan 
democratic resistance. In fact, all of the 
evidence indicates that he had no knowl­
edge whatsoever of the diversion. 
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There is also no evidence of any effort 
by the President or his senior advisers to 
cover up these events. 

On the contrary, the evidence clearly 
shows that the President and the Attorney 
General were the ones primarily responsi­
ble for bringing these events and matters to 
the attention of the nation. 

In other words, these hearings have 
demonstrated conclusively in my opinion 
that the President has indeed been telling 
the truth. 

What does it all mean? What does it 
signify? These events have been character­
ized by some pretty strong statements by 
my colleagues on the committees and by 
some in the press over the past eight 
months. 

We have heard of a grave constitu­
tional crisis, listened to expressions of 
moral indignation and outrage and even 
been treated to talk about a coup in the 
White House, a junta run by a Lieutenant 
Colonel and an Admiral. 

My own personal view is that there has 
been far too much apocalyptic rhetoric 
about these events, most of it unjustified. 
If there ever was a crisis - which I doubt 
- it ended before these committees were 
established. And to the extent that correc­
tive action was required, the President 
took it unilaterally before our committees 
had taken a single word of public testi­
mony. 

Saying that the investigators have 
sometimes gotten carried away in an effort 
to outdo one another's colorful phrase­
making in no way justifies the mistakes 
that were made. But what is required here, 
it seems to me, is a little calm, dispassion­
ate analysis if we are going to learn from 
our study of those events. 

In some respects, what we have uncov­
ered in the course of these hearings is just 
the latest chapter in an unfinished book 
about the conduct of U.S. foreign policy. 
The struggle between the President and 
the Congress for control over policy mak­
ing and implementation continues un­
abated; nor should we be surprised that 
Secretaries of State and NSC Advisers find 
themselves at odds over the wisdom of var­
ious policies and engage in intense compe­
tition for the ear of the President. 

Many of the substantive issues in­
volved in the Iran-contra affair have chal­
lenged previous Presidents and are bound 
to arise again in future administrations. 

Thomas Jefferson had to cope with the 
problem of Americans held hostage over­
seas and certainly Ronald Reagan's succes­
sor will confront the problem of Soviet ef­
forts to expand their empire by military 
means through the use of surrogates and 
Third World conflict. 

As these committees finish the fact­
finding phase of our inquiry, the focus 
must now shift to the search for ways to 
improve our government's capability and 
performance in the conduct of foreign pol­
icy. 

In the final analysis, an effective for­
eign policy needs cooperation and commit-



ment from both ends of Pennsylvania Ave­
nue. These hearings have concentrated on 
the Executive end of the avenue. 

It is always easier to examine someone 
else's mistakes. But the Executive's prob­
lems are fairly easy to correct in principle. 
Indeed, the President has already taken a 
number of steps to guard against the kinds 
of actions that got him into trouble in the 
first place. 

I would urge my colleagues to resist 
the temptation to enact new legislation de­
signed to guarantee that no future Presi­
dent makes the mistakes that Ronald Rea­
gan makes in this instance. In my opinion, 
this is no justification for further restric­
tions on the power and flexibility of future 
Presidents and I am pleased to note that 
Chairman Hamilton's statement this week 
indicates that he, too, does not believe ad­
ditional legislation is required. 

Congress' problems, on the other hand, 
will be harder to correct because they have 
to do with institutional proclivities rather 
than individual people. Let me touch on 
just two of them. 

I am personally persuaded that the 
difficulties we have investigated here could 
have been avoided if the President had 
vetoed the Boland Amendment in 1984. 

But that was an option only if the 
President was prepared to shut down the 
entire federal government since the Boland 
Amendment was part of that year's con­
tinuing resolution. Making significant 
change in foreign policy by adding amend­
ments to continuing resolutions has be­
come a fairly common practice in recent 
years. 

We have seen it on everything from 
Central American policy to mandating 
compliance with unratified arms control 
agreements. 

The effect of this practice is to, first of 
all, obscure the significance of certain for­
eign policy issues; secondly, to deny the 
President the opportunity to use his veto 
effectively; and third, to allow a simple ma­
jority of the Congress to reverse the Presi­
dent on important policy matters without 
having to muster the two-thirds vote that 
was envisioned in the Constitution. 

This pernicious practice contributes 
significantly to the lack of stability and 
predictability in our foreign policy. 

A second major institutional problem 
confronting the Congress is our inability to 
safeguard classified information. The fact 
that the Executive Branch also leaks is not 
justification for Congress ignoring its own 
problems in this area. 

The fact is that nearly all sensitive 
information is generated in and controlled 
by the Executive Branch. 

Those of us in the Legislative Branch 
pass statutes spelling out reporting re­
quirements, but in the final analysis, the 
willingness of administration officials to 
share highly classified information is di­
rectly related to their confidence that we 
can keep a confidence. 

Our track record in this area is not 
impressive. There are almost no recorded 

incidents of Congress disciplining its mem­
bers for leaking classified information. 

In my opinion, a Congressman or Sen­
ator who would divulge classified informa­
tion to someone not authorized to receive it 
dishonors the Congress just as much as a 
member who would accept a bribe or sell 
his vote. 

Discipline ought to be swift and appro­
priate. Unfortunately, as a body we are not 
yet very good at this disciplining our col­
leagues. I am personally persuaded that 
[Rep. Henry J.) Hyde's [R-Ill.] recommen­
dation for the establishment of a small 
joint intelligence committee would signifi­
cantly improve our ability to safeguard the 
nation's secrets. 

I hope it will be considered by this 
committee as we prepare our final report. 

Clearly, there is plenty of work to be 
done if Congress is going to equip itself to 
play a constructive role in the conduct of 
U.S. foreign policy in the years ahead. And 
I fervently hope that future Presidents will 
take away from these hearings one impor­
tant lesson: That no foreign policy can be 
effective for long without the wholehearted 
support of the Congress and the American 
people. 

It is often easier to develop a policy to 
be pursued overseas than it is to muster the 
political support here at home to sustain it. 

Covert action has its place in the kind 
of world we live in, but it is no substitute 
for the kind of effective political leadership 
that brings around the recalcitrant Con­
gress and persuades the American people 
of the importance of supporting those who 
share our faith in democracy. 

* * * 
[Sen.] RUDMAN: ... When we em­

barked on these hearings on May 5th, we 
had a goal: to find out exactly what hap­
pened and to present that in an intelligible 
manner. We wanted to determine how a 
policy of selling arms to Iran was con­
ceived, approved and implemented con­
trary to the stated, public, foreign policy of 
the United States. 

We wanted to know about the diver­
sion of proceeds from those sales to the 
contras - who initiated it, who approved 
it, and knew about it, the extent to which 
the diversion was proper, and what hap­
pened to the money. We wanted to know 
about other efforts by United States gov­
ernment officials to assist the Nicaraguan 
democratic forces when the Boland 
Amendments were in effect, and the extent 
to which those activities were properly au­
thorized and in compliance with the law. 
To the extent things had gone wrong, we 
wanted to learn why - was it the people or 
the process? 

The purpose of these hearings has not 
been to cast blame or point fingers. It has 
been to learn from our mistakes by examin­
ing them in the open daylight, to hold them 
under the magnifying eye of television so 
we can see where the Executive Branch and 
Congress went wrong, and to make such 
recommendations for change, if any, in fed-
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era! law or the foreign policy process to 
ensure that we never face an episode like 
this again. And since it is impossible to 
write laws against all human frailty, a pur­
pose of these hearings has been to educate 
the American people, especially the future 
leaders of our great country - to dispute 
the observation that the only thing we 
learn from history is that we learn nothing 
- so that they might learn from the mis­
takes of others and avoid some of the pit­
falls that face [those] who are in power. 

To accomplish this goal, the Senate 
and House Select Committees have taken 
on an unprecedented task. We have re­
viewed more than a quarter of a million 
pages of documents. We have interviewed 
nearly 500 people. When we conclude this 
week, we will have had 38 days of public 
testimony and three or four days of closed 
testimony, encompassing 32 witnesses. 

To do this job properly, we needed and 
- I will emphasize this - received the total 
cooperation of the President. The President 
gave us access to the most sensitive docu­
ments in the possession of his administra­
tion, including minutes from National Secu­
rity Council meetings, internal White House 
decision memoranda, and even drafts of doc­
uments that never had official status. The 
President allowed us to review his personal 
diaries. The President waived all claims of 
executive privilege, which could have been 
legitimately asserted at many times, and he 
instructed all Federal agencies to cooperate, 
which they did. 

Neither I nor any of my colleagues are 
ready at this point to definitively state all 
our factual conclusions, much less our pol­
icy recommendations. 

Speaking for myself, I am going to 
need the month of August to review, digest, 
and reflect on the mass of information we 
have collected. 

However, there are some things that 
stand out after these weeks of testimony. 

The policy of selling arms to Iran was 
duly authorized by President Reagan and, 
in the main, legally implemented. Whether 
it was in reality arms for hostages or 
whether that is just the common percep­
tion, will never be conclusively determined, 
but I suspect there is unanimous agree­
ment on the Senate Committee that it was 
an act of folly as a means of re-establishing 
relations with Iran. 

The testimony of both Adm. Poindex­
ter and Attorney General Meese establish 
that the legal route used for the transac­
tions was agreed to by the President and 
the Attorney General exclusively to avoid 
having to notify the House and Senate 
Intelligence Committees or, in the alterna­
tive, the House and Senate leadership. 

Although the presidential finding au­
thorized the operation and gave control 
over it to the CIA, operational control was 
in fact at the NSC in the person of Col. 
North who reported fully to Adm. Poindex­
ter. 

While one can debate whether other 
agencies undertook sufficient effort to re­
view the operation, it is clear that Adm. 
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Poindexter attempted to deny the State 
Department, the Defense Department and 
White House staff the information neces­
sary to enable them to engage in a review. 

The diversion of funds to the contras 
would not have been possible but for the 
mechanism chosen to conduct the Iranian 
arms sales. 

According to the direct evidence, the 
diversion of funds was not authorized by or 
known to President Reagan. I am firmly 
convinced that statement is unequivocally 

. correct having reviewed the entire docu­
mentary record, including the President's 
own personal diaries, to which we were 
given access in an extraordinary and un­
precedented decision. 

The only U.S. officials who knew of 
the diversion were Adm. Poindexter, Col. 
North, [NSC aide to North Lt.] Col. [Rob­
ert] Earl, and possibly Director Casey. 

In addition, Mr. McFarlane learned of 
the diversion in May 1986, but he was only 
informed of it in passing, and had no rea­
son to assume it was not properly author­
ized, and was not involved in it. 

The diversion of funds was not only 
improper, but it failed to provide any 
meaningful assistance to the contras. 
Although the amount paid to Gen. [Rich­
ard V.] Secord's enterprise exceeded the 
cost of the weapons and related expense by 
$16.34 million, only $3.5 million ever found 
its way to the democratic resistance. 

That this fact came as a total surprise 
to Col. North and Adm. Poindexter is in­
teresting and perhaps reveals their naivete 
in using private enterprise to conduct for­
eign policy initiatives. 

With the exception of Adm. Poindex­
ter, every high-level U.S. official who testi­
fied stated that Adm. Poindexter did not 
have the authority to approve the diver­
sion; that the diversion was improper and 
possibly illegal, and that the President 
would not have approved of the diversion 
had he been consulted. 

These officials are Secretary Shultz, 
Secretary Weinberger, former Chief of 
Staff Regan, and Attorney General Meese. 

Other covert operations run out of the 
National Security Council, specifically, cer­
tain other contra-support activities of Col. 
North and the hostage release effort involv­
ing the DEA [Drug Enforcement Agency], 
were not approved by the President. 

This gives every appearance of violat­
ing President Reagan's order to his own 
Administration under Executive Order 
12333 and National Security Decision Di­
rective 159 and, in the case of the contra­
support activities, may have been illegal on 
other grounds. The same four officials 
mentioned above testified that the Na­
tional Security Council staff should not be 
conducting covert operations. That point is 
well taken inasmuch as the primary role of 
the National Security Council is to analyze 
and coordinate policy. 

The CIA has recognized the dangers of 
mixing intelligence analysis and opera­
tional activities for years, and has gone to 
great lengths to separate the two. 
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This is further buttressed by the one­
sided analyses prepared for the President 
by Col. North and Adm. Poindexter, when 
they bothered to consult him, in these mat­
ters in which they were exercising opera­
tional control. 

Inadequate control was exercised over 
these covert operations run out of the NSC. 
This may be a result of the fact that nei­
ther Adm. Poindexter nor Col. North had 
any covert operations experience whatso­
ever prior to their time at NSC. Or, it may 
be the result of a single-minded pursuit of 
goals they thought justified virtually by 
any means. 

One aberration found in this set of 
events is that private parties were involved 
in the making of foreign policy, as distin­
guished from being hired as agents to carry 
out a task which assists in the implementa­
tion of policy. 

For example, there were instances 
where [Secord's business partner Albert] 
Hakim and Gen. Secord were apparently 
negotiating with foreign officials on behalf 
of the United States, where the outcome of 
the talks might make a tremendous differ­
ence to their own financial well being. The 
results speak for themselves. 

NSC staff attempted to cover up all 
records of their questionable activities 
when the possibility of exposure arose. 
That cover-up accelerated when the Attor­
ney General undertook his fact-finding in­
quiry at the behest of the President. 

The cover-up included shredding of of­
ficial documents, lying to the Attorney 
General and his representatives, and with­
holding information from the President. 

The allegation that the Attorney Gen­
eral was himself involved in the cover-up is 
unfair and in my view false. Although some 
of us have strongly criticized some of the 
Attorney General's actions during the 
course of his inquiry, it was the Attorney 
General and his staff who initially uncov­
ered some of the facts of wrongdoing and 
exposed them. 

Certain NSC staff showed total disre­
spect for the laws of the United States and 
our system of government, in effect adopt­
ing a position that the end justifies the 
means. 

Adm. Poindexter made major deci­
sions without consulting the President, 
misled or lied to Cabinet officers and Con­
gress, congratulated Col. North for lying to 
Congress, and shredded official govern­
ment documents, including those reflecting 
presidential decisions. 

Col. North lied to Congress and the 
Attorney General, shredded government 
documents thereby frustrating a fact-find­
ing inquiry undertaken at the specific re­
quest of the President, and engaged in a 
number of questionable activities, admit­
tedly with his superior's approval. 

He may have accepted a gift from a 
private individual knowing that it was ille­
gal, albeit for an understandable motive, 
and saw nothing wrong with commingling 
"official" and personal funds. 

On this last point, while Col. North 
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persuasively testified that he gained no 
personal benefit from the commingling, he 
destroyed the only records which would 
corroborate that. 

Both of them flouted virtually every 
standard operating procedure that exists 
within the national security establishment 
for the development of government policy. 

These actions and the attitudes they 
represent are antithetical to our demo­
cratic system of government. They cannot 
be justified by passion, patriotism, appro­
priate concern over the expansion of com­
munism in Central America, or legitimate 
dismay over the policies enacted by Con­
gress. 

Good news also came out of this inves­
tigation. With the exception of those in­
volved in the diversion, all government of­
ficials we heard from understand how our 
government is supposed to work and are 
dedicated to rebuilding the trust between 
the branches. 

To the extent mistakes were made by 
them, they were errors in judgment. Errors 
in judgment, while regrettable, are not a 
threat to the core fabric of our political 
system. Infallibility is not yet a trait found 
among mankind, including, of course, those 
of us serving in Congress .... 

Over the next month, we will be re­
viewing the record developed by these 
hearings and discussing recommendations 
for the future. 

These recommendations should not 
only deal with changes in the process of the 
Executive Branch. It is also important for 
the committee to look at the way in which 
Congress is involved in the foreign policy 
process and to make recommendations to 
improve relations between Congress and 
the Executive Branch. I look forward to a 
bipartisan report which will reflect the 
views of all of us. 

I would like to close these remarks 
with a few comments that are strictly my 
own. 

The Tower Board essentially con­
cluded that the problem in this so-called 
Iran-contra affair was that the normal pro­
cesses had been ignored - and that is 
largely true. What the Tower Board 
missed, however - and this is through no 
fault of theirs since they lacked immunity 
power, subpoena authority, staff, and time 
- was the extent to which power was 
abused by a very small group of individ­
uals. 

Sen. [Sam] Nunn [D-Ga.] opened 
these hearings with the remark .that "we 
cannot promote democracy abroad by un­
dermining it at home." That is what these 
individuals did and, in my view, it is the 
most important revelation of these hear­
ings. 

This abuse of power is dangerous to 
and fundamentally unacceptable to our 
constitutional system of government. And 
the most important message that must 
come out of these hearings is that there is 
no room for such behavior in this country. 

There are many different perspectives 
represented on this committee, and I have 



yet to hear anyone defend the diversion 
and the way it came about. 

The Administration obviously shares 
that view - the Secretary of Defense, the 
Secretary of State, the Attorney General, 
and the former White House Chief of Staff 
all condemned the diversion. 

No matter how well intentioned the 
actions were, the officials responsible did a 
great disservice to our President and the 
country they had sworn to serve. 

* * * 
[Rep.] HAMILTON: ... What we 

have heard, as many have suggested, has 
been depressing, but for me, at least, the 
process has been refreshing. It has been 
refreshing in two respects. 

First, I view these hearings and other 
investigations of these events as an essen­
tial part of the self-cleansing process of our 
system of government. Because of them, we 
know better what happened and what mis­
takes were made. We can see more clearly 
what needs to be done to make our system 
work better. As a result of these inquiries, 
the process of restoring our institutions is 
already well advanced. 

Second, I believe these hearings have 
contributed not only to the public's under­
standing of these events, but also the pub­
lic's education on our Constitution and sys­
tem of government. This, too, strengthens 
our system of government. 

The committees have heard about 240 
hours of testimony over the last 11 weeks 
from over 30 witnesses. They have exam­
ined well over 200,000 documents. 

Several themes emerged. 
There was too little accountability for 

decisions and actions taken in the name of 
elected officials. 

There was too much secrecy and de­
ception in government. Information was 
withheld from the Congress, other officials, 
friends and allies, and the American peo­
ple. Information provided was misleading 
and evasive. Critical decisions were taken 
by a handful of people. The Congress and 
responsible officials, even the President, 
were cut out of the process. 

There was too little regard for the rule 
of law. False statements to the Congress 
are violations of law, as the Attorney Gen­
eral reminded us. Key decisions were made 
and carried out without written legal anal­
ysis, and without written notice to Con­
gress as the law requires. 

There was too much reliance on pri­
vate citizens, foreign nationals and foreign 
governments to execute American policy, 
which contributed to policy failure. 

There was too much use of covert ac­
tions which contradicted public policies, and 
too little accountability for covert actions. 

There was too much confusion at the 
highest levels of government. In the words 
of the Attorney General, "There appeared 
to be considerable confusion as to what 
occurred when." The President did not 
know what his own staff was doing; staff 
did not keep senior officials informed; poli­
cies were often contradictory. 

These hearings have been about how 
the United States governs itself, and par­
ticularly how it runs its foreign policy. For 
this inquiry, the key question now is how 
we make our system of government work 
better. 

The conduct of foreign policy in our 
democracy is difficult, because the Con­
stitution gives important powers to the 
President and the Congress. The scholar 
Edward Corwin said the Constitution "is 
an invitation to struggle for the privilege of 
directing American foreign policy." 

The Congress is a check on the Execu­
tive, but also a partner; the Congress is 
sometimes a critic, yet its support is essen­
tial if our policies are to succeed; the Con­
gress sometimes has divisive foreign policy 
debates, but when debate ends, the country 
needs decisiveness and unity. 

Some believe that a decision-making 
process that calls for shared powers and 
public debate just will not work in a dan­
gerous world. They argue that sometimes 
bypassing normal checks and balances, 
through procedural shortcuts and secrecy, 
are necessary to protect our freedoms. 
They argue that the President, and those 
who work for him, must be given near-total 
power. Their views have been stated here 
with great force and eloquence. 

But these hearings make another 
point: Shortcuts in the democratic process 
and excessive secrecy in the conduct of gov­
ernment are a sure road to policy failure. 
These hearings show us that policies 
formed under democratic scrutiny are bet­
ter and wiser than policies formed without 
it. 

Policies formed by shortcuts and ex­
cessive secrecy undermine a President's 
ability to make informed decisions; lead to 
confusion in his Administration; and deny 
him the opportunity to gain and sustain 
congressional and public support for his 
policies. 

Shortcuts that bypass the checks and 
balances of the system, and excessive se­
crecy by those who serve the President, do 
not strenghten him. They weaken him and 
our constitutional system. 

Properly conceived, the Constitution is 
not a burden in the making of policy, but a 
source of strength, because it specifies a 
process for making policy through in­
formed consent. 

In its joint report, the committees 
should focus on several areas. 

First, accountability. Greater account­
ability to elected officials and ultimately to 
the American people will require rigorous 
oversight by the Congress, more openness 
and less secrecy, more consultation, a more 
thorough process of legal review, better 
record-keeping, use of appropriated funds 
rather than private or third-country dona­
tions to carry out policy, supervision and 
acceptance of responsibility up the chain of 
command, and decision-making by elected 
officials rather than by staff. 

Second, intelligence analysis should be 
separated from policy formulation. Sub­
stantial testimony before these committees 
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shows great confusion between intelligence 
and policy functions. Questionable intelli­
gence was used to bolster poor decisions. 
Good intelligence is essential to good for­
eign policy, but intelligence should drive 
policy, not vice-versa. Too often intelligence 
is seen as a tool to make policy look good, 
rather than a tool for making good policy. 

Covert actions, which are not really 
intelligence operations, can be an impor­
tant instrument of foreign policy. These 
hearings show that we must reassess how 
we conduct them. 

To be effective, covert actions must be 
based on statutory authority, including a 
written finding and notice to the Congress; 
they must meet a standard of accountabil­
ity, including legal review by the Attorney 
General and policy review by the Secretar­
ies of State and Defense; they must be 
determined by an intelligence assessment 
based on facts, not on preconceived notions 
of policy-making; they must be used to 
supplement policy, not become the policy 
itself; and they must meet a standard of 
acceptability. That standard includes con­
sistency with public policies and a reason­
able assurance that the American people 
would support a covert action if they knew 
about it. 

Third, the President and the Congress 
need to exhibit a greater sensitivity to their 
respective roles. The President is the pre­
eminent foreign policy-maker. Only he can 
make the hard decisions. The buck does 
not stop anywhere else. The President's 
decisions roust be clean and crisp. Other­
wise, as we have seen in these hearings, 
confusion follows and those who work for 
him cannot carry out his policies success­
fully. The President must understand that 
our system works better if he engages in 
consultation before, not after, policy has 
been formulated. 

The Congress also needs to get its 
house in order. It must strengthen its abil­
ity to protect secrets. It must show a will­
ingness to engage in consultation. It must 
avoid interference in day-to-day policy im­
plementation. And it must take its share of 
responsibility for shared decisions on tough 
issues. The Congress must strike a balance 
between responsible criticism and neces­
sary cooperation with the President. 

Fourth, the Constitution and the rule 
of law work if we make them work. They 
are not self-executing. We must strengthen 
our allegiance to the concept that this is a 
nation of laws and of checks and balances. 

The solution to the problem of deci­
sion-making revealed in these hearings lies 
less in new structures or new laws than in 
proper attitudes. 

Secretary Shultz reminded us that 
"Trust is the coin of the realm." He in­
sisted on honesty in public life. 

Without trust in those who hold office, 
democratic government is not possible. 
Sometimes that trust is misplaced and the 
system falters. But to reject the system 
because it occasionally falters, and to rely 
instead on shortcuts and excessive secrecy 
- as was done in the events these commit-

Aug. 8, 1987-PAGE 1851 



Texts - 12 

tees have examined - is a prescription for 
disaster. 

A deep respect for the shared powers 
of the Congress and the President is the 
predicate for making the Constitution 
work. President John Adams said, "A legis­
lative, an executive and a judicial power 
comprehend the whole of what is meant 
and understood by government. It is by 
balancing each of these powers against the 
other two, that the efforts in human nature 
towards tyranny can alone be checked and 
restrained, and any degree of freedom pre­
served in the Constitution." 

The separation of powers produces a 
healthy and creative tension. We believe -
and these hearings teach us again - that 
through the process of open and demo­
cratic debate, better and stronger policies 
emerge. The democratic process is often 
time-consuming and frustrating. It is never 
tidy and precise. But we believe there is no 
better way; the alternatives are unaccept­
able. 

The Constitution and the rule of law 
work if we understand them, and if those in 
public life practice prudence, discretion 
and honesty. 

* * * 
[Sen.] INOUYE: ... When these 

hearings began three months ago, I stated 
that we would examine what happens when 
the "trust," which is the bond between the 
branches of our government, "is breached 
by high officials." 

I promised that we would address the 
following questions: One, were the statu­
tory restrictions on U.S. aid to the contras 
violated? 

Two, was Congress misled? 
Three, were the Executive Branch's 

own internal checks and balances bypassed 
in policy decisions on Nicaragua and Iran? 

Four, was there a public foreign policy 
and, simultaneously, was there a very dif­
ferent, covert foreign policy? 

Five, was American foreign policy pri­
vatized? 

Six, were decisions on the most signifi­
cant matters of national security driven or 
influenced by private profit motives? 

We have kept our promise in examin­
ing these questions. 

The story has now been told. Speaking 
for myself, I see it as a chilling story; a 
story of deceit and duplicity and the arro­
gant disregard of the rule of law. It is a 
story of withholding vital information from 
the American people, from the Congress, 
from the Secretary of State, from the Sec­
retary of Defense, and, according to Adm. 
Poindexter's testimony, from the President 
himself. 

It is also a story of a flawed policy kept 
alive by a secret White House junta despite 
repeated warnings and signs of failure; with 
concession piled upon concession, cul­
minating even in a promise to help secure 
the release of the imprisoned Dawa terror­
ists who bombed the U.S. Embassy in Ku­
wait. 

It is a story of the National Security 

PAGE 1852-Aug.8, 1987 

Council staff becoming a dominant organ 
of foreign policy and shutting out those 
who disagreed with its views. 

It is a story of how a great nation be­
trayed the principles which have made it 
great, and thereby became hostage to hos­
tage-takers. 

And, sadly, once the unsound policies 
began to unravel, it became a story of a 
cover-up, of shredding and altering the his­
torical record, and of fall guy plans suitable 
for a grade-B movie, not a great power. 

Whatever the motives of some of the 
participants, I can only echo the reaction of 
[vice] Chairman [Dante B.] Fascell [D­
Fla.] upon hearing the story of self-pro­
claimed patriotism: "How come I don't feel 
good?" 

I believe we have largely succeeded in 
piecing together the incredible chapters of 
this chilling story and presenting to our 
fellow citizens a chronology of events as 
they occurred. 

However, we may never know, with 
precision and truth, why it ever happened. 

Did this unseemly chapter in our his­
tory result from the disregard of our laws 
and Constitution by well-intentioned, pa­
triotic zealots who believed in the doctrine 
espoused by the Marxists that the "ends 
justify the means"? 

Or, are we here today because of the 
inadequacy of our laws and Constitution? 
Should they be clarified, amended or re­
pealed? 

Or, is this the result of an inadequacy 
in our national leadership? 

Obviously, these hearings have been 
about issues much more profound than 
who did what or knew what in the Iran­
contra affair. They have presented two vi­
sions of government, much as the Constitu­
tional Convention was presented with 
different views of the relationship between 
government and its citizens 200 years ago. 

One vision was described in the testi­
mony of Adm. Poindexter, Lt. Col. North, 
Gen. Secord, and Mr. Hakim: that of a 
secret government, directed principally by 
NSC staffers, accountable to not a single 
elected official, including apparently the 
President himself - a shadowy govern­
ment with its own air force, its own navy, 
its own fund-raising mechanism, and the 
ability to pursue its own ideas of the na­
tional interest, free from all checks and 
balances and free from the law itself. 

It is an elitist vision of government 
that trusts no one, not the people, not the · 
Congress, and not the Cabinet. 

It is a vision of a government operated 
by persons convinced they have a monop­
oly on truth. 

Albert Hakim, a businessman who ad­
mitted he was in it for the money, could 
boast to us that he was more competent to 
manage the Iran initiative than the Secre­
tary of State. 

Richard Secord could tell us he was 
more capable of running intelligence activi­
ties than the CIA. 

Oliver North could describe, with en­
thusiasm, Director Casey's plan for a pri-
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vate, off-the-shelf organization that would 
conduct covert operations forbidden to the 
CIA with funds generated from the sale of 
U.S. arms. 

John Poindexter could say that this all 
sounded like a good idea, maintain that 
Congress had no meaningful role in foreign 
policy, and act secure in the belief that the 
President would have approved the diver­
sion of funds. 

I believe these hearings will be remem­
bered longest not for the facts they elicited, 
but for the extraordinary and extraordi­
narily frightening views of government . 
they exposed. 

Fortunately, our hearings were able to 
present another vision of government: one 
that is accountable to the people; a legiti­
mate, not secret, government, in which 
"trust is the coin of the realm," as Secre­
tary of State George Shultz said. This is 
the balanced government that our Found­
ing Fathers contemplated in our Constitu­
tion. 

In describing their motives for riding 
roughshod over the constitutional re­
straints built into our form of government, 
Adm. Poindexter and Lt. Col. North used 
almost the identical words: "This is a dan­
gerous world," they said. That, my fellow 
citizens, is an excuse for autocracy, not for 
policy. 

Because no times were more dangerous 
than when our country was born, when 
revolution was our midwife. Our system of 
government has withstood the tests and 
tensions of civil conflict, depression and 
two world wars, times hardly less challeng­
ing than our own present. 

Indeed, as our greatest military lead­
ers, such as [President George] Washing­
ton, [Secretary of State George C.] Mar­
shall, and [President Dwight D.] 
Eisenhower have recognized, our form of 
government is what gives us strength. It 
must be safeguarded, particularly when 
times are dangerous and the temptation to 
arrogate power is the greatest. 

Vigilance abroad does not require us to 
aban.don our ideals or the rule of law at 
home. On the contrary, without our princi­
ples and without our ideals, we have little 
that is special or worthy to defend. 

History records that almost 200 years 
ago, in September of 1787, as the Constitu­
tional Convention was finishing its busi­
ness, a bystander asked Benjamin Frank­
lin: "Well, Doctor, what have we got, a 
republic or a monarchy?" Dr. Franklin re­
plied: "A republic, if you can keep it." 

By allowing the sunlight on this un­
seemly affair, and by showing what hap­
pens when foreign policy is conceived and 
executed by cabal and not by lawful con­
sensus, we have tried to make our contribu­
tion to "keeping it." 

My fellow Americans, out of this ex­
perience, may we all better understand and 
appreciate our Constitution, strive harder 
to preserve it, and make a fresh start at 
restoring the trust between the branches of 
government. For, in America, as 200 years 
ago, the people still rule. I 
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House Votes 294, 295, 296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 301 

294. HR 27. FSLIC Rescue/Conference Report. Adoption 
of the conference report on the bill to enable the insolvent Federal 
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation to borrow $10.8 billion 
and, among other provisions, to ease regulatory requirements for 
savings and loans in economically depressed areas, to prohibit the 
expansion of limited-service banks, to require faster clearing of 
depositors' checks, and to suspend expansion of banks into insur­
ance, real estate and securities underwriting. Adopted 382-12: R 
159-4; D 223-8 (ND 151-8, SD 72-0), Aug. 3, 1987. (Story, p. 1791) 

295. HR 2957. National Cemetery Improvements/Pas­
sage. Montgomery, D-Miss., motion to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill to provide for improvements in the National Cemetery 
System administered by the Veterans Administration (VA) and 
the American Battle Monuments Commission (ABMC). The bill 
would authorize a $3 million account to eliminate losses caused by 
changes in foreign currency values after Congress has appropriated 
a specific sum for the ABMC to build and maintain U.S. military 
monuments and burial grounds overseas. It would also authorize 
the VA to contribute funds to local communities to improve road 
and traffic conditions around national cemeteries, allow certain 
national cemeteries to use flat grave markers rather than upright 
ones, and repeal a current requirement that no more than 20 
percent of appropriated funds in a given fiscal year be allocated to 
a single state. Motion agreed to 393-0: R 162-0; D 231-0 (ND 160-0, 
SD 71-0), Aug. 3, 1987. A two-thirds majority of those present and 
voting (262 in this case) is required for passage under suspension 
of the rules. 

296. Procedural Motion. Gallegly, R-Calif., motion to ap­
prove the House Journal of Monday, Aug. 3. Motion agreed to 
312-97: R 76-92; D 236-5 (ND 160-5, SD 76-0), Aug. 4, 1987. 

297. HR 2881. National Commission on AIDS/Passage. 
Montgomery, D-Miss., motion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill to create a 15-member commission to study and report to 
Congress on issues and priorities for dealing with the AIDS epi­
demic. Motion agreed to 355-68: R 110-63; D 245-5 (ND 169-3, SD 
76-2), Aug. 4, 1987. A two-thirds majority of those present and 
voting (282 in this case) is required for passage under suspension 
of the rules. (Story, p . 1813) 

298. HJ Res 324. Temporary Debt-Limit Increase/Con­
ference. Michel, R-Ill., motion to instruct the House conferees to 
agree to an automatic spending-cut procedure, with a provision for 
protecting military personnel accounts in the event of an auto­
matic cut, and to agree to significant annual reductions in the 
federal deficit over a period of several years that would lead to a 
balanced budget. Motion agreed to 267-156: R 170-4; D 97-152 
(ND 49-123, SD 48-29), Aug. 4, 1987. (Story, p. 1788) 

299. Procedural Motion. Gallegly, R-Calif., motion to ap­
prove the House Journal of Tuesday, Aug. 4. Motion agreed to 
302-112: R 64-107; D 238-5 (ND 160-5, SD 78-0), Aug. 5, 1987. 

300. H Res 244. St Germain Investigation/Adoption. 
Adoption of the resolution to direct the Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct to further investigate allegations of misconduct 
by Fernand J. St Germain, D-R.I., and to promptly report back to 
the House its findings and recommendations. Rejected 111-291: R 
110-51; D 1-240 (ND 0-165, SD 1-75), Aug. 5, 1987. (Story, p . 1809) 

301. HR 3058. Fiscal 1988 Labor-HHS Appropria­
tions/Procedural Motion. Natcher, D-Ky., motion to limit de­
bate on the bill and on amendments to the bill to appropriate 
$112.792 billion in fiscal 1988 funding and $13.988 billion in ad­
vance fiscal 1989 and 1990 funding for the Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Education, and related agencies. 
Motion agreed to 262-159: R 24-147; D 238-12 (ND 161-10, SD 77-
2), Aug. 5, 1987. (Story, p. 1790) 
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ble conflict of interest. 
? Did not vote or otherwise make a 

position known. 

Democrats 

43 l'ocltard 
4-4 Bates 
45 Hunter 
COLORADO 

1 Schroeder 
2 Skaggs 
3 Campbell 
4 Brown 
5 Helley 
6 Schaefer 

CONNECTICUT 
1 Kennelly 
2 Gejdenson 
3 Morrison 
-4 Vacancy 
5 flow/and 
6 Johnson 

"I" .,_, 'O i-. oo o. o - DELAWARE °' °' 0. 0. 0. 0. C) C) AL Carper 
1-------"4-"4_"4_"4_"4_"4_..,_..,_ R.ORIDA 

ALABAMA 
1 Ca/lohan 
2 Didcinson 
3 Nichols 
4 Bevill 
5 Flippo 
6 Erdreich 
7 Harris 

ALASKA 
Al YO<Jng 
ARIZONA 

1 flhodn 
2 Udall 
3 Stump 
-4 Ky/ 
5 Ko/1,e 

ARKANSAS 
1 Alexander 
2 Robinson 
3 Hommenchmidt 
-4 Anthony 

CALIFORNIA 
1 Bosco 
2 Herger 
3 Matsui 
4 Fazio 
5 Pelosi 
6 Boxer 
7 Miller 
8 Dellum, 
9 Stark 

10 Edwards 
11 Lantos 
12 Konnyu 
13 Mineta 
U Shumway 
15 Coelho 
16 Panetta 
17 l'oshayan 
18 Lehman 
19 l.agomarrino 
20 Thoma, 
21 Gallegly 
22MM-ltead 
23 Beilenson 
2-4 Waxman 
25 Roybal 
26 Berman 
27 Levine 
28 Dixon 
29 Hawkins 
30 Martinez 
31 Dymally 
32 Anderson 
33 Dreier 
34 Torres 
35 Lewi, 
36 Brown 
37 M<Condi... 
38 Dornan 
39 Donnemeye, 
40 Bodham 
41 Lowe,y 
42 Lungren 

Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 
Y Y N N Y N Y Y 
y y y y y y N y 
Y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
y y y y y y N y 
YYYYYYNY 
YYYYYYNY 

Y Y N Y Y N N Y 

Y Y N N Y N Y N 
Y Y ? Y N Y N Y 
YYNYYN?N 
YYNYYNYN 
Y Y N Y Y N Y N 

? ? Y Y N Y N Y 
YYYYYYNY 
Y Y Y Y Y Y N N 
y y y y y y N y 

YYYYNYNY 
Y Y N N Y N Y N 
y y y y y y N y 
YYYYNYPY 
YYYYNYNY 
Y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
y y y y y y N y 
Y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
YYYYYYNN 
YYYYNYNY 
? ? y y y y N y 
Y Y N Y Y N ? N 
YYYYNYNY 
YYYNYYYN 
YYYYYYNY 
Y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
YYNYYNPN 
Y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
Y Y N Y Y N Y N 
Y Y N Y Y N Y N 
YYNYYNYN 
Y Y N N Y N N N 
N Y Y Y N Y N N 
Y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
Y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
YYYYNYNY 
Y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
? ? y y N y P y 
YYYYNYNY 
NYYYNYNY 
? ? Y Y N Y N Y 
NYYYNYNY 
N Y Y N Y Y N N 
YYYYYYNY 
YYNYYNYN 
Y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
Y Y N N Y N N Y 
Y Y Y Y Y N Y N 
??NNYNYN 
??NNYNYN 
YYNYYNNN 
Y Y Y N Y N Y N 

1 Hutto 
2 Grant 
3 Bennett 
-4 Chappell 
5 McCollum 
6 MocKay 
7 Gibbons 
8 YO<Jng 
9 Bi/i,o/ci, 

10 Ireland 
11 Nelson 
12 J.awi, 
13 Mad 
14Mica 
15 Shaw 
16 Smith 
17 Lehman 
18 Pepper 
19 Fascell 
GEORGIA 
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1 Crois, 
2 Stallings 

IWNOIS 
1 Hayes 
2 Savage 
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-4 Dovi, 
5 Lipinski 
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7 Collins 
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9 Yates 
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12 Crone 
13 Fawell 
1-4 Hostert 
15 Madigan 
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19 Bruce 
20 Durbin 
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INDIANA 

1 Visclosky 
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3 Hiler 
-4 Coats 
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6 Burton y y N y y N y N 7 Stange/and y y N N Y N y N NORTH CAROI.INA 
7M>'9" y y y y y y p N 8 Oberstar y y y y N y N y l Jones y y y y y y N y 
8 McCloskey y y y y N y N y MISSISSIPPI 2 Valentine y y y y y y N y 
9 Hamihon y y y y y y N y l Whitten ? ? ? ? ? y N y 3 Lancaster y y y y y y N y 

10 Jacobs y y N y y N N N 2 Espy ? ? y y N y N y 4 Price y y y y y y N y 
IOWA 3 Montgomery y y y y y y N y 5 Neal y y y y y y N y 
1 Leach y y N y y N N N 4 Dowdy ? ? y y y y N y 6 Coble y y N N Y N Y N 
2 Tauke y y N y y N y N SLott y y y y y y y N 7 Rose ? ? ? y y y N y 
3 Nagle y y y y N y N y MISSOURI 8 Hefner y y YYYYNY 
4 Smith y y y y N y N y l Clay y y N y N N N y 9 McMillan y y YYYNNN 
5 Lightfoot y y y N Y N y N 2 Buechner y y N y y N y N l O Ballenger y y N Y Y N Y N 
6 Grandy y y y y y y y N 3 Gephard! ? ? ? y y ? ? ? 11 Clarke y y y y y y ? y 

KANSAS 4 Skehon y y y y N Y N Y NORTH DAKOTA 
1 Roberts y y N y y N y N 5 Wheat y y y y N Y N Y AL Dorgan y y y y N y N y 
2 Slattery y y y y y y N y 6 Coleman y y N Y Y N Y N OHIO 
3 Me,.,. y y y y y y y N 7 Tay/a, y y Y N Y Y N N 1 Luken y y y y y y N y 
4 Glickman y y y y y y N y 8 Emerson y y N Y Y N N N 2 Gradison N y y y y y y N 
5 Whittaker y y N y Y N Y N 9 Volkmer y y y y y y N y 3 Hall y y y y y ? N y 

KENTUCKY MONTANA 4 Oxley y y y N y N Y N 
l Hubbard y y y y y y N y 1 Williams y y y y N ? N y 5 Latta y y N N Y N ? ? 
2 Natcher y y y y N Y N Y 2 Marlenee y y N N Y. N ? y 6 McEwen ? ? y y y y y N 
3 Mazzoli y y y N N Y Y Y NEBRASKA 7 DeWine y y y y y y y N 
4 Bunning y y y Y Y N Y N 1 Bereuter + + y N y y N N 8 Lukens y y y N Y N Y N 
5 llogen y y N Y Y N Y N 2 Daub Y Y N N y N y N 9 Kaptur y y y y y y N y 
6 Hopkin, y y N Y Y N N N 3 Smith y y y N y y y y 10 Miller y y N Y Y N N N 
7 Perkins y y Y Y N Y N Y NEVADA 11 Eckart y y YYYYNY 

LOUISIANA 1 8ilbray y y y y y y N y 12 Kasich y y y y y y y N 
l Uvingston ? ? ? ? ? y y N 2 Vucanovich y Y N N Y N y ? 13 Pease y y YYYYNN 
2 Boggs y y y y N y N y NEW HAMPSHIRE 14 Sawyer y y Y Y N Y N Y 
3 Tauzin ? ? y y y y N y l Smith y y N N Y N Y N 15 Wy{ie y y YYYYNN 
4 Roemer y y ? X ? ? ? ? 2 Gregg y y ? N y NY N 16 Regula y y Y Y Y Y N N 
5 Huckaby y y y y y y N y NEW JBSEY 17 Traficant y y Y Y N Y N Y 
6 Balcer y y y y y y y N l Florio y y y y N y N y 18 Applegate y y Y Y N Y N Y 
7 Hayes y y y y y y N y 2H~ y y y y N y N N 19 Feighan y y y y y y N y 
8 Hollaway N y y y y y y N 3 Howard y y y y N y N y 20 Oakar y y y y y y N y 

MAINE 4 Smith y y y y y y y N 21 Stokes y y Y Y N Y N Y 
1 Brennan y y y y N y N y 5 lloulcema y y N y Y N N N OKLAHOMA 
2 Snow• y y y y y N y N 6 Dwyer y y y y N y p y l /nhole y y N N Y N Y N 

MARYLAND 7 Rinaldo y YYYYYNN 2 Synar y y YYNYNN 
1 Dyson y y y y y y N y 8 Roe y Y Y Y N Y N Y 3 Watkins y y Y Y N Y N Y 
2 Bentley y y ? Y Y N N N 9 Torricelli ? ? Y Y N Y N Y 4 McCurdy y y YYYYNY 
3 Cardin y y y Y N Y N Y 10 Rodino y Y Y Y N ? N Y 5 Edward, y y NNYNYN 
4 McMillen y y y y y y N y 11 GaHo y Y N Y Y N N N 6 English y y YYYYNY 
5 Hoyer y y y Y N Y N Y 12 Courter y Y N Y Y N Y N OREGON 
6 Byron y y y y y y N y 13 Saxton y Y Y Y Y N N N 1 AuCoin y y y y y y N y 
7 Mfume y y ? Y N Y N Y 14 Guarini y YYYYYNY 2 Smith, II. y y N y y N Y N 
8 Morella y y y Y N Y Y N NEW MEXICO 3 Wyden y y y y y y N y 

MASSACHUSETTS 1 Lu;on y y y y y y y N 4 Defazio y y y y y y N y 
1 Conte y y y y N Y N N 2 Skeen y y N N Y N Y N 5 Smith, D. y y N N y N Y N 
2 Boland y y y y N y N y 3 Richordscn y y YYYYNY PENNSYlVANA 
3 Early y y y N N y N y NEW YORK l Foglietta y y y y N y N y 
4 Frank N y y y N y N y 1 Hochbrueckner y y y y N y N y 2 Gray y y y y N y N y 
5 Atkins ? ? y y N y p y 2 Downey y y y y N y N y 3 Borski y y y y N y N y 
6 Mavroules y y y y N y N y 3 Mrazek y y y y N y N y 

4 Koher y y y y N y N y 
7 Markey y y ? Y N Y N Y 4 Lent ? ? y y y y N y 5 Schulze y y y y y y N y 
8 Kennedy y y y Y N Y N N 5 McGrath y y N N Y N N N 6 Yatron y y y Y N Y N Y 
9 Mookley N y y Y N Y N Y 6 Flake y y y y N Y N Y 7 Weldon y y N y y N y y 

10 Studds y y y Y N Y N Y 7 Ackerman y y y y N Y N Y 8 Kostmayer y y y Y N Y N Y 
11 Donnelly y y y Y N Y N Y 8 Scheuer y y y y N Y N N 9 Shuster y y y y y y N y 
MICHIGAN 9 Manton y y y y N Y N Y 10 McDade ? ? y Y Y ? N N 

1 Conyers y y y y N y N y 10 Schumer y y y y N Y N Y 11 Kanjorski y y y Y N Y N Y 
2 Pursell y y y N y y y y 11 Towns ? ? ? y N Y N Y 12 Murtha y y y Y N Y N Y 
3 Wolpe y y y y N y N y 12 Owens ? ? y y N y N y 13 Coughlin y Y N N Y N N N 
4 Upton y y N Y Y N Y N 13 Solarz y y YYNYNY 14 Coyne y y y y y y N y 
5 Henry y Y N N Y N Y N 14 Molinari y y N Y Y N N N 15 /titter y y N ? y y y N 
6 Carr y Y Y Y N Y N Y 15 Green y y y y y y N y 16 Waler y Y N N Y N Y N 
7 Kildee y YYYNYNY 16 Rangel y y Y Y N Y N Y 17 Geltas y y N y Y N Y N 
8 Traxler y Y Y Y N Y N Y 17 Weiss y y Y Y N Y N Y 18 Walgren y y y y y y N y 
9 Vander Jagt y y ? N y y y ? 18 Garcia y y ? Y N Y N Y 19 Goodling y y N y Y N Y N 

10 Schuette y y y y y y y N 19 Biaggi y y Y Y N Y N Y 20 Gaydos y y y y N y p y 
11 Davis y y y y y y N y 20 DioGuardi y y NYYNYN 21 Ridge ? ? N y Y N N N 
12 Bonior N y y Y N Y N Y 21 Fish y y YYYYNN 22 Murphy y y y y N y N y 
13 Crockett ? ? y Y N Y N Y 22 Gilman y Y Y Y Y Y N N 23 Clinger y Y N N y y N y 
14 Hertel y y y Y N Y N Y 23 Straiton y YYYN?NY RHODE ISLAND 
15 Ford y y y Y N Y N Y 24 Solomon y YNYYNYN 1 St Germain y y y y N y ? y 
16 Dingell ? ? y Y N Y N Y 25 Boehlert ? ?NYYNNN 2 Schneider y y y y y y p y 
17 Levin y y y y y y N y 26 Martin y YYYYYNN SOUTH CAROI.INA 
18 Broomfield y y y y y y y N 27 Wortley y Y Y Y Y N N N l Ravenel y y y y y y N y 
MINNESOTA 28 McHugh ? Y Y Y N Y N Y 2 Spence y y N y y N P N 

l Penny y y N N Y N N N 29 Horton y YYYYYN ? 3 Derrick y y y y y y N y 
2 Webo, y y N N Y N y N 30 Slaughter y y y y y y N y 4 Patterson y y y y y y N y 
3 Frenzel y ? N N Y Y ? N 31 Kemp ? ? ? N ? ? ? ? 5 Spratt y y y y y y N y 
4 Vento y y y y N y N y 32 laFake N Y Y Y N y N y 6 Tallon ? ? ? # ? y N y 
5 Sabo y y y y N y N y 33 Nowak y y y y y ? N y SOUTH DAKOTA 
6 Sikorski y Y N Y N N N y 34 H""9hton Y Y N N Y Y N N SD Johnson y y y y y y N y 

Southern states . Alo., Ark., Fla., Ga., Ky., la., Miss., N.C., Okla., S.C., Tenn., Texas, Va. 
Omitted votes are quorum calls, which CQ does not include in as vole charts. 
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TENNESSEE 
l Quin.n y y y y y N N y 
2 Duncan y y y y y y N N 
3 Lloyd y y y y ? ? ? ? 
4 Cooper y y y y y y N y 
5 Boner ? ? y ? ? ? ? ? 
6 Gordon y y y y y y N y 
7 Sundquist y y N y y N Y N 
8 Jones y y y y N y N y 
9 Ford ? ? y y N y N y 

TEXAS 
l O,apman y y y y y y N y 
2 Wilson y y y y y y N y 
3 Bartlett y y y N y Y N N 
4 Hall y y y N y y N y 
5 Bryant y y y y y y N y 
6 Barton y y N y y N Y N 
7 Ard,« y y y N y y y N 
8 F;e/ds y y N y y N Y N 
9 Brooks y Y Y Y N Y N Y 

10 Pickle y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
11 Leath y y ? y y y N y 
12 Wright 
13 Boulter y y N N y N y N 
14 Sweeney y y y N y ? y N 
15 de la Garza y y y y N y N y 
16 Coleman y y y Y N Y N Y 
l7Stenholm y y y Y Y Y N N 
18 Leland ? ? Y Y N ? N Y 
19 Combest y y Y N Y Y N N 
20 Gonzalez y y YYNYNY 
21 Smith y y N N Y N Y N 
22 Delay y y ? N Y N Y N 
23 Bustamante y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
24 Frost y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
25 Andrews y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
26 Armey y Y N N Y N Y N 
27 Ortiz y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
UTAH 
1 Hansen y y N N y ? p N 
2 Owens ? ? ? ? ? y N y 
3 Nie/son y y y N Y N Y N 

VERMONT 
AL Jefford, y y y y y y y y 
VIRGINIA 

l Bateman y y y y y y y N 
2 Pickett y y y y y y N y 
3 Bliley y y N y y N y N 
4 Sisisky y y y y y y N y 
5 Daniel ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
6 Olin y y y y y y N y 
7 Slought., ? y y y Y N N N 
8 l'orris y y y y N N N Y 
9 Boucher y y y y N Y N Y 

10 Wolf y y N y N N Y N 
WASHINGTON 
1 Miller y y y y y y y N 
2 Swift y y y y N y N y 
3 Bonker y y y y N y N ? 
4 Morrison y y y y y y y y 
5 Foley y y y y N ? N y 
6 Dicks y y y y N y N y 
7 Lowry y y y y N Y N Y 
8 Chandler y y N y Y N Y N 

WEST VIRGINIA 
1 Mollohan y y y y N y p y 
2 Staggers y y y y N y N y 
3 w ... y y y y y y N y 
4 Rahall y y y y N y N y 

WISCONSIN 
l Aspin y y y y N ? N y 
2 Kastenmeier y y y y N y N y 
3 Gunder,on y y y y y y y N 
4 Kleczka y y ? y y y N y 
5 Moody ? ? y y N y N y 
6 Petri y ? y y y y p N 
7 Obey y y y N N y N y 
8 lloth y y ? N y y y y 
9 S.nsenhrenner y y N N Y N Y N 

WYOMING 
AL Cheney y y N N y N y N 
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House Votes 302, 303, 304, 305, 306, 307, 309, 310 

302. HR 3058. Fiscal 1988 Labor-HHS Appropria­
tions/Funding Cutback. Armey, R-Texas, amendment to re­
duce by half the 6.9 percent increase in funding for discretionary 
programs within the Labor Department, cutting the bill by a total 
of just over $150 million. Rejected 132-287: R 115-58; D 17-229 
(ND 7-161, SD 10-68), Aug. 5, 1987. (Stories , pp. 1790, 1725) 

303. HR 3058. Fiscal 1988 Labor-HHS Appropria­
tions/Funding Cutback. Frenzel, R-Minn., amendment to cut 
funding for each discretionary program in the bill by 8.16 percent, 
for a total cut of approximately $2.96 billion. Rejected 83-341: R 
81-93; D 2-248 (ND 0-171, SD 2-77), Aug. 5, 1987. (Stories, pp. 
1790, 1725) 

304. HR 3058. Fiscal 1988 Labor-HHS Appropria­
tions/Funding Cutback. Tauke, R-Iowa, amendment to cut 
funding for each discretionary program in the bill by 4.07 percent, 
for a total cut of approximately $1.5 billion. Rejected 145-280: R 
120-54; D 25-226 (ND 7-164, SD 18-62), Aug. 5, 1987. (Stories, pp. 
1790, 1725) 

305. HR 3058. Fiscal 1988 Labor-HHS Appropria­
tions/Funding Cutback. Penny, D-Minn., amendment to cut 
funding for each discretionary program in the bill by 2 percent, for 
a total cut of approximately $740 million. Rejected 181-245: R 142-
33; D 39-212 (ND 11-160, SD 28-52), Aug. 5, 1987. (Stories, pp. 
1790, 1725) 

306. HR 3058. Fiscal 1988 Labor-HHS Appropria­
tions/Procedural Motion. Natcher, D-Ky., motion to rise and 
report the bill to appropriate funds for the Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Education, and related agen­
cies, back to the House. Motion agreed to 237-188: R 29-144; D 
208-44 (ND 143-29, SD 65-15), Aug. 5, 1987. (Stories, pp. 1790, 
1725) 

307. HR 3058. Fiscal 1988 Labor-HHS Appropria­
tions/Passage. Passage of the bill to appropriate $112.792 bil­
lion in fiscal 1988 funding and $13.988 billion in advance fiscal 
1989 and 1990 funding for the Departments of Labor, Health and 
Human Services and Education, and related agencies. The presi­
dent had requested $99.5 billion for fiscal 1988 and $98.679 billion 
in advance fiscal 1989 and 1990 funding. Passed 336-89: R 89-85; D 
247-4 (ND 171-0, SD 76-4), Aug. 5, 1987. (Stories, pp. 1790, 1725) 

309. HR 1316. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Authorization/Plant Licensing. Markey, D-Mass., amend­
ment to prohibit the Nuclear Regulatory Commiss:on (NRC) from 
licensing for full-power operation the nuclear power plants at 
Seabrook, N.H., and Shoreham, N.Y., unless their emergency evac­
uation plans meet NRC rules as of June 1, 1987, which, in part, 
require state and local participation in planning. Rejected 160-261: 
R 12-160; D 148-101 (ND 130-40, SD 18-61), Aug. 5, 1987. (Story, 
p. 1797) 

310. HR 1316. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Authorization/Passage. Passage of the bill to authorize $427.8 
million in fiscal 1988 and $422.6 million in fiscal 1989 for the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The president had requested the 
same amount. Passed 389-20: R 168-2; D 221-18 (ND 145-16, SD 
76-2), Aug. 5, 1987. 'A "yea" was a vote supporting the president's 
position. (The House previously had adopted by voice vote an 
amendment to substitute the text of HR 3037 for that of HR 
1315.) (Story, p. 1797) 

j 

KEY 
y Voted for (yea) . 
# Paired for. 
+ Announced for. 
N Voted against (nay). 
X Paired against. 
- Announced against. 
p Voted "present." 
C Voted "present" to avoid possi-

ble conflict of interest. 
? Did not vote or otherwise make a 

position known. 
--

Democrats Republicans 

C'IC"l"'l'lt\-0"-0-0 
0000000-
l")l")l")l")C")C")l")C") 

ALABAMA 
1 Callahan ? Y Y Y N Y N Y 
2 Didtinson YNYYNN?? 
3 Nichols N N Y Y N Y N Y 
4 Bevill N N N N Y Y N Y 
5 Flippo NNNYYYNY 
6 Erdreich N N N Y Y Y N Y 
7 Harris N N N Y Y Y N Y 

ALASKA 
AL Young N N Y N N Y N y 
ARIZONA 

1 Rhodes YNYYNNNY 
2 Udall N N N N Y Y Y Y 
3 Stump YYYYNNNY 
4 Ky/ YYYYNNNY 
5 Ko/1,e YNYYYYNY 

ARKANSAS 
1 Alexander N N N N Y Y N Y 
2 Robinson YNYYNYNY 
3 Hammerschmidt NNYYNYNY 
4 Anthony N N N N Y Y N Y 

CALIFORNIA 
1 Bosco N N N Y Y Y N Y 
2 Herger Y Y Y Y N N N Y 
3 Matsui N N N N Y Y N Y 
4 Fazio NNNNYYNY 
5 Pelosi N N N N Y Y Y Y 
6 Boxer N N N N Y Y Y N 
7 Miller N N N N Y Y Y Y 
8 Dellum, N N N N Y Y Y N 
9 Stark N N N N Y Y Y Y 

10 Edwards NNNNYYYY 
11 lantos NNNNYYYY 
12 Konnyu Y Y Y Y N N N Y 
13 Mineta N N N N Y Y Y Y 
14 Shumway YYYYNNNY 
15 Coelho N N N N Y Y Y Y 
16 Panetta NNNNYYY? 
17 Pa,/,oyon N N N Y N Y N Y 
18 Lehman N N N N Y Y Y Y 
19 Lagomarsino YYYYNNNY 
20 Thomas Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 
21 Gallegly Y Y Y Y N N N Y 
22 Moorhead YYYYNNNY 
23 Beilenson NNNNYYYY 
24 Waxman N N N N Y Y Y Y 
25 Roybal N N N N Y Y Y Y 
26 Berman N N N N Y Y Y Y 
27 Levine N N N N Y Y Y Y 
28 Dixon N N N N Y Y Y Y 
29 Hawkins N N N N Y Y N Y 
30 Mortinez N N N N Y Y N Y 
31 Dymally N N N N Y Y Y Y 
32 Anderson N N N N Y Y N Y 
33 Dreier Y Y Y Y N N N Y 
34 Torres N N N N Y Y Y Y 
35 Lowis Y Y N N N Y N Y 
36 Brown N N N N Y Y Y Y 
37 MtCand'- Y Y Y Y Y N N Y 
38 Dornon Y ? Y Y N N N Y 
39 Donn._,., Y Y Y Y N N N Y 
40 Bodhom Y Y Y Y N N N Y 
41 Lowery Y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
42 Lungren Y Y Y Y N N N Y 

43 Packard 
44 Bates 
"5 Hunter 
COLORADO 

1 Schroeder 
2 Skaggs 
3 Campbell 
4 Brown 
5 Hefley 
6 Schaefer 

CONNECTICUT 
1 Kennelly 
2 Gejdenson 
3 Morrison 
4 Vacancy 
5 Rowland 
6 Johnson 

DELAWARE 
Al Carper 
R.ORIDA 

1 Hutto 
2 Grant 
3 Bennett 
4 Chappell 
5 lkCollum 
6 Ma<Koy 
7 Gibbons 
8 Young 
9 Bili,okis 

10 /relond 
11 Nelson 
12 Lewis 
13 Mode 
14 Mica 
15 Show 
16 Smith 
17 Lehman 
18 Pepper 
19 Fascell 
GEORGIA 

1 Thomas 
2 Hatcher 
3 Ray 
4 SwindoU 
5 Lewis 
6 Gingrich 
7 Darden 
8 Rowland 
9 Jenkins 

10 Barnard 
HAWAII 
1 Soilci 
2 Akaka 

IDAHO 
1 Ctoig 
2 Stallings 

llllNOIS 
1 Hayes 
2 Savage 
3 Russo 
4 Davis 
5 Lipinski 
6 Hyde 
7 Col~ns 
8 Rostenkowsl<i 
9 Yates 

10 Porter 
11 Amunzio 
12 Cton• 
13 Fawell 
14 Hostert 
15 Madigan 
16 Mortin 
17 Evons 
18 Mith•/ 
19 Bruce 
20 Durbin 
21 Price 
22 Gray 
INDIANA 

l Visclosky 
2 Sharp 
3 Hiler 
4 Coots 
5 Jontz 

ND - Northern Democrats SD - Southern Democrats 
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6 Burton 
7 M,-n 
8 McCloskey 
9 Hamilton 

10 Jacobs 
IOWA 

1 Leach 
2 Tou/ce 
3 Nagle 
4 Smith 
5 Ughtfoaf 
6 Grandy 

KANSAS 
1 Roberls 
2 Slattery 
3 Me,-n 
4 Glickman 
5 Whiffolcer 

KENTUCKY 
1 Hubbard 
2 Natcher 
3 Mazzoli 
4 Bunning 
5 Rog.,. 
6 Hoplcins 
7 Perkins 

LOUISIANA 
1 Uvingston 
2 Baggs 
3 Tauzin 
4 Roemer 
5 Huckaby 
6 Boker 
7 Hayes 
8 Holloway 

MAINE 
1 Brennon 
2 Snow• 

MARYLAND 
1 Dyson 
2 Bentley 
3 Cardin 
4 McMillen 
5 Hoyer 
6 Byron 
7 Mlume 
8 Morello 

MASSACHUSETTS 
1 Conte 
2 Boland 
3 Early 
4 Frank 
5 Atkins 
6 Mavraules 
7 Markey 
8 Kennedy 
9 Moakley 

10 Studds 
11 Donnelly 
MICHIGAN 
1 Conyers 
2 Purw/1 
3 Wolpe 
4 Upton 
5 Henry 
6 Carr 
7 Kildee 
8 Traxler 
9 Yonder Jogf 

10 xhuefle 
11 Dom 
12 Bonior 
13 Crockett 
14 Hertel 
15 ford 
16 Dingell 
17 Levin 
18 BroomR.ld 
MINNESOTA 

1 Penny 
2 Weber 
3 Frenzel 
4 Vento 
5 Saba 
6 Sikorski 
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7 Sfongelond 
8 Oberstar 

MISSISSIPPI 
1 Whitten 
2 Espy 
3 Montgomery 
4 Dowdy 
5 Lott 

MISSOURI 
1 Cloy 
2 Buechner 
3 Gephardt 
4 Skelton 
5 Wheat 
6 Colemon 
7 Taylor 
8 EmlltSOn 
9 Volkmer 

MONTANA 
1 Williams 
2 Morlenee 

NEBRASKA 
1 Bereuter 
2 Doub 
3 Smifh 

NEVADA 
1 Bilbrey 
2 Vuconovich 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
1 Smith 
2 Gregg 

NEW JERSEY 
1 Florio 
2 Hughes 
3 Howard 
4Smith 
5 Roulcemo 
6 Dwyer 
7 Rinaldo 
8 Roe 
9 Torricelli 

10 Rodino 
11 Gallo 
12 Courter 
13 Saxton 
14 Guarini 
NEW MEXICO 

1 tu;on 
2 Skeen 
3 Richardson 

NEW YORK 
1 Hochbrueckner 
2 Downey 
3 Mrazek 
4 Lent 
5 McGrofh 
6 flake 
7 Ackennan 
8 Scheuer 
9 Manton 

10 Schumer 
11 Towns 
12 Owens 
13 Solarz 
14 Molinari 
15 Green 
16 Rangel 
17 Weiss 
18 Garcia 
19 Biaggi 
20 DioGuordi 
21 Fish 
22 Gilman 
23 Stratton 
24 Solomon 
25 Boeh/erl 
26 Mortin 
27 Wortley 
28 McHugh 
29 Horton 
30 Slaughter 
31 Kemp 
32 laFake 
33 Nowak 
34 Houghton 
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NORTH CAROLINA 
1 Jones 
2 Valentine 
3 Lancaster 
4 Price 
5 Neal 
6 Coble 
7 Rose 
8 Hefner 
9 McMillan 

10 Bo/longer 
11 Clarke 
NORTH DAKOTA 
Al Dorgan 
OHIO 

1 Luken 
2 Grodisan 
3 Hall 
4 Oxley 
5 Lotto 
6 McEwen 
7 DeWine 
8 Lukens 
9 Kaptur 

10 Miller 
11 Eckart 
12 Kosich 
13 Pease 
14 Sawyer 
15 Wylie 
16 Regula 
17 Traficant 
18 Applegate 
19 Feighan 
20 Oakar 
21 Stokes 
OKLAHOMA 
1 Inhale 
2 Synar 
3 Watkins 
4 Mccurdy 
5 Edwards 
6 English 

OREGON 
1 AuCoin 
2 Smith, R. 
3 Wyden 
4 DeFazio 
5 Smifh, D. 

PENNSYLVANIA 
1 Foglietta 
2 Gray 
3 Barski 
4 Kolter 
5 xhulze 
6 Yatran 
7 Weldon 
8 Kostmoyer 
9 Shusfer 

10 McDode 
11 Kanjorski 
12 Murtha 
13 Coughlin 
14 Coyne 
15 Riller 
16 Wollcer 
17 Ge/cos 
18 Walgren 
19 Goodling 
20 Gaydos 
21 Ridge 
22 Murphy 
23 Clinger 
RHODE ISLAND 
1 St Germain 
2 !khneider 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
1 Ravenel 
2 Spence 
3 Derrick 
4 Patterson 
5 Spratt 
6 Tallon 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
SD Johnson 
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TENNESSEE 
1 Qui/Jen 
2 Duncan 
3 Uoyd 
4 Cooper 
5 Boner 
6 Gordon 
7 S,,ndquist 
8 Jones 
9 Ford 

TEXAS 
1 Oiapman 
2Wilson 
3 Bartlett 
4 Hall 
5 Bryant 
6 Borton 
7 Archer 
8 Fields 
9 Brooks 

10 Pickle 
11 Leath 
12 Wright 
13 Boulter 
14 Sweeney 
15 de la Garza 
16 Coleman 
17 Stenholm 
18 Leland 
19 Combest 
20 Gonzalez 
21 Smith 
22 DeLoy 
23 Bustamante 
24 Frost 
25 Andrews 
26 Armey 
27 Ortiz 
UTAH 
1 HonSl!n 
2 Owens 
3 Nielson 

VERMONT 
Al Jeffords 
VIRGINIA 

1 Bateman 
2 Pickett 
3 8/iloy 
4 Sisisky 
5 Daniel 
6 Olin 
7 S/oughfer 
8 Porris 
9 Boucher 

10 WoH 
WASHINGTON 
1 Mil/er 
2 Swift 
3 Bonker 
4 Morrison 
5 Foley 
6 Dicks 
7 Lowry 
8 Chandler 

WEST VIRGINIA 
1 Mollohan 
2 Staggers 
3Wrse 
4 Rahall 

WISCONSIN 
1 Aspin 
2 Kastenmeier 
3 Gunderson 
4 Kleczka 
5 Moody 
6 Petri 
7 Obey 
8 Roth 
9 Sensenbrenner 

WYOMING 
Al Cheney 
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House Vote 311 

311. HR 2686. Public Works and Economic Develop­
ment/Passage. Passage of the bill to authorize $1.3 billion in aid 
to economically distressed areas for fiscal years 1988-90, including 
$487.2 million earmarked for the Appalachian region. Adopted 
330-89: R 87-84; D 243-5 (ND 166-2, SD 77-3), Aug. 6, 1987. (The 
House previously had adopted by voice vote an amendment to 
substitute the text of HR 3084 for that of HR 2686.) (Story, p . 
1864) 

KEY 
y Voted for (yea). 
# Paired for. 
+ Announced for. 
N Voted against (nay) . 
X Paired ogainst. 
- Announced against. 
p Voted "present." 
C Voted "present" to avoid possi-

ble conflict of interest. 
? Did not vote or otherwise make a 

position known. 
--

Democrats Republkans 

--(") 

ALABAMA 
1 Callahan N 
2 Oklcinson y 
3 Nichol, y 
4 Bevill y 
5 Flippo y 
6 Erdreich y 
7 Harris y 

ALASKA 
AL Young y 
ARIZONA 

1 Rhodes N 
2 Udall y 
3 Stump N 
4 Ky/ N 
5 Ko/1,e N 

ARKANSAS 
1 Alexander y 
2 Robinson y 
3 Hammerschmidt y 
4 Anthony y 

CALIFORNIA 
1 Bosco y 
2 Herger N 
3 Mat1ui y 
4 Faiio y 
5 Pelosi y 
6 Boxer y 
7 Miller y 
8 Dellum, y 
9 Stark y 

10 Edwards y 
11 Lantos y 
12 Konnyu y 
13 Mineta y 
14 Shumway N 
15 Coelho y 
16 Panetta y 
17 Pa1hayan y 
18 Lehman y 
19 Lagomarsino N 
20 Thomas N 
21~ N 
22 d N 
23 Beilenson ? 
24 Waxman y 
25 Roybal y 
26 Berman y 
27 Levine y 
28 Dixon y 
29 Howkins y 
30 Martinet y 
31 Dymolly y 
32 Andenon y 
33 DrMr N 
34 Torres y 
35 Lewis N 
36 Brown y 
37 McCandless N 
38 Dornan N 
39 Oannemey« N 
40 Badham N 
41 Lowery N 
42 Lungren N 

43 Pac/card 
44 Bates 
45 Hunter 
COLORADO 

1 Schroeder 
2 Skaggs 
3 Campbell 
4 Brown 
5 Hefley 
6 Schaefer 

CONNECTICUT 
1 Kennelly 
2 Gejdenson 
3 Morrison 
4 Vacoocy 
5 Rowland 
6 Johnson 

DELAWARE 
AL Carper 
FLORIDA 

1 Hutto 
2 Grant 
3 Bennett 
4 Chappell 
5 M<Wllum 
6 MocKoy 
7 Gibbons 
8 Young 
9 Bilirakis 

10 Ireland 
11 Nelson 
12 Lewis 
13 Macie 
14 Mica 
15 Shaw 
16 Smith 
17 Lehman 
18 Pepper 
19 Fascell 
GEORGIA 

1 Thomas 
2 Hatcher 
3 Ray 
4 Swindall 
5 Lewis 
6 Gingrkh 
7 Darden 
8 Rowland 
9 Jenkins 

10 Barnard 
HAWAII 

1 Saiki 
2 Akaka 

IDAHO 
1 Craig 
2 Stollings 

IWNOIS 
1 Hayes 
2 Savage 
3 Ru1so 
4 Davis 
5 Lipinski 
6 Hyd. 
7 Collins 
8 Rostenkowski 
9 Yates 

10 ,,,,,,,, 
11 Amuntio 
12 Crane 
13 Fowo/1 
14 Hastert 
15 Madigan 
16 Marlin 
17 Evans 
18 Michel 
19 Bruce 
20 Durbin 
21 Price 
22 Gray 
INDIANA 
1 Visclosky 
2 Sharp 
3 Hiler 
4 Cool. 
5 Jann 

ND - Northern Democrats SD - Southern Democrats 
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6 Burton N 7 Stange/and y 

7 My.,. N 8 Oberstor y 

8 Mccloskey y MISSISSIPPI 
9 Hamilton y l Whitten y 

10 Jacobs N 2 Espy y 

IOWA 3 Montgomery y 

I Leach N 4 Dowdy y 
2 Taulce N 5 Lall y 
3 Nogle y MISSOURI 
4 Smith y l Cloy y 

5 Lightfoot y 2 Buechner N 
6 Grandy y 3 Gephardt ? 

KANSAS 4 Ske~on y 
I llobffls N 5 Wheat y 

2 Slattery ? 6 Coleman y 

3 Mey,n N 7 Taylor y 
4 Glickman y 8 fmflfSOn y 

5 Whittalcer N 9 Volkmer y 
KENTUCKY MONTANA 
l Hubbard y l Williams y 

2 Natcher y 2 Marlen•• N 
3 Mazzoli y NEBRASKA 
4 Bunning y l Boreuter N 
5 llog.,. y 2 Daub N 
6 Hop/cins N 3 Smith ? 
7 Perkins y NEVADA 

LOUISIANA l Bilbroy y 

l Livingston y 2 Vucanovkh N 
2 Boggs y NEW HAMPSHIRE 
3 Tauzin ? l Smith N 
4 Roemer ? 2 Gregg N 
5 Huckaby y NEW JERSEY 
6 Ba/cw y l Florio y 
7 Hayes y 2 Hughes y 
8 Halloway y 3 Howard y 

MAINE 4 Smith y 

1 Brennan y 5 lloulcema y 

2 Snow• y 6 Dwyer y 
MARYLAND 7 llinaldo y 

l Dyson y 8 Roe y 

2 Bentley y 9 Torriceli y 

3 Cardin y 10 Rodino y 

4 McMillen y 11 Galo y 

5 Hoyer y 12 Courter T 
6 Byron y 13 Sau,,. T 
7 Mlume y 14 Guarioi T 
8 Morella y NEW MEXICO 

MASSACHUSETTS 1 tu;. T 
l Conte y 2Slem N 
2 Boland y 3 RicllClldsoa ' 
3 Early ? NEW YOIIC 
4 Fronk y 1 Hodibwuedw , 
5 Atkins y 2 Downey T 
6 Mavroules y 3Mram T 
7 Markey y 4 Lent T 
8 Kennedy y 5 McGrath T 
9 Moakley y 6 Flake T 

10 Studds y 7 Ackerman T 
11 Donnelly y 8 Scheuer y 

MICHIGAN 9 Monton y 

1 Conyers y 10 Schumer y 

2 Pursell y 11 Towns y 
3 Wolpe y 12 Owens y 

4 Upton y 13 Solarz y 

5 Henry y 14 Molinari y 

6 Corr y 15 GrHn y 

7 Kildee y 16 Rangel y 

8 Troxler y 17 Weiss y 

9 VanderJagt y 18 Garcia y 

10 Schuelle y 19 Bioggi y 

11 Davis y 20 DioGuardi N 
12 Bonior y 21 Fish y 

13 Crockett y 22 Gilman y 

14 Hertel y 23 Stratton y 
15 Ford y 24 Solomon N 
16 Dingell y 25 Boehlert y 

17 Levin y 26 Marlin y 

18 Broomfield y 27 Wortley y 

MINNESOTA 28 McHugh y 

l Penny H 29 Horton y 

2 Weh,,, y 30 Slaughter y 

3 Frenzel y 31 Kemp ? 
4 Vento T 32 Lafake y 

5 Sabo 33 Nowalt y 

6 Sikonti . 34 Houghton y 

Southern - - Ah. All.. Ra. Go.. Ky., La., Miss., N.C., Okla., S.C., Tenn., Texas, Va. 
Omitted 'IOles a,e - • _. CQ does not include in its vote charts. 

NORTH CAROI.INA 
l Jones 
2 Volentine 
3 loncos!er 
4 Price 
5 Neal 
6 Coble 
7 Rose 
8 Hefner 
9 McMillan 

l O Ba/l,,ng9r 
11 Clarke 
NORTH DAKOTA 
Al Dorgan 
OHIO 

l Luken 
2 Gradison 
3 Holl 
4 Oxl,,y 
5 Latta 
6 McEwen 
7 DeWine 
8 Lulcens 
9 Kaptur 

10 Mill« 
11 Eckart 
12 Kasich 
13 Pease 
14 Sawyer 
15 Wyf",e 
16 llegu/a 
17 T roficon! 
18 Applegate 
19 Feighan 
20 Ookor 
21 Stokes 
OKLAHOMA 
1 /nhofe 
2 Synor 
3 Watkins 
4 McCurdy 
5 Edwards 
6 English 

OREGON 
1 AuCoin 
2 Smith, II. 
3 Wyden 
4 Defazio 
5 Smith, D. 

PENNSYLVANIA 
1 Foglietta 
2 Gray 
3 Borski 
4 Ko~, 
5 Schulze 
6 Yotron 
7 Weldon 
8 Kostmoyer 
9 Shuster 

10 McDade 
11 Konjorski 
12 Murtha 
13 Coughlin 
14 Coyne 
15 lliller 
16 Walker 
17 Ge/cos 
18 Walgren 
19 Goodling 
20 Gaydos 
21 llidge 
22 Murphy 
23 Clinger 
RHODE ISLAND 
1 St Germain 
2 Schneider 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
1 llavene/ 
2 Spence 
3 Derrick 
4 Patterson 
5 Spratt 
6 Tallon 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
SD Johnson 
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TtNNESSl:E 
lOvifen y 
2 Dvncon y 
3 Lloyd y 
4 Cooper y 
5 Bone, ? 
6 Gonion y 
7 Sundquist N 
8 Jones y 
9Ford y 

TEXAS 
1a.ap.c., y 
2 Wison y 
3&.dett N 
4 Hal y 
5 Bryant y 
6 8ar1on N 
7 Arch. N 
8 Fields N 
9 8roolts y 

10 Pickle y 
11 Leath y 
12 Wright 
13 Boulter N 
14 SwHney N 
I 5 de la Garza y 
16 Colemon y 
17 Stenholm N 
18 Leland y 
19 Combest y 
20 Gonzolez y 
21 Smith N 
22 OeLay N 
23 Bustamante y 
24 Frost y 
25 Andrews y 
26 Arm•y N 
27 Ortiz y 
UTAH 
I Hansen N 
2 Owens y 
3 Nielson N 

VERMONT 
AL Jeffords y 
VIRGINIA 

l Bateman y 
2 Pickett y 
3 Bliley N 
4 Sisisky y 
5 Doniel ? 
6 Olin y 
7 Slaughter N 
8 Parris y 
9 Boucher y 

10 Wolf N 
WASHINGTON 

I Miller N 
2 Swift y 
3 Bonker y 
4 Morri,on y 
5 Foley y 
6 Dicks y 
7 Lowry y 
8 Chand/« y 

WEST VIRGINIA 
1 Mollohan y 
2 Staggers y 
3 Wise y 
4 Rahall y 

WISCONSIN 
l Aspin y 
2 Kastenmeier y 
3 GundflfSOn y 
4 Kleczko y 
5 Moody y 
6 Petri N 
7 Obey y 
8 lloth N 
9 Sensenbrenner N 

WYOMING 
Al Cheney ? 
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Senate Votes 216, 217, 218, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223 

AlABAMA 
~lin 
Shelby 

AlASKA 
Murlcowslci 
Stevens 

ARIZONA 
DeConcini 
McCain 

ARKANSAS 
Bumpers 
Pryor 

CALIFORNIA 
Cranston 
W,/son 

COI.ORADO 
Wirth 
Amrstrong 

CONNECTICUT 
Dodd 
Wekker 

DBAWARE 
Biden 
lloth 

FLORIDA 
Chiles 
Graham 

GEORGIA 
Fowler 
Nunn 

HAWAII 
Inouye 
Mat>Unaga 

IDAHO 
lkC/ure 
Symms 

IWNOIS 
Dixon 
Simon 

INDIANA 
Lugar 
Quayle 

N N Y N N Y N Y 
-+????? 

NNYNYNYY 
Y N Y Y N N Y N 

NYYYNYNY 
N N Y N + ? ? ? 

YYNYN?YY 
NYYYNYYY 

Y Y N Y N N Y N 
YNYNYYNY 

y y y y N y y y 
N N Y N Y Y N Y 

YYYYNNYY 
YN?????? 

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
Y N N N Y Y N Y 

Y N Y Y N Y Y Y 
YYYYNNYY 

NYYYNYYY 
YYYYNNYY 

YYYYNNYY 
? Y Y Y N N Y Y 

N N Y N Y Y Y Y 
N N Y N Y Y Y Y 

N Y Y N # Y Y Y 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 

Y N Y N Y N Y Y 
N N Y N Y N Y Y 

IOWA 
Harkin NYNYNYYY 
Grass~y N NY NY Y NY 

KANSAS 
Dole Y N Y N Y N Y Y 
Kassebaum YNYNYNYY 

KENTUCKY 
Ford NYYYNNNY 
McConnell YNYNYYNY 

LOUISIANA 
Breaux YYYYNNYY 
Johnston YYNYNNYY 

MAINE 
Mitchell YYYYNNNY 
Cohen YNYNYNNY 

MARYLAND 
Mikulski YYNYNNYY 
Sarbanes YYNYNN?Y 

MASSACHUsms 
Kennedy YYYYNNYY 
K~ry Y Y NY N NY Y 

MICHIGAN 
Levin 
Riegle 

MINNESOTA 
Bo«hwitz 
Duren berger 

MISSISSIPPI 
Stennis 
Cochran 

MISSOURI 
Bond 
Danforth 

MONTANA 
Boucus 
Melcher 

NEBRASKA 
Exon 
KarnH 

NEVADA 
Reid 
He.ht 

y y y y N y y y 
N Y N Y N N N Y 

YNYNYYYY 
Y N Y N Y N Y Y 

YNYYNNYY 
YNYNNNYY 

Y N Y N Y Y N Y 
Y N Y N Y Y N Y 

N Y Y Y N Y N Y 
Y Y N Y N Y N Y 

NYNNYYNY 
Y N Y N Y Y N Y 

Y Y Y Y N N Y Y 
N N Y N Y N N Y 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Humphr-r NNYNYYNY 
lludmon NNYNYNNY 

NEW JERSEY 
Bradley YNNYNNN+ 
Lautenberg Y Y N Y N N N Y 

NEW MEXICO 
Bingaman ???????? 
Domenki YNYNYNYY 

NEW YORK 
Moynihan YYNY???? 
D'Amato Y N Y Y N N Y Y 

NORTH CAROUNA 
Sanford YNYYNYYY 
,,.lms NNYNYNNY 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Burdick NYNYNYNY 
Conrod NYYYNYYY 

OHIO 
GleM NNNYNNYN 
Metzenboum Y Y N Y N N N Y 

OKLAHOMA 
Boren NYYNYYNY 
Nick~ NNYNYYNY 

OREGON 
Hatfield Y N NY N NY Y 
Packwood YNYNNNYY 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Heinz YNYNYNN? 
Specter YNYNYNNY 

RHODE ISLAND 
Pell YYNYNNYY 
ChofH YNYNNNYY 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Hollings NNYNNNNN 
Thurmond YNYNYNNY 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Ooschle Y Y Y N Y Y N Y 
l'ress/e, NNYNYYNY 

TENNESSEE 
Gore NYNYNNNY 
Sasser NYYYNNNY 

ND • Northern Democrats SD - Southern Democra!s (Southern states · Ala., Ark., Fla., Ga., Ky., La., Miss., N.C., Okla., S.C., Tenn., Texas, Va.) 

KEY 
Y Voted for {yea). 
# Paired for . 
+ Announced for. 
N Voted against (nay). 
X Paired against. 
- Announced against. 
P Voted "present." 
C Voted "present" to avoid possi­

ble conflict of interest. 
? Did not vote or otherwise make a 

position known. 

Democrats 

TEXAS 
Bentsen 
Gtamm 

UTAH 
Garn 
Hatch 

VERMONT 
Leahy 
Stafford 

VIRGINIA 
Trihle 
Warner 

WASHINGTON 
Adams 
Evans 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Byrd 
Rockefeller 

WISCONSIN 
Proxmire 
Kosten 

WYOMING 
Simpson 
Wallop 

llepuhli"1ns 

-0 ...... 000.0- ... .., 
----C"4C"4C'IC"'4 
1"11"11"11"11"11"11"11"1 

Y Y Y N Y N Y Y 
Y N Y N Y Y N Y 

N N Y N Y N Y Y 
N N Y N Y Y N Y 

? ? ? + X ? ? ? 
YNYNNNYY 

Y N Y N Y N N Y 
N N Y N Y N Y Y 

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
Y N Y N Y N Y Y 

y y y y N y y y 
Y Y N Y N N Y Y 

N Y Y N Y Y N Y 
N N Y N Y Y N Y 

Y?+???-+ 
Y N Y N Y N Y Y 

216. HJ Res 324. Temporary Debt-Limit Increase/Time 8 (ND 27-4, SD 13-4), July 31, 1987. The Evans amendment 
Limit. Johnston, D-La., amendment to raise the limit on the subsequently was rejected (see vote 220, below). (Story, p. 1788) 
federal debt to $2.8 trillion, from $2.3 trillion, effective through 220. HJ Res 324. Temporary Debt-Limit Increase/Line-
May 1, 1989. After that date, the debt limit would revert to the Item Veto. Evans, R-Wash., amendment to provide, for a two-year 
permanent level of $2.1 trillion if no action were taken. Adopted 58- period, that individual titles in a continuing appropriations resolu-
35: R 29-17; D 29-18 (ND 20-10, SD 9-8), July 31, 1987. A "yea" was tion (an omnibus bill to continue funding of government programs 
a vote supporting the president's position. (Stories, pp. 1788, 1718) into a new fiscal year) be subject to presidential veto. Rejected 41-48: 

217. HJ Res 324. Temporary Debt-Limit Increase/Def- R 36-7; D 5-41 (ND 3-26, SD 2-15), July 31, 1987. (Story, p. 1788) 
icit Targets. Johnston, D-La., amendment to the Gramm, R-Texas, 221. HJ Res 324. Temporary Debt-Limit Increase/Bud-
amendment, to set the maximum allowable federal budget deficit for get Waiver. Conrad, D-N.D., motion to waive, with regard to the 
fiscal 1988 at $140 billion, or $36 billion below the deficit as estimated Conrad amendment, the provision in the 1985 Balanced Budget and 
by methods to be determined by a House-Senate conference on the Emergency Deficit Control Act (PL 99-177) that prohibits consider-
legislation; also to set the maximum deficit for fiscal 1989 at $120 ation of legislation under the jurisdiction of the Budget Committee if 
billion, and to provide that in both years, an automatic spending-cut that legislation has not been reported by the committee. The Conrad 
procedure would come into effect if the estimated deficit exceeds the amendment would reduce, by 2 percent, the amounts of budget 
target by more than $5 billion. Rejected 41-52: R 0-45; D 41-7 (ND 29- authority alloted to different categories of spending ("functions") by 
2, SD 12-5), July 31, 1987. The Gramm amendment subsequently was the fiscal 1988 budget resolution (H Con Res 93), and also would 
adopted (see vote 218, below). (Stories, pp. 1788, 1718) reduce outlay totals for each function to correspond to the 2 percent 

218. HJ Res 324. Temporary Debt-Limit Increase/Bud- budget authority reduction. Motion rejected 36-53: R 17-26; D 19-27 
get Procedure. Gramm, R-Texas, amendment to establish an (ND 13-17, SD 6-10), July 31, 1987. The Conrad amendment there-
automatic spending-cut procedure; to set maximum budget deficits fore fell on a point of order that it violated legislative procedure 
at $150 billion for fiscal 1988, $130 billion or up to $36 billion below required by PL 99-177. (Story, p . 1788) 
what the fiscal 1989 deficit would be with no changes in current law, 222. H J Res 324. Temporary Debt-Limit Increase/Fed-
$90 billion for 1990, $45 billion for 1991 and zero for 1992; to provide eral Pay Raises. Packwood, R-Ore., motion to table (kill) the 
that in all years except 1992, the automatic spending cuts would go Humphrey, R-N.H., amendment to repeal the 1987 pay increase for 
into effect if deficit estimates exceed that year's target by more than members of Congress and certain executive branch officers, but not 
$10 billion; and to revise budget rules relating to appropriations and for federal judges. Motion agreed to 49-40: R 21-22; D 28-18 (ND 17-
to treatment offederal credit programs. Adopted 71-21: R 42-2; D 29- 12, SD 11-6), July 31, 1987. (Story, p. 1788) 
19 (ND 15-16, SD 14-3), July 31, 1987. (Stories, pp. 1788, 1718) 223. HJ Res 324. Temporary Debt-Limit Increase/Fed-

219. HJ Res 324. Temporary Debt-Limit Increase/Line- eral Pay Raises. Grassley, R-lowa, amendment to require congres-
ltem Veto. Stennis, D-Miss., motion to table (kill) the Evans, R- sionalapproval, byjointresolution,ofanypayincreaseformembersof 
Wash., amendment to provide, for a two-year period, that individ- Congress and certain other federal officers and employees. Existing 
ual titles in a continuing appropriations resolution (an omnibus bill law provides that the pay raises, which are recommended by a special 
to continue funding of government programs into a new fiscal year) commission, go into effect unless disapproved by Congress. Adopted 
be subject to presidential veto. Motion rejected 43-49: R 3-41; D 40- 84-4: R41-1; D43-3 (ND 27-2,SD 16-1),July 31, 1987. (Story, p. 1788) 
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Senate Votes 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230 

"" It\ 'O "- coo. 0 ""ltl'0"-000.0 ""ltl'0"-000.Q KEY ~ ~ ~~~~~ ........................ .., ~~~~~~~ ............................ 
y Voted for (yea). 

ALABAMA IOWA NEW HAMPSHIRE 
# Paired for. 

Heflin N y y y y y y Harkin N y y y N y y Humphrey N y y y y y y + Announced for. 

Shelby y y y y y y Gra11/ey N y y y y y y Rudman y y y y y y y N Voted against (nay). 
ALASKA KANSAS NEW JERSEY X Paired against. 

Murlt.ow•lt.i N y y ? y y y Dole y y y y y y y Bradley ? N y y y y N - Announced against. 
Steven• y y y y y y y Kas,ebaum y y y y y y y Laufenberg Ny y y y y y p Voted "present." 

ARIZONA KENTUCKY NEW MEXICO C Voted "present" to avoid possi-
DeConcini N y y y y y y Ford y y y y N y y Bingaman ? y y y N y y 

ble conflict of interest. 
McCain X y y y y y y McConnell N ? y y y y y Domenki y y y y y y y 

? Did not vote or otherwise make a ARKANSAS LOUISIANA NEW YORK 
Bumpers N y y y y y y Breaux y y y y y y y Moynihan ? y y y y y y position known. 
Pryor y ? y y y y y Johnston N y y ? y y y O'Amato ? y y y y y y --

CALIFORNIA MAINE NORTH CAROLINA Democrats Republican, 

Cranston N y y y y y y Mitchell y y y y y y y Sanford y y y y N y y 
Wilson y y y y y y y Cohen y y y y y y y Helms y y y y y y N ""lrl'0"-000.0 

COLORADO MARYLAND NORTH DAKOTA ........................ .., ............................ 
Wirth y y y y y y y Mikulski N y y y N y y Burdick N y y y y y y 
Armstrong N y N y y y y Sarbanes N y y y y y y Conrad N N Y y y y y 

CONNECTICUT MASSACHUSETTS OHIO TEXAS 
Dodd y y y y y y y Kennedy y y y y N y y Glenn N y y y y y y 8-, y y y y y y y 
Wei<lt.er ? y y y y y y Kerry N y y y N y y Metzenbaum N y y y N y y a.- y y y y y y y 

DELAWARE MICHIGAN OKLAHOMA UTAH 
Biden ? ? y y y y y Levin y y y y N y y Boren y y y y y y y Gen y ? y y y y y 
lloth N y y y y y y Riegle N y y y y y y Ni<lt.les N y y y y y y Hold, y y y y y y y 

FlORIDA MINNESOTA OREGON VBMOHT 
Chile, y y y y N y y Boschwitz y y y y y y y Hatfield N y y y ? ? ? ledlJ ? y y y y y y 
Graham y y y y y y y Ourenberger y y y y y y y Packwood y y y y y y y Slall.d y ? y y y y y 

GEORGIA MISSISSIPPI PENNSYLVANIA VIIGNA 
Fowler y y y y N y y Stennis y y y y y y y Heinz #+YY y y y T"- N y y y y y y 
Nunn y y y y y y y Cochran y y y y y y y Specter y y y y y y y w- y y y y y y y 

HAWAII MISSOURI RHODE ISLAND WASHN;TON 
Inouye y y ? y y y y Bond y y y y y y y Pell y y y y y y y Adcas ? y y y N y y 
Matsunaga y y y y y y y Danforth y y y y y y y Chafee y y y y y y y &ma ? y y y y y y 

IDAHO MONTANA SOUTH CAROLINA MSTVIIGNA 
McClure y y y y y y y Baucus y y y y N y y Holling, y y y y y y y e,,d y y y y N y y 
Symmt y y y y y y y Melcher N y y y y y y Thurmond y y y y y y y llad,eWs Ny y y N y y 

IWNOIS NEBRASKA SOUTH DAKOTA WISCOMSIN 
Dixon y y y y y y y Exon N y y y y y y Daschle y y y y y y y Pn,a,n Ny y y N y y 
Simon ? ? ? y y y ? Karnes y y y y y y y Pre11/er ? y y y y y y ~ Ny y y y y y 

INDIANA NEVADA TENNESSEE WYOMING 
Lugar y y y y y y y Reid y y y y y y y Gore N y y ? ? ? _,... ? y y y y y y 
Quayle y y y y y y y Hecht y y y y y y y Sasser N y y y N y y IIW,p y y N y y y y 

ND - Northern Democrats SD • Southern Democrats (Southern state, • Ala., Ark., Fla., Ga., Ky., la., Miss., N.C., Okla., S.C., Tenn., Texas, Va.) 

224. HJ Res 324. Temporary Debt-Limit Increase/Adop­
tion. Adoption of the joint resolution to raise the ceiling on the 
federal debt to $2.8 trillion, through May 1, 1989, from $2.3 trillion 
(after that date, the debt limit would revert to the permanent level of 
$2.1 trillion if no action were taken); to establish an automatic 
spending-cut procedure; to set maximum allowable budget deficits at 
$150 billion for fiscal 1988, $130 billion or up to $36 billion below 
what the fiscal 1989 deficit would be with no changes in current law 
for 1989, $90 billion for 1990, $45 billion for 1991, zero for 1992; to 
provide that in all years except 1992 the automatic spending-cut 
procedure would come into effect if deficit estimates exceed that 
year's target by more than $10 billion; and to revise budget rules 
relating to appropriations and to treatment of federal credit pro­
grams. The measure also bars disinvestment of the Social Security 
trust fund for any purpose except to pay program benefits and costs, 
and requires congressional approval, by joint resolution, of pay raises 
recommended by a special commission for members of Congress and 
certain other federal officials and employees, Adopted 54-31: R 29-
10; D 25-21 (ND 13-16, SD 12-5), July 31, 1987. (Story, p. 1788) 

225. Greenspan Nomination. Confirmation of President 
Reagan's nomination of economist Alan Greenspan of New York as 
chairman of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys­
tem, succeeding Paul A. Volcker. Confirmed 91-2: R 42-0; D 49-2 
(ND 32-2, SD 17-0), Aug. 3, 1987. A "yea" was a vote supporting 
the president's position. (Story, p. 1792) 

226. HR 27. FSLIC Rescue/Conference Report. Adoption 
of the conference report on the bill to enable the insolvent Federal 
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation to borrow $10.8 billion 
and, among other provisions, to ease regulatory requirements for 
savings and loans in economically depressed areas, to prohibit the 
expansion of limited-service banks, to require faster clearing of 
depositors' checks and to suspend expansion of banks into insur-

ance, real estate and securities underwriting. Adopted 96-2: R 44-2; 
D 52-0 (ND 34-0, SD 18-0), Aug_ 4, 1987. The conference report on 
HR 27, passed by the House Aug_ 3, was sent to the president for 
his approval. (House vote 294, p. 1854; story, p. 1791) 

227. HR 1340. National Scbool Lunch Act/Passage. Pas­
sage of the bill to require the Agriculture Department to improve the 
quality of surplus agricultural commodities distributed to schools 
and other food assistance Plc«IW ..tbich aid the elderly, American 
Indians and children, and to ~ the secretary of agriculture discre­
tion over how these impu .. a-.i1B are made. Passed 97-0: R 45-0; D 
52-0 (ND 36-0, SD 16-0 . Aug. 5, 1987. (Story, p. 1862) 

228. Ruder Nomination. Confirmation of President Reagan's 
nomination of David S. Ruder of Illinois to be a member of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission. Confirmed 81-17: R 45-0; D 
36-17 (ND 24-12, SD 12-5. Aug. 6, 1987. A "yea" was a vote 
supporting the president's position. (Story, p. 1862) 

229. HR 1451. Older Americans Act/Passage. Passage of 
the bill to reautmize for five years the Older Americans Act, 
which provides social and nutrition programs for senior citizens. 
The bill authorizes appromnately $1.6 billion for fiscal 1988, with 
a 5 percent annual increase for most programs for fiscal years 
1989-92. Passed 98-0: R 45-0; D 53-0 (ND 36-0, SD 17-0), Aug. 6, 
1987. (The Senate previously had moved to strike the House­
passed language after the enacting clause and to insert instead the 
language of S 887, the Senate version of the bill.) (Story, p. 1811) 

230. McPherson Nomination. Confirmation of President 
Reagan's nomination of M. Peter McPherson of Virginia to be 
deputy sec:retaiy of the Treasury. Confirmed 95-2: R 44-1; D 51-1 
(ND 34-1. SD 17-0), Aug. 6, 1987. A "yea" was a vote supporting 
the president's position. 
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Congress in Brief 

vThe Week's Highlights 
In the final week before the August recess, Congress r,ushed 

to try to complete a long-term extension of the public-debt 
limit (H Res 324). The situation was complicated by amend­
ments to revise the 1985 Gramm-Rudman-Hollings anti-deficit 
law. (p. 1788) 

On Aug. 4 the Senate cleared HR 27, the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation bailout measure, and sent it to the 
president. (p. 1791) 

The House passed HR 3058, appropriating funds for the 
· Departments of Labor, Education and Health and Human 
Services, on Aug. 5. Later the same day the House passed HR 
1315, reauthorizing the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, after 
two days of debate on an amendment concerning emergency 
evacuation plans at the Seabrook, N.H., and Shoreham, N.Y., 
nuclear plants. (pp. 1790, 1797) 

Under suspension of the rules Aug. 3, the House approved a 
bill (HR 2672) to make changes in veterans' housing programs 
and another (HR 1340) making changes in nutrition programs 
that use agricultural commodities. The Senate Aug. 4 approved 
a different version of HR 1340. (p. 1819, below) 

The House suspended the rules Aug. 4 to pass several health­
related bills: S 1417, extending programs for the developmen­
tally disabled; S 769, supporting minority health education, and 
HR 2881, establishing a national commission on AIDS. (p. 1813) 

The Senate Aug. 3 confirmed the nomination of Alan Green­
span to head the Federal Reserve System Board of Governors. 
The following day the Senate passed its version of a bill 
extending employment and education provisions for veterans 
(HR 1504), and sent it back to the House. It confirmed the 
nomination of David S. Ruder to head the Securities and 
Exchange Commission Aug. 6. (p. 1792, below) 

Off the floor, the joint hearings on the Iran-contra affair 
wound up their public testimony Aug. 3, and a House-Senate 
conference to iron out differences on trade legislation (HR 3) 
began Aug. 7. (pp. 1771, 1820) 

vWhat's Ahead 
Both chambers return Sept. 9 after the summer recess. 

Measures under consideration for action the first week in the 
House include a measure (HR 1154) to restrict textile imports 
and a bill to restructure the Farm Credit System (HR 3030). 
(pp. 1820, 1794) 

When the Senate returns, it must face all appropriations 
bills, which have yet to be approved by the Appropriations 
Committee. It must also break a logjam that stalled consider­
ation of a measure (S 1127) to protect Medicare recipients 
against catastrophic medical expenses. (p. 1637) 

Agriculture 

a/House, Senate Pass Bills to Change Food Aid 
The House and Senate the week of Aug. 3 passed differing 

versions of a bill (HR 1340) to revise the way government-
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owned commodities are distributed to school-lunch and other 
food programs. 

The House passed the bill by voice vote Aug. 3. The final 
measure was a compromise between members of the Agriculture 
and Education and Labor committees, which each reported 
separate versions. The compromise would direct the agriculture 
secretary to develop new regulations within six months for giving 
schools more say in the type and amount of surplus food sent to 
them - a key stipulation of the Education panel's bill. But the 
department would retain power over what commodities are 
purchased, as the Agriculture Committee wanted. 

Despite the compromise, the Agriculture Department an­
nounced that it opposes the bill as restrictive and too complex 
to implement efficiently. 

The Senate Aug. 4 passed its version on a 97-0 vote, 
incorporating the text of an Agriculture eommittee bill (S 305) 
that gives the department more discretion in developing and 
implementing new food distribution procedures. 

The Senate bill also includes a provision that loosens some 
restrictions in the women, infants and children (WIC) supple­
mental food program to allow states to use some of their 
savings on food purchases to increase the number of recipients 
in the program. 

a/House Passes Pay-for-Not-Planting Bill 
The House Aug. 7 passed a bill (HR 3093) to let grain 

producers plant no crop in 1988 and still receive 92 percent of 
their expected income-support payments. 

The Agriculture Committee approved the measure Aug. 4. 
A similar "0-92" program was enacted earlier this year (PL 

100-45) for growers of the 1987 crop of winter wheat who were 
prevented from planting their crops due to heavy floods. HR 
3093 would extend the option to all wheat and feed grain 
farmers in 1988. 

Committee aides estimate that using the program for 1988 
crops will save $20 million in the Agriculture Department's 
fiscal 1988 budget and $300 million in fiscal 1989. (p. 1154) 

Commerce 

vSenate Confirms Ruder for SEC 
The Senate Aug. 6 voted 81-17 to confirm David S. Ruder as 

a member of the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC). 
A Northwestern University law professor, Ruder will become 
chairman, replacing John Shad, who recently was confirmed as 
ambassador to the Netherlands. (Vote 228, p. 1861) 

Ruder overcame concerns that his academic background and 
free-market views left him ill-suited to handle the agency's 
ongoing investigation of illegal stock trading. William Prox­
mire, D-Wis., chairman of the Senate Banking Committee, 
which oversees securities matters, led opposition to the nomi­
nation. The SEC chairman serves a five-year term. (p.1765) 

vQuality Awards Bill Goes to President 
The House Aug. 7 cleared for the president a bill (HR 812) to 

establish a program of awards to encourage high standards in 
American industry. 

The House had originally passed the measure June 8. The 



Senate Aug. 5 passed a slightly different version of the measure 
naming the awards after Commerce Secretary Malcolm 
Baldrige, who died July 25. The House accepted the Senate 
version by voice vote. (p. 1765) 

v 'Gray-Market' Car Measure Approved 
The House Energy and Commerce Committee Aug. 4 ap­

proved by voice vote a bill (HR 2628) to restrict imports of so­
called "gray-market" cars - foreign-manufactured autos that 
do not meet U.S. safety standards. 

Importers would have to prove they are capable of modifying 
the vehicle. Identical provisions were included in highway 
safety legislation (S 863) that failed to clear Congress last year. 

According to committee aides, imports of gray-market cars 
rose from about 1,500 in 1980 to some 65,000 in 1985. However, 
the import stream is expected to slow to about 10,000 this year 
because of the decline of the U.S. dollar against foreign 
currencies. (p. 1476) 

Environment 

VHouse Clears Bill to Limit Park Flights 
The House Aug. 3 cleared for the president a bill (HR 921) 

directing the Interior Department to conduct a three-year 
study to determine the best minimum altitude for flights over 
the nation's national parks and monuments. 

The measure would impose an immediate restriction on air 
tours over three parks: the Grand Canyon in Arizona, Yosemite 
National Park in California and Haleakala National Park in 
Hawaii. At the Grand Canyon, there could be no flights below 
the rim. At Yosemite, aircraft would be required to fly at least 
2,000 feet above the surface, and at Haleakala, they could fly no 
lower than 9,500 feet above sea level. Elevations at Haleakala 
range from 7,000 to 10,000 feet. 

The House first passed HR 921 (H Rept 100-69) on May 4. 
The Senate passed the bill with amendments (S Rept 100-125) 
on July 28, and the House accepted this version by voice vote. 

The Senate's amendments would require the Federal Avia­
tion Administration (FAA) to define the rim of the Grand 
Canyon, require the agriculture secretary to assess the impact 
of flights over national forest wilderness areas and clarify that 
the FAA, not the National Park Service, is the primary 
authority for regulating airspace over the Grand Canyon. 

The Interior Department had argued against passage of the 
bill, saying it already had the authority to conduct a study of 
minimum altitudes and there was no need to spend more 
money. The bill authorizes $3 million for the study. (p. 930) 

v House Passes Alaska Lands Bill 
The House Aug. 3 suspended the rules and passed by voice 

vote a bill (HR 2629 - H Rept 100-262, Part 1) addressing two 
Alaskan-land controversies. 

The bill had originally been introduced to settle the long 
dispute over how to count lands beneath lakes and rivers in 
dividing up Alaska's lands under the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act of 1971 (PL 92-203). Rivers wider than 198 feet 
and lakes bigger than 50 acres would not be counted against the 
amount of federal land the state and natives could claim. 
Environmentalists oppose those terms. 

100th Congress, 1st Session 

Democrats 
Republicans 
Vacancies 

House 
258 
176 

1* 

Senate 
54 
46 

0 

• Rep. Stewart B. McKinney, R-<:onn., diH 
May 7, 1987. 

In approving the bill July 29, the Interior Committee added 
provisions blocking any land exchanges affecting the Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge. The Interior Department has pro­
posed leasing parts of the refuge for drilling by the oil compa­
nies, who think it may sit atop the richest oil field left in the 
nation. Environmentalists oppose leasing and say it would 
harm caribou and other wildlife there. (p. 788) 

Foreign Policy 

VCommittee Approves Foreign Aid Funds 
The House Appropriations Committee Aug. 6 approved a 

$13.2 billion foreign aid spending bill (HR 3186 - H Rept 100-
283) for fiscal 1988 that the Reagan administration opposes as 
inadequate. 

The foreign operations bill contains $2. 7 billion less than the 
administration had requested and about $700 million less than 
1987 appropriations. 

The measure is expected to be incorporated into an omnibus 
spending bill, as in earlier years, because of White House 
opposition and the general unpopularity of foreign aid pro­
grams in Congress. 

The panel approved the measure by voice vote after reject­
ing, by a party-line vote of 17-29, a substitute proposed by 
Mickey Edwards of Oklahoma, the ranking Republican on the 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee. The Edwards substitute 
would have shifted funds from development aid to beef up 
support for Central America and nations that host U.S. mili­
tary facilities. 

David R. Obey, D-Wis., chairman of the Foreign Operations 
panel that approved the bill July 29, acknowledged that the · 
funding for a number of programs "is certainly not sufficient." 
But, he said that spending constraints established by the 
congressional budget resolution (H Con Res 93) gave him no 
choice but to make deep cuts. 

The panel also beat back attempts to soften a provision 
restricting U.S. aid to overseas private family-planning agen­
cies that provide abortion services. 

By voice vote, the panel added $1 million for the Polish labor 
organization Solidarity, to support such purposes as printing 
equipment and medical and legal aid. (p. 1726). 

Health 

v Senate Passes Infant Health Bill 
The Senate Aug. 6 passed a bill designed to step up federal 

efforts to combat infant mortality. 
By voice vote members approved S 1441, which authorizes 

increased funding for federal community and migrant health 
centers to be directed toward improving maternal and child 
health care services. The bill also authorizes a fellowship 
program to bring nurse practitioners and nurse midwives to 
work in health centers that serve populations with high infant­
mortality rates. It expands area health education centers that 
teach prenatal care in impoverished areas along the Mexican 
border, in Southern states and other areas with high infant­
mortality rates. 

(Continued on next page) 
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The bill was reported by the Labor and Human Resources 
Committee Aug. 3 (S Rept 100-137). (p. 1440) 

Housing/Community Development 

v House Passes Bill Aiding Depressed Areas 
The House Aug. 6 voted 329-89 to pass legislation (HR 2686) 

that would authorize a total of $1.3 billion in economic develop­
ment aid for certain distressed areas. (Vote 311, p. 1858) 

High-unemployment areas across the country would receive 
$250 million annually through fiscal 1990 in grants from the 
Economic Development Administration for construction of 
public works facilities. The bill would also authorize $160 
million annually over three years for projects in the 13-state 
Appalachian region, including $120 million for road projects. 
The funds would be administered by the Appalachian Regional 
Commission, a federal agency that represents the area. 

Similar measures have been passed by the House by large 
margins in the last three Congresses but have died in the 
Senate. With the Senate in Democratic hands, prospects have 
improved. The Senate Environment and Public Works Com­
mittee has scheduled hearings for October. (p. 1413) 

Labor 

v Mine-Safety Nominee Rejected 
On a party-line 9-7 vote Aug. 5, the Senate Labor and 

Human Resources Committee rejected the nomination of Doro­
thy L. Strunk to be head of the Mine Safety and Health 
Administration. 

Strunk is a veteran Republican staff member on the House 
Education and Labor Committee and has had extensive experi­
ence with mine-safety laws. 

Her nomination was vigorously opposed by organized labor, 
particularly the United Mine Workers and the Teamsters 
union, whose representatives said Strunk did not have enforce­
ment experience. 

After the vote, Labor Secretary William E. Brock III criti­
cized the committee for partisanship, but said President Rea­
gan would send up another nomination. However, Orrin G. 
Hatch, Utah, the ranking Republican, said he hoped the 
president would appoint Strunk during the recess. If Reagan 
does, Strunk could serve until the end of the 100th Congress. 

Committee member Howard M. Metzenbaum, D-Ohio, 
threatened to block other Reagan nominations if the president 
gives Strunk a recess appointment. 

Politics 

v Lousiana Gubernatorial Field Set 
Nine candidates have filed for the Louisiana governorship, 

including embattled incumbent Gov. Edwin W. Edwards and 
three members of the state's congressional delegation: Demo­
cratic Reps. W. J. "Billy" Tauzin and Buddy Roemer, both 
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four-term House members, and Rep. Bob Livingston, a House 
member since 1977 and the only Republican in the guberna­
torial field. 

Other Democratic hopefuls are Secretary of State Jim 
Brown, former Rep. Speedy 0. Long (1965-73), Lafayette 
Advocate Barry Mouton, "Cousin" Ken Lewis and Earl J. 
Amedee. The filing period closed July 24. 

All candidates will appear on the same ballot in the Oct. 24 
primary. Current polls indicate that no candidate will win a 
majority in the primary, so a Nov. 21 runoff between the top 
two finishers is likely. 

Edwards' Democratic foes contend that he does not have the 
political s~ren_gth to survive a one-on-one match with Living­
ston, who 1s given a good chance of making the runoff because 
of his hard-core Republican support. 

v Rep. Boner Faces Nashville Runoff 
Democratic Rep. Bill Boner of Tennessee easily led an eight­

person field in Nashville's Aug. 6 non-partisan mayoral elec­
tion, but he fell short of the majority needed to avoid a Sept. 17 
run?ff· Boner, who won 46 percent of the vote, will face wealthy 
busmessman Phil Bredesen, who finished second with 24 
percent of the vote, according to unofficial returns. 

Boner is hoping to follow in the footsteps of Democratic 
Mayor Richard Fulton, who represented the Nashville-based 
5th District from 1963 to 1975, when he was elected to his 
current position. Fulton, now in his third term, is legally barred 
from seeking a fourth. 

Inside Congress 

v'Sen. Murkowski Cleared of Rules Violation 
The Senate Ethics Committee has decided Frank H. 

Murkowski, R-Alaska, did not violate conflict-of-interest rules 
in sponsoring a bill that could benefit an Alaskan oil refinery in 
which he and his wife have a stake. The committee still is 
investigating whether Murkowski violated a financial-disclo­
sure law by omitting mention of his holding. 

The bill (S 1217) would open the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge for exploration and drilling. Murkowski owns one-third 
of Frontiers Alaska, which in 1985 bought 10 percent of the 
stock in the refinery, Petro Star Inc., which relies on oil from 
Alaska's North Slope. 

Quoting from the Senate ethics code, Committee Chairman 
Howell Heflin, D-Ala., and Vice Chairman Warren B. Rudman, 
R-N.H., said in an Aug. 4 letter to Murkowski that "the 
principal purpose" of his bill was not for his personal gain, or 
that of a "limited class" that includes him. Instead, they wrote, 
the bill could benefit not only a large number in the oil 
industry, but also Alaskans in general and, given the implica­
tions for energy development and national security, the nation. 

Citing sworn statements from the trustee of Murkowski's 
blind trust and from others involved in the 1985 purchase of 
Petro Star stock, the committee also absolved the senator of 
any suggestion that the stock was an illegal gift in return for 
legislative acts. 

Murkowski had asked the committee to study the matter a 
month earlier, and he released a statement saying he was 
grateful for its findings. (p. 788) 



Understanding the Federal Budget Process 
a seminar presented by Congressional Quarterly Inc. 

Allen Schick ... 
. . . is a professor at the University of Maryland's School 
of Public Affairs and a sought-after consultant and 
lecturer on matters dealing with Congress and the federal 
budget. As a senior specialist at the Congressional 
Research Service ( 1972-8 l ), he played a major role in 
drafting and helping to enact the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974. He has been a Visiting Scholar at the 
American Enterprise Institute and a Research Associate 
and Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution. Teaching 
credits include Syracuse University, Tufts University. the 
University of Virginia, and the American University. 
Publications include Congress and Money: Spending, 
Taxing and Budgeting, Making Economic Policy in 
Congress (ed)., and Budget Innovation in the States. 

Examine the procedures, documents and legislation used by Congress and the president 
to produce a federal budgeL Gain the skills necessary to track program funding. Both 
legislative and budget profes.gooa]s who need an introduction to congressional budget 
decision making will find this essential to developing a solid background in federal 
budgeting. 

August 12, 1987 • 8:30 a.m. - 1:00 p.m. 
National Housing Center• Washington, D.C. 

Fee: $175 

To register or for additional information, call Irene Cuffy at (202) 887-8620. 



Status of Appropriations 
100th Congress, 1st Session 

(as of Aug. 7, 1987) 

Bill House Senate Final Weekly Report Page 

Agriculture and related agencies Hearings Hearings 
completed completed 

4/8/87 4/9/87 

Commerce, Justice, State, Judiciary Passed Hearings 1447 
(HR 2763) 7/1/87 completed 

5/20/87 

Defense Hearings Hearings 
completed completed 

7/9/87 5/19/87 

District of Columbia Passed Hearings 1412 
(HR 2713) 6/26/87 completed 

5/7/87 

Energy and Water Development Passed Hearings 1374 
(HR 2700) 6/24/87 completed 

4/23/87 

Foreign Operations Committee Hearings 1863 
(HR 3186) markup completed completed 

8/6/87 8/7/87 

Housing and Urban Development, Committee Hearings 1579, 1379 
Independent Agencies reported completed 

(HR 2783) 6/25/87 5/20/87 

Interior and related agencies Passed Hearings 1378 
(HR 2712) 6/25/87 under way 

Labor, Health and Human Passed Hearings 1790 
Services, Education 8/5/87 completed 

(HR 3058) 5/8/87 

Legislative Branch Passed Hearings 1446 
(HR 2714) 6/29/87 completed 

5/22/87 

Military Construction Passed Hearings 1578 
(HR 2906) 7/14/87 completed 

5/28/87 

Transportation and related agencies Passed Hearings 1576 
(HR 2890) 7/13/87 completed 

5/14/87 

Treasury, Postal Service, Passed Hearings 1580 
General Government 7/15/87 completed 

(HR 2907) 4/10/87 

Fiscal 1987 Supplemental Passed Passed Cleared 1443 
(HR 1827 - PL 100-71) 4/23/87 6/2/87 7/1/87 
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Status of Major Legislation 
100th Congress, 1st Session 

(as of Aug. 7, 1987) 

I 
Bill and Background House Senate 

I 
Final 

Fiscal 1988 Budget Resolution. (H Con Res 93, S Con Res 49) The budget H Con Res 93 S Con Res 49 H Con Res 93 
calls for a reduction of $36.9 billion in the anticipated 1988 deficit, but passed 4/9/87 passed 5/7 /87 cleared 6/24/87 
assumes enactment of $19.3 billion in new taxes. Defense programs would 
be allowed a spending increase equal to Inflation, but only if the tax 
increase is enacted. Most domestic programs would be frozen at fiscal 1987 
levels or allowed inflation Increases. Some, notably health, education, wel-
fare and scientific research, would get significant increases. (p. 1369) 

Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Reform. (HR 3) The bill would ex- HR 3 passed HR 3 passed Conference 
tend presidential authority to negotiate trade agreements abroad, require 4/30/87 7/21/87 began 
the president to retaliate against certain unfair trade practices, expand 8/7/87 
benefits to firms and workers harmed by imports, promote exports and 
relax controls on the export of high technology to the Soviet bloc, and seek 
to improve education and training programs. (p. 1820) 

Catastrophic Health Insurance. (HR 2470, S 1127) HR 2470 would expand HR 2470 passed Finance Committee 
Medicare to provide coverage of unlimited hospital stays and to impose a 7/22/87 approved S 1127 
cap on out-of-pocket costs of covered services in any given year. S 1127 5/29/87 
closely resembles the House bill. (p. 1637) 

Welfare Reform. (HR 1720, S 1511) The bill would require states to estab- Ways and Means 
lish mandatory work, education and training programs, with the federal Committee reported 
government paying 65 percent of the cost. Similar legislation (S 1511) has HR 1720 6/17 /87; 
been introduced in the Senate. (p. 1811) Education and Labor 

Committee reported 
7 /15/87 

Housing Authorization. (HR 4, S 825) The Senate bill would authorize $15.6 HR 4 passed S 825 passed Conference 
billion annually for fiscal 1988-89 for subsidized housing, rural housing 6/11/87; 3/31/87 began 
programs, community development and Federal Housing Administration S 825, amended, 8/4/87 
mortgage insurance. The House version would authorize $15.9 billion for passed 6/17/87 
fiscal 1988. (p. 1810) 

HomeleSB Aid. (H J Res 102, HR 558, S 809) H J Res 102 appropriates $50 HJ Res 102 HJ Res 102 HJ Res 102 
million for emergency homeless aid by transferring funds within the Federal passed 1/27/87; passed 1/29/87; signed 2/12/87 
Emergency Management Agency. HR 558 authorizes $443 million in fiscal HR 558 passed HR 558 passed PL 100-6; 
1987 and $616 million in fiscal 1988 for emergency shelter, health care, 3/5/87 4/9/87 HR 558 signed 
nutrition aid, and job and literacy training for the homeless. (p. 1692) 7 /22/87 PL 100-77 

Clean Water Act. (HR 1) HR 1 authorizes $20 billion over nine years for HR 1 passed HR 1 passed President vetoed 
various water pollution-control measures. (p. 240) 1/8/87 1/21/87 1/30/87; 

veto overridden 
2/4/87 Pl 100-4 

Highway Reauthorization. (HR 2) The bill reauthorizes highway and mass HR 2 passed HR 2 passed President vetoed 
transit programs through fiscal 1991, including $70 billion for highway 1/21/87 2/4/87 3/27/87; 
construction and safety and $18 billion for transit. It also authorizes states veto overridden 
to increase the speed limit on rural Interstates to 65 mph. (p. 604) 4/2/87 PL 100-17 

Airport Reauthorization. (HR 2310, S 1184) HR 2310 would reauthorize HR 23 1 o reported by S 1184 reported by 
airport and airway programs through fiscal 1992 at $27.5 billion. S 1184 Science, Space and Commerce, Science and 
would authorize $15.6 billion through fiscal 1990. (p. 1818) Technology 6/3/87; Transportation 7 /1/87; 

, Public Works and Finance 8/5/87 
Transportation 6/26/87; 
Ways and Means 8/3/87 

FSLIC Recapitalization. (HR 27, S 790) HR 27 provides $10.8 billion to HR 27 passed S 790 passed HR 27 cleared 
bolster the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation through a 5/5/87 3/27/87 8/4/87 
complex borrowing scheme. It also restricts creation of non-bank banks HR 27, amended, 
and operation of non-traditional businesses by banks. (p. 1791) passed 5/14/87 

Fiscal 1988 Defense Authorization. (HR 1748, S 1174) HR 1748 would HR 1748 passed Senate Armed Services 
authorize $289 billion in overall defense funding for the fiscal year beginning 5/20/87 Committee reported 
Oct. 1, 1987. Provisions in the bill Include a ban on nuclear weapons tests 5/8/87 
and on tests of space-based anti-missile weapons and observance of some 
SALT II limits. S 1174, which earmarks $303 billion for defense spending. 
would bar testing of space-based anti-missile weapons unless specifically 
approved by Congress. (pp. 1667, 1066) 
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