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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON /

March 19, 1983 —\/

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM BAKER

DAVID STOCKMAN
DONALD REGAN
DICK DARMAN
DAVE GERGEN

FROM: KEN DUBERSTEIl\u.g

Attached is a draft (the final version is virtually identical)
of the letter sent by the House Ways and Means Committee to
the House Budget Committee on the FY84 Budget Resolution.

I want to call your attention to the section on revenues
where Chairman Rostenkowski writes: " The Committee anti-
cipates that it will be possible to enact legislation

raising an additional $8.0 billion in revenues. Increases

in revenues beyond this will be more difficult to achieve."

In light of the Jones Budget Resolution including over $30
billion in new revenue for FY84, this statement by the

Ways and Means Committee should be very helpful to us in
developing our arguments against the Jones Budget Resolution.
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The ionorable James R. Jones
Chairman

Committee on the Budget

U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

.Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter transmits the views and estimates of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, as required by section 301(c) of the
Congressional Budget  Act of 1974 on thoseé aspects of the Federal
budget for fiscal year 1984 which fall within the Committee's
jurisdiction.

In making this report, the Committee on VWays and Means
wishes to express its deep concerns about national econcmic con-
ditions in fiscal years 1984 and beyond. Large budget deficits
have been projected, and we believe that serious bipartisan
efforts must be made by the Congress to address tham.

I. Revenues. =-- The Congressional Budget Office estimates
FY 1984<revenues at $654 billion. With the passage of H.R. 1900,
revenues in fiscal year 1984 will increase by $5.2 billion. The
Committee anticipates that it will be possiktle to enact legisla-
tion raising an additional $8.0 billion in revenues. Increases
in revenues beyond this will be more difficult to achieve. As in
prior years, this amount assumes $100 million of miscellaneous
revenue and tariff measures will be accommodated.

II. oOutlays. -- The Committee on Ways and Means has juris-
dictional responsibility over a broad range of preograms with
budget outlays classified in several different functional cate-
gories. With the . anticipated passage of H.R. 1900, the Committee
has already taken significant steps to reduce expenditures.
outlays will be reduced by $3.2, $3.7 and §6.2 billion for fiscal
years 1984 to 1986 respectively. H.R. 1200 extends the Federal
Supplemental Compensation program (FSC) until September 30, 1983.
The Committee anticipates an extension cf the FSC program that
will affect the fiscal 1984 budget. -Because of changing economic
conditions, however, it is unable to provide a cost estimate of



such an extension. The Committee also anticipates amendments to
. the other benefit programs under its jurisdiction that will in- :
crease function 500 and 600 expenditures by a total of $0.5 billion

in fiscal year 1904.

) III. Public Debt Limit. -- The Congressional Budget Office
estimates that the FY 1984 budget deficit will be $197 billion
under current law. In the absence of any legislative action to
reduce spending or increase revenues, the total deficit (includ-
ing off-budget entities) is estimated by the CBC to be 5218
billion which will require that the debt ‘subject to statutory
limit be increased to $§1.562 trillion for the period ending
September 30, 1984. '

IV. Tax Expenditures. -- The report on tax expenditures of
the staff of the Joint Committee on Taxation which serves as the
Joint Committee's report to the Budget Committe is appended to
this letter and is designed to assist the Budget Committee in
meeting its obligations under section 301(d)(6) of the Budget Act.

V. Additional materials. -- To assist the Budget Committee
in carrying out its responsibilities and to help it in making
assessments concerning the specific recommendations within the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means, I am enclosing
a copy of Ways and lleans: Committee Print 98-2 entitled,
"Packground Material and Data on Major Programs within the
Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and lMeans." In addition,
I am also enclosing a copy of background document, "Description
of the Administration's Fiscal Year 1984 Budget Recommendatlons
Under the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means."

I hope you find this information useful. As always, the Members
- of'théggCommittee and its staff are available to answer any -

- r

guestions you may have on any aspect of this report.

With warm regards, I am

Sincerely yours,

Dan Rostenkowski
Chairman

DR/ st
Enclosures

cc: The iHonorable Delbert L. Latta
Ranking liinority Member
Committee on the Budget



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 17, 1983

MEMORANDUM TO: JIM BAKER
BILL CLARK
KEN DUBERSTEIN
DICK DARMAN

TOM REED \
FROM: MAX FRIEDERSDORF /{/(/( !
SUBJECT: MX Vote in House

Based on probability of the Presidential Commission on Strategic
Forces recommending a deployment of 100 MX missiles in Minutemen
silos and a strong research and development program on a small
missile, my analysis of the vote situation in the House on such
a proposal is as follows:

Votes needed to win: 218

® On the Republican side (166 members), a total of
140 favorable votes looks doable with an all out
effort involving heavy Presidential activity.

® On the Democratic side (269 members), about 53 votes
appear to be fairly solid with a total of 78 Democrats
needed. Forty seven Democrats appear likely targets
and we would need to pick up 25 of these potential
votes to make our needed 78. T

The effort appears to be uphill, but not hopeless. I think
the vote would be close, within a handful of votes either way.

Members of House: 435

Needed to Win: 218
GOP DEMOCRATS
166 (Total no. of members) 269 (Total no. of members)
140 (Doable supporters) 53 (Fairly solid base)
47 (POTENTIALS)
140 (GOP) 78 (Democrats required)
78 (Demo) 25 (Democrats required from POTENTIALS

Cfa 718 (Majority)
ya



I met with Les Aspin today and he agreed to meet with Tom Foley
to ascertain an accurate head count of the House Democrats.

Aspin arranged a meeting today of the House Democratic Caucus
with Democratic members of the President's Commission to drum
up Democratic support.

The full Commission also met with the House Armed Services
Committee today.

Individual soundings continue to be encouraging and Mo Udall
indicated after my one-on-one with him today he supports the
recommendation.

I pressed Aspin about the urgency of the head count, especially
if we fail to work out a deal with Addabbo, which is being
worked on a separate track.

ccC: General Brent Scrowcroft
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March 17, 1983 o g\({/

The Honorable Kenneth W. Dam ;

Deputy Secretary of State y
Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Ken:

When you met with the Senate Camnittee on Foreign Relations on March 11,

I was pleased that you volunteered to provide the Cammittee a copy of

the memorandum handed to Ambassador Adelman by Ambassador Rowny. You
made the commitment in fact before we formally requested the memorandum
and without hesitation or restriction. On March 14, your office delivered
the memorandum to the Cammittee, as pramised.

You will recall that the Members of the Cammittee present at our meeting
with you on March 11 decided without objection to treat the memorandum as
"camittee confidential” in order to protect the individuals criticized
in the memorandum.

Since then, a number of Members of the Cammittee have concluded that the
\ . memorandum, with the comments about individuals deleted, should be made
public. No doubt same of the Members who oppose Senate confirmation of
Ambassador Adelman's appointment feel that release of the memorandum may
support their objections to the confirmation of Ambassador Adelman.

After having studied the memorandum and associated papers made available
by your office, I came to a contrary conclusion. I firmly believe that the
entire matter, and the handling of it by Ambassador Adelman, reflects
absolutely no discredit on Ambassador Adelman. I believe further that
public release of the memorandum, with the previously mentioned deletion
of discussion of individuals, would serve to exonerate Ambassador Adelman
from the charges made against his handling of it. The evidence suggests that
Ambassador Adelman did not request the information from Ambassador Rowny
and he appears to simply have passed on the memo to Robin West without any
recamendation. Certainly it is clear that Ambassador Adelman did not
make any personnel decisions as a result of the recamendations delivered
by Ambassador Rowny.

 Despite my belief that release of the materials would help Ambassador Adelman's
nanination, I believe the Cammittee incurred an obligation when it offered to
treat the memorandum as camittee confidential. While our reason was solely
to protect individual reputations we indicated that we would severely limit
distribution of the memorandum, not just parts of it. Indeed, in asking
Ambassador Adelman to turn over the memorandum and other inter-office
memoranda voluntarily, given the committee subject, you apparently assured
him that we had pramised to handle it carefully in accordance with our
assurance to you.

-



page 2

Certain other members of the Camittee, however, do not share my concern
about altering our understanding after the fact. I am, therefore,

writing to request your views on release of parts of the materials submitted
to the Camittee. Specifically, a number of members have proposed that

the Camuittee release the handwritten note by Ken Adelman to Robin West

and the first two pages of the memorandum titled, "Talking Points

for Meeting with Ken Adelman".

I would appreciate an eérly response.

Sincerely,

Charles H. Percy
Chairman

CHP:gas



YYTH (ONGRESS SENATE { ExEc., REPORT
I8t Session } No. 984

'
'

NOMINATION OF KENNETH L. ADELMAN

MarcH 14, 1983.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. Percy, from the Committee on Foreign Relations
submitted the following '

REPORT
together with
MINORITY AND ADDITIONAL VIEWS

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the
nomination of Kenneth L. Adelman to be Director of the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency, having considered the same, reports
unfavorably thereon' and recommends that the nomination not be
confirmed.

COMMITTEE ACTION

The nomination of Kenneth L. Adelman to be Director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament A gency was submitted by President Reagan
to the Senate on January 26, 1983, and referred to the Committee on
January 26, 1983. Mr. Adelman testified before the Committee on
January 27, February 3, and February 24. At those hearings, the Mem-
bers explored a number of significant arms controls subjects with Mr.,
Adelman in order to determine his qualifications for the job for which
he had been nominated. The Committee met on February 16 for the
initial consideration of action on the nomination.

Following discussion among the Members, it was clear that the Com-
mittee was closely split, with unfavorable action on the nomination
likely if a vote was to be held. Accordingly, the Committee decided to
delay final action on the nomination for one week to give the President
a chance to rethink the nomination and consider withdrawing it.

At a press conference on the evening of February 16, the President
made it clear that he continued to support the Adelman nomination.

At the request of Senator Cranston, the Committee heard the nomi-
nee for a third time on February 24 to auestion him about his negative
views on arms control, as attributed to him in a 1981 article in the New
York Daily News which did not come to the Committee’s attention
until February 16. Following the hearing, the Committee by a 8-9
vote, rejected a motion by Senator Percy to report the nomination.

11-119 O




favorably to the Senate. Voting for the motion were Senators Percy,
Baker, Helms, Lugar, Kassebaum, Boschwitz, Murkowski, and Zorin-
sky. Voting against the motion were Senators Mathias, Pressler, Pell,
Biden, Glenn, Sarbanes, Tsongas, Cranston, and Dodd.

Subsequent to this vote, the Committee, by a vote of 14 to 3,
approved a motion b{ Senator Baker to report the nomination nega-
tively so that the full Senate would have an opportunity to consider
the nomination. Those voting for the motion were Senators Percy,
Baker, Lugar, Mathias, Kassebaum, Boschwitz, Murkowski, Biden,
Glenn, Sarbanes, Zorinsky Tsongas and Dodd. Voting against the
motion were Senators Pressler, Pell, and Cranston.

COMMITTEE COMMENTS

. The Committee considered the nomination in terms of Congres-
sional intent when it established the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency and set forth the duties and responsibilities of its Director and
in terms of Mr. Adelman’s suitability for the position. The Committee
carefully assessed his background and experience, and attempted to
ascertain his degree of commitment to arms control. In considering
this nomination, the testimony Mr. Adelman gave the Committee, his
government experience, his writings and his public statements were
all taken into account.

CONGRESSIONAL INTEN"I‘ WITH RESPECT TO ACDA

When it established the Agency in 1961, the Congress clearly in-
tended ACDA and its Director to play a unique and very important
role. In its report on the legislation which resulted in the creation of
ACDA, the Committee on Foreign Relations stated that its purpose
was—

to give impetus to the U.S. goals of a world which is free
from the scourge of war and the dangers and burdens of
armaments, in which the use of force has been subordinated
to the rule of law and in which international adjustments
to a changing world are achieved peacefully. '

Congress envisaged the position of Director of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency as one of the most senior in the Executive
qun.ah, at just under the Cabinet level. It is an Executive Level Two
position—the equivalent of Deputy Secretary of State or Defense.
Under the Arms Control and Disarmament Act of 1961 (PL 87-297),
Congress intended the Director, with the support of the semi-auton-
omous Agency, to be the focal point for the development of vigorous
and responsible arms control policies, and not the spokesman for arms
control decisions made elsewhere. According to the statute:

DIRECTOR

Sec. 22. The Agency shall be headed by a Director, who
shall serve as the principal adviser to the Secretary of State,
the National Security Council, and the President on arms
control and disarmament matters. In carrying out his duties
-under this Act the Director shall, under the direction of the

Secretary of State, have primary responsibility within the
Government for arms control and disarmament matters, as
defined in this Act. He shall be appointed by the President,
. by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. No person
serving on active duty as a commissioned officer of the Armed
Forces of the United Sgates may be appointed Director.

PAST ACHIEVEMENTS OF ACDA

Since its establishment just over twenty years ago ACDA’s achieve-
ments in this regard have been impressive. There are today twenty-
one bilateral and multilateral arms control and disarmamént agree-
ments, and in almost every instance ACDA has played a vital role
in their development and successful conclusion.

Among the most important are the Limited Test Ban Treaty of
1963, which obligated the United States, the Soviet Union and Great
Britain to conduct future nuclear tests underground, thus sparing
the world from additional radioactive pollution of the earth’s sur-
face, waters and atmosphere by the parties; the 1978 Nonprolifera-
tion Treaty, which serves to prove the good faith of the more than
100 nations which have foresworn the nuclear weapons option; the
Seabed Arms Control Treaty, the Outer Space Treaty, the Antarctic
Treaty, and U.S. adherence to the two protocols of the Treaty of
Tlatelolco—which collectively banned nuclear weapons from the
ocean seabed and floor, outer space, Antarctica and Latin America;
the Environmental Modification Convention; the ABM Treaty, and
the SALT I Interim Agreement, which encouraged nuclear stability
and reinforced deterrence. ‘

These treaties reflect the continuing consensus of the past twenty
years that responsible arms control agreements are in the nation’s
strategic and security interest. They are a credit to Democratic and
Republican Administrations alike, and -to the willingness of each
Administration to carry forward the work of its predecessor. They
could not have been achieved without a strong commitment to arms
control by successive presidents or without the astute and often pain-
taking efforts of highly professional ACDA directors and their com-
petent, dedicated staffs.

Since its creation, the post of ACDA Director has been filled by such
distinguished and experienced Americans as William Foster, Gerald
Smith, Fred Ikle, Paul Warnke, George Seignious, Ralph Earle, and
Eugene Rostow. :

MR: ADELMAN’S QUALIFICATIONS

In assessing Mr. Adelman’s qualifications, the Committee weighed
carefully his relevant activities and writings, and his previous experi-
ence in the field of arms control. The Committee attempted to ascertain
whether he had the necessary background, experience. and understand-
ing of the field of arms control essential for any ACDA Director. The
Committee spent numerous hours in three hearings and two business
meetings in a consrientious effort to decide whether M1, Adelman is
tha right choice for Director.

The majority of the Committee found Mr. Adelman to be unquali-
fied to be Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament A gency.



Mr. Adelman has served for the past year and a half as Deputy
ermanent Representative of the United States to the United Nations.
1 that capacity he has coordinated the United States Delegation to
16 United Nations Second Special Session on Disarmament and
saded the United States Delegation to the First Committee, which
sals with arms control matters. '

At the United Nations, his duties involved less the development of
'ms control politics than their explanation and defense. Neither the
scond Special Session on Disarmament nor the First Committee can
> considered forums for the formulation of serious arms control
slicy. The First Committee engages largely in political debates.

In fact, the United Nations Committee on Disarmament in Geneva
the primary United Nations forum for arms control activities, and
18 U.S. delegation is headed by a different ambassador.
Furthermore, in none of the earlier periods of his government serv-
e did Mr. Adelman have responsibility directly related to arms con-
ol policy. In 1976-77, he was an assistant to Secretary of Defense
umsfeld and supervised preparation of the Secretary’s annual report

Congress. In 1975 he worked briefly in congressional relations at the
gency for International Development. Earlier, in 1968-72, he served
ith the Department of Commerce and various parts of the domestic
werty agencies. In his years of non-government employment. Mr.
delman has been a scholar and a writer. In 1972-75 he lived and
udied in Zaire, retnrning to the United States to complete his doc-
»rz:_tf. t}{Ibn 1977-81, he was associated with the Stanford Research
istitute.

Mr. Adelman asserted that he had “devoted my entire adult life” to
rrelgn policy and national security igsues, including arms control.
7ith respect to arms control, the hearing record did not bear out this
ssertion.

Mr. Adelman also pointed to his writings as demonstration of his
ickground in arms control issues. Review of the 116 articles in 52
ifferent journals which he cited to the Committee reveal, however,
12t most of his published work deals with other issues such as South-
'n Africa. Of the relatively few that bear directly on arms control
r national security, two are critiques of SALT II; two criticize the
wetics used by SALT IT supporters in bolstering ratification (one is

condensation of the other), one focuses on U.S. strategic policy and
osture; and a number deal with issues involving U.S. allies. Mr.
ldeman asserted, “I do not think there is any scarcity of material
sout what I believe in on arms contrel.” In expressing the view that
is views were “clear” he mentioned having written articles on arms
mtrol in “The best journals of the United States” which he iden-
fied as: The Wall Street Journal, The American Spectator, Foreign
ffairs, Foreign Policy, The New York Times, Harpers and The New
elzuz)hc. Of these, his armns control articles have appeared only in the
st two. '

Mr. Adelman’s writings suggest a greater concern with the politics

arms control than with its substance. He failed, in the hearings
fore the Committee, to demonstrate an understanding of the issues.
ften at the first hearing, when the Committee expected Mr. Adel-
mn to offer knowledgeable and professional judgments in response
questions, he professed either not to have thought about them or not

to have strong opinions about them; in other instances he said that he
would have to look into the matter before responding, or that the
matter lay outside the range of his responsibilities at the United Na-
tions. Among the more surprising of these answers were the following :

When Senator Pell asked whether nuclear war could be limited,
Mr. Adelman said, “I have no—honestly, Senator Pell, I just have no
thoughts in that area, and I will tell you why. I think it would be
such a time of extreme human stress and extreme conditions that I
think any predictions on what leaders around the world would do in
that kind of situation would just not be accurate or not be based on
anything that I know.” When Senator Pell asked whether the societies
could survive, he replied, “So, again, I am sorry to tell you, that I
just have no strong opinion on that.” :

When Senator Helms asked him what the United States’ response
would be if the Soviets offered to have a verifiable elimination of nu-
clear weaponry altogether. Mr. Adelman responded that that thought
was something “I just have never thought about in my life, and I
would have to really look at that and explore it.”

When Senator Cranston asked whether the Soviets are violating
the terms of SALT II. Mr. Adelman said, “That is not an area I have
looked into. It is not an area I am knowledgeable about at all.” Senator
Cranston pressed him on the question of possible Soviet cheating on
SALT IT and Mr. Adelman said, in effect, that one has to know ex-
actly what the treaty requires. Asked whether he knows all that, he
responded, “No, I do not, Senator.” :

Senator Cranston asked whether a freeze on the testing and deploy-
ment on strategic nuclear weapons is verifiable. Mr. Adelman replied,
“On the testing and deployment, I do not know, Senator.”

Mr. Adelman subsequently tried to remedy the impression which
these statements had made on the Committee. For instance, he told -
Senator Pell that in any “nuclear exchange, the tendency would be
toward escalation”, that such exchange would be “horrendous”, and
that there would be no winners. He refused at both sessions to say
whether either side would prevail, although he eventually agreed, in
response to further questioning, that neither side could accomplish the
dictionary definition of “prevail”: to “gain ascendancy, win mastery,
or triumph.” He also attempted to justify his earlier inability to
respond to Senator Helms’ question about verifiable elimination of
nuclear weapons by saying that he had been puzzled as to how such a
goal could be accomplished in a bilateral negotiation.

On the question of SALT II and specifically whether the Soviets
are adhering to its provisions, he was willing at the second session to
say that no President has found the Soviets in “clear violation” of
SALT, but he avoided saying whether, in his judgment, the Soviets
have violated SALT, .

Mr. Adelman further told Senator Sarbanes that the United States
should not undercut SALT, since it sets a climate for real reductions in
the Strategic Arms Reduction Talk (START). Asked why the cli-
mate would not be improved bv ratification. Mr. Adelman gave the
curious answer that SALT IT, a treaty of limited duration, would
become the “supreme law of the land” and would set “precedents for
future treaties.” :



Mr. Adelman refused to specify how long, in the absence of rati-
ication, the United States should continue to adhere to the SALT II
ruidelines, so long as the Soviets do so. He indicated that the decision
hould be left to the discretion of the Executive Branch. When Senator
larbanes asked : “To what extent do you think the President ought to
0 able by a commitment to a unilateral course of action, in effect, to
xclude or preclude the involvement of the Congress in the very impor-
ant issue of arms controls?” Mr. Adelman said he would have to turn
o legal counsel for an answer. :

Mr. Adelman was reluctant to speak forthrightly about the degree
f his support for other arms control treaties and negotiations, despite
stensive questioning by Committee Members. This was particularly
otable with respect to the discontinued Anti-Satellite Weapons Talks
nd the yet-unratified Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear
ixplosions Treaties. SR

enator Pressler was concerned by the failure of the Administration
> resume the bilateral United States-Soviet Anti-Satellite Weapons
‘alks (ASAT) initiated by the previous Administration. Mr, Adel-
1an-supported the concept of keeping anti-satellite talks in a multi-
wteral forum, the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva, and
wintained that “there is some doubt whether such bilateral negotia-
lon would be productive.” As Senator Pressler pointed out, only the
oviet Union possesses ASAT weapons and only the United States
rill soon possess them. Senator Presler added : “Moreover, it.seems
>mewhat disingenuous for the nominee to suggest that we are actively
egotiating ASAT’s in Geneva, when, only last summer, the United
ltat,es ‘rgsisted efforts to create a space arms control working group in
reneva. : :

Senators Percy, Pressler, Pell, Cranston and other Members have
rged the Administration on nuinerous occasions to seek Senate con-
:nt to ratification of the Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear
xplosions Treaties. Mr. Adelman at first avoided offering a direct
1swer to questions about his own position, eventually indicating that
» does not support ratification of the treaties in their present form.
onsistent with the decision already taken by the Administration, he
aintained that the verification provisions should be expanded. He
sisted, in response to Members’ questions, that this can be accom-
lished without renegotiation of the treaties themselves. Some Mem-
rs have noted that the two treaties contain valuable and unprece-
nted provisions for data exchanges, and in the case of the PNE
reaty, on-site inspection, and that reopening of the verification issues,
solved to the satisfactions of the Nixon and Ford Administrations,
uld needlessly jeopardize the treaties. Mr. Adelman said nothing
indicate he shares those concerns. ’ o
Mr. Adelman repeatedly expressed a desire for deep reductions in
iclear arms, but had not specific suggestions for such controls or
nitations, 'Senator Biden questioned him as to the value of arms
ntrol in small increments within a framework.- Mr," Adelman
id, #. .. if you ask for baby steps, then you are going to get baby
eps.” In the final hearing, Senator Mathias guestioned him on the
lue of arms control steps other than deep reductions and was able

draw from Mr. Adelman agreement that prohibition of the encryp-
n of telemetry, on-site inspection when important, exchange of

" seisinic data, and establishment of data bases and excnanges vi inior-

mation are good steps, even when not accompanied by reductions in
arms. In the end; however, Members were left. to wonder whether Mr.
Adelman’s commitment to deep reductions would merely serve to
justify opposition to more modest, but still beneficial arms control
agreements, . .

When asked about agency staffing, Mr. Adelman offered arswers
which did not reassure Members as to how future decisions would be
made, While he denied that there would be a “house cleaning” or
“purge,” he made it clear that final decisions on key personnel would
not be in hishands. = '

Apart from Mr. Adelman’s position on issues, a marked change took
place in his approach between the first and second hearings. At the
February 16 hearing, he asserted that he had earlier been “too cau-
tious.” 'g;nator Tsongas asked him whether anybody had advised him
to change his strategy. At first Mr. Adelman indicated that the de-
cision that he had been “too cautious” was based on media reports.
When pressed as to whether he was advised to change his strategy,
he said, “The general consensus was that I was too timid, that people
said to be more myself. So in that sense the answer is yes, the people
did advise me of that.” Asked by Senator Tsongas to recall the brief-
ings he had had the previous week, he said, “I cannot think of one
briefing that I have had on any of the subjects today that have come
up that I had over the last week. I reviewed the materials, like I said,
last week. And like I said this morning, these are areas that I have
written about and dealt with.” Asked how much time he had spent
with relevant officials in the past week on the hearings and confirma-
tion, Mr, Adelman said, “Very little. Most of the time I have been
reading by myself at an apartment in town.” He noted that he had
been out of town several days and told the Committee, “I cannot
think of briefings.”” Following discussions with his advisors at lunch,
he disclosed that he had been helped by two so-called “murder
boards”—two-hour question-and-answer sessions—before the second
hearing. Whatever the case, the February 16 appearance reflected ex-
tensive preparatory work during the previous week.

In sum, Mr. Adelman sought throughout the second hearing to
remedy the impression created at the first hearing of lack of infor-
mation, ambiguity and confusion, but with limited success. He sought
to clarify his earlier responses but remained vague and evasive on a
number of major: issues. ‘

The third and final hearing, held on February 24 at the request of
Senator Cranston, was intended to define more precisely Mr. Adel-
man’s views, with particular reference to statements attributed to
him in a May 24, 1981, column in the New York Daily News by Mr.
Kenneth Auletta. The column was brought to the Committee’s atten-
tion following the second hearing as a result of a recent column by
Mr. Richard Reeves drawing attention to the May 24, 1981, Auletta
article. The Committee also heard from Mr, Auletta, who appeared
in response to a Committee subpoena. Both witnesses testified under
oath. . ,

There were two points at issue in the hearing. First, was the Auletta
article based on an interview with.Mr. Adelman? And second, were
the ‘views attributed to him by Mr. Auletta indeed Mr. Adelman’s?



VAT PR AIOLLE  alLICle Callle vO publlc atiention roilowing tne
ond heuring, Mr. Adelman issued a statement in New York suggest-
z that the interview had never taken place, a contention he repeated
the Committee on February 24. His central point was:

. I have no recollection of ever granting Mr. Auletta an -
interview. I do recall participating in a seminar with him at
the Lehrman Institute and recall seeing him several times in

" that forum since then. ‘

The majority of the Members concluded that Mr. Adelman’s denials
1 not stand up to scrutiny.. Mr. Auletta produced telephone records
support his contention that the interview had taken place just prior
publication of the May 1981 article. Furthermore, when Senator
anston established that Mr. Adelman had indeed granted Mr.
tletta an interview on December 16, 1982, Mr. Adelman replied that
iearlier denial of “ever granting” an interview to Auletta was meant
refer only to the May, 1981, interview. .

Mr. Adelman did not deny giving the interview. He denied remem-
‘Ing 1t and was curiously unwilling to agree that it could have oc-
red. Accordingly, there was absolutely no basis for the Committee
conclude that the interview had not occurred or that Mr. Auletta
1 fabricated six pages of detailed notes. :

With respect to the accuracy of the Auletta article in attributing
‘taln views on arms control to Mr. Adelman, the Committee focused
vecially on three q1_10tations in the article:

I can’t think of any negotiations on security or weaponry
that have done any good. '

“One reason not to rush into negotiations”, Adelman con-
tinues, “is that in a democracy .these negotiations tend
to discourage money for defense programs. The public says,
“Why increase the military when we’re negotiating with the
Russians?”

Representing a common feeling within the Reagan Ad-
ministration, Adelman says the major reason to enter into
arms negotiations is to placate our allies and American pub-
lic opinion. “My policy would be to do it for political
reasons,” he says. But: “I think it’s 2 sham.”

Fhe Committee also considered the following additional quotation
ributed to Mr. Adelman, which the Reeves column cited from the
ne Auletta interview in answer to a question whether negotiations
 political reasons would not then be deliberately disregarding Eu-
yean opinion ;

Yes. We should be negotiating just for political rea-
sons. . ... I would have sent someone on Jan. 21 (1981) to
Helsinki for negotiations—very low-key—and never men-
tion it again. If anyone brings up the subject, you can say,

“We have a guy over there.”

[n his pr York statement and in testimony before the Commit-
» regarding the quotation attributed to him referring to arms con-
1 negotiations as a “sham”, Mr. Adelman said. “I do not recall mak-
y any such statement at any time in my life.” He also asserted that

Tparts ol vnose notes, wiaely quotea, ao not renect my views tien or
now. %Iy statements, widely reported, are not consistent with my
views. B o L :

Mr. Adelman said repeatedly that the views attributed to him in
the article were not an accurate reflection of his views “then or now.’

He made much of the alleged inconsistencies between Mr. Aulet-
ta’s notes, the pubilshed interview, and his own thoughts, but agreed,
under questioning, that some of the alleged quotations are consistent
with his views—for instance, with respect to deep reductions and the
need for defense efforts. '

In an effort to explain this inconsistency in his denial, Mr. Adel-
man said the denial was “very precise and accurate” in its usp of the
term, “widely quoted.” Thus, it was determined, his precise dehial was
of the use of the term “sham”, to describe arms control negotiations.

CONCLUSION

The exhaustive hearings established, in our view, that Mr. Adel-
man is not qualified to hold the important position of ACDA Direc-
tor. His interest in arms control was revealed to be more general than
specific, his familiarity with the broad range of arms control issues
limited, his background in twenty years’ history of negotiations shal-
low, his approach political rather than substantive.

He consistently shied away from proposing constructive arms con-
trol initiatives, confining himself to advocacy of deep cuts and real

-reductions without indicating how these can be achieved or what other

steps might be taken. Mr, Adelman’s emphasis on deep reductions and
very little else indicates, at best, a narrowly focused view of the po-
tential value of arms control, At worst, it may mean he intends to ally
himself with those who would establish impossible standards i ne- ,
gotiations with the anticipation of failure.

His writings on arms control seem more designed to condemun the
efforts of others than to offer fresh new concepts. The few id~as he
did offer were taken from articles written four years ago—ideas that
were not unique at that time, having been accepted in principle by the
previous Administration, and adopted by the current Administration.

His testimony confirmed suspicions that he does not regard on-going
efforts to achieve mutual, verifiable arms control agreements in a num-
ber of areas as an important aspect of strategic planning, but is rather
inclined to see them, first of all, as an impediment to expansion of
the defense budget. He did not display the informed, coherent, profes-
sional approach to these highlv complex questions that the nation
needs in the Director of ACDA.

The hearings revealed that he does not understand the relative roles
of Congress and the Executive Branch in arms control as he demon-
strated when he said he would need to consult legal counsel on the
question of whether Congress has a role in continued adherence to
agreements absent ratification.

-Senator Glenn made this point.

If the Administration is serious about arms control, an
excellent way to prove it would be to nominate a director of
ACDA of an acceptable political outlook who also had stature
and respect in the arms control and national security commu-



nity and had a commitinent to achieving strong, effective and
verifiable arms control measures. From his testimony, it is
clear that not even Mr. Adelman thinks of himself in such.
terms. He describes himself as a “contact point” for negotia-
tions and told the Committee he would be one of many in th
room when arms control decisions were made. :

We deeply regret that the President chose to overlook the clear con-
ensus of the Committee, expressed in the 15-2 vote on February 16 to
lelay consideration of the nomination, that Mr. Adelman’s name be
vithdrawn in favor of a nominee with greater experience and commit-
nent in arms control matters. There are a number of distinguished
\mericans whose views may differ on certain questions but who are
ike in their competence and professionalism. .

The President chose not to avail himself of this opportunity. As a
esult, concerns as to the prospects for arms control have been rein-
orced, rather than allayed. Such a situation benefits neither the
’resident nor the country. L

Addressing the importance of this particular nomination Senator
Jodd told the Committee:

It is simply a fact of life that from the President to the
Secretary of State to the Secretary of Defense to the National
Security Advisor, the common denominator among them is
their lack of firsthand, in-depth experience in the arms con-
trol field. Regrettably, the nomination of Xenneth Adelman
to be Arms Control Director is all too consistent with this
pattern. : :

There is a broad concern in the world about the direction of U.S.
rms control efforts and disquiet at hame, about the Administration’s
ommitment to achieving responsible arms control agreements in the
ontext of our overall strategic policy.

As Senator Mathias pointed out to the Committee:

If the United States is to convince our own people, let
alone our allies in Europe, that there is a better and a safer,
and a surer way, then our spokesman on arms control must
be both convinced and convincing. He must speak from expert
knowledge and from conscience. His record must be consist-
ent and credible. If not, emotion may swamp reason and
sentiment may replace policy in a dangerous passage of
history. : '

However capable and accomplished a citizen Mr. Adelman may be,
ve have concluded that he is not qualified, in the words of the statute,
o be “the principal adviser to the Secretary of State, the National
security Council, and the President on arms control and disarmament
atters” and, under the director of the Secretary of State, to have
primary responsibility within the Government for arms control and
lisarmament matters.” We urge the Senate to sustain this judgment.
tepublicans and Democrats alike must be concerned to ensure that
ur nation has the leadership-to carry forward the continuing efforts
o achieve arms control and arms agreements that truly serve the
1tional interests. '

MINORITY VIEWS OF SENATORS PERCY, BAKER, HELMS,
' LUGAR, KASSEBAUM, BOSCHWITZ, MURKOWSKI

By tradition and precedent, the Senate’ customarily honors the
President’s right to select high officials whom he believes can best
implement his administration’s policies and decisions. Only in those
instances in which a nominee is found to be clearly unqualfied or un-
suited for a position of special trust and responsibility should the
Senate refuse to consent to the President’s choice. We believe that
Ambassador Adelman should be confirmed to the position of Director
of the ACDA.

In this context, we believe that the scope of the Committee’s in-
%Jiry into the nomination of Ambassador Kenneth L. Adelman to be

irector of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA)
should properly have been limited to one basic question: Is Ambas-
sador Adelman qualified to perform the responsibilities of the Direc-
K)r of ACDA: as enumerated in the Arms Control and Disarmament

ct. o 1 . . .

There can be no doubt that President Reagan wants Ambassador
Adelman to be the new ACDA Director. On repeated occasions in
recent weeks, the President has voiced his unequivocal support for
and complete confidence in Ambassador Adelman.

With respect to the nominee’s qualifications, we note the impressive
list of high-level bi-partisan endorsements which were communicated
to the Committee during our hearings. Ambassador Kirkpatrick wrote
the Chairman a letter of February 1 stating that Ambassador Adel-
man-had done “a first class” job as her principal deputy. Secretary of
State Shultz on February 15 also assured the Committee that he has
absolute confidence in Ambassador Adelman’s abilities. At a seminar
in Boston on February 18, Dr. Eugene Rostow, the previous ACDA
Director, praised Ambassador Adelman, saying he was well versed in
nuclear affairs. Dr, Rostow has also indicated that in 1981 he had
invited Ambassador Adelman to be his Deputy at ACDA. -

Before the February 24 vote, Senator Percy advised the Committee
that he had been contacted by President .Ford, former Secretary of
State Kissinger, former Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, Dr. Robert
Goldwyn, former aide to President Ford, who worked intimately with
Ambassador Adelman, and other prominent Americans who conveyed
their full support for the nominee. In light of these strong recom-
mendations from officials and former officials, many of whom have
dealt directly with Ambassador Adelman in various capacities, we
were disappointed that a clear majority of the members of the Com-
mittoe did not share our conclusion that the nominee is fit for this
position. Co

.-We believe the.President considers the arms control process to
be an essential element of our national security, and he has obviously
determined that Ambassador: Adelman will be an able and effective

REHENA Q) !









ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF SENATOR EDWARD ZORINSKY

I approach the nomination of Ambassador Kenneth Adelman to be
the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency with a
%ood measure of sympathy. As the former Mayor of Omaha, Nebraska,

understand the importance for any executive of having his choice of
persons to assist him. When that executive is the President of the
United States, it would seem the importance would be all the greater.
However, my practice as the Mayor of Omaha—and I still believe it to
be a good one—was to withdraw nominations which became embroiled
in controversies. There simply are too many qualified individuals in
this populous nation to doggedly insist that only one of them can do
the job. Moreover, controversies of this sort only point to the obvious:
the nominee is not the best choice because the effectiveness of any
policy is to an important extent dependent on the effectiveness of the
person expressing and representing that policy. . . .

The President, however, has seen fit to insist upon his choice. That is
his right. A majority of my colleagues apparently have concluded that
Ambassador Adelman’s claims to being an arms control advocate are
insincere. That is their right. I have decided to accept Ambassador
Adelman’s representations that he will seek earnestly to achieve arms
control agreements, notwithstanding interpretations of his previous
writings and statements to the contrary. : =

Where does that leave us? It leaves us two and one-half years into
an administration with no significant progress on arms control, no

ACDA director, and no high administration official with any appre-

ciable expertise in arms control. It also leaves us with our European
allies restive, the Soviets in gear, and our nation soon facing the
vagaries and distractions of an election year—a particularly inauspi-
cious climate for concluding arms control agreements.

Whether liberal or conservative, hawk or dove, pro-freeze or anti-
freeze, we ought all to agree that arms control isa paramount national
interest, and we ought to get on with it. There should be no excuse for
this Administration’s failure to do so, and in any event, the Senate
should not be responsible for giving them an excuse. Consequently, it
is my recommendation that the Senate accede to the nomination of
‘Ambassador Adelman, and that he and the President get us some
results,

" EpwARD ZORINSKY.
(16) '
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THE WHITE HOUSE l/

WASHINGTON

March 15, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM BAKER
ED MEESE
HELENE VON DAMM

THRU: KEN DUBERSTEIN%’:&‘

FROM: M. B. OGLESBY, J

Congressman Gene Snyder (R-Kentucky), Ranking Republican
Member on the Public Works Committee, and Congressman Gene
Taylor (R-Missouri), Ranking Republican Member on the

Post Office and Civil Service Committee, have both stronaly
recommended we consider former Congressman Jim Cleveland
(R-New Hampshire) for the position of Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency.






THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

@ je

March 12, 1983 g&Z/

MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES A, BAKER III

FROM: Kenneth M. Duberstein

SUBJECT: Recommended Telephone Call on Kasten
Withholding Amendment

Senate consideration of the Jobs bill is deadlocked over the
Kasten amendment repealing the 10% withholding on interest and
dividends enacted as part of the Tax Equity and Fiscal
Responsibility Tax Act of 1982. Kasten is determined to get a
vote on this amendment and the Senate leadership and Senator Dole
are determined to prevent this measure from being passed. The
President has indicated that he will veto this or any other
measure containing this provision.

Kasten has at least 51 co-sponsors on his amendment. 1In
addition, 9 have indicated publicly they support it and at least
5 more are privately supporting. The leadership will be
entering a procedural motion (either a direct tabling motion or
tabling a motion appealing the ruling of the chair that the
amendment is non-germane to this bill)_to dispose af the
amendment. We must obtain a simple majority of those present and
voting “to prevail on this motion.

Senator Baker has requested White House assistance in
obtaining the necessary votes. I am recommending that you call
Senator Tower to obtain his firm support for the leadership
motion. Following is some background material on Senator Tower's
situation and some recommended talking points. This call should
be made before mid day on Monday, March 14, 1983.

Senator Tower

Senator Tower is a co-sponsor of the Kasten bill. He is
from a state that has substantial banking interests and is under
a great deal of pressure to support repeal. He is also up for
re-election and is sensitive to the considerable volume of mail
that has been generated in support of repeal.

He has indicated to White House legislative affairs that he
would be supporting a leadership procedural motion but he could
not vote against Kasten on an up or down vote. We must make
certain that this is current position and that he will hold to
it.



TALKING POINTS

1.

Before we get into the merits of the question, it is clear
that the Senate is engaged in a major test of the Republican
leadership. Senators Baker and Dole and the President are
engaged in a struggle with the banking community over the
most efficient means of collecting taxes already owed. We
Republicans are going to face many tough issues this year
Since this particulary issue is framed as a test of the
Republican leadership, we can't afford to lose it.

On the merits, there is no question that the 10% withholding
is the most equitable and efficient means of collecting
taxes already owed the Federal Government. The Congress
so decided last year. Their action corrected many problems
pointed out by the banking industry and left all savers with
easy means of claiming the allowed exemptions. To bow to
this misleading and erroneous public relations campaign
would be a grevious error for the Congress.

The President, furthermore, is outraged that the banking
industry has mounted this campaign. He is prepared to fight
it on any front. He has said that he will veto any measure
that contains a repeal of the withholding provision.

Now is not the time to delay enactment of the jobs
legislation. Unemployment compensation should not be put at
risk by the disputed inconvenience of some bankers.
Americans are beginning to count on the jobs that will be
started by this legislation. The political consequences of
delaying are going to be disastrous for all of us.

The President needs your support on this issue. You know his
commitment -~ now he needs yours.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

' March 8, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES A. BAKER, IIT

THRU : KENNETH M., DUBERSTEIN ﬁpp

FROM: M. B. OGLESBY, J—s\é’

DAVID L. WRIGHT

SUBJECT: Farm Credit Legislation

Farm credit bills appear to be on a fast track in both the House
and Senate. It is now possible that legislation may be cleared
for Presidential action prior to the Easter Recess and prior

to the completion of Congressional action on the First Budget
Resolution.

USDA's analyses of (1) the bill cleared by the Senate Agriculture
Committee on March 3rd (S. 24) and (2) the bill which is scheduled
for House Agriculture Committee markup on March 10th (H.R. 1190)

are attached. It is likely that the final version will be somewhere
in-between.

In view of the President's State of the Union commitment to "work
individually with farmers with debt problems to help them throuch
these tough times" in combination with general concerns with so-
called "bail out” bills, we wanted you to be aware of these
developments.

cc: Edwin Meese 111
David Stockman
Edwin L. Harper









THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 5, 1983

MEMORANDUM TO: JIM BAKER 0
FROM: KEN DUBERSTEIN /z"

SUBJECT: Arms Sale to Jordan

Attached is a listing of the 50 cosponsors of S.R. 72,
which expresses the sense of the Senate that:

1. The United States should not sell advanced fighterxr
aircraft, mobile anti-aircraft missiles, or any other
advanced arms to Jordan under present conditions, in
which Jordan continues to oppose the Camp David peace
process and purchases arms from the Soviet Union, and
in which such sales jeopardize both the security of
Israel and progress toward peace in the Middle East.

2. The United States should ensure that Israel retains
its qualitative military edge over any combination
of Mideast confrontation.

3. The United States should focus its efforts on bringing
Jordan into direct peace negotiations with Israel.

T know Bill Clark has spoken with the Senate Republican
Policy Committee several weeks ago on this issue, prior
to the time that there were 50 cosponsors.

We will need to get going on the strategy on this issue
before it gets out of hand. Guidance, please.

S ——

Attachment



SENATE RESOLTUION 72

RELATING TO ARMS SALES TO JORDAN

REPUBLICANS (14)

Heinz
Boschwitz
Packwood
Cohen
D'Amato
Danforth
Grassley
Hatch
Hawkins
Kassebaum
Pressler
Specter
Stafford
Weicker

DEMOCRATS (36)

Hart Lautenberg
Byrd Levin
Baucus Matsunaga
Biden Metzenbaum
Bingaman Mitchell
Boren Moynihan
Bradley Pell
Bumpers Proxmire
Burdick Pryor
Chiles Riegle
Cranston Sarbanes
DeConcini Sasser
Dixon Zorinsky
Eagleton

Exon

Ford

Glenn

Heflin

Hollings

Huddleston

Inouye

Jackson

Johnston
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arms sale to Saudi Arabia, it was
hinted that such a sale would make
the Saudis more amenable to sugges-
tions for peace talks. Having sold the
Saudis both ¥-15s and then the
AWACS in 1981, we still find them un-
.ceasingly intransigent. They have not
only remained opposed to- any negotia-
tions, but have also vented their hos-
tility at the most trivial opportunity.
At this year’s World’s Fair, for exam-
ple, an event designed to promote
world understanding, the Saudis dis-
tributed maps that designated the
land where Isreal now stands as part
of Jordan.

King Hussein’s lack of cooperation,
though less trivial, has been no less in-
Jurious to hopes of peace. At the time
of the signing of the Camp David ac-
cords, on which President Reagan’s
proposals are based, the King ex-
pressed vehement opposition. He
strengthened his ties with Iraq and

. the PLO, both sworn enemies of Israel

and promoters.of terrorism. In addi-
tion, he lasg, in the past, asked for his
friends- the Soviets to mediate peace

. talks rather than the United States.

Most frustrating, though, is the
King's habit of appearing to soften his
stance only later to resume his intrac-
table position. He has continually
aroused our hopes with his apparent
willingness to eooperate, then disap-
pointed us with a variety of excuses.

-Most recently, he has cited doubts

about America’s abflity to obtain Isra-
el's withdrawal from Lebanon as an-
other explanation for his hesitancy.
Of course, we cannot lay all the
blame for that problem at the King’s

. door. We must guard against our tend-

ency to attribute the King with more
independence than he actually enjoys.

" The King wants to act in the interest

of the Arab States collectively, and his
own political position gives him little
choice. Yet the Arab States’ inability
to reach a consensus has helped to
cause the King’s apparent unreHabil-
ity. Moreover, his hesitancy .to enter
negotiations cancerming PLO auton-

- omy without a mandate from that or-

ganization is understandahle. Unfortu-
nately, recent events have further
complicated the King's task; though
the PLO’s traditiomal ntransigence
has softened somewhat, the problem
of a mandate has been complicated by
factionalism within its ranks. Thus, it
is becoming increasingly unclear from
whom the King should seek his man-
date and for whom such a mandate
will hold validity. The PLO executive
committee seems to have regrouped in
Algiers, only to deny King Hussein a
mandate to negotiate on its behalf.
-~ In any case, with the King's past
record of noncommitment, an arms
sale at this time without any definite
assurance would be a gamble with ter-
rible odds.

In the final analysis, though, it is es-
sential to examine why the King, a
careful and astute politician, may fi-

nally be warming toward President -

Reagan’s peace initiative. Could it be

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

that the King is only interested In ob-
taining American weapons? Last Janu-
ary 10, an article in the Washington
Post suggested to the contrary. It re-
ported that the King’s “new thinking
is said to reflect growing fears generat-
ed by the greatly accelerated pace of
Israeli settlements in the occupied ter-
ritories, the perceived threat of Israell
aggression against Jordan’s East Bank
and other threats to the Kingdom he
has ruled for decades.”

Thus.it appears the King is search-
ing for ways to insure Jordan’s nation-
al security. Seeking that through an
arms sale would be illusory, at best.
But, by providing arms to Jordan we
enhance the King's idea of security,
thereby providing a disincentive to
find real security through lasting
peace. Our ifrony is that we may have
finally found the King at a point
where he bhelieves peace is his coun-
try’s most attractive option; an arms
sale at this time would only serve to
offer him a destructive alternative.

Finally, it is only fair to acknowl-
edge that the King’s reluctance to ne-
gotiate may stem at least partly from
doubts about the outcome of the nego-
tiations. A weapons sale would not
bridge major fissures that could prove
to be impasses once both sides begin
talking. For example, though the King

‘is now discussing President Reagan’s

suggestion of Palestinian autonomy on
the West Bank and Gaza, the King
has never retracted his demand for
the establishment of a Palestinian
homeland, an entity precluded by the
Reagan plan, as well as by Israeli Gov-

-ernment policy. Jordan must enter ne-

gotiations as a state committed to
peace, willing to compromise, not as a
reluctant participant brought to the

" table by a weapons sale.

For these reasons, at the present

time, I oppose an arms sale to Jordan
without an adequate commitment by
Jordan to enter the peace process.
Such a sale endangers the security of
Israel, destabilizes a volatile area, and
impedes our most important objective:
the creation of a just and lasting
peace.
o Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
I Join today in sponsoring this Senate
resoluticn opposing the sale of sophis-
ticated weapons to Jordan. When cne
examines the situation in the Middle
East, one Is struck by the role Jordan
could play in seeking peace in the
region. But Jordan has refused. In-
stead, Jordan continues to stand by
while others actively seek peace. Arms
should 1ot be Jordan's rowerd.

Anwar Sadat sought peace with
Israel. Israel welcomed him, and the
Caryp Darid provess withnetzly
brought peace between Israel and
Egypt. 1 think we all sbare the hope
tha! theore adso can bw pentt Ledwaon
Isrpel and Jordan, But i momol cmae
while King Hussein paggively stands
by. Hints are not enough. The United
States must require of Jordan s real
and tangible commitment to peace
with Israel.

February 24, 19

OUntil that i{s forthcoming, the sale
sophisticated arms to Jordan must
seen as a menacing threat to Israel
our stable, reliable, and demeocral
ally—arnd a threat to peace.

For these reasons, I believe thai ti
Congress should express its oppositit
now to any proposal to sell sophistica
ed weapons to Jordan.®
o Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ha:
Joined with other Senators today 1
express my concern over the prosge
of a request for a substantial sale ¢

‘arms to Jordan in the next fe

months.

In this matter, we may be puttin
the cart before the horse since Kin
Hussein requested no arms during hi
recent visit to the United States an
President Reagan has not proposed
sale at this time. But I think a signa
from the Congress can be useful a
this time as an indication of our con
cern over the rising level of arms h
the Middle East and the death and de
struction that will inevitably resul
from the abundant availability of lanc
and air weapons in that region.

According to Andrew J. Pierre
author of “The -  Global Politics of
Arms Sales,” over three-fourths of all
purchases of arms by Third World na-
tions were by Middle Eastern coun-
tries, and the United States bears the
major responsibility for arms buildups
ground the world since we have sup-
plied 45 percent of all arms aid to the
developing nations. That Is a heavy
moral responsibility that we share
along with the Soviet Union, Fra.nce,
anad Great Britain,

President Reagan has reversed the
Carter administration policy of reduc-
ing the level of arms sales and has
made such sales a centerpiecee of our
foreign policy. I hope that the Con-
gress of the United States will use all
the power at its disposal to refute the
Reagan policy and restore some sanity
and foresight to our mililary assist-
ance programs.

Thus, while I recognize Jordan's cru-
cial role in establishing peace in the
Middle Bast and the importance of
continued good relations with that
country, 1 want to put the President
oa nofice today that any future arms
sales proposals will receive a close and
critical scrutiny by tiie Congress. 9
@ Mr. CHILES. Mr. Prestdeni, I am
pleased to join Senator Kexweny and
others today in sponsoring this resolu-
tion opposing the sale of advanced
arms to Jordan.

Since we first got wind that Presi-
dent Reagan was considering such a
gele, we iy been able to discourage
him from pursuing the idea. Our ei-
forts last yesr ranged from letters to
tize Presitlent to the indreduction of 2
ressiation of disapproval. 'This time
around, we have over half the Mem-
bers of the Senate signed on as co-
sponsors, It is my hope that sustained
opposition hete in Congress will kill
the proposal.
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Selling sophisticated weapons to
Jordan at this time is ill-advised, to
say the least. Not only would it pose a
threat to Israel’s security, but it would
also send a very wrong message to the
Arab world.

I am particularly concerned that the
administration wants to deal with the
Jordanians in this way, when they
have not agreed to participate in the
peace process., At a time like this, it
makes absolutely no sense to sell them
advanced weapons. Al we accomplish
by doing that is to destroy some of
their incentive for making peace.

The hopes for a just and lasting
peace in the Middle East do depend to
a large. extent on Jordan. Hopefully,
King Hussein can be convinced to step
forward. I think he has the capacity to
do so, but there is no reason to even
consider selling him arms until he
does.

The proper pattern was set by the
late Anwar Sadat. By going to Israel
and offering peace, he set the stage
for friendship with the United States.
That friendship has brought Egypt
many rewards. If King Hussein is look-
ing for similar rewards, let him also
forward—without precondi-

tions—in pursuit of peace.@ -
® Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
am pleased to be an original cosponsor
of the resolution introduced today by
Senator KENNEDY Opposing the sale of
" advanced weapons to Jorda.n, support-
ing Israel’s security, and urging efforts
to bring Jordan into direct peace nego-
tiations with Israel.

I want to commend the prmcxpa.l co-
sponsors of this resolution, Senators
Kenxepy, Hemwz, Harr, and Bosce-
witz, for taking this initiative both in
the Ilast Congress. and again here
today. I am convinced that the sale of
advanced weapons to Jordan will only
contribute to further instability in the
Middle East. Further, we should not
be rewarding Jordan for its faflure

- thus far to engage in the search for
peace .in the Middle East through
direct negotiations with Israel.

The search for peace, for politica.l
stability, and economic" vitality, must
be our first and foremost task in the
Middle East, as in other troubled re-
gions like Central America and south-
ern Africa. Our emphasis should be on
bringing the rivals in these conflicts
together in direct negotiations and on
aiding the economic recovery of these
countries as peace is restored.

Sophisticated arms transfers of the

sort apparently being discussed within .

the administration in the case of
Jordan seldom contribute to political
stability and never advance the eco-
nomic revitalization of these regions.
My cosponsorship of this resolution
reflects in part this broader concern
about cur arms transfer policy to the
Third World.e

e Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, 1
have joined in sponsorship of Senate
Resolution 72, to assure the security
of Israel, to further peace in the
Middle East, and to oppose the sale of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

advanced arms to Jordan. This resolu-
tion carries forward the commitment
of Senate Resolution 406, which was
introduced nearly 1 year ago in the
97th Congrgss In response to unwar-
ranted statements by the Secretary of
Defense with respeet to the sale of so-
phisticated srms, facluding the Hawk
mobile missile system, to Jordan.
Those statements were made in an
airport interview apparenfly without
regard to the delicate balance in the
Middle East, despite the continuing re-
fusal of King Hussein to participate in

_peace negotiations within the frame-

work of Camp David, and in clear con-
travention of the 1975 agreement care-
fully worked out between the Con-
gress and the President to preclude
the sale of the Hawk anti-missile
system. They were made on the Secre-
tary’s .own Initiative, without prior

- consultation with the Congress and in

the absence even of any request from
the King of Jordan.

This year’s resolution, like last
year’s, is intended to make plain the
strong commitment of the Senate to
support a just and lasting peace in the
Middle East, a peace that will be ac-
complished only through direct nego-
tiations among the parties directly
concerned, and the equally strong op-

position of the Senate to any steps

that will make such negotiations more
difficult to achieve. The sale of sophis-
ticated@ military equipment .to Jordan
at this time will impede, not promote,
the peace process. It is no more likely
to induce Jordan to participate in
good-faith negotiations than the sale
of advanced military equipment to
Saudi Arabia has caused the Saudis to
moderate their intransigent position.
Furthermore, it is important to re-
member that Middle East States hos-
tile to Israel have a very significant
quantitative advantage tn the weapons

-at their disposal. In the face of that

threatening arsenal, Israel has had to
rely, and has been encouraged to rely,
on the qualitative superiority to ag-
gression, and Israel’s security depends
on it. The sale of technologically ad-
vanced weapons system to -Saudi
Arabja in 1978, and again in 1981, in-
troduced a new and destabilizing
factor into the military equation in
the Middle East. A sale of comparable
importance to Jordan would further
erode the qualitative margin which is
essential to Israel’s survival and would
only make more difficult the task of
bringing about fruitful negotiations
for peace.

Mr. President, as the resolution
states, the sale of sophisticated mili-
tary equipment to Jordan would
‘“jeopardize both the security of Israel
and progress toward peace in the
Middle East”; it would undermine Isra-
el’s “qualitative military edge over any
combination of Mideast confrontation
states”; and it would divert the ener-
gies and attention of our own Nation
from the urgent task of “bringing
Jordan into direct peace negotiations

S1633

with Israel.” For these reasons, I foin
in sponsoring Senate Resolution 72.@

SENATE RESOLUTION 73—RELAT-
ING TO TARGETING OF JOBS
LEGISLATION

Mr. SPECTER ({or himseH and Mr.
Dixon) submitted 'the following reso-
lution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Re-
SQUrces: .

S.RES. T3

‘Whereas, our nation’s rate of unemploy-
ment is over 10 percent, and persists at
record levels, leaving over 11.4 million
Americans out of work; and,

Whereas, the unemployment level is much
greater in some states, even exceeding 50
percent in some localities; ang, i

‘Whereas, our economy is undergoing pro-
found structural’ changes, creating high
levels of long-term unemployment and caus-
ing many traditional manufacturing and .
heavy industries to severely curtail produc-
tion; and,

Whereas, the ongoing recession has pro-
duced approximately four million dislocated
workers whose skills are no longer appropri-
ate for existing or emerging employment op-
portunities; and,

‘Whereas, millions of families have suf-
fered tragically from the burden of unem-
ployment and many individuals, unem-
ployed through no fault of their own, have
become so discouraged that they a.re no
longer seeking work; and,

- Wheress, traditional a.nt.i-reeessiomryap—
proaches have often compromised their ef-
fectiveness in providing jobs in high unem-
ployment areas at the expense of parochial
interests: Therefore be it .

Resolved, It is the sense of the Senate
that, any jobs program or other form of
anti-recessionary assistance be targeted to
areas of high unemployment, and

Further, that any such program or assist-
ance provide special aid to the long-term un-
employed and dislocated workers.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I rise
today to request that the Senate, in
legislating a jobs bill, give priority to
those areas of the country that have
suffered the most.

The President has forwarded a pro-
posal to provide assistance for creating
jobs. Congress must now decide what
action to take and how this money is
to be allocated. The temptation to
manufacture pork-barrel measures
which serve special interests only must
be resisted. If we are to offer effective
assistance to meet the critical needs of
the many unemployed individuals
throughout this country, the Congress
must enact legislation that is targeted
to reach the economic casualties of
this ongoing recession.

In this regard, the Congress should
approach this bill with its priorities
firmly in place; assistance must be
granted to regions that have incurred
the most severe stress as a result of
the recession. Many people, including
the President, have been encouraged
by the Department of Labor’s most
recent release of unemployment statis-
tics. These numbers indicate that the
jobless rate declined from 10.8 percent
to 10.4 percent in January 1983. While
this is positive news, it does not reflect




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 3, 1983

4
MEMORANDUM FOR JACK SVAHN Y
FROM: M. B. OGLESBY, JB..[
NANCY RISQUE; :W'x““‘ -
/{irv.« —
SUBJECT: Legislative efforts to change Title IX

In light of the Supreme Court ruling last week, Claudine
Schneider (R-RI) has introduced legislation to change the
wording in Title IX. The House voted last November, 414-8,
in favor of her resolution expressing support for a "compre-
hensive" Title IX.

Claudine is requesting our support for her resolution.

She says that select Democrats will attempt to move an
omnibus bill that changes a lot of civil rights laws. We
will give you an assessment of activity on this later this
week. In the meantime, would you take a look at this and
give us guidance?

cc: Jim Baker v

Mike Deaver with attachments
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MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES A. BAKER

THRU: KEN DUBERSTEIN [;r-
FROM: M. B. OGLESBY, JHs
SUBJECT: ATTACHED LETTER FROM CONGRESSMAN SAM GIBBONS (D-FL)

Gibbons wanted me to make sure you were aware of his

interest in your accepting his invitation. My recommendation
regardless of your decision on the trip is that you give

Sam a call at your earliest convenience to express your
appreciation for his interest.
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SAM M. GIBBONS, FLA,, CHAIRMAN

! DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, ILL, CHAIRMAN
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRADE

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, iLL.

JOHN J. SALMON, CHIEF COUNSEL
JAMES R. JONES, OKLA.

A_ L. SINGLETON, MINORITY CHIEF OF STAFF

EDJENKINS. GA COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
DON J. PEASE, OHIO DAVID B. ROHR, SUBCOMMITTEE STAFF DIRECTOR
KENT HANCE, TEX. U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

CECIL (CEC) HEFTEL, HAWAN
MARTY RUSSO, ILL

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515
GUY VANDER JAGT, MICH,
BILL ARCHER, TEX.
BILL FRENZEL, MINN.

RICHARD T. SCHULZE, PA. SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRADE

PHILIP M. CRANE, ILL.

EX OFFICIO:
BARBER B. CONABLE, JR., N.Y.

February 25, 1983

Mr, James A, Baker III
Chief of Staff

The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Jim:

The Subcommittee on Trade of the Committee on Ways and Means
has scheduled a trade mission to the Far East during the period
of the congressional Easter recess, March 25 through April 4,
1983. The tentative itinerary of the trip includes stops in
Seoul, South Korea, Tokyo and Nagasaki, Japan. We anticipate
that about eight Members of the Committee will make the trip.

As we are all aware, trade problems with Japan will continue
to dominate in the foreseeable future and Japanese imports will
be a major element of continued trade deficits. Since our con-
tinued attention to U.S.-Japan matters is crucial, we intend to
follow up and support those issues addressed by Ambassador Brock
during his recent trip to Tokyo. Also, our visit to South Korea
is designed to acquaint Members with the extraordinary manufac-
turing capability and the rapidly developing economy in South
Korea. We anticipate meetings with heads of state and key industry
leaders in each country, as well as visits to industrial sites.

With this in mind, I would like to extend an invitation to
you to join us on this mission. I know the Members would very
much appreciate this opportunity to get to know you. Your presence
would certainly enhance our delegation.

I would appreciate your consideration of this invitation
and look forward to hearing from you.

Sinc Yo

Sam M. Gibbons
Chairman

SMG/FPc
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Gibbons wanted me to make sure you were aware of his

interest in your accepting his invitation. My recommendation
regardless of your decision on the trip is that you give

Sam a call at your earliest convenience to express your
appreciation for his interest.
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KENT HANCE, TEX. U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
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MARTY RUSSO. ILL.
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BILL ARCHER, TEX. . .
BiLL FRENZEL. MINN.

RICHARD T. SCHULZE, PA. SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRADE
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BARSBER B. CONABLE, JR., N.Y.

February 25, 1983

Mr. James A. Baker IIT
Chief of Staff
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Jim:

The Subcommittee on Trade of the Committee on Ways and Means
has scheduled a trade mission to the Far East during the period
of the congressional Easter recess, March 25 through April 4,
1983. The tentative itinerary of the trip includes stops in
Seoul, South Korea, Tokyo and Nagasaki, Jdpan. We anticipate
that about eight Members of the Committee will make the trip.

As we are all aware, trade problems with Japan will continue
to dominate in the foreseeable future and Japanese imports will
be a major element of continued trade deficits. Since our con-
tinued attention to U.S.-Japan matters is crucial, we intend to
follow up and support those issues addressed by Ambassador Brock
during his recent trip to Tokyo. Also, our visit to South Korea
is designed to acquaint Members with the extraordinary manufac-
turing capability and the rapidly developing economy in South
Korea. We anticipate meetings with heads of state and key industry
leaders in each country, as well as visits to industrial sites.

With this in mind, I would like to extend an invitation to
you to join us on this mission. I know the Members would very
much appreciate this opportunity to get to know you. Your presence
would certainly enhance our delegation.

I would appreciate your consideration of this invitation
and look forward to hearing from you.

Sincexely,

Sam M. Gibbons
Chairman

SMG/FPc
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Gene Snyder (Kentucky)
Hillis (Indiana)
McCollum (Florida)
Mvers (Indiana)
Dickinson (Alabama)
Bill Young (Florida)
Emerson (Missouri)
Hammerschmidt (Arkansas)
Bartlett (Texas)

Tauke (Iowa)

Weber (Minnesota)
Bereuter (Nebraska)
Hopkins (Kentucky)
Rogers (Kentucky)

T. Coleman (Missouri)
Loeffler (Texas)

Davis (Michigan)

Sensenbrenner (Wisconsin)

Taylor (Missouri)
Archer (Texas)
Chandler (Washington)
Frenzel (Minnesota)
Dewine (Ohio)

D. Crane (Illinois)
Stump (Arizona)

Paul (Texas)
Dannemeyer (California)
Pursell (Michigan)

C. Miller (Chio)
Ridge (Pennsylvania)
McKernan (Maine)
Chappie (California)
Craig (Idaho)

D Young (&laska)

H. Brown (Colorado)
Gradison (Ohio)
Coughlin (Pennsylvania)
D. Martin (New York)
McCain (Arizona)

J. Hansen (Utah)
Moorehead (California)
Daub (Nebraska)

Gregg (New Hampshire)
Roukema (New Jersey)
Regula (Ohio)

D. Smith (Oregon)
Jeffords (Vermont)
Green (New York)
Kramer (Colorado)

L. Williams {Ohio)

=L

Conable (New York)
Kasich (Ohio)

Roberts (Kansas)

P. Crane (Illinois)

L. Martin (Illinois)
McKinney (Connecticut)
Burton (Indiana)
Shumway (California)
Schneider (Rhode Island)
Conte (Massachusetts)
Horton (New York)



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

RECOMMENDED TELEPHONE CALL
(to be made by Jim Baker)

TO: SENATOR STEVE SYMMS (R-IDAHO)

DATE: Tuesday, February 22, 1983

RECOMMENDED BY: Kenneth M. Duberstein

PURPOSE: To discuss tax withholding provisions.
BACKGROUND: Senator Steve Symms (R-Idaho) is strongly opposed

to the withholding provisions on interest and
dividends as well as tip income. He has written
the President on this issue (letter attached)
and asked to speak to the President by phone
to discuss his concerns. Symms voted for both
withholding provisions, although he says that
even then he felt it was a mistake. He says
we cannot balance the budget on the backs of
the savers and waitresses and has indicated
that he will join in leading the charge for
repeal of withholding.

TOPICS OF

DISCUSSION: 1. Steve, the President asked me to call you
on this matter of the withholding provi-
sions. He has seen your letter on this
subject, and I have advised him of your
strong personal feelings as well as your
follow~up phone call.

2. There is a large, well-organized campaign
going on for repeal of withholding,and I
don't doubt that vou have been hearing
a lot about this from your constituents.

3. Specific points on withholding:

® Purpose is to ensure that the government
collects taxes due on the approximately
$20 billion of interest and dividends which
go unreported each year.



® Repeal of withholding would increase
deficit by $26 billion through Fiscal
Year 1988. Better to collect taxes
already owed than to impose new taxes.

® Most older Americans exempt; also includes
protections for low income and small
investors.

e Taxpayers can adjust for overwithholding
or reduce estimated tax payments to
minimize effect on investment yield.

® Wherever possible, law provides for
maximum flexibility.

4. A good deal of the concern about withholding
is really a result of incomplete informa-
tion and inflammatory statements on the part
of groups who seek repeal.

5. The President feels very strongly that
withholding should not be repealed, and he
will vigorously oppose any attempts to
do so. I know this is an important
issue to you personally, and I hope you
would be willing to review the facts again.
I am sure Don Regan and others would be
glad to work with you in this regard.

DATE OF SUBMISSION: February 21, 1983

ACTION




MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 21, 1983

TO: JIM BAKER
FROM: KEN DUBERSTEIN
SUBJECT: Phone Call to Senator Steve Symms (R-Idaho)

on the Subject of Tax Withholding Provisions

Senator Symms strongly advocates repeal of the withholding tax
on interest and dividends as well as withholding on tip income.

He has written a letter to the President on this subject (copy
attached), and has followed up with a call to my office request-
ing an opportunity to speak with the President directly about this
issue. I suggest that you might want to return this call to
Symms and have attached some suggested talking points for use

in this phone call. We should get back to Symms before releasing
our reply to Senator Dole on this issue.

T p e sugpt e de A5



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 17, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM BAKER

FROM: KEN DUBERSTEIN Kf@ .

SUBJECT: Ken Adelman's nomination

Based on our discussions with Senators Baker and Percy
and others, I would recommend several actions to maximize
the chances for Ken's confirmation. Clearly it will take an
all out, carefully coordinated effort.

1. The optimum path is for the nomination to be
reported favorably by the Foreign Relations Committee as
early as next Tuesday. To do this, we must get Pressler or
Mathias to vote affirmatively (and keep the remaining
Republicans and Zorinsky with us). Because of his public
comments, Mathias will be more difficult (if not impossible)
to turn around. We would recommend that Secretary Shultz
talk promptly and compellingly with Senator Mathias.

We would recommend that Henry Kissinger be en-
listed to discuss the importance to the world situation of
Ken's confirmation with Larry Pressler. Kissinger is our
best shot at this time with Larry. Henry will have to be
well briefed on Larry's concerns and interests.

2. If we are unable to get a favorable vote from the
committee on the nomination, we could pursue an unfavorable
report of the committee (Baker and Percy think this is
doable) or follow the discharge resolution route (would take
a majority of the full Senate, would be subject to fili-
buster and would be exceedingly difficult).

We would recommend, if a favorable committee report
is unachievable, that we pursue quickly getting the
committee to report Ken's nomination unfavorably. In
coordination with Baker, Percy and the State Department, we
can begin putting this in place immediately..

The battle would then turn to the full Senate
where the outcome is far from certain. The Democrats may,
in their caucus, make this into a party line position.
Several moderate Republicans (Specter, Durenberg, Weicker
Cohen Rudman, etc) will be exceedingly difficult to
convince. We need to avoid Senators jumping on a bandwagon
of opposition stemming from what occurred yesterday in
Foreign Relations and the subsequent press stories.



Swift action to prevent a stampede is necessary.
We recommend that the State Department (Powell Moore's
operation), in coordination with our office, immediately
contact in person (or by phone over the weekend) 1) all
possible Democratic affirmative votes (Johnston, Stennis,
Nunn, Boren, Jackson, etc.) and 2) every Republican Senator.

The objective is to determine where they are on
the nomination and convince them to commit to vote for
Adelman. Based on these results, we would then be in a
position no later than Monday to pinpoint additional follow
up contacts by other officials.

We need to move quickly.

Guidance, please.

cc: Pam Turner
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THE WHITE HOUSE
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February 16, 1983

TO: KEN DUBERSTEIN

THRU : PAM TURNER

FROM: NANCY KENNEDY vOQ//
SUBJECT: Gene Atkinson

On February 1, Senators from States bordering the St. Lawrence
Seaway wrote to Helene, urging Oberlin be retained as Administrator
of the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation. The letter
arrived on February 4, after the President decided on Atkinson.
Attached is a copy of that letter and Helene's response.

When I met with Jim Cannon yesterday, I told him of the compromise
offered to Emery to create and name him Deputy Administrator.

Jim called Congressman David Martin and talked to his Administrative
Assistant. Martin accepts the compromise and Jim urged Martin to
talk to Emery to urge him to accept. Jim said he would also talk

to D'Amato. I told him of the joint letter to Helene, and he felt,
regardless of their desire for a midwesterner, Atkinson would be
confirmed. Jim said, "Pittsburgh is far enough west."

Also, it is my understanding that Oberlin is being offered a job
at the Federal Maritime Commission, which should help stave off
some criticism.

The Commerce Committee, which will consider this nomination, has
had no indications from its members, pro or con, on Atkinson's
potential nomination.

All of this information has been shared with Personnel.

cc: B. Oglesby
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

February 1, 1983

Helene von Damm, Director of
Presidential Personnel

01d Executive Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Helene:

We, as Senators from the Western Great Lakes States,
would like to strongly recommend the renomination of
David W. Oberlin as Administrator of the St. Lawrence Seaway
Development Corporation. It is our understanding that his
term will expire in February of this year and we want to be
certain that you are aware of his unique qualifications for
this position.

As you are undoubtedly aware, our states are suffering to
a very great extent the 111 effects of our depressed economy.
The St. Lawrence Seaway is an integral part of our states'
transportation systems, and the management of the Seaway
is very important to the economy of each of our states. The
Seaway, by virtue of its structure and geography, is saddled
with inherent disadvantages as a transportation system and

Mr. Oberlin has consistently succeeded in minimizing these
problems.

The Administrator's position itself is unique in many
ways. It requires an excellent manager because of its limited
budget, as well as an excellent statesman because of the
delicate managerial partnership that must be maintained with
the Canadians. Dave has fulfilled both of these roles admirably.

Finally, we are very concerned about the continuity of
purpose that has been achieved by the Lake interests and by
the States bordering them. We have worked hard to achieve the
recognition that we deserve as this nation's '"fourth seacoast"
and we believe that Dave Oberlin's reappointment will contribute
materially to that end.

We have enclosed a small sampling of the letters that we
have received in support of Dave's renomination. We hope that
you will give his candidacy your serious consideration and we



Helene von Damm
February. 1, .1983
Page Two

look forward to hearing from you about this matter at your
earliest convenience.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 21, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES A. BAKER, III

THRU : KENNETH M. DUBERSTEIN& .
FROM: M. B. OGLESBY, 19/70
SUBJECT: Congressman Bill Dickinson (R-Alabama)

Bill Dickinson was|invited, but could not attend, the
Presidential meeting with sqlect House Members to discuss
a budget freeze./ )

Dickinson does not favor an across-the-board budget freeze
for FY '84, particularly as it relates to defense.

However, he does believe that further defense reductions
beyond the recently announced $11.3 billion should be
forthcoming either from the Administration or the Congress.
He is of the opinion there is duplication in weapons
systems, e.g. cruise missile and B-1B bomber and MX and
D-5, a luxury we cannot afford.

Dickinson, as the ranking Republican on Armed Services,
appreciates knowin6-fE3?'EEE?3T'Wﬁffg-ﬁaﬁgg-gfﬁff-fg-
interested in his views. It would be a helpful stroke
if you called Bill to 1) solicit his views on the defense

budget, and 2) reassure him that we are counting on his
help and leadership.



