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Dear Mr. President:

A rapid and unprecedented surge in textile/apparel import
growth <ince the beginning of this year
that threatens the very survival
textile and apparel industry and
of textile and apparel workers.

domestic
an enormous number

of the United States
the jobs of

Textile and apparel imports increased 45%

in January and

February of this year over levels 1n the

Thi1s 1ncrease follows the 25% increase 1in
import growth in 1583, the biggest single
In human terms,

same periliod a ¥y
textlile and apparel
vear of 1mports ever.

the 16835 1ncrease alone represents 140,000 j0obs

ear ago.

lost Already this year the growth 1n 1mports represents
50,000 textile and apparel WwoTKers
Total textile and apparel 1mports now displace some §00,000

has created an emergency

that could have been emploved.

U.S. worKkers.

High levels of textile and apparel import growth have
contributed disproporticnately to our trade deficit. The 1985
trade deficit in textlles and apparel of §10.6 billion accounts
for 15% of the total record U.S. trade deficit of $569.5 billion
that year The textile and apparel trade deficit 1n two months
this year is a record $£2.6 billion, up 67% over the same period
a vear ago. ‘

There 1s every indication that these trends will continue
For example, Ambassador Brock reportedly stated recently that
he expects L“e textile import surge to continue "for a good part
cf this year.' 1f so, based on the rate of import growth
already this year, the rate of import growth 1in 1984 would be
36% higher than 1n 1985.

In view of this emergency situation, we urge yYou to take

tio
and apparel Imports at 1983
cade Such action 1s permitted
1¥Ds @nag Trade, and authoricze
St T Othey naticns
lv.oinm The buvenean Coun




"

The President
April 9, 1984
Page Two

rolled back imports from non-EC countries from 4,079 billion
pounds to 3,191 billion pounds.

2. Establish a S)stem of import licensing for all textil¢
and apparel imports from all sources. Such action is authorizt!
in Section 204 of the Agriculture Act of 1956 and Section 110:
of the Trade Agreement Act of 1979. This will improve
enforcement of existing U.S. laws requiring country of origin
labeling, prohibiting transshipments, and so forth.

3. Direct the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative

to begin negotiations to create global import controls for
textiles and apparel with the major low-wage exporting countrit¢®
and to permit import growth at no greater than domestic markct
growth in keeping with your 1980 pledge to limit the growth of
textile imports to the growth of the domestic market.

These actions are the minimum required if our domestic
textile industry is to survive the onslaught of imports and P!
the declines in U.S. textile and apparel employment are to bt
reversed. We urge vou to give them your prompt attention.

Sincerely,

"' o~
t-) ~ P Y D
w . \ . A )
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Page Three
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1 sucoest, Mr. Presicent,
1980 statement that import growth
Jomestic market arowth, &
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0f the seriousness of
American economy, and &
import problem by

‘nclies involved with

the present
stronger,
all admin

My best personal recarcs.

The President
THC White Houss
Weshincton, L.C.

COWVE\an
‘OO-zluq textile and apparel exporter
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to the United States
situ atlon to the entire
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triente anc
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OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES
TRADE REPRESENTATIVE
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
WASHINGTON

2050€

May 4, 1984

The Honorable James 8. Hunt, Jr,
Governor

State of North Carolina

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

Dear Jim:

The President has asked that 1 respond to your recent letter to him
concerning the increase in textile and apparel imports,

Since the beginning of tnis Administration we have recognized the vita)
importance of the textile and apparel industry to our nation's economic
well-being. We have been in frequent communication with Senator Helms and
Congressmen Broyhill and Martin of North Carolina as well as Senator
Thurmond and Congressman Campbell of South Carolina and others concerning
the problems confronting the domestic industry. These members of Congress
in particular have been tireless and articulate spokesmen on behalf of

the textile and apparel industry and its workers. I am sure you rzve

been working closely with them.

I would Tike to point out, however, that during the first three and one

Falf years of this Administration, a great deal has been accomplished out

of concern for the domestic textile and apparel industry and its employees.
We began by strengthening the Multifiber Arrangement (MFA) in 1981. We
negotiated tighter, more restrictive bilateral agreements with our four
largest suppliers in 1982 and 1983, and established more than 100 additional
quota limits with various suppliers last year. On December 16, 1983, we
issued new government guidelines which will enable us to act even more
suickly to sharp increases in imports. Where we have discovered loopholes
in the system which may be used to circumvent our bilateral agreements,

we have acted swiftly to resolve the problem. A recent example is the
reclassification of apparel parts from basket categories to specific apparel
categories (see enclosed Federal Register Notice of March 20, 1984).

In addressing the problems of the textile and apparel industry, we must,

of course, adhere to our international obligations as confidence in our
integrity is essential in preserving a wide range of our economic interests.
The MFA, while not a perfect instrument, provides us the advantage of not
paying compensation to countries with which we have textile and apparel

guotas.



We are confident that as the economic recovery moves forward, the textile
and apparel industry, alonc with other sectors of the economy, will
continue to experience gains in employment, productivity, and profits.
Needless to say, we will continue to vigorously enforce the textile import
program.

Very truly yours,

i
‘///‘(—"[///f/;/
WILLIAY £. BROCH

wig o lrf
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‘Backlash Threatens Textile Industry’s Calls For Quotas.

By STEVFE. MATTHEWS
U wise
s The textide wdustry, which has wan protechon
. aunt amports from every president since Joha b

“f don’t think they have a chance,”” D Jelfrey
Arpan, Umvessity of South Carolina international
hisiness professor, says of the industry’s propusals

“If anything, 1 might go the other way™ ~ toward
nedy, appears 10 be joging, s battle for greater 55 protection

Totection |1 insists is essential for its “very survi- What's morc, the industry’s appeals for more pro

tectwn have generated a backiash of organized oppo-

' L
Two key Reaggn administratioo textile figures - developed a formail response to the :ndustry's re- & }
Kichard 5. chief U.S. textile negotiator, and Wai- quests
teg IQADM chiel tn_lon:er of textile agreements — But anything could bappen during an election
suid in '°';"““"’s this week year. Textile-state members of Coagress sre harbos-
rses much of what the indugrels proncsing. tng hopes they'il again persuade Reagan v ignore his
“Uertainly. the general iree-trade ure of the kev advisers and approve gresler protectioo

I Uespile indisputable evidenre of nircasing 1m-

sition from foreigr countrics, importers and recailers | adnunisteation would mitigate against lurther action “Many Republicans fert that the issue 1s & very.
' - pnd cxpecied further mib losses Inr Car who warn that any greater import restrictions could | 10 provide prutection for the domesuc industry,” very powerful isswe in the hands of the Democrata”
T a3y textile warker calls fo; protection are  ncrease -omd L inllong prives ks apxch as S0%, w0 &haban, a Commerce Department assistant  one textie-state congressional staffer ays s (not
ling, on deaf ears TO0Y, secredary. w
T ———————

0 s1:esses the admunisir hasn't yet See CALLS Page 8A
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fgoviding greater protection)

%:dln; them an effective
pon.”

~I's 4 polidcal lesue; It's golp
a“nc pushed !n 1 political time,’

-
..
~

Sid Smith, president of the
Uonal Associziion of Hoslery

nufacturers. “"Whatever's
§ o get Jone is going to get
ne i: the next

couple of
%_mhs'
-Wour yedrs ago, Sen

urimond. R-S C . won the ‘.rane

usliy udam.*tu_grmi;mm
President Reagan to tie tex-

appare! Imports to the growth
&' US. consumption of textije
grpducts. Now the {ndustry's sup-
gocters are trying o cash in on
dut promise ad Reagan seeks re.
&action

Fourtee: toxiile-state senators.
2By Ser ~N
te Reagan to that rapid

OWh of (mports "has created an
guerygency that threatens the very
aurvivgi of the U.S. domestic tex-
Ee and apparei {ndustries and the

bs cf an egormous number of

le workers.”

- This week, R&Jh@ Brovhill,
8"N'C" Carroll poell, R-S.C..

Ed Jenkins, D-Ga.,'began cir-

tiog & leter emong House
wambers in,the hope of getting
sen mo’.na 150. members to

It before smnding {t t0 Rea-
En‘ The letter, varning ther “the
Kuztize has reached crisis pro-
fortions * caiis for Reagsr tc tm-
pmse 4 [reeze on texdle-spparei
tfports at 1983 levels.
T At stake are the jobs of 2 mii-
Uon workers In the textlle, gp-
el and {157 lndustries, includ-
513,000 ‘od4 io the Carolines.
e textlle (ndustry, the Car-
nas’ largest, has lost of its
fa the past decads, and the
w&dustry blames much of the loss
imporis.
150 &t etake, for U.S. consum-
. are higher prices for clothing
d other textile products. Re-
ctlons on imported textlles In-
e the prices of US.-made
thing because tower-wage fors
n countries can make cheaper
20044, retailern gay.
+ The textile Indumry fe pressing
r the goverument to freeze tex.
e-4ppare! import quotas at 1983
el, 10 impose 8 comprehensive
Smm of global quotas. o rene.
tiate 14 bilaterai textile trade
4greements and to license import.
€54 of textiles and spparel.
= But the !ndustey's  campalgn,
ming only f{ive months after
4gat’s Seefed-up enforcement
textile-apparel 'mport juolss
T D6 A has generated strong
position
v Consider

Calls For Textile

Lenahan _Smith

e Six U.S. retall groups on
Cortl 23 formed the Retall Special
Nrade Coalition to vppose govern-
mjent protection of the textile and

parel ipdustries. The coalitlon
uns to rafse $750.000 a year for
bbying. pubdlic relations, sdver-
\ng and legal fees.
& o The textlle and. appare)
$toup of the Americen Assocla-
of Exporters and Importers
ounced plans on April 12 to
‘gdise $1 milllon for an intensive
zd!b,\'ing and advertising cam-
Taign sgainst new limits {mposed
"hg' ilusln's Dec. 16 order.

.«
-

2 » Foreign governments
§rongly criticized the Reagan or-

der in Jsauary before a specially
called meeting of the textiles com.
mittee of the General Agreement
on Tart{s and Trade. .

@ The U.S. government i3 un-
der pressure to live up to its stated
policy In favor of {ree trade. Rea-
gan will meet next month in Lon-
don with Westerr, trading part-
ners In an effor: to ease protec-
tionist pressures. U.S. Trade
Representative Bl Brock sald this
week he opposed extension of
Japanese import quotss that have
heiped the U.S. auto industry.

o Textlle and appacel manu-
{acturers, recognizing much-
broager protection from imports
is unukol¥. gre {ncreasingly set.

up loreign spparel manu-
g -operations and import-
ing goods Into the United States.
In" April, Chariotte’s Stanwood
Corp. announced plaas 1o open 8
sewing facllity in Coeta Rica by
vear's end.

in & survey of about 80 appare!
manufacturers conducted last
month by the Atlanta-based con-
sulting flem Kuet Salmon Askocl-
ates, 79% viewed operations in
the Caribbésn 45 an option they're
more llkely to use. )

These [actors, coupled with the
tmproving economy that has less-
ened the impact of timports on
U.S. textile makers, make [t un-
likely that the textlle industry's
campalgn for greater protection
will succeed. indusiry experts say.

Quotas Face

Preddie Wood, senlor vice pres.
ident at Kur! Salmoa, seys his
consulting {.rm 15 advising clients
in the textile and apparel tndus-
tries not 10 expect morc protec-
tion.
“Realistically.” he says, “we
have other intefests that are
sometimmes more strateglcaily ime
partant o the guvernment than
wha! we would lcge” in the tex-
tite Industry

“1 don't think we'll be moving
15 more and more protection” of
text:ies. adds Dr. Denney Fre.
egton. & Georgia Institute of Tech.
nology prefessor who headed the
Natioral Academy of Engineer-
ing's study of the textlie-apparel:
iber industry in 1983.
The industry's politically pow.
erful lobby, however, has over.
come such long odds before. In
jast December's debate within the
Reagan adminisiration over beef-
ing up the quote system, onaly
Comnierce Sec¢retary Malcolm
Bsldr:ge smong ¢3binet members
supported the Industry proposal.
But Reagan sided with the Indus-
wy after 2 meeting with Thur-
mond, Heims and U.S. Reps. Car-
roil Campbell, R-S.C, and Jim
royhill. R-N.C.

For 22 years, Democratic and
Republican administrations have
given the industry more protec-
tion thar has been given to other
U.S. macufacturing industries,
Commerce officia!l Lenahan says.

The textije industr
t y won -
}z)c'cfg;): a;:;lr:(\inpnnete tmporll’:‘r)l
ar 11, long befo,
Jlnpnn bec,ame 4 major lgnduur,l.:
a(ng naton. In modern times
ever‘_\ president since Jon Ken.
:‘;féyug‘?y‘s protected the industry
ne
o gotlgted trade agree.
Rezgan adminisir,
) aton offlc]
;:%txh'ey hn"e aegoliated the lmt:l‘:
ection of any administration
curbing textile and apparel |m.
POrts under a series of bllsteral

he admunistratio
n im, .
lagera! textle {mport Z?‘s‘;«:‘unl
Ching for six months e
agreement w
Ity 25 reached

a'urgreemenu negotiated {p 1962./

/

until gn
in miq.

On Dec. 16, Rea
3 an
beelad-}m enrorcom'enl %r{de{‘:g
quota system, Since then, the gov-
eriment has issyeqd nearly 80 in.

terim quotag —

nown by tp
governm . Y the
calls” - pomad . COntultation

compared 1o only {ive

[+ H i
53“' M the same period of 1882.

7

Despite siepped-up protection,
results have lagged. In 1983, the
textile and apparel industries suf-
fered & $:0.6 billlon trade deflcit.
sccounting for 18% of the pa-
tlon's record $69.4 blillon mer-
chandlse trade deficit. Textlle-ap-

are! \mports rose 37.4% [u the .
Irst quarter of 1984 on top of the k

28% growthin 1983,

“The industry sees better actlon
but less resuits,* says Lenshan,
who heads the government pans!
that enforces textile ggreements.
The reasons, says Lenahan, are ¢
strong dollar that makes imports
cheaper, the lagging economic re-
covery outside the Unlted States
and Third World debt problema.

S0 the industry g pushing for
broader measures to restrict im-
ports. It's a batile that matches
the interests of textile workers
agslnst the interests of retsllers
and consumers.

Jim Martin, president of the
American Textile Manufacturers
Institute and chairman of Gas-
tonfa-based textile manufacturer
Ti-Caro tnc., says Import growth
and “the government's {ailure to
correct it, are beyond comprehen-
slon. Four years ago. the president .
made a commitment to hold im. l
port grawth to the growth (o the
domestic market (about 2% annu.
ally in recent years.) This obvl
ously is not happening #nd will |
not happen under current poli- -

cies.” L
Without new [inport curbs,
Martin foresees further textile

plant closings and logs of textile-
apparel jcks. Though the Industry
!s enjoying much betler sales and
profits this year. Martin says
that's deceiving hecause improve-
ments are based on comparisons
with the recession.

Retallers sharply disagree.

“We gre emphatically opposed
to the notlon of {reezing quotas at
1983 levels or a new system of
controls,” says Verrick French.
senior vice president of the Na-
tlonal Retsil Merchants Assocla-
tlon. “You would see a major In-
crease in the price of textlles and
apparel. You're cutting off supply
in the fece of a growing world-

© wide demand. 1f you impose &

freeze, you can lmaslne price ia-

creases of 50% to 100%."

Marn respagds that “greedy"”
retallers, not ‘consumers. beneflt
{rom lower-priced imports.

_ Textile tndustry critics are wor-
ried that the debate's outcome
may largely be decided by poli-
tical consicerations in the Resgan
administration. They fear Reagan
will take broad ections to help Re-
publican members of congress in '
textile states.

But Mactin, expressing frustra. |
tion with the Reagea adminls. |
iration, ssvs he pees “no indlca-
uon this adminlstration would try
' help on thts. | hope snd |
pray. ... Hopefully. whatever .
contribution we make today will '
help downsream. You nave to put -
(n 4 mtles of effort to make a yard

A& and g half of result
-

I



MEMORANDUM

TO:

THRU:

- FROM:

SUBJECT:

I thought you might be interested in the attached piece from
the CHICAGO TRIBUNE on the issue of Central America.
was written by Jeff Bergner, Administrative Assistant to

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 7, 1984

JAMES A. BAKER III V'
BUD MCFARLANE

FAITH WHITTLESEY

M.B. OGLESBY, J

PAMELA J. TURNER

Central America

Senator Dick Lugar.

Attachment



Perspective

A forum—ideas, analysis, opinion

Chicago Tribune, Friday, May 4, 1984

Section 1 27

Foréstalling another Vietnam

By Jeffrey T. Bergner

Critics of the President’s policy in Central America
say that Central America is about to become ‘‘anoth-
er Vietnam.” Presumably, they do not mean that it is
about to become a communist concentration camp

- from which fseople flee by the thousands in
boats. What is meant, of course, is that the United
States will become involved in a military mission
without rhyme or reason, and that our interests are
ill-served by any form of mili involvement.

Is this true? Can the United States avoid substan-
tial military involvernent in Central America? It is
hard to say.

What is not hard to say is that the present policy is
designed precisely to prevent the commitment of
U.S. combat forces in the region. Those who believe
that the United States can or will stand by as Central
America becomes allied with the Soviel Union are
either perverse or just plain mistaken. The fact is

that there surely will be direct U.S. military involve-
lr:;znt inkCentr America if the current policy does
work.

This is not a threat. It is surplg not a prescription.
It does not depend upon which political 6 y or
which president occupies the White House. Whatever
the candidates may ncw be saying, no sitting presi-
dent can afford to stand idly by as one nation after
another in this hemisphere allies itself with our
’ g}ncipal adversary. is a fact of life, rooted in
‘history, our values and our interests.
- Our current policy is not one of massive involve-
ment; it is a policy on the margin of things. It calls
or the inajor saciiiices to e made Dy e people of
g_)c region itself. We supply money, advice and
ainini;I we do not sugply erican blood.
' The United States has many friends in Central
America. These friendly nations wish to resist exter-
nal efforts to im a Marxist regime upon them,
The current configuration of forces and interests is
such that reasonableness might still prevail without
massive American effort to ensure that it does.
Helping those who wish to help themselves is a policy

* Jeffrey T. Bergner is administrative assistant to
Republican Sen. Richard Lugar of Indiana.

that deserves surpdrt because it offers the only
realistic chance of avoiding deeper military involve-
ment in the region. '

Is there not another way? Can we not semchow
achieve peace and justice in Central America without

+ recourse to arms? It is perhaps comforting to think

that if one is pure enough in one's intenfions and
clever enough in one’s r?g ch that all groblems
will recede without sac %difﬁcult . This is a
gascinacttiing view of the world, but one totally useless
in practice,

' nsible leaders owe the American 'le more
ol X

. It is not possible to

lacate dedicated
ideological opponents with econo

c assistance. 1t is

“Helping those who wish to help
themselves is -a policy that deserves
support.”

not possible to buy friends. And it is not Eossible to
win over mle who seek a whole loaf with promises
of half a .

Central America is close to the United States and

vital to it. It is an integral of a hemisphere with
which we have always had a special relationship. It
contains millions of people who will come here—on
foot—if things turn for the worse. The future of
Central America will have real consequences for how
each American lives in the future.- The United States
cannot and will not walk away from this one without
censeguences that will maks the nieniory vi Vietaam
fade into the distant past. .
- If we are successful in helping the nations of
Central America oppose Marxist tyranny, there is at
least a chance that peace and prosperity will emerge
th?_re. gxe we g{e not usucsessful wil:l;t ?iru currfst;t
policy, roblem will not go away. It will persist, -
andx’t' will gecqme worse. Those who ritually oppose
the current policy have some obligation to consider
what they are wishing upon young Americans in the
next decade. If we are unable to make very small
sacrifices now, there is every prospect of that which
critics of current policy profess most to abhor:
another Vietnam. :



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 5, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES A. BAKER IZ;A‘)
FROM: M. B. OGLESBY, J

SUBJECT: Attached Letter from Senator Charles Grassley

I called Senator Grassley in Iowa and told him I was calling
at your request. I informed him I was the bad guy and
that we were sorry.

In order to keep the attendance manageable, we determined
to limit attendees to members of the Agriculture Committees.
This worked with the House ~-- but Nickles called when he
heard that Boren was invited -- so we included him.

Pressler called at the last minute saying it was important
to him politically -- and we included him.

Grassley's not happy -- but no further action is needed on
his letter.









THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 4, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR M. B. OGLESBY, JR.
FROM: W. DENNIS TH
SUBJECT: Congressman George O'Brien (R-I1ll.) request to

meet with James A. Baker regarding Joliet, Illinois
Army Ammunition Plant

BACKGROUND

Beginning with the Illinois delegation letter to Secretary of
Defense Weinberg of April 12 (attached), Republican Illinois
Congressman George O'Brien, Ed Madigan and Senator Charles Percy
have pressed hard for DoD/Army consideration to reactivate the
Joliet Army Ammunition Plant (JAAP).

The Joliet facility has been closed since 1976. It is on the
Army's list of potential suitable sites for production of new
high explosive (RDX/HMX) ammunition beginning in 1989, although
the DoD backgrounder (attached) indicates that other sites rank
ahead of Joliet.

Sen. Percy, Rep. O'Brien and Rep. Madigan met with DoD Deputy
Secretary Taft and Assistant Secretary Rourke on May 1, 1984.
Also on May 1, Army Secretary Marsh met with the Kankakee,
Illinois Chamber of Commerce regarding JAAP.

Subsequently, Senator Percy, apart from Congressmen Madigan and
O'Brien, submitted a proposal that the Army consider reopening
JAAP to produce 105 MM HE M1l howitzer ammunition. The Army says .
that is not feasible.

The O'Brien Request

Congressman O'Brien has placed several calls for Mr. Baker. 1In
his explanation to us, he stated that he has very sensitive
information, which much be discussed with Mr. Baker. Mr.
O'Brien would not divulge this information.
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MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Joliet Army Ammunition Plant

The attached background material was prepared for
our meeting with Senators Percy and Dixon and Congressmen
Madigan and O'Brien on May 1, 1984 regarding the Illinois
delegation's request to explore alternatives for reactivating
Joliet. Subsequent to receipt of their request, we received
a separate inquiry from Senator Percy which (in addition
to RDX/HMX) concerns the potential for production of 105mm
tank and howitzer ammo at the facility.

Joliet AAP is not compatable with production of tank
ammunition. The Army does not have requirements yet for
the 105mm HE M1l howitzer ammo. If requirements materialize,
the production would be sited at current active plants
(Kansas and Lone Star) before Joliet would be considered.

We have passed the attached package through Legislative
Affairs and they concur.

Attachment



TALKING PAPER
30 April 1984

SUBJECT: Meeting with I1linois Congressional Delegation

PURPOSE: To provide information regarding possible reactivation of Joliet

Army Ammunition Plant (JAAP) and the potential economic impacts of
Defense spending in the state of Illinois

FACTS:

Joliet Army Amnunititn Plant (JAAP)

Location - Comprises approximately 23,500 acres in Joliet, Illinois

Operating Contractor - Uniroyal, Inc. -

Mission - Maintenance and/or layaway of standy facilities for manufacture
of explosives and chemical materials. Load, ‘assemble and pack (LAP) of
ammo items as required. Joliet Army Ammunition Plant (JAAP) Profile
(attachment 2).

History - The JAAP is a consolidation and redesignation of the Kankakee
Ordnance Works and the Elwood Ordnance Plant. In 1945, the government
operated the plant in the ammo LAP area for production of conventional ammo

until termination in 1965. In 1966, the plant was reactivated and was in

production until 1976 when the production ceased. During peak employment,
Joliet had a work force of 8,000.

Current Status

a. Since 1976, when production ceased, JAAP has been in™an inactive status.
Because ammo buys are low, there are no plans to reopen the plant. It
1s currently 1n a mobilization standby status.

b. Honeywell Defense Systems Division has made arrangements to use buildings
in six separate areas at JAAP as a site for a LAP facility for their
small caliber ammo business. Grand opening ceremony is scheduled for 30
May 1984. _ :

c. Current employment is about 517 Government and contractor personnel.
FY 84 OMA budget is about $13M.

Potential Work at JAAP

- The Department of Army developed a plan to remedy RDX/HMX base inadequa-
cies to meet projected peacetime and mobilization requirements. This
plan included a list of 15 suitable sites. JAAP is on this list.

2 115t ot 2 war 1S on -

- This plan has been sent back to Department of Army for further revision.

- The site of the production facilities for both HMX and RDX are to be
selected based on cost to the DoD from a list of candidates that meet



all the established technical criteria and that consideration will also
be given to proposals from private concerns or local governments.

- Impacts of Defense Expenditures in the State of Illinois

- At attachment 3 is-background data on the economic impacts of defense
expenditures in the State of Illinois. This portrays information of DoD
Prime Contract Awards and a sumary of Direct and Indirect dollars going
into I1linois. The following is a synopsis:

Value of D6D Contract Awards

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83
Total §1.22B $1.32B $1.53B

Preliminary Data on Direct and Indirect Dollars

FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88
Direct $4.0B 34.38 T4.7B. $5.0B $5.4B $5.068
Indirect $9.6B $10.6B $11.5B $12.5B $13.3B $13.8B

Largest Sectors

Direct Federal Government Wages and Salaries
Defense: Radio, T.V. and Communications

Indirect
Defense: Business Services, Wholesale and Retail Trade

Most Rapid Growing Sectors:

Direct: Glass and Glass Products
Service Industry Machines

Indirect: Office Computing and Accounting Machines
Aircraft and Parts

- Additional Information

- Secretary of the Army Marsh is meeting with the Kankakee Area Chamber of
Commerce on 1 May 1984 at 1600 hours regarding JAAP.

- We have informed Mr. Takakoshi (Army staff) of this Congressional Dele-

gation meeting and the subject matter. He will alert Secretary Marsh's
office.

Hugh Bradley/OIBA/756-2310/30 April 1984
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The Honorable Casper W. Weinberger
Secretary of Defense

The Pentagon . .

Washington, D.C. 20301

Dear Mr. Secretary:

The Illinois Congressional Delegation reguests your assistance
in reactivating the Joliet Army Ammunition Plant (JAAP), one of
the Nation's largest producers of munitions during World War II
and the Korean and Vietnam conflicts. )
This 23,500 acre facility, 60 miles south of downtown Chicago,
has been on inactive status since 1976. It is located in an
area where unemployment has continued at abnormally high rates
despite economic recovery elsewhere. Joliet's unemployment
rate peaked at 26.6% in February, 1983, and was still 14.4% in
February, 1984, compared with the 7.8% national rate and Illinois'
average rate of 9.5%. '

Secretary of the Army John O, Marsh met with the Illinois Congres-
sional Delegation on February 23, at our request, for a discus-
sion of possibilities for fuller utilization of JAAP, including
a proposal by Senator Charles Percy for using it as a site for
the Army's new light infantry division.

On March 22 Secretary Marsh visited the plant #ith Senator Percy
and Representatives Edward R. Madigan and George M. O'Brien.
They inspected the facilities, on the ground and from the air,
and met with local officials and business leaders who expressed
strong support for the Percy plan.

Secretary Marsh indicated, however, that lack of troop facilities
and space for field training would put JAAP at a competitive dis-
advantage with various Army posts being considered for the light
infantry division. Most of the sites being considered have in
excess of 100,000 acres available for training purposes as well
as barracks and other troop facilities.

Although disappointed by this assessment, we were encouraged by
Secretary Marsh's assurance that consideration would be given to
other options that could put people back to work and give the

Army a better return on its investment in a facility that has a
replacement value of almost $1.8 billion. He suggested the pos-
sibility of future ammunition contracts for JAAP, and particularly
izs potential for producing new and more powerful explosives, such
as POX-HM.
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The Joliet Plant has excellent facilities for loading conven-
tional ammunition such as artillery projectiles, land mines or
aerial bombs. Pexrhaps it could be arranged at this time to
schedule these Joliet production units for some of the Improved
Conventional Munitions (ICM) that are currently a part of the
military procurement .program. Such action would be consonant
with Secretary Marsh's comments on the desirability of "work-
loading” the Joliet plant.

The Army has modernization plans for JAAP calling for construc-
tion work costing more than $303 million beginning in fiscal

1989.. These plans were disclosed in an Army briefing during
Secretary Marsh's visit. We hope that these plans can be advanced,
and perhaps modified if necessary, to eguip the plant to handle
RDX-HMX and other ammunition contracts that may be coming up in
the not too distant future.

It is our understanding that the Department of Defense is the
final authority in ammunition procurement matters because such
facilities as JAAP produce for all the armed services, not just
the Army. For this reason, Mr. Secretary, we urge you to heed

our plea and assist us in our effort to bring JAAP into produc-
tion again.

Our delegation is concerned that for years Illinois has been
getting the short end of the federal spending stick. Enclosed
is a copy of an article from the April 6 issue of the Chicago
Tribune showing that in 1982 Illinois once again ranked last
among the 50 states in the amount of federal taxes it gets back
from Washington. We need and deserve a better break, Mr. .
Secretary. :

Sincerely,

Edwa éyR.
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Paul Simon, M.C. JFrank Annunzio, M.C.
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.Cardiss Collins, M.C. - Tom Corcoran, M.C.
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 4, 1984 ya
/
//
s
MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES BAKERY U
MIKE DEAVER
RICHARD DARMAN
FROM: M. B. OGLESBY, JIA’
SUBJECT: MX

In addition to next Saturday's radio speech, we would hope
that we could take advantage of opportunities available to
include comments of support and need for the MX in other
public speeches prior to the vote.

The April 16 speech planning schedule does not appear to
offer much opportunity, but I will forward some suggestions
on Monday when the revised schedule is distributed.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 4, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM BAKER
FROM: M. B. OGLESBY, J

As we discussed, I think it would be beneficial for you to
meet with Bob Michel and Trent Lott. Topics of discussion
would include politics, the convention, the legislative agenda

for the rest of the year, etc. Please advise of a time and I
will set it up.

Thanks.
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'. ARMS CONTROL AMENDMENT ~

PACKAGE
HON. LES ASPIN

QF WIBCONSIN

- . IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 11, 1984

‘@ Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, the MX

. gets most of the attention when we

; spea.k of nuclear weaponry. Regardless
- 0f how we {eel about the MX, several

other Issues of grave concern to arms
control lurk in the defense budget and
will be ignored only at our peril. I am
speaking of such systems as the anti-
satellite missile, prospective American
violations of the SALT II agreement,
and Dbattlefield nuclea.r weapons,
among others. ) )

1 woulq like to discuss a dozen possi-
ble amendments to the defense bills
that will address seven arms control
Issues. These " amendments _were
worked out with my colleagues, Norm

.DICKS and AL Gore, and their staffs.

The theme that }inks these amend-

‘ments is stability. This concept is too

rarely understood. Our concern should
not be with mere numbers-—a la Time

-magazine charts that show big red

missiles and 1little blue missiles—but

_rather with a configuration of weap-

ons systems that does not temipt one

"side or the other to resort to nuciear

weapons; That jnvolves more than

' numbers,

‘Contmry to popular opinion, mas-
sive reductions in the numbers of nu-
clear weapons could actually harm us.
Reductions could be destabilizing.
Why? Fewer weapons make the pos-
sessor {fret more about the survivabil-

* ity of the Umited numbers he has left.
- Large numbers bother the public, but

the thought of small numbers ought

. to worry them if they would envision

presidents and politbureauocrats con-

. fronting crisis with such a small
. number of nuclear weapons that they

would considering using them for fear

* their weapons might otherwise be
" knocked out in a war. Or put starkly,
" let us say both we and the Soviets give

up the capability to destroy each
other seven times over and cut our
stockpiles back to0 the point where nej-
ther can destroy more than one-fourth

of the other’'s population and industry. .

Would we better off? Or would leaders
in a crisis be willing to resort to nucle-
ar arnms because now they would know
that civilization could not be wiped off
the map? Some facile solutions can
make the nuclear world & less stable

'onelnwhlc.h to live. . 7"

. package will look familiar, ‘fog,

A number of the a.mendment.s In this
i many
Members have already done work in
these arezs. For example, AL GoRE has
done yeoman service in developing the
counterforce issue, and GEORGE BROWN
and Jogw SEIBERLING pressed Asat last
year when few people even knew what
the term meant. My goal here is to
bring together the major arms control
issues that can be dealt with legisla-
tively—Issues that -we tend to deal

with in molation but. which ought, to
be look at as a whole.

. The package presented here wday is
not meant to be the final sry on the
matter. Congressmen Gore and DicKs
and I will be talking with Members on
both sides of the aisle—~and both sides
of the Hill—to refine and improve the
amendments. While I use the term
package, I do not mean to suggest that

the amendments will be presented in - -

one place at one time. Some could go

on the Defense bill and others on the <

Energy Department bill, some would
€0 O &ppTopriations and some on au
thorizations, some will be presented in
committee, others on the floor. It is a
package in the sense that It is a uni-
fied whole philosophically and endeav-
ors to provide a yseful and workable
legislative agenda in the arms control
area. \ .
. ANTISATELLITE mssn.!s (ASAT)‘

The Soviets have long had a very
crugde antisatellite missile (Asat)
system. We have been developing a {ar
more sophisticated one. Our missile is
relatively smull—only about 18 feet
long—can be carried under an F-15
fighter, and fired directly at an oppos- -
ing satellite. It carries no explosive; it
simply collides ‘with the opposing sat-
ellite like 2 howling hall mowing dowmn
tenpins. We have fired the missile
once, but only to see if the system for
launching it from an F-15 would work.
Later, we are due to make the key
test—from an arms control stand-
point—by firing thec missile at an
object in space in order to check out
the homing device, which Is the key to
whether our Asat works or fails. .

Once we have proven that Asat
works, it will be very difficult for arms
control to come to grips with the
weapon. Arms control relies on_.the
verifiability of agreements. But our
Asat Is very small and every F-15 is a
potential launcher; verification of
Asat’s.once they are proven workable
and put in production is thus virtually .
impossible. Testing in space is easier to
verify and thus the key to Asat. con-
trol. | [ .

“We have a- major arms oont.rol mter-
est in preventing an Asat race. And we’
bave some rather fundamental. mili-
tary interests in doing so, toa.

First, reliable Asat’'s make satellites
vulnerable, and thus the use of nucle-
ar weapons are more likely. At the
start of a crisis, it would be tempting
to blind the other side first by knock-
ing out his spy satellites. This is an act
that does not draw any blood but is
nonetheless severe. The satellites we
keep at the highest altitudes are there
to detect the launch of a Soviet missile
attack on us. The Soviets have similar
satellites that are essential for early
warning. Without them, the country
would face a crisis blinded. Not know-
ing what the other side is doing and
fearing the worst generates pressures
to go nuclear before the other side can
strike out of the blue. Thus, Asat's are
inherently destabilizing. They threat-



en 10 make 4 Crisis situstion worse,
rather than better. . . .

Second, satellites are maoare impor-
tant to us than the Soviets and we
stand to lose more i satellites at high
aititudes eventuslly become wulner-
abie. It iz not only a matter of our
Jaunch detector satellites. About 70
percent of U.S. military communica-
tions move by satellite. The Soviets,
on the other hand, can more easily
" resort to overland communications be-
cause they sit astride the Eurasian
land mass. Thus, it i{s in our military
Interest to forestall the development:
of sophisticated Asat's, sz mavi e

Third. while the Soviets have more -
satellites in arbit and thus present
mare tergets to us, they can also re-
place their lasses mare easily. ‘Their
satellites are short lived compared to
ours They are constantly replacing
theirs. In 1982 for example, we
leunched 7 military satellites; they
launched 81. They are in a far bettar
position—with stocks of satellites and
launchers on hand--to make up far
lasses incurred in an Asat war in space.

‘I should note that the Soviet Union
declared a unilateral morzntorium on
Asat’'s last August. They recognize
that our Asat will be a major advance
over their large, lumbering, and out-
dated system, which first entered the
test stage 16 years ago. There is no
doubt that they would seek to mateh:
or leapfrog our antisatellite capability
{f we prove it out by mttmg an object
in spaca.

Amendment No l is deslg'aed to pre-
clude that development—I will insert
the texts of the proposed amendments
at the conclusion of my speech.:
Amendment No. 1 wauld forbid the
. testing of our Asat against an object fn -
space so long as the Soviets continue
to abide by.their own moratorium. As
I gaid, verification iz the core af suc-
cessful arms control; this bans testing
against an object in space, which is the
kind of activity both we and the Sovi-
ets can ohserve and verify. ;

While our Asat is far more sophls-tl-
cated than the aging Soviet system, it
{s not the end-all-and-be-all. Like the
Soviet system, our Asat can only reach
low-altitude satellites. Thus, even if we
successfully test and depioy our Asat,
we and the Sowviets know we cannat
threaten all their sateifites—nor they
ours. It is difficuit to put a fixed .
nuruber on our capability, but we can
say ib is declining as the Sovieis put
. more of their satellites in higher aiti
tudes. Recognizing that, there i5 inter-
est in the military in perfecting the
Asat so that we can knock out of the
sky anything they can put up there,
Another amendment, amendment No.
2. is designed to obviate that dievelop-
ment, which would combine the har-
rore of nonverification with the eviis
of a system posing a majar- threat to
the Soviets. The amendment wouid
forbid the cxpenditure of funds to de-
velop an advanced, high-altitude ver-
sion of our Asat. The ban would auto-

[, -

f(f

matically be lifted {f the Soviets sta.rt

. ed testing their Asat. . +"-

STRATEGIC DIFENSE INTTIAXIVE (50D - ' ¢

-A year ego, the President launched s
major vesearch effort aimed at giving
us the capability of using space to
defend against a Soviet missile attack,
8 proposal dubbed “Star Wars™ in the
mediz and the “Strategic Defense Ini-
tiative™ by the White House.

This i1s & difficull issge L0 cnme to
grips with for two reasons. First, the
fonds for the progrem are gpread all
over the dbadget like 30 many dBread-

“érumbs on a tablecioth. And, second,

while the .fundamental c<oncept of
“Star Wars"—sort of a Buck Rogers
ABM—is desta.buizing and & threat o
arms  ocontrols, “virtually everyone
agrees that some research work (n thus
realm makes good sense. ~ -

With regard to the first prohlem. the
President’s SDI package does not con-
teln ererythiing that logically com-
prises his SDL, For example, within his
SDI program, there is $489 million for
directed - ene,;gy weapoms, mamby
Iasers Bait scyttered elsewhere in the

-defense budget is another $404 million

for directed energy weapons. One pro-
posal, amendment No. 3, would simply
direct th= Defense Departinent to put
sil the related research programs to-
gether in & separate title inthe annual
badget. Thus, in future years, when
we will have to deal in detail with SDI
to prevent any of the companents
from getting out of hand, we wiil have
the required information at hand.

A second SDI amendment, amend-
ment No. 4, gets to the substance of
the issue by limiting the funding for

the research effort. Exactly bhow much .

we might seek to cut the program will
depend on what action the committees
take to trim it. There is brozd agree-

ment that some research in this area .

makes sense. Lasers may well play a
key role in the 2lst century battle-
field, and we cennot afford to fall
behind. The issues are the focus of
these programs on antibailistic missile
defense and the intense level of effort.
A funding ltmit is 2 direct cap an the
level of effort and an indirect ap-
proach to the focus of the programs.
Our chsallenge to the President’s
Star Wars program need not take on a
partisan cast. In fact, we are actually
flghting to preserve 2 Republican posi.
tion. It was the Nixon administration
that negotiated and signed the ABM
Treaty of 1972 It reasoped that the
world was a safer place if we avoided
an arms race in defensive systems, If.
one power grins a lemporary advan-
tage in the ability to destroy incoming
missiles, then ii may be tempted in &
crisis to hide behind thsat shieid and
attack the other cide. In theory, Star
Wars would give us the ability to
“fight and win’” a nuclear war. In prao-
tice, of course, neither gide conid grin
A permanent adeantage, and the Star
Wars defense. like all defenses, would
have its hales. Just a singile hole M the
Star Wars defense, however couid

allow through more déstructive power

-

than all the telligerents unJc&shed

ﬁuoughout Warld War IT. ' }
Tk - gALY II TREATY

"“In all the debate over weapons sys-

ERror

‘temis and negotiating positions, we

have tended to forget about the unra-
tlied SALT IT Treaty. It contains a

1985 expiration date. That date envi-
‘sioned a successor treaty would be in

place by then. Just as the SALT I
agreement envisioned that a successer
treaty would be ratified before the
1977 expiration date of SALT L.

‘. Before the 1980 election, candidate

Ronsld Resgan was highly critical of

the Carter sdministration for adher-

ing to SALT I after It expired and to

SALT II although It was unratified

On taking office, President Reagan

agonized over the issue and, after sev-

eral months, quietly announced that

he would do just what he had criti-
cized President Carter for doing.

The issue now, however, is whether
President Reagan is reverting to candi-
dature. News lesks from the adminis-
tration make clear that it is seriously
thinking about launching new Trideat
submarines without dismantling the
requisite number of old Poseidon subs,
as would be required to adhere to the
SALT IT limits on the number of sub-
marine-baced missiless We are thus
facing a step backward—sas opposed to
the sbsence of any step fwv.ud—l.n
the arms control arena. - :

Thie proposed amendment s to have
Congress declare our adherence to the
provisions of the two SALT agree-
ments. This is smendment Na. 5. The
House approved this amendment as

part of the Defense Authorization Act
2 years ago, but it did pot survh.e the
canference.

This amendment wou.ld simply enact
the President’s own wards about re-

- fraining from actions that undercut

SALT I and SALT II so long as the So-~-
viets behave similarly. It allows the
President to lift the ban in Lhe amend.
ment if he certifies to Congress that it
{s {n “the supreme national interest” -
of the Uanited States to do so. Clearly,
if allegations of Soviet violations of
those agreements are proven, it could
be in the supreme national interest to
cease adherning to SALT I and SALT
H. - . . N
SEA-JAUNCIIED CRUISE MISEILES (SLON'S)

The next two amendments, arcend-
mente No. 8 and No. 7 are similar.
They both address the sea-launched
cruise missile (n the same manner. .
One amendment, written for the De-
fense Authorizstion Act, deais with de-
ptoyment of nucliear-tipped SLCM's:
the other is written for the Depart-
ment of Energy bill and deals with
productdon of nucliear wurheads for
the SLCML

The two amendments would permit
the President o move forward with
nuclear SLCNM’s if he can design a nu-
clear system that {s distinguishable
from a conventional sysiem, that is
where one can easily judge whether
this SLCM (s nuclear or conventiomad,



and will rematn that way. The clincher
is that the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the Director of Central Intelligence
would be required to certify in writing
that the Presidentl's proposed syvstem
of differentiating is acceptable to
them {f applied to the Soviet Union in
an arms control agreement.

SLCM's are not automatically desta-
bilizing. In fact, in some ways they are
8 stabilizing weapons system, In the
sense that all cruise missiles are slow
and, therefore, have no first-strike po-
tential. -

In the strategic arms talks, the Sovi-
ets have always expressed concern
over our cruise missiles—ground-, air-,
and sea-launched. Any comprehensive
arms accord will likely have to include
some celling on numbers Lo win Soviet
acceptance. With air-launched cruise
missiles (ALCM's), we giready have a
counting system agreed to and includ-
ed In SALT I1. Ground-launched
cruise missiles (GLCM's) do not pose a
serious counting problem; they are rel-
atively few in number and locatable.
But SLCM's pose a problem of im-
mense proportions such that they
-:ould scuttle any agreement. -

The Navy is planning to place be-
“ween 7,000 and 8,000 launch tubes for

variety of weapons on 8 variety of

:ips. These tubes will then carry, in

iditinn to conventional weapons, sev-

al thousand SLCM's, both nuclear

1d conventional. The design of such a

usal-capable that is, nuclear or con-

entional weapon is & nod in the right
-urection when one is concerned about
dollars. Arms control is not unmindful
of budget considerations, but from an
arins control perspective. doliars are
not the principal concern. and they
must not drive the decisionmaking
process to undurmince arms control.
The current SLCM desien does just
that Dual<capable sysiems are a ver-
ification nightmare. The Soviets would
have to consider every SLCM 2 nucle-
ar threat—but for us to count several
thousand SLCM launchers 85 nuclear
for purposes of an arms control agree-
ment could eliminate viriually all
other strategic weapons in our arsenal.

Furthermore, from a strictly mili-
tary position. one must ask whether
nuclear SLCM's mzke sense for us. A
g.ance atl the map shows that SLCM's
uwre far more threa:<ning Lo us than to
the Soviets; most of our meajor popula-
tion and Industrial cenwers are easily
“ea hable by cruise missiles launched
from the Atlantie, Pacific, or Carib-
bean. Most Soviet tergets, on the
other hand, sre well inland. Do we
really want Lo puch ahead with nucle-
ar SLLCM's and thereby encourage the
Soviets to do the same?

BATTIIFITD NOCLEAR WEAPONE

This problem with dual<capable
forces is alrendy with us in Europe and
poses anotlier threat to stability. Nu-
clear weapons there are intermixed
with conventional forces. Many of our
units train with such emphasis on nu-
clear conflict that it takes precious
time away {rom their most important

function—presenting & credible corn-
ventional deterrent. Many of our nu-
clear weapons are deployed so far for-
ward that they risk capture by attack-
ing forces unless they are used. this

‘forces & decision in the early moments

of conflict when decisionmakers are
most prone to panic. We should not be
designing a system that requires an
early decision on uslng nuclear power.

One proposal, amendment No. 8, is
designed to concentrate minds in the
Defense and State Departments on
Just that fssue. It requires a report to
the Congress on how American forces
could be redesigned to limit or elimi-
nate these problems. I think we
should, first, pull our nuclear weapons
far back from the front, and procure
delivery systems with longer ranges;
second, eliminate dual capable sys-
tems; and third, segregate troops who
deal with nuclear weapons from those
who train conventionally. The pro-
posed study should lead us In that di-
rection.

Amendment No. 8 would keep the
problem from getting worse while the
process set in motion by amendment
No. 8 seeks to find 8 way to make
thinges better. Specificaily. amendment
No. 8 would delete funds for all tacti-
cal nuclear warheads that are not al-
ready depleved. Qur desire is to pre-
vent a future war from going nuclear.
It is, therefore, very much in ocur in-
terest to be less dependent on nuclear
weapons in Europe. Most particularly
in the tactical arena, It makes nio sense
to do nuclearly what you can already
do conventionally-—like strike at tank
concentrations or ships or an advanc-
ing infantry division.

The other proposal, amendment No.
10, deals with the recent administra-
tion decision to remove 1,400 tsctical
nuclear weapons from Europe. The ad-
ministration has provided & general
outline of the plan, geared primarily
to the removal of aging landmines, ar-
tillery shells, and the like, which are
deleriorating; they probably pose a
greater danger to our troops than the
Soviets. This amendment would re-
quire the administralion to =upply
Congress with the details on what it
will take out and when after the de-
tailed decisions are made,

STEMARINE-LAUNCHED BALLISTIC MISSILES

ASLENM'E} °

Any description of our missile sub-
marines invariably begins by describ-
ing them es the most invulnerable leg
of our muclear deterrent. There are
problems with bombers, leading to
work on angd debate over the B-1 and
Steaith. There are problems with the
land-based ICBM's, which opened wide
the infamous “window of vulnerebil-
ity and gave birth to the long debate
on the MX. But liberals and conserva-
tives alike cazy up (o the sea-based de-
terrent. It is the epitome of & stabiliz-
Ing system: it must have been dreamed
up by an arms coniroller. The key is
the invulnerability of our subs.

What if they are not quite so invul-
nerable? We are putting & lot of our

eggs into that one basket. The next
proposal, amendment Ng. 11, would re-
quire the administration to review the
entire sea-based deterrent and report
back to Congress. The goal is to look
at any adjustments we might need to
make—and should begin working on
now—to maintein the invulnerability
on which we are do dependent. Insteag
of walting until we have to sweat out 8

threat to SLBM's, let us try to keep

the threat from developing in the {irst
place. )
Those adjustiuents could involve
submarine design—for example, a
larger number of smaller subs. They
could involve adjuncts to the subma-
rine—for example, better ways to con-
trol them in 8 crisis situation, They

.could invulve arms control sirategies

we could pursue to enhance submarine
survivability—for example, mutunal
agreement on antisubmarine warfare
techniques so that peither side would
Lhrenlen o eliminate the other's mis-
sile subs In & conventional war while
battling attack submarines that do not
carry missiles and would be a major
element in any conventional war,

It is nol in our interest to see the
SLBM go the way of the I1ICBM aud
the bomber. .

COUNTERFORCE

Last year, in a letter to several Mem-
bers of Congress, President Reagan de- -
clared that he had no intention of
seeing the United States develop a
*counter{orce” or “first-strike” capa-
bility. Even he understood how desta.
hilizing this would be. Scmetimes
there is some confusion over just what
constitutes “first strike.” Often the
MX is described as a first-strike
weapon because it has sufficient accu-
rascy and throwweight o knock out
Soviet miss{le silos. In reality, howevr-
er, no weapon, per se, provides a first-
strike capability. It requires a suffi-
cient number of weapons with suffi-
cient accuracy and throwweight to
gain that capability. The United
Stzies may be about to deploy such
weanons in such numbers. Alone, the
MX, which wili be deployed in the late
19580's, will not give us that capsability.
But in conjunction with two other
weapons we could get a capability we
do not need or want.

The D5 missile, which will be placed
in our Trident submarines in the
1920's, is one. The Midgetman missile,
which will be deploved in the same
timeframe. is another. We ws'ant to be
sure that we do not deploy a combina-
tion of these systemns in such twnbers
that hefore the end of the century we
are threatening the Russians in the
EalDeé wWay we say they must not
threaten us.

The final proposal, amendment No.
12, one that has been proposed by
Congressman GGRE, requires the Presi-
dent to review all our ceployment
plans with a view to defining cicarly
when we would build up sufficient
counterforce cepability o present a
first-strike threat.



Thezoa.lhereisto establish & clear
thresheld beyond which we shall not

pass.

) CONCLOSION .

This ts a large number of amend-
ments. As a group, 1 would describe
them in two ways: -

First, they are not simple orstmpns-
tie. This country craves some compre-
hensive way out of the arms control
thicket with its maze of intricate con-

launched from an F-15 aircraft (as devel

oped under the Strategic Defense Program
of the Department of Defense, . ~

AMrypmerT To HR. 5187~

(Department of Defense Authorization Act,
1985)

=At the end of the bill add the following
new aection: -

mononmnmcm »
" Bec. — The Becretary of Defense shall tn-

s uuxnﬂu wmmzc WEAPONS

“8re. —. (a) Wone of the funds approprt-
stod pursuant to authortzations of sppropri-
 stlons in this Act may be used for the pro-
curement, testing, depioyment. or operation

-and maintenance of any strategic nuoclear

weApOn or nuclear weapon system, or of a
laungher for s strategic nuclear weapon or
puciear weapon system. i{f that procure-
ment, testing, deployment, or operation snd
maintenance would contravene existing®
strategic arms policies of the United States

clude with the budget request of the De- as declaed by the President in his Memorial
partment of Defense for each fiseal year - Day address of May 31, 1982, as follows: “As
.from flscal year 1988 through 1980 a de- .. for existing strategic arms agreements, we
tailed report on the funding of programs will refrain from actions which undercut
forming the Strategic Defense Initistive thmwhnluthe&v!n Union shows
program of the Department of Defense and  equal restraint.”.

cepts and counting systems. That s
what gave birth to the fresze move-
- ment. It answered -the public’s need -
for some clear mesns to voice 1ts firm
advocacy of arms control as'a priority

on the national agenda. In talking
about a dozen different amendments, I
em certainly pot helping the cause of
simplicity. But the choice is really be-

other programs of the Government relating
to the strategic defense of the Un.lud
States. Each such report—

{1) zhall set forth— - -~

{b) The limitations set forth in subsection
(s} shall not apply after the date that is 30
days after the date on which the President
tranxmits u report in writing to Congress (1)

fA) the amounta obligated md mndad containirg the President’s: -certification that
for esch such program during the mm it {s in the supreme national interest of the
fiscal year; . United States that such limitations no -
(B) the amonnts expected to be obligated longer spply, and (2) getting forth the rea-
and expended Yor each such program during SOnS for the certification. | °
the fiscal year during wmcht.borepon.h - . AMzxypuEST TO HR. 5167

submitted; - ., mepmt of Delu;s: Authorization Act,
3

tween advocacy of practical arms con-
trol or resort to rhetoric that is not
merely simple but also simplistie. I
feel we have the responsibility to opt
for the former even though we may
still pay appropriate obeisance at the
altar of the latter.

Second, and most importantly, these’
proposals are aimed at providing genu-
ine stability in the strategic realm.
Their goal is to make it less likely that
anyone would resort to nucleu arms
in a crisis. "

They are geared to allow both the
Soviet and American leaderships to act
more calinly in the difficulit moments
that will undoubtedly eonfront. us in
the decadea to come.

‘They are gesared to eliminate those
fears that “if I don™t use it, I'll lose it

“They are not part of some neat num-
bers game, but rather a package of
concepts that can give the superpower
relationship some stability regardless
of the weapons system bean count. -

(C) the amounts requuted to he sppropr#
ated for such for the fiscal year
for which the budget is submitted and ex-
pected to be expended for such programs DSW section:
during such fiscal year; and . ‘SEA-LAUNCHED CRUISE MISEILXS

(D) the amounts programmed to be re-  8rc, —. (a) The Secretary of Defense may
quested to be appropriated for the following not provide for the deployment of any
fiscal year for such programs and expected crulse mizsile dexigned to carry a nuclear
to be expended for such programs during. warhead and to be lsunched from s naval
such fiscal year; veszel or for the sssembly of nuclear war-

(2) shall include s narrative description of hesds onto such a cruise missile anti—
program coblecttves for each such program u)thePruidantmhmmmcms
and how such prograin relates to the overall report describing a method— -
strategic defense of the United States; and {A) by which it is possible to dete.rmlne -

(2) shall Include detallied infarmation on whether a cruise missile designed to be .
expenditures for any.ground-hased directsd launched from s naval vessel is convention-
energy or laser program that could be used ally armed or nuclear armed aud by which it
for anti-satellite purposes. is poasﬂ.::lte to verify a. unuuu:inmon the
Any request tranamitted to Congress for the DuInber of cruise missiles armed nucle.
enactment of legislation to authorize appro- "Mmh“d' and deployed on naval vessels;

- . - ,. bolations for military functions of the De-
Axerpurexr To HR. 5167 partment of Defense for s fiscal year to  (B) which the Joint Chiefs of Staff and

(Department of Defense Authorization Act, which -the reporting requirements of this the D!reetor of Centrai Intelligence have
19835 - section applies shail set forth as s separate in writing i a high-con{idence -
At the end of Htle II (RDT&E) add the title in any draft legislation submitted with method as applied by the United States to
following new section: . - that request all amounts requested to be au- Cruise missiles of another natfon and s an
LIMITATION ON mcovu-n-sam thorized for appropriation to the Depart. Soceptatie method for-use when applied by
. WEAPONS -mthc(msc!ormmtowhlcb :nnmumﬂunuqnl_s‘emsssﬂuotthe
Sec. —. No funds npproprhud pursuant to "“"h m‘u’“"’ o u:tzmm meom euch .
authorizations of appropriations in this title - '« " deplo t or assembl legislatio °
. may be used for the flight testing against an m”ua“ My:‘xte; such uporl.'hzeeelved byaneg-
object in space of any mntisatellite weapon - (Depart.ment of Defense A\nhurwcn Act,
1985)

30 long 23 the Soviet Union continues to ob-

. (b)Nothlnllnmhnct.Ionﬂlecuthaw-
“‘Z‘ its u"" isting moretorium against teSting  a¢ the end of title IT (RDTAXE) add the" thority to carry out deployment of conven-
anti-satellite weapons in space. {ollowing new section: tionally armed wes-launched cruise wmissiles.

Atmeendnfthehma.ddme!onomns

-

AmrNoMENT 70 HR. S16T LIMITATION ON AMOUNTS FOR STRATEGIC * . —
(Department of Defense Authorization Act, DIFENSE INITIATIVE . - ' AmpxoueNT 10 HR— -
198 Sec--. The total of the amounts that m Militery Applications of Nicleaxr Energy
At the end of title II (RDT&E) add the be;pmpﬂa&edlar!hn!yurlmlornn- Authorizetion for Fiscal Year 1985)
following new section: ormln: the Su'uecte Defense Initin- At the end of the b .dd the following
LIMITATION mmmamm - m‘m the Department of Defense new sectioms
ANTI-SATEIIITE WEAPONE . . may 0ot exceed $---—, such amount IIMITATION OF YOUNDS POR NUCLEAR WARMEAD

Spc. ~. No funds apmropriated musmﬂ.o
autharizations of appropriations in thig title
may be used for development, lest, or evalu-
ation of an advanced anti-zatellite weapon
90 iong as the Soviet Union continues to ob-
serve 115 existing moratorium against testing
rocket-boosted interceptor anti-satellite
weapons in space. For purposes of this seo-
tion, an advanced anti-satellite wespon is a.
rocket-boosted missile intercepter designed
to de capable of disabling or destroying a
satellite in space at distances further than
can be resched by an anti-satellite mizsile

-

the total of the amounts appropristed 1
such programs for fiscal year 1984 ndjumd

POR TACTICAL IAND ATTACK MISSILE

for inflation and an additionsl smount Sec. — Punds appropristed pursuant to
allow no more than § percent real growth : suthorizations of appropriations in this Act
any such progrun for which an increase was DAY 10t be obligated or expended for pro-

requested in the Budget of the Pruldant. for dncﬂon of the W80-0 nuclear warhead for

fiscal yeu' 1088, -
i Ammtnrx TO H.R. 8167

{Department of Defense Authorization Act,
1983)

At the end of the bill add the following
new section: -

land attack misstle-nuclear
(‘I'LAM-N) or to modify any other warhead
to make it suitable for that missile unt{l—
{1} ‘the President submits to Congress a
report descriding a method—
(A) by which it is possfble to determine
whether a cruise missile designed to bde
launched from a naval vessel is convention-



ally armad ar auclear armesd and by shich 4t
iz possible to verlfy a limitation on the
number of cruize missiles armed with nuele-
ar warheads and deployed on naval vessels;
and

{B) which the Jaint Chiefs of Staif and
the Director of Centra) Intelligenrs have
certitied in writing iz & high<confidence
pethod as applicd by the United Statles to
cruise missiles of another nation and is un

sccepiable method for use when apptied by -

another nation o cruise missiles of the
United States: and

€2y Congress specifically suthorizes such
obligstion ar expenditure in legislation an-

" acted ufiet such report §5 received by Con.

greas,

AnTNOMENT TO LR, 5187

{Department of Defense Authorization Act,
1985)

Al the end of the hit! add the following
new section:

REFOAT UN THEATER NUCLFAR WEAPONS AND
FOUCE GTRUCTURE

Sege. . Not later than January 19, 1885,
the Prusident shall gubmit to Concress a
report setting forth reasons why the Unjued
Ststes should or should not {nitisie = long-
term prusrarm for the venovation the North
Allantic Trealy Organization (NATO) nu-
clear delerrent (n a8 manner designed to
reduce pressures for early first use of tacti.
cal nucivar weapons and to substm:tially
rediire the thealer norlear arsennl (o 12 nes
and numbers of weapons e hiouse charusis ris-
tis niske for a more stable and cn-dible
furce. The report (in additjon to sny other
msiter cinered) shoeuld xpecifically addrvss
the 10N wing Issues

(1) Whether NATO should not eliminate
i rellance o shortsange battlefield nucle
Ar siuawas (such as the atomic demolilion
bemt and 155-milimerer ang B-inceh nuclear
arilery rounds), the exposure of which ta
early loss from enemy sction proraolLes pres-
surey {Or PEXly use.

t2) Whether NATQ should not refurbish
fts nucliar deterrent by dr<i;mung and de.
gt soveific dedicated nuclear taun: Lers
of a range which permils the coverage of all
progntal tarpets from locstione in the rear
uf tns European NATO termtory in the ters
ritory of the Warsaw Pact dhomr of the terri-
tury of the Soviet Union, thereby nductng
pressure frnm enemy sttion for early fimt
uw of rucithd Weapons

2 Xt her NATO rRhould nol. as & ruraies
4+ ¢ of » change in policy deacribed In
vatanaph (2). eliminate 1 {aventory of
dusi:Lable nuclear/conventiona) wrapons
in order to allow early use of artiflery, sir-
ernft. and surface-tosurface missiles for
conte ntional mirsions rather than esusing
thm W be withheld {or poszible nuciear
use.

(4] Whether NATO should not piace con-
trot ang cp<cmation of tactieal nuclvar weaps
ont in » engle specialized comnand estab-
Jistied for thst pwrpose so tLhat =il oiber
NATO forre elements could be free to cone

centrate on pursutn‘ conventional mflitary
umslons with maxfmum efficieney.

Asprouys 1o HR. —

(Military Applications of Nuclear Energy
Authorization for Fiscal Yedr 1983}

At the end of the bfl) add the following
new section:

PROHINITION OF TESTING CERTAIN WTW
TACTICAL NUCLEAR WARHEADS

Bzc. — (a) None of the funds appropsi-
ated pursuant to aubhorizations of appropri-
allanz iy this Aet may be used—

{1) for the testing and production of the
W81 warhead for the afr defense missile far
the Navy known #s the Standard Missile-2;
or N

{2} for resesrch and development for war-
heads for the anti-submarine weapors for
the Navy known as the anti-submarine war-
fore standoff weapon, the mnti-submarine
warfare vertical Iasunchh anti-submarine
rocket, the antl-submarine warfare nuclesr
depth bomb, and the advanced air iptercept
missile warhead.

(b) Not later than January I, 1985, the
President. shill submit a report to Congress
presenting a justifjcation (iu light of recent
technologicsl developments in conventianal
weaponsy for the development of, and eon-
Linurd relfance by the United States on. nu-
clear warneads for tactizg! battlefield use
The repart shall discuss the rationale for
the United States Nacy having & nuclear ca-
pability for air defense and submarine de-
fense and shall discuss conventiaonal alterne-
tives ta the suheud: referred to in subseo-
tion (a).

Avrspurwt vo HR, $167

(Department of Defense Authorization Act,
1985)

At the end of the blll add the following
new sectiom
REPORT OF WITBIRAWAL QOF TACTICAL NUCLXAS
WARGEADS FRCM ZUROPE

Src. —. The President zhall submit a
report W0 Congress not iater than 30 days
ufiar the final decision i made (based upon
the recommendations af the Supreme Alliad
Commender. Eurvpe) regarding the net re-
duction to be mude by the Unitad States it
the pumber of tactical nuciear warheads in
the territory of Norih Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization Puroptan member nations pursu-
ant te Lthr decision of the Nuclear Planaing
Grougp of the North Atlantie Treaty Organi-
zation of October 17, 1883, The report
shalj— N

(1) speclfy the types of warheads to dbe
withdruod in socordance with that decision.
the number of each guch warhead Lo be
withdraw. the schedule for the withdrawal
and the rationale for the selection of the
particular warheads to be withdrawn: and

(2) any changes in forse structure  be
mada cesulting from the ehanges in the tac-
tical nuclear warhesds puluoned in Europe.

Mum o H R, 5167
{Department of De{me Authorization Art,
¢ . 983)

At the end of the bilY add the Jallowing
pew section:
REPOXT ON BraaTrcic NocLEAR SUSMARINE
..JFoacr

. anc. -, Not htu- than January 19, 3985, '

the President shall sulnnit o Congres 8
report on the survivebility of the United
States strategic nuclear ballistie missiie sub-
marine force. The report shall address
whether there are grounds for adjusting. in
short or long-range terms..strategic forece
plans of the Uxjled States based on any vul-
nerability or potential vulnerabllity of such
force and the survivebility of command,
eontrol, and communications systems wilh
respect 1o submarines in wuch Torce. The
repart shall alss examine the feasibility and
desirability of enhancing the survivability
of such fosrce through srmscontro] meas-
ures that wouid affect ant}-submarine war-
fare, including the nature of the patrels and
the rules of engrgement af attack subma.
rines and {he nature of the patrols and the
Tules of engagement of ballistic mixsile sub-
marinex.

Auryorenz o B R 5187
{Department of Defe’x;;e Avthorization Act,
1985)

At the end of the bill add the {olowing
new section .

AEFORT O UNITEDR BTATIS mmmm
CAPARILITY - .

8pe. —. (a) Not Iater then Januery 19,
1985, the President shall submil to Congresa
& report discussing the required simategic
counterforee capability of the United States
consistent with existing Unfted Sisles
policy as expressed by the President in his
letier of May 11, 1983, to Representative
Albert Gore. Junlor, (printed in the Con-
GRESSTONAL REcoRD of ——, 1883, at page
H-—) in which the President—

(1) expizined his understanding of the
report of the President’s ‘Commussion on
Strategic Forces (“the Scoweroft Commls.
ston™) dated April 11, 1983 and

{2) apgreed with the recoinmendstion tn
that report that the Unjled States noi de-
velop m first-sirike capability mgainst the
Soviet Union,

{b) The report under subseclion (a} shail
be developed taking Into consideration cur-
rent and proposed United States interconid-
nental ballistie missiias having wg accuracy
of the crder of the MX missile and saxi] dis.
ctuis the number af esch such miistle (in-
cluding specilically the MX mistile, the D
Trident mixsfle, and the small single war
hesd missfle) intended to be procured for
United States strategic foree mcderniration
and the ratjonsle {or the oversll counter-
foree capability thut would be atiained asa
curmulative result of those procuwscmenis
The President shall include In the report a
specific definition of what Unlted Ststes
counteriorce ezpability would constitute &
ag-called “first-strike capability™ against the
Soviet Union.e






MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 30, 1984

TO: ~JAMES A. BAKER
BUD McFARLANE
FAITH WHITTLESEY
THRU: M.B. OGLESBY, JJ‘*’
FROM: PAMELA J. TURNER
SUBJECT: Denton/Domenici Comments on Central America

Following the attached colloguy on the Senate floor, Senator
Domenici's staff tracked me down to say that the Senator wanted
to make sure these comments were brought to the attention of the
"proper people at the White House." Domenici's concern is that
despite the volume of information and talking points we disseminated
concerning Central America, there are certain events and inci-
dents occuring which would bolster our point of view, but which
never seem to be reported through official channels. This is

the kind of information which Domenici, Denton, and several other
Senators (who talked to Domenici after his speech) feel would be
really helpful in the overall debate. Note particularly the
bracketed comments.

Attachment



S 4896

about nuclear power safety is that it ob-
scures questions like these that so urgently
demand answers and remedial action.

Concerns about safety need to be balanced
with concerns about the long-term viability
of this industry. At present, nuclear eneygy
appears to be the only practical source of
electrical energy for industrialized societies
of the future. Decades from now, we may
dearly regret letting thc technological ad-
vantage move from America to France and
Japan.

‘NICARAGUA

Mr. DENTON. Mr. President, this is
not a routine request to enter some-
thing in the RECORD.

In connection with the security situ-
ation which confronts us in Central
America, indeed the economic' conse-
quences of failing to meet that proper-
ly, as well as the security consequences
which confront us daily, as we contin-
ue our necessary debate on how: to
confront our deficits, I invite the at-
tention of my distinguished colleagues,
all of whom, like me, are capable.of
rendering judgments only on the basis
of the information they receive, this
rather significant article.

It is an article in today’s WaShington
Times, entitled “U.S. Officials Black
Out Anti-Sandinista Rally.” The arti-
cle is by Phil Nicolaides of the Wash-
ington Times. I will read four para-
graphs and ask that the article be
printed in the RECORD.

On Good Priday, a crowd of some 100,000
Nicaraguans thronged the plaza in front of
Managua’'s National Cathedral for three
hours to express, in the words of ABC's
Peter Collins, “their passionate solidarity
with the Catholic Church and opposition to
the Sandinista regime.” Some 8% million
Americans watching the ABC-TV Evening
News last Friday witnessed the event and

heard the veteran network correspondent
report it,

But if Americans had to rely on all other.

news sources singly or combined, they would
never know it happened.

And if Americans had to rely on the Stabe
Department, they would be told it didn’t
happen.

None of the wire services carried the story
or transmitted a single photograph to their
hundreds of subscribers. None of America’s
newspapers reported it. Neither did NBC or
CBS.

In summary, the rest of the article
says that top administration officials
confirm that such an event did take
place, and there were erroneous re-
ports on the part of people in our Em-
bassy down there that it did not take
place.

I ask my colleagues, as I shall do, to
study carefully what is going on here.

Bishop Obando y Bravo went before
the crowd and said, “Free Nicaragua!
Christ forever!” He is a man who origi-
nally sympathized with the Sandinista
regime, and he was at the forefront of
that rally.

This is a very important piece of in-
formation for us. I happened to speak
to that bishop and to the editor of La
Prensa, whose father was killed by the
Somoza people, and this heroic son is
being threatened with death by the
Sandinistas. .

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE

So I hope that we can recognize that
this information is not only a presen-
tation of information but also the
withholding of information as charac-
terized by the title of the book “De-
spite” and this is something we should
all direct our attentlon to and try to
sort out.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp
this article which I previously men-
tioned.

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

U.S. OFricIALs Brack OUT ANTI- Smmtsu
RalLy
(By Phil Nicolaides)

On Good Friday, a crowd of some 100,000
Nicaraguans thronged the plaza in front of
Mansagua’s National Cathedral -for three
hours to express, in the words of ABC's
Peter Collins, “their passionate solidarity
with the Catholic Church and opposition to
the Sandinista regime.” Some 8% million
Americans watching the ABC-TV Evening
News last Friday witnessed the event and

heard the veteran network correspondent -

report it.

But #f Americans had to rely on all other
news sources singly or combined, they would
never know it happened.

And if Americans had to rely on the Sta.be
Department, they would be told it didn't
happen.

None of the wire services carried the story
or transmitted a single photograph to their
hundreds of subscribers. None of America’s
newspapers reported it. Neither did NBC or
CBS.

When The Washington Times asked State
Department spokesman Joseph Becelia for
information about the demonstration, he
said he had not heard of it and would have
to telephone the U.S. Embassy in Managua
for a repoet. U.S. diplomats in Managua had
apparently not cabled to Washington any-
thing about the huge demonstration.

Quoting Roger Gambel, the deputy chief
of the U.S. mission, Mr. Becelia sharply
challenged the accuracy of the ABC report.
“This was not an anti-Sandinista demon-
stration,” he said. “By no means—neither in
its origin nor in its nature.”

When pressed to explain the loud chants
from the crowd and the placards clearly visi-
ble on the television screen in the Collins
report, Mr. Becelia replied that “any anti-
Sandinista character or manifestations were
peripheral to the religious nature of the
gathering—although there may have been
scattered anti-government shouts and a few
placards.”

He also said the crowd numbered “only
50,000, not 100,000.” The larger figure, he
said, “was a church estimate.”

An ABC spokesman said, “Our crowd esti-
mates were based on a careful review of the
capacity of the plaza—the size of two foot-
ball fields—and the density.” In fact, he
said, ‘‘some church officials were saying the
crowd numbered 200,000, That 500,000
figure you got from the embassy is a Sandi-
nista estimate. I don’t know why anyone
would take it as reliable.”

A top administration official said the han-
dling of this affair by the American embas-
sy in Managua “unfortunately confirms the
view of some of us that our ‘experts’ are not
expert enough. It casts new light,” the
source continued, ‘“on the reasons the Kis-
singer Commission was so dissatisfied with
the attitudes and the abilities of our people
down there.”

A highly placed White House source, told
of the State Department explanation, called
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it ‘*absolutely incredible—those embassy
people must be asleep at the switch.”

“A disgusting performance,” was the reac-
tion of a former high government official
closely involved in Latin American policy
matters. *“But the problem goes beyond em-
bassy ineptitude,” he said.

“The real question is why is State's
Bureau of Inter-American Affairs putting
this curious negative spin on events in Nica-
ragua which should be playing into our
hands and supporting our position?

“It took great courage for those people to
Join in such a tremendous popular manifes-
tation,” he said. “They risked being phys-
ically attacked by the turbas divinas [divine
mobs]—Marxist goon squads who frequently
assault people, even in church buildings,
when there is any complaining about, the
regime.,”

ABC News officials stood by their st.ory.
One reporter on the scene said the State
Department’s attempt to downplay the po-
litical significance of this event—the people
of Nicaragua rallying around their church
and their bishop in defiance of the Sandi-
nista regime—must be because they don't
know what's going on, or don’'t want to
know.

“Anyone who saw what we saw and heard
what we heard would have grasped the fact
that this was an outpouring of religious
fervor, but also  that feeling was directed
against the regime, which has been fighting
the church. The leaders of the demonstra-
tion, Bishop Obando y Bravo and Father
Bismarck Carballo, are symbols of resist-
ance and frequent targets of the Sandinis-
tas,” the netwark reporter said.

One of the frequent chants, ABC, said,
was, “‘We are Christians, not Marxists.”
That ought to tell you something.”

A high administration official confirmed
this account and agreeed that the State De-
partment’s view was “way off base.” He re-
called how American embassy staffers in
Moscow “showed the same kind of blindness
when they failed to read the unmistakable
signs that Yurl Andropov had died. Dusko
Doder [of the Washington Post] filed the
story, and eight hours later our embassy
there was still denying it,” he recalled.

Some highlights of the original ABC
report:

“The crowd of 100,000 ... led by Arch-
bishop Abando y Bravo, in an exquisite
rebuff to Sandinista leaders who had said
he was out of touch with the people. ..
shouted, ‘Free Nicaragua! and ‘Christ For-
ever!

“None of the Sandinista leaders was
present. Most are declared atheists. In a de-
fiant gesture, the march was organized by
Father Bismark Carbeallo, the director of
communications, a priest the regime tried to
discredit last year. . . The church has begun
to teke on the role of the church in Poland.
It is becoming the focus of opposition to the
Sandinista regime.

“No police were present, because the San-
dinistas know the church is the one force
that can rally the people against the gov-

ernment. For their part, the church leaders.

said nothing against the regime, but empha-
sized the need for Catholic faith which
here, as in Poland, means ‘No’ to Marxism.”

Two days after the demonstration, the
bishops of Nicaragua issued an Easter pasto-
ral letter sharply critical of the regime. The
letter was bitterly attacked in the govern-
ment controlled newspaper Barricada for
failing to condemn “North American imperi-
alism,” and for urging the regime “to enter
a dialogue with the murderers of our
people.”

The bishops’ letter was one of the strong-
est ever issued by the church agsainst the

-
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Sandinista regime. It condemned press cen-
sorship, the detention of political prisoners,
violence against the Indian minority, re-
strictions on religious freedom, and the col-
lapsing economy which has caused acute
shortages and rationing.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
DEexTON) for bringing to the attention
of the Senate the account found in the
Washington Times of April 26 under
the byline of Phil Nicolaides.

I know the distinguished Archbishop

Obando y Bravo, a leader of the
Catholic Church in Nicaragua. I met
and visited with him at length as part
of the Kissinger Cominission investiga-
tion and finding of facts which took us
to Nicaragua in October of last year.
- I must say that I have not had as
many opportunities in my life to see
brave people as the distinguished Sen-
ator from Alabama. As a matter,of
fact, clearly, I have not had an oppor-
tunity to be brave as he was as a pris-
oner of war for over 7 years. The dis-
tinguished Senator has far exceeded
what I have done and hopefully would
have to do.

But I suggest that the subject of the
article, this man, Archbishop Obando
y Bravo, is a true hero. And I think he
is in danger every day of his life in
Sandinista Nicaragua, just as we were
in danger in Somoza’s Nicaragua.

I am delighted that the archbishop
presided over or was part of this rally
of the faithful that was reported by
ABC and then repeated here in the
Weshington Times, because 1 think
that the international visibility does
give him an opportunity to survive in
Sandinista Nicaragua, which is, with
the passage of each day, growing more
and more an armed camp, with no
basic freedom whatsoever. It is more
and more like Nazi Germany in its be-
ginning days, really, than anything
else.

I do not know why we seem to get
multiple versions of every little item
that happens in Central America
when it is against the interests of
those we are trying to help. For in-
stance, we, properly, learn about every
deficiency of the new democracy that
is trying to establish itself in El Salva-
dor, but it is so difficult for us to get
news about what the Sandinista Com-
mandantes are doing to freedom-
loving individuals and the churches in
Nicaragua.

I commend the Senator for putting
us on notice here, and, while I am not
an expert on embassies, or ambassa-
dors, which are good and which are
not, I concur that the Embassy in
Nicaragua just has to report events
more objectively and more fully than
they have in the past.

I was not very pleased with what I
saw there when I went down for that
visit to Central Ametican countries.
Here again, I do not know how the
Embassy could miss 100,000 Nicara-
guans meeting with church leaders,
not Nicaraguan Marxist leaders, but
merely church leaders and others out-

side of the Government. How we could
miss reporting that from our Embassy
is something rather significant, espe-
cially since the cry of the meeting was
a simple one—freedom and Christ. I
guess these Nicaraguans are trying to
tell us that some of their leaders are
trying to do away with these ideals in
that country. Both freedom and
Christ would be replaced by Marxism
and Sandino.

So I commend the Senator for bring-
ing this meeting to our attention.

CENTRAL AMERICAN POLICY

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, a
year ago our distinguished colleague
from Connecticut, Senator CHris
Dobp, carefully addressed the issue of
Central America and told us where the
President's policy was taking us. It was
a tough statement and it created a lot
of controversy. And it created a lot of
controversy because Senator Dopp had
the guts ““to tell the emperor he had
no clothes” and a lot of folks around
Washington thought that was improp-
er, if not downright impolite.

Improper and impolite, well, I for
one wish we had been a lot more im-
proper and impolite on the issue of
Lebanon. If we had, we might have
saved a few hundred American lives.
But we were not and those lives were
lost.

Let us not do in El Salvador, or in
Central America what we did in Leba-
non or in other misguided military ad-
ventures. Let us not rely only on a
military solution to complicated prob-
lems. That was Senator Dopp’s mes-
sage a year ago to the American
people, and it is a message that is well
worth repeating. Let us use our trade
markets to bring a needed stimulus to
the stagnant economies of Latin Amer-
ica. Let us take advantage of the polit-
ical options open to us, for example,
the Contadora process. Let us take ad-
vantage of the negotiating framework
established by some of our closest
allies in this region—Mexico, Venezu-
ela, Colombia, and Panama. And let us
do it before the quagmire of a military
solution in Central America closes
around us and we are left to claw our
way out.

For those who need a roadmap on
how to get from here to there, I urge
them to take another look at Senator
Dopp’s statement delivered April 27,
1983. And, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that a copy of that
statement be printed in the RECORD.

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

DEMOCRATIC RESPONSE TO PRESIDENT REA-
GAN'S ADDRESS TO JOINT SESSION OF CON-
GRESS

(Remarks delivered by Senator
CHRISTOPHER J. DODD)

Good evening. I want to thank the net-
works for the opportunity to offer a differ-
ent viewpoint. While there is no unanimity
in Congress—on either side of the aisle—on
Central America, tonight I am speaking for
the many Americans who are concerned

.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

‘S 4897

about our ever-deepening Involvement in
the military conflict in that part of the
world.

I am pleased to note that the President
this evening was willing to recognize an eco-
nomic and political dimension of the prob-
lems in Central America, including the pos-
sibility of negotiations. Concerned Members
of Congress have been pressing this point of
view since he came to office. Regrettably,
however, as his statement tonight demon-
strates, the fundamental view continues to
emphasize military problems and the search
for military solutions.

In the months and years that follow this
evening, after the applause has faded and
the ringing phrases are forgotten, Ameri-
cans will have to live with the choices we
make in this fateful time of decision.

In the past, we as a nation have learned
painfully that the truth is never as simple
as some would peaint it. Charts and statistics
can be used or misused to prove any side of
a case. And speeches can sound very good
without being very right.

So first of all, let me state clearly that on
some very important things, all Americans
stand in agreement.

We will oppose the establishment of
Marxist states in Central America.

We will not accept the creation of Soviet
military bases in Central American.

And, we will not tolerate the placement of
Soviet offensive missiles in Central Amer-
ica—or anywhere in this hemisphere.

Finally, we are fully prepared to defend

" our security and the security of the Ameri-

cas, if necessary, by military means.

All patriotic Americans share these goals.
But many of us in Congress, Democrats and
Republicans,. respectfully disagree with the
President because we believe the means he
has chosen will not fulfill them.

Those of us who oppose the President’s
policy believe that he is mistaken in critical
ways. To begin with, we believe the Admin-
istration fundamentally misunderstands the
causes of the conflict in Central America.
We cannot afford to found so important a
policy on ignorance—and the painful truth>
is that many of our highest officials seern to
know as little about Central America in 1983
as we knew about Indochina in 1963.

I've lived with the people in this region.
Let me share some facts with you about
Central America. -

Most of the people there are appallingly
poor. They can’t afford to feed their fami-
lies when they're hungry. They can't find a
doctor for them when they’re sick. They live
in rural dirt shacks with dirt floors of city
slums without plumbing or clean water. The
majority can’t read or write. Many of them
don’t even know how to count.

It takes all five Spanish-speaking coun-
tries of Central America more than a year
to produce what this nation does in less
than three days. Virtually none of even that
meager amount ever reaches the bulk of the
people. In short, a very few live in isolated
splendor while the very many suffer in
shantytown squalor, In country after coun-
try, dictatorship or military dominance has
stifled democracy and destroyed human
rights.

If Central America were not racked with
poverty, there would be no revolution. If
Central America were not racked with
hunger, there would be no revolution. If -
Central America were not racked with injus-
tice, there would be no revolution. In short,
there would be nothing for the Soviets to
exploit. But unless those oppressive condi-
tions change, the region will continue to
seethe with revolution—with or without the
Soviets.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 12, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES A. BAKER\/////
MICHAEL DEAVER

JOHN HERRINGTON
FROM: M. B. OGLESBY, J
SUBJECT: Tennessee Valley Authority Board Vacancy

As indicated in my April 10 memorandum to you, I have
attached the resume of Mr. John Waters.



John B. Waters
OFFICE

ﬁO%E:

aters Edge i Syke & Shar
Sevierville, Tennessee 37862 iitéiiéyzaters' yRes,

(615) 453-3913 Professional Buildi g

Sevierville, Tennessee 37862
(615) 453-2877

Family: Born, Seviervyille, Tennessee, July 15, 1929; fatheib, John B.
Wz ters, Senior, deceased; mother, Myrtle Paine Waters, deceased;
sister, Mary Louise (Mrs. R.B.) Hailey; brother, David Paine
Waters, Sevierville, Tennessee; married the former Patsy
Temple (1953); two children, John B. Waters,III, born 1955,
and Cynthia Beth, born 1957. Mrs. Waters is a graduate
of the Unlver51ty of Tennessee. John B. Waters, III an
attorney, is a graduate of the University of Tennessee at
Knoxville and Georgetcwn Law School; Cynthia, a professional
photographer, is a graduate of tre Art Institute of
Atlanta. All the family are members of the First Baptlst
Church of Sevierville, Tennessee.

Education: Graduated from the University of Tennessee.with a B.S.
degree in Finance in 1952. Docter of Jurisprudence, 1961.
After serving three years iIn tle United States Navy, returned
to the‘Unlver31ty of Tennessee Law School, receiving
J.D. degree in 1961. While attending the University,
was a member and VYice President of Phi Sigma Kappa
Fraternity; Vice President of the Student Body; member
of Athletic Council; Scarbbean Senior Society; chairman
of | campus political party, member of Pi Alphe Delta
Legal fraternlty, listed in Who' s Who in American Cclleges
and Universities in 1952.

Military: Joined the Ynited Steates Ngvil ‘Reseryes in 1948 at age 17,
while a stuyden at University of Tennessee. Commissioned
as Ensign in 1952 and served on U.S.S. Ccnway ( DDE 507)
from 1952 to 1955 as Gunnery Officer in the Atlantic
and Sixth fleet. Now Lt. USNR Hon. Ret.

Bus;ness and Professional; Encaged in the practice of law as a
general partner in the Law Firm of Hailley. Waters Sykes
and Sharp, Professional Building, Sevierville, Tennessee.
Member Sevier County, Tennessee and American Bar Association.

Licensed to practice in Tennessee, District of Columbia
and U.S. Suypreme Court; President of Sevier County Bar
Association, 1972 - 1974, Vice President for East
Tennessee, Tennessee Bar Association, President of
Tennessee Bar Association, 1983-84. ¥Fellow, American
College of Probate Council. ™Member, American Judicature
Society., Fellow of the American Bar Foundatioen.
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Community and Civic: Member, American Legion, Masons, Sons

Political:

Govermmental:

of the American Revolution, Gatlinburg Elks Lodge
(Exhalted Ruler, 1960). Member of Sevierville Housing
Authority, 1958 to 1968; member and Chairman of

Sevier County Industrial Developmert Board, 1964 to

1968; Chairman, Sevierville Library Foundation;
Vice~Chairman, Sevierville Chamber of Commerce, 1962-
1966; Member Governor's Committee on Economic Development
1971: Member State of Tennessee Industrial and
Agricultural Commission, 1971; Tennessee Representative:

"to Southern Growth Policy Board, 1971-1975; Trustee,

East Tennessee Baptist Hospital, Knoxville. 1976-1982;
Member, Ter-:ssee-Tombigbee Waterway Authorlty,
1978- present

Repyblican. Member of the State Executive Committee,
1962 to 1968; Vice Chairman, 1962-1966; in 1958

made unsuccessful campaign for Republican Nomination
for Congress against the late Carroll Reece. State
campaign Chairperson for Senator Howard Baker's

1964 and 1966 campaigns. Delegate to 1968 Republican
National Convention. Member of State Nixon Committee,
1968. E

In 1969 President Nixon nominated Waters as Federal
Co-Chairman of the Appalachian Regional Commission.

He was confirmed by the United States Senate on March
26th, 1969. Justice Potter Stewart of the U.S. Supreme
Court Administered the Oath of 0Office to Mr. Waters.
The Appalachian Regional Commission consists of the
gcvernors of the 13 Appalachian states and@ the Federal
Cao—Chairmen,

The commission engages in a broad spectrum of economic
deyeloppment, programs including highways, health,
vocational educatlon,.sewer and water projects,

land reclamation, housing in the Supplemental of

other federal grant-in-aid programs. Waters served

as Federal Cc-Chairman until March 1971, when he

. resigned and retuvrned to Sevierville to resume his

law practice and busiress. A joint resolution henoring
Waters was passed by the Eighty-Sixth General Assefbly
of the State of Tennessee,



