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of a postage stamp to commemorate the
70th anniversary of the founding of the
Girl Scouts of the United States of
Amerlca.

BENATE JOINT RESOLUTION A4

At the request of Mr, DECONCINI, the
Senator from Montana (Mr. Bavcus! , the
Senator from Louls'ana (Mr, Lowe), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. Sassgr),
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. Lucar),
and the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Baker) were added as cosponsors of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution B4, a joint resolu-
tion to proclaim March 19, 1982, as “Na-
tional Energy Education Day.”

AENATE JOINT BRESOLUTION &7

At the request of Mr. MaTrIAS, the Ben-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. CHAFEE),
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. Wiw-
Liams), and the Senator from Maine (Mr.
CoxeN) wers added as cosponsors of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 87, & joint resolu-
tion to authorize and request the Presi-
dent to designate Beptember 13, 1981, as
“Commodore John Barry Day."

BENATE CONCUBRRENT RESOLUTION 24

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the SBena-
tor from Minnesota (Mr. BoSCHWITE),
the Benator from Rheode Island (Mr.
PELL}, the Senator from Maryland (Ar.
MarHias), and the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. ZoriNsEY) were added as co-
sponsors of Benate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 24, a concurrent resolution submit-
ting & proposal to improve the interna-
tional nonproliferation regime.

SENATE RESOLUTION 74

At the request of Mr. MovYsisas, the
Senator from Loulsiana (Mr. JoHNSTOR)
was added as a cosponsor of Senate
Resolution 74, a resolutlon relating to
actions taken by the Foreign Ministers of
the Nonallgned Movement at their re-
cent concluded meeting in New Delhi.

AMEMNDMENT HO. O3

At the request of Mr. Lucan, the Sena-
tor from Connecticut (Mr. Wercker) , the
Senator from Colorado (Mr, ARMSTRONG] ,
and the Senator from New York (Mr,
Mo¥wniuan) were added as cosponsors of
amendment No. 99 intended to be pro-
posed to S. B84, a bill to revise &and extend
programs to provide price support and
production incentives for farmers to as-
sure an abundance of food and fiber, and
for other purposes.

AMENODMENT NO. 488

At the request of Mr. Writiams, his
name was added as & cosponsor of
amendment No. 489 proposed to House
Joint Resclution 266, a bill to provide for
8 temporary increase in the public debt
limit.

At the request of Mr, Movwinan, the
Senator from Montana (Mr. Bavcus),
the Senator from Callfornia (Mr. Craw-
sToN), the Senator from Maine (Mr.
MrrcHELL) , and the Senalor from Arkan-
sae (Mr. Bumrers) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment, No. 489 proposed
to House Joint Resolution 268, supra.

Af the request of Mr. Sasses, his name
was added as a cosponsor of amendment
489 to H.J. Res. 2686, supra.

UPF AMENDMENT NO. 208

At the request of Mr. ToweR, the Sena-
tor from Texas (Mr. BEnTsen), the Sena-
tor from Nevada (Mr. CaNNow), the Sen-
ator from Maine (Mr. CoreEN), the Sena-
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Senator from Alabama (Mr. DERTON),
tor from Arizona (Mr. DeCowciwt), the
the Senator from Illinols Mr. Dmxow,
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
water), the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. HerFrin), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. Hoaeurey!), the Sena-
tor from Washington (Mr. Jackson], the
Senator from Louislana (Mr. JoENSTON) ,
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MEeL-
cHER, the Senator from South Dakots
{Mr. PressLErR), the Senator from
Sputh Carolina (Mr, TavaMmownp), the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. ZoRINSKY),
and the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr, Avprews) were added as cospon-
sors of UP amendment No. 208 proposed
to 8. 1377, an original bill to provide for
reconcilletion pursuant to title ITI of
the first concurrent resclution on the
budget for fiscal year 1982 (H. Con. Res,
115, 97th Congress).
UF AMENDMENT NO. 208 TO B, 1377

Mr. TOWER. Mr, President, on Thurs-
day, June 25, I along with a number of
my colleagues offered an amendment to
the reconciliation bill which was adopted
by the Senate and which provided $300
million in impact aid funding for fiscal
year 1982. I noted that the names of
only 4 of the 24 cosponsors of this
amendment were reflected in the Becorp
for June 25. In order to insure that all
of the cosponsors are properly credited
for thelr support on this very important
issue, I ask unanimous consent that the
names of each of my colleagues, who
prior to the amendment’s adoption in-
dicated to me their willingness to co-
sponsor. now be added as cosponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, it is so0 ordered,

COBPONSORE

Mr. Andrews, Mr. Bentsen, Mr. Cannon,
Mr. Cohen, Mr, DeConelnl, Mr Denton, Mr.
Dixon, Mr, Goldwater, Mr. Heflln, Mr.
Humphrey, Mr. Jackson, Mr, Johnston, Mr.
Melcher, Mr, Preasler, Mr. Thurmond, and
M, Zm’ﬁnsk}r.

SENATE RESOLUTION 177—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION RELAT-
ING TCO THE IMPORTATION OF
POTATOES FROM CANADA

Mr. COHEN (for himself and Mr.
MiTcHELL) submitted the following resoc-
lutlon, which was referred to the Com-
mittes on Finance:

3. Res, 177

Whereas polato Imports from Canada have
ingreassd dmmatically during the past three
Years as 8 result of the decrénse o tarifd
rates provided for under the Tradoe Agree-
ments Act of 1873;

Whereas such Imports are likely to con-
tinue to increass since tarlfT rates on Ca-
nadian potatosa will be equalized at 35 cents
per hundredwelght on fresh potatoes by 1887;

Whereas the currency exchange rale be-
tween Canada and the United States has
pleaced domestic producera of potatoss st an
additional disadvantage in cotnpeting with
Canadian produced potatoes:

Whereas there is gvidence that the produc-
tion of Canadian potatoss 18 being subsidlized
directly and indlrectly by the Canadian
Government;

Wheresa increased potato mports place o
severs burden on domestle producers who
must compete In & market that already
suffers perlodically from domestle over-
production;

16175

Whereas the Presldent ls authorized by
sectlon Z04 of the Agricultural Act of 1858
to negotinte with repressentatives of forelgn
governments to obtaln agreements limiting
the import of sgricultural commodities Into
the United States: Now, therefore, be 1t

Regolved, That 1t 18 the sense of the Senate
that the President should, and la hercby
urged and requested to, negotiate with rep-
resentatives of the Canadian Government In
an effort to obtaln an agreement Umiting
tha expors from Canada to the Tnlted States
of both seed and iablesiock potatocs and to
lsaun rzgulations wundsr szetlon 204 of the
Agrieultural Act of 18568 governing the entry
or withdrawal from warehouse of such com-
medities to carry out any such agreement.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to submit this sense of the Sen-
ate resolution which I hope will provide
the impetus for the administration to
seriously address the problem of im-
ported Canadian potatoes Into the
United States. This resolution will urge
the Prezident to negotliate with repre-
sentatives of the Canadian Government
in an effort to obtain an agreement lim-
itng the export from Canada to the
United States of both seed and table-
stock potatoes mand to issue regulations
under sectlon 204 of the Agricultural
Act of 1956 governing the entry of such
commodities to carry out such agree-
ment.

For the past 3 vears, fresh potato im-
ports from Canada have increased dra-
matically. In the past year alone, there
was nearly a 300 percent increase in
both potato seed and tablestock ship-
ments. This increase is partly a result
of gradual reductions of tariffs under
the Trade Agreements Act of 1979, Exist-
ing quotas on imports from Canada will
be eliminated entirely in 1087, further
expos ng the industry to Canadian po-
tato shipments.

Another significant advantage to the
Canadian exporter is the monetary ex-
change rate, which has fluctuated from
15 to 20 percent in the past year. At this
rate, the importer pays, in effect, 20 per-
cent less to purchase Canadian potatoes,
a product indistingulshable from those
produced on U.S. farms. This situation
could be acceptable if the consumer were
benefiting from this cost saving. How-
ever, this is not the case. Evidence in-
dicates that the Canadian producer, at
the farm gate, recelves even less for his
product than does his U.8. counterpart.
Last year, the consumer witnessed rec-
ord high potato prices at the supermar-
ket, indicating that neither the producer
nor the consumer was benefiting from
this trade. Indeed, hoth the taxpayer
and the consumer are paying through
the weakening of our domestic industry.

Administrative remedies available to
assist domestic horticultural industries
pre limited and costly. For example,
after 2 vears of frustrating dialog with
Federal srmencies, the Maine and New
York potato Interests are contemplating
filing & countervalling duty petition with
the International Trade Commission.

The producers complain that the Fed-
eral agencles in place to assist them can
only offer a sympathetic ear, yet can
offer no realistic alternatives to this
pressing problem. For example, some al-
ternatives, such as instituting a mar-
keting order for protection, directly con-
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tradict administration policy to remove
existing marketing orders.

In Canada, subsidies at both the Fed-
eral and provincial levels are khown to
exist., Additional ineguities In energy
costs, transportation subsidies, and re-
strictions on U.5. potatoes entering Can-
ada only add to the frustration of U.S.
producers.

Mr. President, I support free trade.
However, I feel that this {5 an example
where trade is not, in fact, fair, The
Canadian Government has targeted the
Eastern U.8, market for its potato pro-
duction, utilizing extensive marketing
and promotional programs. Similar pro-
grams for our horticultural industries do
not exizt. Potatoes ahd other perishable
frults and vegetables do not even have
the protection of sectlon 22 provisions
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act,
since they are not covered under Pederal
price supports. I firmly believe that the
voles of the small horticultural indus-
tries in this country must be heard and
that the authority provided by section
204 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
iz an appropriate mechanism for ad-
dressing the problem of potato imports.

It is clearly in our national interest
for the Federal Government to insure
that the potato industry, as well as
smaller hortlcultural industries, are not
in fact, traded away, The Northeastern
consumer should not be dependent upon
a foreign country for a substantial por-
tion of perishable fruits and vegetables,
These small, dispersed industries, with
no strong lobbying voice, should not be
faced with competing against both for-
eign producers and foreign governments.

Mr. President, this s a nonbinding
resolutlon,

Notwithstanding, I would sincerely
hope that the administration will ad-
dress this problem adequately, thus re-
moving the need for more drastic legis-
lative measures.

I urge my colleagues, especially those
from fruit and vegetable producing
States, to suoport this resolution.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this
resolution addresses a serious problem
facing the potato industry, a key sector
in the economy of Maine and other
States. The problem iz the surwe of Ca-
nadian imperts inte U.8. markets, and
the tremendously disruptive effect this
surge has had o domestic growers. Ca-
nadfan potato imports have Increased
substantially for 3 consecutive years.
Last year alone saw a 300-percent in-
creass in imports. Canadian potatoes
entering the country through Maine
ports of entry are expected to equal 25
percent of the total volume of Maine
tablestock potatoes. This has had a
devastating imnact on the U.5. industry,
which is already suffering from excess
capacity.

The potato industry is narticularly dis-
advantaged in seeking relief from dis-
ruptions caused by changine trade pat-
terns. Most agricultural products are
covered by zection 22 of the Agriculture
Adjustment Act, which gives swift and
effective relief from excessive Imports
competing with price-supported prod-
ucts, Potato growers receive no subsidy,
either through price supports or any
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other avenue. Thus, the swilt relief un-
der section 22 iz not available for this
product.

We are therefore seeking relief
through section 204 of the Agriculture
Act of 1956. This sectlon extends & more
general remedy, ellowing the President
to negotiate with forelgn governments
to limit agricultural imports to the
United States. The resolution urges the
Fresident to use this remedy in dealing
with the problem of Canadian potato
imports, :

There are several reasons for the re-
cent surge in imports from Caneda. A
major cause iz the concerted effort by
both the Federal and provineial govern-
ments in Canada to increase potato
production in order to Ingrease their ex-
ports to traditional U.S. markets, This
effort has led to a number of subsidies,
in the form of low-interest loans, sub-
stantinl transportation subsidies, and
stabilization payments for crop produc-
tion. Recently, the Canadian Govern-
ment approved a $3 million promotion
program for potato exports.

Another cause of the surge in Cana-
dian imports s the depressed value of
the Canadian dollar, which gives Cana-
dian growers a sighificant exchange rate
advantage. The exchange differential
can account for as much as 20 percent
discount for the Canadian product—a
price advantage that no domestic pro-
ducer can overcome.

A third cause of higher imports is
the tariff concessions made by the
United States in 1979, The reduction in
tariff-rate quotns negotiated in 1979 was
substantial, and has contributed to in-
ereased efforts to target 1U.S. potato
markets.

Taken together, Canadian Government
subsidies, the exchange rate and our own
efforts to free trade have all had the end
result of driving our producers into bank-
ruptey and of helping create s Cana-
dian industry whose only goal is to pro-
E;ce potatoes for export to the U.S,. mar-

A number of other problems plague
Maine growers and represent an advan-
tage for Canad'an growers are not per-
mitted to use. Inadequate inspections al-
low lower quallty Canadian potatoes to
be graded higher. Many Canadian po-
tatoes enter the United States az seed
potatoes, which have a lower tariff rate
guota than tablestock potatoes. but are
eventually used for human consumption,
not for planting.

All these problems aggravate an al-
ready serious situation. It has led to
much untest in the petato growing areas
in Maine. If nothing is done, the pros-
pect is for even more serious disturbances
in the next marketing season.

Maine growers are pursuing several
avenues to deal with the various prob-
lems. Administrative remedies are being
sought, but these are time-consuming
and potentially very expensive. The pur-
pose of this resolution is to encourage
the President to examine every possible
solution, and to express congressonal
support for a negotiated solution, should
the administrative remedies fail to cor-
rect the problem.
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR
FRINTING

ECONOMIC RECOVERY TAX ACT
OF 1881
AMENDMENT NO. 481

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the tahle.)

Mr. MATHIAS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 2660 to
provide for a temporary incresse in the
public debt limit.

AMENDMENT NO. 453

(Ordered to be printed and to le on
the table.)

Mr., NUNN (for himself and Mr.
CHILES) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
Joint resolution House Joint Resolution
286, supra.

AMENDMENT NO, 493

(Ordered to be printed and to lle on
the table.)

Mr. BENTSEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the joint recolutlon House Joint Resolu-
tion 268, supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 404

{Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table,)

Mr. BENTSEN (for himself, Mr. Bor-
N, Mr. JouwsToN, Mr. ToOweR, Mr. BUR-
pIcK, Mr. MEeELcHeR, Mr. CraNsTON, Mr,
ANDREWS, Mr. N ckLEs, Mr. BTErNIS. Mr.
Sivrsow, Mr. Dixow, Mr., HUDDLESTON,
Mr. Inouye, Mr. DeCoNcin, Mr. SASSER,
and Mr, Canwon) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by them
to amendment No. 483 to the joint res-
olution House Joint Resolution 286,

SURPTa.
AMENDMENT NO. 4985

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. MATSUNAGA submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the joint resolution House Joint

JResalution 266, supra.

NOTICES OF HEARINGS
EUBCOMBITTEE ON INTEENATIONAL FINANCE

Mr. HEINZ, Mr. President, I would
like to announce that the Banking Com-
mittee's Subcommittee on International
Finance and Monetary Policy will hold
a hearing on 5. 868, the Competitive Ex-
port Finance Act of 1981.

The hearing will be held at 2 pm. in
room 5302 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Bullding on Monday, July 20, 1981,

Representatives of the administra-
tion, the Eximbanlk, industry, and out-
side experts will testify on 5, 868 and
the current status of export credit nego-
tiations.

Mr. President, the purpose of 5. BB8 is
to rrovide a 51 billion “war chest” to the
Eximbank to be used as leverage to In-
duce trade competitors to reach an in-
ternational agreement on official export
eredits. The current competition in offi-
cially s=subsidized exnort credits has
reached cutrate and cutthroat propor-
tions, and this bill was introduced as
part of an overall strategy to end this
self-defeating competition.



July 16, 1981

Those who wish further information
concerning the hearings may contact
Dr. Paul Freedenberg at (202) 224-0891.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

Mr. GARN. Mr, FPresident, the Sub-
committee on Finaneial Institutions has
now scheduled the final day of hearings
on 8. 1406, the “Credit Deregulation and
Availabllity Act of 1981" and on 5. 953.
The hearing will be held on July 21, 1881,
at 10 am. in room 6302 of the Dirksen
Eenate Office Building.

For additional information contact
Beth L. Climo, counsel to the committee,
5300 Dirkzen Senate Office Building.
Washington, D.C. 20510, (202) 324-1563.
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION AKD

FORESTREY

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I wish to
announce that the Senate Committee on
Agrieulture, Nutrition, and Forestry has
scheduled hearings on the nomination of
John V. Graziano to be Inspector Gen-
eral of the U.8. Department of Agricul-
ture. The hearing will be held on Mon-
day, July 20, beginning at 10 a.m. in
room 324, Russell Bullding.

Anyone wishing to testify should con-
tact Denize Alexander of the Agricul-
ture Committee staff at 2240014,

COMMITTEE ON SMALL DUSINESS

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, T would
like to announce for the information of
the Senate and the public that the Sen-
ate SBmall Buziness Committee will hold
a full eommittee field hearing on July 24,
1581 in San Francizco, Callf.

This will be a continuation of hearings
that the committee has held to receive
testimony concerning 5. 881, the Small
?&ﬁne&s Inmovation Research Act of

The hearing will convene at 10 am. in
room 417, city hall, Van Mess Avenue and
McaAllister. San Francisco, Calif. Sena-
tor Havawawa will chalr the hearing.

For ndditional information pleaze con-
tact Anne Sullivan of the committes ataff
ab 224-51756 or Grace Hussie, legislative
ggiiftaut for Senator Havaxawa at 224—

e ————

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

SUFFORT FOR STEALTH BOMBEER

@ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President. in the very
near future Congress will be asked to
make two of the most important defenss
program decigsions in our Nation's his-
tory—how to base the MX interconti-
nental balllstic missile and whether to
procure one or two manned bombers to
modernize the air-breathing leg of the
strategic Triad.

As a member of the Armed Services
Commifttee, I have spent many hours
studyving these issues, and I would like to
take this epportunity to share with my
colleagues my thoughts on the bomber
choice—which bagically comes down to
the guestion of whether we should press
ahead with the advanced technology,
Stealth bomber, or build B-I-type air-
craft now snd Stealth bombers later.

I believe It would be a grave mistake
for the national security of the United
States if the executive branch and the
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Congress decided to procure outdated,
B-1-type hombers for the late 1980%s.

My reasons for supporting the Stealth
bomber for the late 1980's instead of the
B-1, which would postpone such a de-
ployment until the next decade, are out-
lined in a “Letter to the Editor” I wrote
recently to the Detreit News. The lelter
states as follows:

SenaTol FavoRs STEALTH OvER B-1

President Reagnan has before him a proposal
to replace our aging B-62 bombers with yeb
mbother verslon of the B-1. If he approves

‘that proposal he will make & major error.

The B-1 costs too much and does too Litle.
And there 18 & better way 1o 111l the gap ln our
delenses created by the projected obsoles-
cence of our B-53s.

A3 B member of the Armed Services Com-
mittes, I have been examining the optlons
open 10 us, I began by questloning the need
for a new bomber, While the basic dealgn of
our B-625 is old, they have consistenlly been
modificd to Incorparate current technology.
As n result, they are stil] capable of penetrat-
ing Soviet alr defenses, still able to accom-
plish their basle strategic misslon.

Hut despite this current capabllity, careful
study convineed me that we could not count
on the continued effectiveness of the B-4ds
beyond the ‘Bls. Soviet ndyahces will, by
then, be aAble to prevent our HB-62% Irom
penetirating thelr alr defenses, even though
the planes’ crulse misalles could still be
launched from oputsidé Soviet alr spaco
agalnet eritical targeis effectively until abownt
the end of the century. But the loss of &
penelrating capaclty would constituie an
unaceeptable weakening of our strateglec
posture.

There ts, then, & oeed 1o develop s new
bomber. The guestion that confronis us L&
what kind of tomber 13 should be. One opln-
lomn 1s to resurrect the B-1 whose basic de-
sign we disgcarded in 1%77. Another 1s to in-
tensify our work on the “rpdar invisible™
stealth design, And finally, some suggeat we
ought to pursue both of these optlons slmul-
taneously—doploying the B-1 by the end of
thile decade and phasing in the etealth during
the 1090s.

While there is a loud publlic relatlons cam-
palgtt for the B-], the truth I8 Lhat &5 &
bomber for the future, the B-1 is a oummer.
In facl. 1ts highwater mark appenrs to have
come wnd gone during the 1980 campoign
when President Carter's decision to cancel its
development was ueed by hls opponents as &
aymbol of hia “weakness” on defenss lssues.

Deaplle 115 past political value to some, the
B-1 has little potentinl military value. In al
lenst two ways, 1t falls to meet the minlmum
standards we should require of & new stra-
teglc bomber.

Firet, it i unlikely that it will be able to
penatrate Soviet plr defenees for the 30 years
which constituies the normal 1ife span of a
slrategle system. B-l ndvocntes thernseives
wre generally willing to concede thal its
long-térm penetrating capability 15 uncsr-
tain wt best. They sugrest. however, that the
B-685 muet be replaced a3 soon s poadibla
and that the B-1 offers the best short-term
alternative.

That nrgument. however, 15 Oawed. The
B-625s will retaln thelr strategic power dur-
Ing the time frame that Stealth can be de-
veloped and deployed. While there are, of
course, uncertainties azeoclated with the de-
velopment of Any new eystem, the progress
wa have made on Btealth technology to date
1z encouraglng enough to Justify the concluy-
glon that [t can be deployed by the end of the
decada,

Second, the B-1 slmply will not be ablo to
falfill Irs assigned misslon for a long enougn
perlod of time, It 18 abeurd and tragically
wiateful to bulld & new bomber which will
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not be sble to carry out one of ita eritical
mylsstona; peneirpting Soviet alr space.

I know thera 15 & notlon In the land that
suggesis we spend as much as we want for
defense. I reject that notlon. We can—and
should—spend s much 83 we need for de-
fense—no more, no less. The B-1 will cost the
Americen taxpayers between $20 and 323 bil-
lipn—about as much as it would coat to buy
& superlor and longer-life stealth-equipped
bomber, We slmply cannot afford to buy a
B-1; at least not If we are serlous about mak-
Ing real improvements In our defénse rather
than just incressing our defense budget,

The B-1 adds oo Ittle to our strategic
strength and too much to the deficit. I think
the cholees are clear: Spend 820-623 billlon
o buy a bomber that works—stealth; spend
the same amount of money o buy a bomber
that doean't work—the modified B-1; apend
£40 billlon for both bombers; but waste the
520427 billlon spent on the B-1 (because it
will not be able Lo penetrate), thus diverting
scarce defense dollars from other military
PTOZTAIIE.

1f President Reagan looks beyond his cam-
palgn rthetoric and focuses on the reml de-
fense needs of this nation, then we will
abandon once and for all the B-1 and get on
with the task of developlng and deploylng
the more capable nnd cost-effective stealth
technology a8 5oon &5 possible.

Cann Levin,
.5, Benator, Washington,

Mr. LEVIN. I also would like to take
this opportunity to call to the attention
of other Senators a recent column in the
Washington Star written by our col-
league, Senator Bumrers, on this same
issue. With his usual elogquence, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas has
also concluded that it, and I quote,
“makes no military senze” Lo bulld the
B-1.

I commend  Senator BuMrPERS'
thoughtful analysis to my colleagues.
The article follows:

"INTERIM" BOMBER JEOPARDIZES BSTEALTH

{By Benator DaLE BumMPERS)

Last month, with virtually no debate, the
Senate authorized 2.4 billlon In the fOseal
year 1882 Defense budget for doveloprnent
and Inlila! procurement of a new Long-Rango
Combat Alrcraft to replace our B-5X strategic
bombers, Thiz monoy s the down payment
on o progeam that mates no military sonse,
will coat at least 820 billlon for 100 planes,
nnd I8 Nkely to delay development of & Lraly
advanced-leéchnology strateglc bomber.

It 15 important to understand that the
long-range bomber the Alr Force wants now
1a not the "Stealth™ crulse-misalle carrler
bomber we've heard so much about, Rather,
what i5 belng propoged 1z an “interim® bomb-
er, for uee until the Silenlth Is avallable.

The candldates are a variant of the B-1
bomber that was canceled in 1877 and &
streteh verston of the existing FB-111 fghter-
bomhber. MNellher alreraft could be adapted
to lncorporate the technologhes and materials
of "Stealth,” which will make slroraft vir=
tually invisible to enemy radar. Morcover, the
interlm bomber would not be operational
until the late 1980%, almost precisely the
time when Stealth s supposed to begin com-
ing off the assembly line.

Why, then, bulld 11? Proponents argue that
the B-52 can no longer penetrate Soviet alr
defenses, but that a B-1 varlant or new TB-
111 could. What they dor't mention is that
while the interlm hombér might be ahblae
to penetrate the Soviet Unlon’s current alr
defense system, Lk would not be able to evade
detection from the system Ukely to be In
place &t the time 1t 13 Anelly deployed, Thls
tatal Aaw was & major reason the B-1 was
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