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COMSAT’s ability to obtain monopoly
rents in the international satellite
marketplace, and that is the purpose of
the bill.

While the bill does end an obsolete
and outdated international monopoly,
it does not deprive COMSAT of the
right to compete in the new competi-
tive marketplace. Instead, COMSAT
will be forced to compete. Nor will H.R.
1872 bar COMSAT from providing serv-
ice to the same customers to whom it
presently provides service. But appar-
ently in COMSAT’s view, the company
should be compensated by U.S. tax-
payers if it is not guaranteed anything
less than the absolute right to sell its
services at inflated monopoly prices.
That is a bad idea. Therefore, this
amendment is a bad idea. I urge my
colleagues to reject it.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.
Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
searching for a problem that does not
exist. The argument that takings is an
issue seems tenuous at best. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. COX) I
think has done a superb job of rolling
out the case in detail on this issue be-
cause it defines contracts as property,
which I think is a new twist. I have not
heard of that one before.

I would congratulate those that are
offering the amendment and supporting
it for coming up with such a unique
take on this. But the argument that
takings is defined as property I think
is faulty. Furthermore, removing the
FCC’s ability to apply service restric-
tions, or a fresh look, actually cuts out
the heart of the bill. These provisions
are incentives to privatization and
they are necessary incentives and need
to be retained. I would like to believe
that COMSAT and INTELSAT will act
in all of our best interests without any
prodding, but that does not seem to be
the case, nor does it seem to be realis-
tic.

As I warned in my opening state-
ment, this amendment is designed to
kill the bill, not to amend it or to im-
prove it. If Members of the House wish
to support and protect a monopoly,
then they should vote for this amend-
ment. If they are in fact pro-competi-
tion and pro-privatization, they should
vote to oppose the amendment.

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

(Mr. KLINK asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Morella amendment.
The previous speaker, a dear friend of
mine, had mentioned, and I, like her,
am not an attorney but I think it is
very clear that contracts are property.
I think that the Supreme Court made
that decision about a century ago. Be-
yond that, this legislation may or may
not lead to privatization and competi-
tion in international communications.
I do not think that we are all very sure
if exactly that is going to happen. I
have my doubts whether it will or not.

I think the approach has been back-
wards. But whether or not this legisla-
tion succeeds in its goal, one thing is
clear, that your constituents will end
up footing the bill. We could pass this
bill, it may fail to open up tele-
communication markets in foreign
lands, and still could end up spending
billions of dollars of your taxpayers’
money.
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We could end up with a very exten-

sive status quo in telecommunications.
Many of the investment decisions

that COMSAT has made over the years
have been made at the urging of the
United States Government, and if we
look at comments made by Nancie
Marzulla, who is the President of De-
fenders of Property Rights, she said
that Congress would have to com-
pensate companies for investments
they made at the government’s behest
and approval, investments made spe-
cifically to solidify the U.S. as the sat-
ellite industry leader.

Similarly, if we take a look at com-
ments made by the Washington Legal
Foundation, if adopted, H.R. 1872 would
effect a substantial compensable tak-
ing of private property, and yet this
legislation will take away COMSAT’s
business, will force them to renegotiate
contracts that do reduce the value of
their investments and really open up
the United States Government to li-
ability for damage for takings of COM-
SAT property. Those contracts are real
property.

Now I am reminded a little bit in this
legislation of an old movie. I do not
know how many of us in here remem-
ber the old movie ‘‘Blazing Saddles.’’
They had a sheriff in there, Clevon Lit-
tle, who held a gun to his own head and
said, as my colleagues know, ‘‘If you
don’t let me out of here, I’m going to
shoot myself.’’ That is really what this
bill does. If my colleagues view this as
a United Nations of satellites, we are
holding a gun to our dear friend, Billy
Richardson’s head. And I refer to him
as ‘‘Billy’’ only because I have great af-
fection and friendship for the U.N. Sec-
retary. It is like us holding a gun to his
head and saying to the other countries,
if they do not do what we want them to
do, we are going to shoot our own rep-
resentative.

Mr. Chairman, that would be foolish,
and I think that that is what this
amendment tries to correct.

While the sanctions imposed by this
bill may not work, they will cost
money.

My colleagues should support the
Morella amendment, block the sanc-
tions that really do amount to a taking
of property, try to save our constitu-
ents money, try to keep the United
States satellite industry viable and
competitive.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KLINK. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to ask a question to my col-
leagues on the other side.

They said there is no taking here,
and so we need to have no fear on that.
The gentlewoman from Maryland offers
an amendment which says there can be
no taking. Well, if they do not intend
to do a taking, if the amendment says
there is no taking, if in fact there is no
taking, what is wrong with the amend-
ment?

I would think those who say there is
going to be no taking here would ac-
cept this amendment with vast enthu-
siasm and would be speaking for it, not
against it. I am curious. What is it that
they are trying to tell us; that there is
a taking and so they do not want the
amendment, or that there is not a tak-
ing so the amendment is not needed? I
do not know.

But I do know one thing. If there is a
possibility of the taking, we better
doggone well see to it that we adopt
the amendment so that we do not im-
pose upon our constituents $6 or $7 bil-
lion of liability because of the unwise
action in this Chamber today.

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KLINK. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. TAUZIN. Let me first commend
the gentleman on his statement. I can-
not think of a better metaphor than
the one he gave us that we are literally
telling a U.S. company, ‘‘We’re going
to shoot you and your customers if
these international organizations don’t
do what we want.’’

Do my colleagues know that in the
bill is a provision that says even if
they do what we want, they still have
to shoot themselves? I will talk to my
colleagues about that one in a minute.

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his insight, and I
thank the gentleman for his leadership
on this issue.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, first let me say that I
am pleased that the Washington Legal
Foundation sent a letter of clarifica-
tion to the chairman, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY). They
should have because they are 503(c),
they cannot lobby on a bill, they did
not mean their letter to the gentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA)
to be a lobbying effort. But notice they
have not repudiated what they said.
They have not said, we change our
mind, we change our opinion.

Here is what they said this bill does,
and Members who are listening in their
offices or wherever they may be, I hope
they pay close attention to this. This
is what the Washington Legal Founda-
tion said this bill does without the
Connie Morella amendment:

It says that this bill provides that if
INTELSAT and Inmarsat do not pri-
vatize quickly enough, as this bill
hopefully gets them to do, this bill will
punish COMSAT by telling COMSAT,
this U.S. private company, that they


