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protected by the fifth amendment; and
secondly, because there is no takings
here whatsoever. We are simply saying,
‘‘You’ve had an exclusive deal for dec-
ades, you’re the only people who run
the satellite business in this country,
and we’re saying in Congress it comes
to an end. It’s over.’’

The only way we are ever going to
have competition for satellite provid-
ers and purchasers of satellite services
is by making sure that COMSAT’s mo-
nopoly comes to an end. And when mo-
nopolies come to an end anyplace, in
the railroads, in the steel industry, the
kind of debate we are now having about
the computer industry in this country,
the basic underlying economic theory
is that competition drives prices down,
it does not raise them.

And so if we take the argument of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KLINK) to its logical conclusion, the
only way we can have competition and
lower prices in the marketplace is if
the government gives everybody a mo-
nopoly, and then not only do we give
them a monopoly, we give them a mo-
nopoly for eternity. They can never
have any competition because that is a
bad thing.

So for those of us in this body who
are interested in competition, who are
interested in fundamental economics,
the choice that is good for the Amer-
ican consumer, then I urge the defeat
of this amendment because it is only a
delaying tactic to make sure that a
monopoly can preserve its power as
long as possible.

b 1300
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the requisite number of words
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, this is not a debate
about takings. This is a debate about
givings. The givings of the American
people for 35 years to a single company
and a single orbiting cartel. The Amer-
ican people gave this company a do-
mestic monopoly over resale of
INTELSAT and Inmarsat services. The
American people gave to COMSAT and
Inmarsat and INTELSAT immunity
from antitrust law. The American peo-
ple gave them privileged access to or-
bital slots and to spectrum. The Amer-
ican people gave them access to all of
these privileges because there were no
other companies, there was no other
way of doing it; only by using this
mechanism could we create this indus-
try.

Over the years, the American people
have granted the same opportunities to
electric monopolies, to local telephone
monopolies, to long-distance monopo-
lies, to cable monopolies. But we al-
ways reserve the right, when techno-
logical change makes it possible, to in-
troduce competition. In fact, within
the legislation that was passed in 1962,
the Congress expressly reserved the
right to repeal, to alter, or to amend
the provisions of the 1962 COMSAT–
INTELSAT Act. We reserved to our-
selves this right, as we always have.

Now, we can go back in history, all
the way back to 1602 when Queen Eliza-
beth had granted to one individual and
one company a monopoly on playing
cards in England. Now, the Parliament
ruled, after a point in time, that other
companies should be able to get into
the business of selling playing cards in
England. It is the famous monopolies
case. Now, the courts in England ruled
that the Parliament had the right to
have other companies sell playing
cards, notwithstanding the original
monopoly.

Standard Oil, 1911 in the United
States, says, we have got a monopoly;
the Congress has no right to break up
our monopoly. The Supreme Court of
the United States in 1911 ruled, the
Congress has a right to break up mo-
nopolies, the Antitrust Division of the
Justice Department has the right to
break up monopolies. And every elec-
tric company, every telephone com-
pany, every cable company, every mo-
nopoly for time immemorial has ar-
gued that it is a takings. It is not. It is
a givings. We gave it to them, and we
have the right to take it back with rea-
sonable economic regulation, which
does not put them out of business.

We are not putting COMSAT out of
business. We are allowing other compa-
nies to get into business, because the
reality is that for at least the last 15
years, that taking has been COMSAT,
INTELSAT and Inmarsat blocking
other American company’s ability to
get into these markets.

The taking goes on every day when
dozens of companies across America do
not create jobs because they are denied
the opportunity. They have had this
right taken from them. The consumers
do not have lower prices because that
opportunity has been taken from them.
That is what this legislation is all
about. It is ending the giving, that we
have been undertaking for 35 years, to
a monopoly. That is the privilege of
the Congress. We have always had this
right and we will always retain that
right.

So I say to my colleagues, we have a
choice. Support for the Morella amend-
ment is for a continuation of monop-
oly, of a global economic cartel with
COMSAT as its American subsidiary,
its American affiliate continuing on
this tradition of denying American
companies and American workers the
ability to get into these industries the
way we shoot to dominate the global
marketplace.

I urge a very strong ‘‘no’’ on this
amendment. For those of us who be-
lieve in competition, for those of us
who believe in opening up markets, for
those of us who believe that America is
going to be the dominant tele-
communications leader, a vote ‘‘no’’
here guarantees that we enter this
world as its dominant power.

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

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to a
lot of the debate, and I am concerned

about the giving as well, and some-
times we just give a little bit too much
of the rock away.

With that, I yield to the distin-
guished subcommittee chair, the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN).

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Let me point out that this is not
about monopoly, it is not about mo-
nopoly. COMSAT owns a franchise
right to deliver services over these
international satellites, but they do
not have a monopoly. That is totally
wrong. If COMSAT were a monopolist
in this world of international telephone
and other data services, then there
would not be a Hughes or a PanAmSat
Corporation, another private satellite
corporation. There would not be a
Loral, there would not be a Teledesic, a
Columbia, Meridian, ELLIPSO, all pri-
vate satellite companies just like COM-
SAT, providing communication serv-
ices in this country and around the
world. There would not be an undersea
cable taking so much business across
the oceans and delivering communica-
tions services across the world.

In fact, COMSAT’s percentage of
voice services right now is 22 percent.
Does that sound like a monopoly? And
have they signed monopoly contracts?
Well, here is what the FCC said on
April 24, 1998, just a couple of weeks
ago, on that very point. It said that we
conclude the contracts that COMSAT
has signed, the long-term contracts to
AT&T and MCI, actually permit AT&T
and MCI to choose COMSAT’s competi-
tors for services. Does that sound like
a monopoly, where one signs a contract
that allows a company to use other
competitors for services?

What I am trying to tell my col-
leagues is that this is not about a mo-
nopoly, as much as my colleague may
want to make it about a monopoly. It
is about whether or not one of these
companies, COMSAT, which happens to
be the government franchisee on these
international satellite systems, which
competes with all kinds of other pri-
vate companies: PanAmSat, Loral,
Teledesic, Columbia, Meridian,
ELLIPSO and Cable Undersea, whether
this one company and its customers
are going to be hammered with uncon-
stitutional takings. That is what the
issue is all about.

Finally, let me make one other point.
If any one of these companies,
PanAmSat included, thinks that COM-
SAT has an anticompetitive contract,
they have a remedy today. They can go
to the FCC, they can go to the Federal
court and they can demand that that
contract be abrogated.

In fact, PanAmSat took a case to the
district court just recently. Here is
what the court said. Nothing in the
record suggests that COMSAT secured
any of the contracts by means of anti-
competitive acts against PanAmSat.
They threw PanAmSat out of court,
and yet we in Congress are going to
overturn that court decision and abro-
gate those contracts.


