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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, July 16, 1981 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

The following prayer was written in 
Hebrew by a rabbi of a small village in 
the Carpathian Mountains composed 
almost 100 years before the founding 
of our Nation: 
Master of the universe, 
Let there be no good hope that is not 

a command, 
Let there be no prayer that does not 

ask to become a deed, 
Let there be no promise unless it be 

kept. 
Upon this Earth may just and rever

ent nations arise; 
Needing no challenge like war, 
No more undone by poverty and injus

tice. 
Let there be places where every person 

matters. 
So shall the human community, 
Rich in beginning and poor in conclu

sions, 
Grow mature in wisdom and ripe in 

understanding. 
Upon this Earth may women of spirit 

arise, 
Men of integrity and compassion, 
Creators of God-seeking peoples; 
Slow to judge others, 
Quick to judge themselves: 
So may they be all their days and 

years. 
We ask for messiahs, 
A new age of the spirit, 
Your kingdom on Earth. 
Let the eternal be King over all the 

Earth. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. Saunders, 
one of his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

the following title, in which the con
currence of the House is requested: 

S. 1204. An act to amend the Noise Con
trol Act of 1972 as amended by the Quiet 
Communities Act of 1978. 

UPDATE ON RECONCILIATION 
CONFERENCE 

<Mr. PANETTA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to provide an update on the 
reconciliation conference. The confer
ees were appointed yesterday. Some 17 
House Committee jurisdictions are in
volved. One hundred and eighty-four 
Members of the House were appoint
ed, some 72 Members for the other 
body, a total of 256 Members will be 
participating in this conference which 
is the largest in the history of the 
Congress. 

Leadership understandings have 
been developed as well as rules on rec
onciliation and those have been sent 
out to all conferees. A copy of those 
agreements are included at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

Yesterday the results of the initial 
conferences were very encouraging. 
Energy and Commerce, Science and 
Technology, Interior, the Senate 
Energy Committees, met at 2 o'clock 
yesterday and had agreement to pro
ceed with instructions to staff to de
velop jurisdictional guidelines, similar
ities on issues between the House and 
the other body, the differences on 
issues and recommendations for solu
tion. The staff is expected to conclude 
that effort within the next few days. 

The Banking and Finance Commit
tee has a caucus of their conferees and 
developed a number of areas of agree
ment with the Senate which can expe
dite a resolution of their area. 

Today Post Office and Civil Service 
will meet at 10 o'clock. 

Education and Labor is scheduled to 
meet at 1:30. 

The Science and Technology Com
mittee will meet at 4 o'clock. 

In addition to that, there have been 
a number of staff contacts between 
the various 17 committees that are 
hopefully developing areas of consen
sus. 

At this point I am encouraged that 
the various committees are moving ex
peditiously toward resolution on rec
onciliation. 

2. Proxies are permissible. 
3. Sub-conference members may vote on 

only those issues within the sub-conference 
for which they were appointed. 

4. Sub-conferences will be convened by the 
responsible House committee chairmen. 

5. The conference agreement should be 
limited to matters in either the Senate or 
House bills or related thereto. 

6. Each sub-conference will prepare its 
portion of the joint statement of the man
agers and the legislative language to be in
cluded in the conference report. 

7. All provisions agreed upon by the con
ferees will be priced by the Congressional 
Budget Office. Sub-conferences are there
fore urged to work closely with CBO from 
the outset. Scoring will follow the same con
ventions that were used by CBO in the scor
ing of the House and Senate reconciliation 
bills. 

8. Signature sheets and language for the 
conference substitute and the joint state
ment of managers will be collected by the 
House and Senate Budget Committees' 
staffs and assembled by those staffs in con
junction with the House and Senate Legisla
tive Counsel. 

9. The conference will not be concluded 
until a majority of the general conferees 
from the 1-Iouse and the Senate sign the 
conference report in their capacity as gener
al conferees. 

10. All sub-conferences are requested to 
notify the appropriate House or Senate 
Budget Committee in advance as to the time 
and place of sub-conference meetings. If 
possible, notice should be 24 hours prior to 
sub-conference meetings. House and Senate 
Budget Committees will post sub-conference 
schedules in a prominent place. Information 
regarding subconference meetings should be 
directed to the House Budget Committee 
staff at 225-7234 or 225-7241 and to the 
Senate Budget Committee staff at 224-1458 
or 224-0846. 

LEADERSHIP UNDERSTANDINGS 

1. The Senate will amend the House bill 
with an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

2. A majority of the conferees appointed 
for each subconference will be members 
who supported the reconciliation bill on 
final passage. 

3. Sub-conferees will not reopen provisions 
which are the same in both bills and are 
urged to agree on substantially identical 
provisions. 

4. The leadership of both Houses will 
make every effort to get conference agree
ments on all issues, as quickly as possible. 

5. Assuming that the conference reaches 
full agreement on a conference substitute, 
the House leadership will support a rule 
which makes the conference report in order 
and waives all necessary points of order. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. RULES FOR RECONCILIATION coNFERENcE The SPEAKER. With agreement of 
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 1. Budget Committee conferees are gener- the Republican leadership yesterday, 

al conferees. They may attend and vote in 
that the Senate had passed a bill of any of the sub-conferences. the Chair announced that we would 

D This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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not have any 1-minute speeches this 
morning, so at this point the Chair 
will take one from the Republican 
side. All 1-minute speeches will be 
after the close of business today. 

VIEW OF A DEPRESSED 
INDUSTRY 

<Mr. MOORE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, tucked 
away in the tax cut bill the Ways and 
Means Committee is about to pass is a 
multibillion-dollar corporate slush 
fund, known as the Bailey bailout. 

The provision is supposed to help 
certain, select depressed industries. 
The problem with this bill is that 
many of the so-called depressed indus
tries the Bailey bailout will help will 
be many corporate conglomerates 
which are in better financial shape 
than the Federal Government. 

For example, let us take a look at 
one of the companies which will be 
able to hook a ride on the Bailey cor
porate gravy train. 

One of the six industries which will 
cash in under this bill is the paper in
dustry. From information received 
from the Joint Committee on Tax
ation one of the big winners in the 
paper industry will be the Internation
al Paper Co. 

Let us look at just how depressed 
International Paper is. In 1980 Inter
national Paper was ranked as the 72d 
most profitable company in America. 
Last year they earned $426 million in 
profits and was the single niost profit
able paper company in America. 

Yet, the Bailey bailout will funnel 
tens of millions of tax dollars to this 
one company. 

This is not time to funnel millions of 
tax dollars to a company which has 
worldwide assets of over $5 billion. 

RESCISSION AND DEFERRAL 
PROPOSALS-MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES <H. DOC. NO. 
97-74) 
The SPEAKER laid before the 

House the fallowing message from the 
President of the United States; which 
was read and, together with the ac
companying papers, ref erred to the 
Committee on· Appropriations and or
dered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with the Impound

ment Control Act of 1974, I herewith 
report a new proposal to rescind $173 
million in budget authority previously 
provided by the Congress. In addition, 
I am reporting 10 new deferrals total
ing $495.1 million, and revisions to 
four previously reported deferrals in
creasing the amount deferred by $76.4 
million. 

The rescission proposal affects a 
program in the Department of Energy. 
The deferrals affect programs in the 
Departments of Agriculture, Com
merce, Defense, Health and Human 
Services, Justice, and Labor, as well°as 
the Railroad Retirement Board and 
the United States Railway Association. 

The details of each rescission pro
posal and deferral are contained in the 
attached reports. 

RONALD REAGAN. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 16, 1981. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT, 1982 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 3519) to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 1982 for the Armed Forces for 
procurement, for research, develop
ment, test, and evaluation, and for op
eration and maintenance, to prescribe 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year for the Armed Forces and for ci
vilian employees of the Department of 
Defense, to authorize appropriations 
for such fiscal year for civil defense, 
and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois <Mr. PRICE). 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 3519, with Mr. PEYSER, 
Chairman pro tempore, in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 
When the Committee of the Whole 
House rose on Wednesday, July 15, 
title IX had been considered as having 
been read and open to amendment at 
any point. 

Pending was an amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana <Mr. 
HILLIS), on which a recorded vote had 
been requested. 

Does the gentleman from New York 
<Mr. STRATTON) insist on his request 
for a recorded vote? 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
would insist on a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was refused. 
On a division (demanded by Mr. 

STRATTON) there were-ayes 8; noes 5. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

object to the vote on the ground that 
a quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
request of the gentleman from New 
York is not in order in the Committee 
of the Whole. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
asked for a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re
corded vote has been denied. 

Mr. STRATTON. And pending that, 
I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair would inform the gentleman 
from New York that a recorded vote 
has already been denied and that re
quest cannot be renewed in the Com
mittee of the Whole. 

The amendment, therefore, is agreed 
to. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

0 1010 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEISS 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WEiss: On 

page 30, strike line 6 and all that follows 
through page 31, line 25. · 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, is it not 
appropriate at this point to request a 
call of the House or quorum call to get 
Members here? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
point of no quorum would be in order 
at this point if the gentleman wishes 
to make it. 

Mr. WEISS. I do so make it, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Chair announces that pursuant 
to clause 2, rule XXIII, he wlll vacate 
proceedings under the call when a 
quorum of the Committee appears. 

Members will record their presence 
by electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic 
device. 

0 1020 
QUORUM CALL VACATED 

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred 
Members have appeared. A quorum of 
the Committee of the Whole is 
present. Pursuant to clause 2, rule 
XXIII, proceedings under the call 
shall be considered as vacated. 

The Committee will resume its busi
ness. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. WEISS). 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment which I am offering-al
though it is addressed to that part of 
the bill which says "facilitation of Se
lective Service registration and of mili
tary recruiting," and seeks to strike all 
of that section 902, from line 8 on 
page 30 through line 25 on page 31-
really has nothing to do with registra
tion for the draft itself or for selective 
service purposes. 

What the amendment has to do with 
is the failure of the Selective Service 
System to adhere to the Privacy Act 
adopted in 1974. That act prohibits 
any requirement that applicants for 
registration, or anyplace else, submit 
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selective service numbers. Section 902 
is an attempt by the Selective Service 
System to bypass both of the appro
priate committees of the House and of 
the Senate and to avoid having to con
tinue a matter now on appeal in the 
Federal courts that they have lost in 
litigation in the District Court in 
Washington, D.C. 

Let me give the Members a little bit 
of a background. 

In July 1980, when President Carter 
imposed selective service registration, 
the Selective Service System required 
registrants to provide their social secu
rity number on the registration form. 

When some potential applicants or 
actual applicants brought a class 
action, the Federal district court, 
Judge Gesell, ruled that the Selective 
Service System did not have the power 
to require social security numbers to 
be listed on Selective Service System 
registration forms. 

D 1030 
Rather than awaiting the outcome. 

on appeal; rather than going to the 
regular committees in Congress, and 
without the benefit of hearings either 
by Armed Services here or in the 
other body, or any other of the com
mittees of Congress, Selective Service 
persuaded Armed Services to include 
this provision in the legislation which 
for the first time since enactment of 
the Privacy Act-would allow Selective 
Service to require applicant regis
trants to place their social security 
numbers on their forms. 

Now, what is wrong with that? In 
1974, the Congress, both the House 
and the Senate, overwhelmingly 
adopted a piece of legislation. I am 
going to read part of it because I think 
it is significant. It said: 

It shall be unlawful for any Federal, State 
or local government agency to deny to any 
individual any right, benefit, or privilege 
provided by law because of such individual's 
refusal to disclose his social security ac
count number. 

The reason that that legislation was 
adopted was that during the Ford ad
ministration the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare had 
undertaken a major study which con
cluded that we were on our way to 
what they called a standard universal 
identifier if we did not stop and look 
to see where we are. Let me read from 
the report. They said: 
If the use of the SSN as an identifier con

tinues to expand, the incentives to link rec
ords and to broaden access to them are 
likely to increase. Until safeguards such as 
we have recommended ... have been imple
mented, and demonstrated to be effective, 
there can be no assurance that the conse
quences for individuals of such linking and 
accessibility will be benign. At best, individ
uals may be frustrated and annoyed by un
warranted exchanges of information about 
them. At worst, they may be threatened 
with denial of status and benefits without 
due process, since at the present time rec
ords linking and access are, in the main, ac-

complished without any provision for the 
data subject to protest, interfere, correct, 
comment, and in most instances, even to 
know what linking of which records is 
taking place for what purposes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has ex
pired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WEISS 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WEISS. It should also be in
structive to us that section 7 of the 
Privacy Act, which contains the prohi
bition I read earlier, was placed into 
the bill on the floor of the other body, 
offered by the distinguished gentle
man from Arizona, Mr. GOLDWATER, 
and the distinguished gentleman from 
Illinois, Mr. PERCY. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
advise the gentleman from New York 
that reading from proceedings of the 
other body is not within the rules of 
the House and they should not appear 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. WEISS. I appreciate that, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The prime mover in the other body 
was the distinguished gentleman from 
Arizona, and interestingly and signifi
cantly, one of the prime movers in this 
body was the distinguished gentleman 
from California, Mr. GOLDWATER, JR., 
together with a colleague of mine who 
is now the mayor of the city of New 
York. I should tell the Members that 
the section of the legislation before us 
that I am seeking to remove .not only 
requires that the Selective Service 
System be given the social security 
number, it then mandates that the 
President may require the Secretary 
of HHS to furnish the Director-from 
Health and Human Services records
information about names and address
es and social security numbers and 
date of birth. The same provision then 
goes on and mandates the Director of 
Selective Service to provide his data 
bank information to the Department 
of Transportation and the Depart
ment of Defense. 

Indeed, we are well on our way to 
doing precisely that which was sought 
to be prevented from happening; that 
is, to accelerate this exchange of pri
vate personal information through the 
use of social security numbers. A sig
nificant thing occurred on the floor of 
the House yesterday. One of the provi
sions of this bill as originally submit
ted required the submission of infor
mation by the Secretary of the Treas
ury and the Director of Internal Reve
nue to the Director of Selective Serv
ice. By consent, that portion was re
moved when the Ways and Means 
Committee objected, very appropriate-
ly. / 

Now, I find no fault with the Armed 
Services Committee. I think they were 
taken advantage of. I do not think we 
ought to compound the problem at 
this point by accepting this legislation 

without the benefit of hearings, either 
here on in Armed Services or in the 
Government Operations Committee. I 
think the better part of wisdom is to 
remove this section. 

There is no urgency to enactment of 
section 902 I should tell the Members. 
As of March 31 of this year, the Selec
tive Service Director has reported that 
almost 90 percent of the people who 
were required to register have regis
tered. In no other time in our history 
did we ever require social security 
numbers. During the worst of the 
Vietnam war we did not require this 
kind of information. It seems to me 
that the way we lose our liberty is to 
allow small chunks to be taken out 
when we are not aware of what the 
ramifications are. So, this goes, really, 
beyond registration. It goes to the 
very existence of the individual liberty 
for everyone in our society. 

I urge the Members-indeed, I would 
urge my colleagues on Armed Serv
ices-to consent to have the section de
leted. I do not think they will do it at 
this point. If they do not, I would urge 
my colleagues to vote yes, to delete 
this particular provision. There will be 
ample time to go back to the appropri
ate committees, and if there is merit 
to the changes or some variation of 
them, let it be done through the 
normal processes. Let us not try to 
move this thing through without con-

. cern for the basic constitutional liber
ties that we have in this country. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman; section 904 of H.R. 
3519 contains a provision that will 
assist the enforcement process for se
lective service registrants. Currently, 
and I think a fact which is not well 
documented, is the fact that our 
young people of this country, our 
young men of 18 years of age, had re
sponded, as the gentleman from New 
York said, in an excellent manner for 
the first period. Last year is the first 
year that we had registration. Some 95 
percent of our 18-year-olds actually 
registered. For the second period be
ginning in January of this year, some 
88 percent have registered. 

It is important, I believe, to insure 
that all those eligible understand their 
obligations under the law to register 
and thus share equally the responsibil
ities of military service in the event of 
an emergency. It would be inequitable 
to establish a system that would 
permit compliance by only some of the 
eligible population. 

To do this, we must have an effec
tive enforcement process. Such an en
forcement process, unfortunately does 
not exist today. On November 24 of 
last year, the U.S. Supreme Court for 
the District of Columbia ruled that 
the Selective Service System could not 
require that registrants provide their 
social security identification numbers 
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as part of the registration process. In 
its opinion the Court stated, and I 
quote: 

Citizens have a duty to serve in the Armed 
Forces and a correlative right to register un
impeded by invasion of their privacy unless 
statutorily authorized. 

Without access to social security 
numbers, the Director of Selective 
Service has testified that the registra
tion requirement will be largely unen
forceable. The Court was also aware of 
the situation. The Court's opinion con
tinues as follows: 

The Court is well aware of the impact of 
this decision. There is an obvious need for 
verification of identity by Social Security 
number in this instance. The failure of Con
gress to provide the necessary authority 
quite possibly results from a legislative 
error. It is clear from the congressional 
hearings preceding reinstitution of registra
tion that Congress was aware that Social 
Security numbers would be requested in the 
registration form. If, in fact, there was an 
inadvertent omission, this can be "immedi
ately corrected by the Congress before the 
next registration in January. 

Mr. Chairman, I am certain the Con
gress intended to allow the Selective 
Service System to enforce this require
ment by using social security numbers 
and the Government has so argued by 
appealing this case. However, rather 
than permit this ambiguity to contin
ue, the Committee has recommended a 
provision providing specific statutory 
authority for the Selective Service 
System to require that registrants pro
vide their social security numbers. The 
most complete list of potential regis
trants is in the social security files. 
The Selective Service System can 
match the numbers of those who have 
registered against those of the rele
vant age group in the social security 
files to determine initially those who 
have not registered. These individuals 
can then be advised of their obligation 
and, if they still choose not to register, 
be subject to criminal charges. 

The provision recommended by the 
Committee would also permit the 
President to require the Social Securi
ty Administration to provide identify
ing information to the Selective Serv
ice System. This information would be 
used only for the purpose of enforce
ment of the registration requirement. 

Mr. Chairman, section 904 has one 
additional provision that would au
thorize the Director of Selective Serv
ice to provide the Department of De
fense information drawn from regis
tration forms for purposes of recruit
ing. Currently, only information from 
the forms of registrants who indicate 
an interest in receiving recruiting in
formation is provided to the Defense 
Department by the Selective Service 
System. In practice, only 15 percent of 
the individuals have so indicated. To 
obtain records of eligible individuals, 
the military recruiting organizations 
are forced to purchase lists that are 
commercially available. 

79-059 0-84-30 (Pt. 12) 

Mr. Chairman, at a time when the 
Department of Defense will spend 
almost $1.3 billion in fiscal year 1982 
to recruit personnel, it seems appropri
ate to assist this effort by providing a 
list of eligible individuals. 

I urge the Members to support the 
provisions of section 904 and def eat 
this amendment. 

D 1040 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Alabama (Mr. NICH
OLS) has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. NICH
OLS was allowed to proceed for 2 addi
tional minutes.) 

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

Mr. NICHOLS. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I com
mend the distinguished gentleman 
from Alabama <Mr. NICHOLS), the 
chairman of our Subcommittee on 
Military Personnel and Compensation, 
and I would like to point out today we 
have very largely delegated the re
sponsibility of def ending this country 
to a small community of volunteers 
who, for a substandard wage, have 
agreed to serve their country and sub
ject themselves to all the horrors and 
hardships of modern warfare. 

There are many citizens and many 
Members of Congress and members of 
this Committee who are concerned 
that we are creating a rift between our 
military community and the general 
American community. We are trying 
very hard to prevent this alienation. 
We are trying to let our young men 
and women know that we appreciate 
their service to our Nation. We are 
trying to applaud their courage. 

Yet the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. 
WEISS) would let those who defend 
their country know that while we are 
happy to ask them to def end this 
country, we, the civilians who are en
joying the freedoms that they protect, 
do not even have the guts to give our 
social security numbers to the Selec
tive Service. The duty to def end this · 
Nation is the responsibility of every 
American citizen. We are not asking 
our citizens at this point to be drafted. 
We are not sending nonvolunteers to 
the hardships or the dangers or the 
deprivations that are inherent in mili
tary service; all we are asking is the 
giving of a number. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge the re
jection of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
WEISS), an amendment that would 
drive a further wedge, in my estima
tion, between our military volunteers 
and the general community. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
<Mr. HUNTER) for his comments. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this request was 
brought up yesterday, and if I might 
have the attention of all those Mem
bers in the Chamber, I was just won
dering if there is any possibility that 
we could come to an agreement on a 
limitation of time. This is the seventh 
day we have been on this bill, and I re
alize that there are some other amend
ments pending, but I was wondering if 
we could agree that we would limit the 
debate on this bill and all amendments 
thereto until 5 o'clock tonight, so we 
would then know whether or not we 
have to come back tomorrow. I think 
that would give the Members ample 
time and ample opportunity to speak. 
That still allows 6% hours more time 
for amendment and debate. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that all debate on this bill and 
all amendments thereto terminate at 5 
p.m. today. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
'Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would disagree with 
my friend, the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. WEISS), when he states that 
his amendment would not affect our 
registration procedure. He may not 
intend it to affect registration, but it 
certainly would have a direct and very 
negative impact on it. 

The Director of Selective Service 
testified before our committee on this 
topic, and he said that without access 
to the social security numbers, the 
registration requirement would be 
largely unenforceable; the system just 
would not work with any sort of 
equity, and we want it to work. 

I would like to point out, too, that 
the provision is permissive; it is not 
mandatory. It simply gives the Presi
dent the authority to require regis
trants to provide their social security 
numbers and to allow the Selective 
Service to have access to social securi
ty lists. The President may not want 
to take advantage of this authority. 
His position is unclear at this time. 

I feel that the registration program 
is highly important to the success of 
the All-Volunteer Force. I want to 
avoid peacetime conscription by 
making our All-Volunteer Force work. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's 
amendment would also eliminate the 
Armed Services Committee provision 
which would provide access by the De
fense Department to registration lists. 
As the subcommittee chairman men
tioned, we will be spending nearly $1.5 
billion to recruit people in 1982. The 
Defense Department needs these lists 
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to make the recruiting effort effective. 
We need to make the All-Volunteer 
Force work, and we need to get our 
Nation's moneys' worth in this pro
gram. 

I want to say that I understand the 
concern of my friend, the gentleman 
from New York, about the invasion of 
privacy. This is certainly a genuine 
concern we are considering, but I feel 
at this time there is a far greater good 
to be considered, and that is the de
fense of this Nation. Several speakers 
have alluded to that. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that this mini
mal lapse is more than compensated 
for by the good it will accomplish, and 
I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, · 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. I 
yield to the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, let 
me say that I believe the gentleman 
who offered the amendment was op
posed to registration initially, and, of 
course, others were opposed, too. I 
think if there is a way to make mean
ingless registration, if there is a way to 
kill it, the gentleman has offered the 
most plausible way to do that. 

So for that reason, rather than 
make what we have already done 
meaningless and a futile gesture, I 
would certainly urge that the Mem
bers vote down this amendment. If 
registration is to be worth anything at 
all and is to be meaningful, certainly 
we want to require names, addresses, 
and social security numbers. That is 
all this does, and rather than to make 
an attempt to kill it, I hope we will 
sustain the action of the House of last 
year. 

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

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. I 
yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I am not sure wheth
er the gentleman inadvertently may 
have given a wrong impression about 
the mandatory nature of the require
ment. I think the gentleman intended 
to say that there is no mandate on the 
President to require the Director of 
Selective Service to in fact require 
social security numbers, but that in 
fact it gives authority for the Presi
dent to make a mandatory require
ment of the statement of social securi
ty numbers on registrants. Is that not 
correct? 

D 1050 
Mr. MITCHELL of New York. That 

is correct, yes. 
Mr. WEISS. So that the registrant 

would have no choice about it. If the 
Selective Service Director, with the 
authority of the President, said, "List 
your social security number," the reg-

istrant would have to do it under pen
alty of punishment, is that not cor
rect? 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Yes; 
the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. WEISS. The gentleman knows, I 
believe, that as of March 31, 1981, 
something approximating 87 to 90 per
cent of the total registrant pool of 
young people, young men, in fact, reg
istered; out of about 1,987 ,000 of the 
potential pool, 1,728,690 people regis
tered. 

In addition, during all the prior 
combat situations, hostility situations, 
that this country was engaged in, we 
never needed a social security number. 
Indeed, in many of them we did not 
have social security numbers. 

Why all of a sudden would the gen
tleman think that the Selective Serv
ice System could not work if we did 
not enforce young people registering 
to provide their social security 
number? 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. I 
want the system to work right now 
and it is not equitable in its present 
form. The present system rewards 
those 10 percent who are not comply
ing and this certainly is not fair to the 
90 percent who are. I thi~ it is a very 
important step. I think we have to 
take this to make the system work. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, with registration, 
why did we have registration in the 
first place? 

This was because we found a severe 
shortage in the number of persons 
who might have to respond in an 
emergency, say, in the scenario of 
Europe. We had Standby Reserves, we 
had Active Forces in the field, but at 
that point beyond we had no back-up 
forces who could respond and then 
insure success. That is why we had 
registration. That is why the Presi
dent went forward with an Executive 
order to recommence the registration. 

Now we had plenty of hearings 
before the personnel subcommittee 
last year. At that time, the author of 
this particular amendment said he did 
not want a draft. I believe he so spoke 
on the floor. The gentleman fought 
registration. 

We in the committee are trying to 
avoid a draft if we can. We are trying 
to make the All-Volunteer Force work. 
We are not talking about a draft, we 
are talking about accurate records. 

The administration first merely 
asked to have the registrant give a 
name. It was the committee that said 
we need more than that because there 
would be too many people trying to 
avoid the registration at that time. 

We asked for other identification. 
We had hearings and we suggested at 
that time, a universal identification 
such as a fingerprint or picture. The 

then administration felt that this 
would be too much like a police re
quirement. The administration then 
came up with the least obnoxious and 
that would be the use of social securi
ty numbers. 

Without identification of some sort, 
registration would be a mockery. 

The gentleman from New York <Mr. 
WEISS) said that we did not require 
this before in previous years, but now 
at the present time and at the time 
that this fight was going on, there 
were groups urging young men, not to 
register and if no social security were 
required, if there was no identification 
many would falsify their names, or not 
respond at all. 

Many of these groups were urging 
the people to go into the registration 
to falsify, Mickey Mouse names or 
probably something a little more cred
ible than that. We had that danger. 

In many businesses and many Gov
ernment transactions, the social secu
rity number is asked for because social 
security today is the universal identifi
cation of the individual. If registration 
fails because of faulty information 
Congress will be forced to spell out 
other requirements. 

What would my colleagues rather 
have-fingerprints, pictures? What 
other universal identification is there 
if we do not have a social security 
number, which most people have. 

We think if registration is to be suc
cessful, then we must have some kind 
of identification. We are talking about 
readiness. We are talking about the 
ability to respond, as I earlier said, we 
are not talking about something that 
an individual is trying to do just to 
help his country, to be nice to his 
country. We are talking about the re
sponsibility of the citizens. 

What is wrong with the responsibil
ity of the citizen to register to be 
ready in the event his country is chal
lenged in an emergency, in case there 
is a real threat to the institutions of 
this country? 

I do not feel that is fair for us to ex
onerate, as the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. MITCHELL) said, the 10 per
cent the gentleman talked about, to 
give them a shelter, the anonymity, 
when the 90 percent who responded 
would comply. 

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

Mr. WHITE. I will in a moment. 
Mr. Chairman, how many of those 

persons would have registered if they 
did not have to give any identifica
tion? 

How many would have falsified the 
records if they had not been required 
to give some kind of identification? 

We really do not know. But it could 
have been quite a bit more. 

We are not talking about an optional 
type of program; we are talking about 
a critical program in time of real 
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danger and threat to this Nation and 
the signals we send abroad, by evi
dence of readiness. 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. WEISS). 

Mr. WEISS. If the gentleman is talk
ing about the percentage of people, 
whether it be 1 percent or 3 percent or 
5 percent or 10 percent, who have de
cided that they are not going to regis
ter, what does the gentleman believe 
that the requirement that those who 
do register and place their social secu
rity number on that form, will achieve 
in getting those who will not register? 
The logic of the gentleman's argument 
completely escapes me. 

What, in fact, the gentleman is 
doing is to take those people who do 
register and subject them-and indeed 
it is the beginning of a process-sub
jecting many millions of Americans to 
this big brother kind of system for no 
appreciable purpose. 

Mr. WHITE. The purpose is the 
threat to this country from abroad. 
What is the purpose in having the reg
istration? Because we could cross
check. Without some kind of identifi
cation to determine whether indeed 
that is the person, whether indeed 
that person registered, then we are 
going to have many who will avoid be
cause there are groups, as I said, ac
tively urging noncompliance with the 
Government, and if we have that kind 
of a vein throughout this country, 
then, of course, the purpose of the 
registration fails and we might have to 
go to a draft with more strictures, 
which the gentleman surely would not 
want. 

We are trying to support the All-Vol
unteer Force and this is the way to do 
it, to give the type of identification 
used universally throughout this coun
try. 

Why does the gentleman not com
plain when a Government contract or 
Government program requires social 
security identification? It is the same 
thing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. WHITE) 
has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. NICHOLS and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. WHITE was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

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

Mr. WHITE. I yield to the gentle
man from Alabama. 

Mr. NICHOLS. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Let me respond, if I might, to the 
statement of the gentleman from New 
York relating to the numbers who 
have and have not registered. 

I make the statement that our 
young people have responded in a very 
fine way in the first year. The figure is 
somewhere around 95 percent, which I 
think certainly speaks well of the first 
year of registration. 

The second year figures are not so D 1100 
good. They fall down to 88 percent. Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Mr. 

Now, let us look at the third year. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
The third year projections by the Mr. WHITE. I yield to the gentle-
social security people, I say to the gen- . man from New York. 
tleman from New York, indicate that Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Mr. 
perhaps as low as 69 percent my regis- Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
ter. That is a deficit of 31 percentage yielding. 
points. The gentleman from New York earli-

What is happening is that our young er stated or intimated that there was 
people are looking and saying, "Well, no previous procedure for using social 
Joe did not register, why should I go security numbers for situations like 
down there? Why should I even this. The gentleman is in error in that, 
bother with it?" because social security numbers were 

Now, I do not want to put anybody used up until 1975. The Privacy Act 
in jail. I do not want to send anybody changed this. 
to the penitentiary, but we need to get The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
their attention and it is the social se- gentleman from Texas <Mr. WHITE) 
curity system that is going to help us has expired. 
with this and I certainly agree with <At the request of Mr. MITCHELL of 
the gentleman and compliment the New York, and by unanimous consent, 
gentleman from Texas on his remarks. Mr. WHITE was allowed to proceed for 

Mr. WHITE. As I recall, on our In- 2 additional minutes.) 
ternal Revenue form, we have to put Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Mr. 
our social security number down. Why Chairman, if the gentleman will yield 
do we not complain about that? Every further, what the Court said was that 
person working puts his number on the social security numbers were 
the Internal Revenue-- needed to make this system equitable, 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, will the to make it fair, but there was nothing 
gentleman yield? in statutory law to provide for that 

Mr. WHITE. I yield to the gentle- provision; so all we are doing in this 
man from New York. situation is providing the statutory au-

Mr. WEISS. The gentleman well thority that the courts said were lack
knows that except in the most limited ing. 
of circumstances, there is an absolute I read from the Court decision: 
prohibition on the part of the Director The draft registration in effect prior 1to 
of the Internal Revenue to exchange March, 1975, followed the practice of secur
that information with any other Gov- ing Social Security numbers by a form that 

t was generally used: However, there was no 
ernmen agency. law requiring this practice and no regula-

What the gentleman is doing in this tion consistent with the Administrative Pro
legislation in fact is encouraging, the cedure Act that required it in direct terms. 
gentleman is authorizing, the gentle- They state that we must have statu
man is mandating the exchange of tory authority, and that is all we are 
that information. trying to do; but for a very brief 

The gentleman must understand period we have not used social security 
that this is not only my concern. numbers. We had prior to that for 
When the Privacy Act was first many years. 
passed, people of all political circles Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
were concerned about the standard gentleman yield to me on that point? 
universal identifier, of our becoming Mr. WHITE. I yield to the gentle-
in essence a big brother society where man from New York. 
the Government knows everything Mr. WEISS. Again, my distinguished 
about everybody. That should concern and good friend from New York will if 
the gentleman as a conservative as he reads through the rest of the deci
much as it does me as a liberal. sion and the brief will recollect that, 

Mr. WHITE. Let us go further with yes, during the period between 1972 
my illustration. and 1975, for that 3-year period, there 

One does put one's social security was a voluntary system; that is, the 
number on Internal Revenue forms Selective Service System without au
because that is one's identification, thority from the Congress or from 
but further than that, if you miss anybody else put a line on there 
somebody who is paying a tax you lose asking for social security numbers; not 
a little revenue. If you miss enough mandated, in fact, the Court said it 
people on registration, the security of was not done under authority of law, 
our Nation is in danger. In time of it was not done under proper regula
emergency enough people will not be tion. You could ignore it if you wanted 
called to respond. There is a ripple to. There was no penalty involved. 
effect, as a gentleman from Alabama Now for the first time what is 
<Mr. NICHOLS) was saying, there is a sought here is, in fact, to provide a 
ripple because if one person gets away mandatory system; quite different. 
with not registering, others will do so Indeed, the Court has gone on to sug
and you will erode the effectiveness of gest that the two systems were so dif
the program. f erent that you cannot even compare 
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them. The original system up to 1975 
was a manual, hand-kept system. Now 
for the first time we have this inter
locking computer bank and it ought to 
cause the gentleman and every one of 
us concern. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, let me 
further answer the gentleman. 

Prior to that time we had access, the 
Government had access to all kinds of 
records, high school records and other 
kinds of records. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. WHITE) 
has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WHITE 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WHITE. Now under the Privacy 
Act the Government cannot go into 
those records. All that we can go into 
under the authority of this act as it 
now stands . is to look at the social se
curity numbers. 

What does the gentleman suggest by 
way of alternative identification? Does 
the gentleman suggest no identifica
tion whatever, allow an individual to 
go up and just give a name, whether it 
be true or not, and then walk away 
and maybe might be called and maybe 
not, maybe will not be found, or do we 
try to make a success of the All-Volun
teer Force with a standby opportunity 
to call draftees if necessary? 

I say for the security of this country, 
for the signals abroad, for the defense 
of this Nation, keep the system as it 
stands in this bill, because that is all 
we have. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words and I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot believe this 
discussion that is going on here. I 
could not believe my eyes when I read 
the language of the 1982 DOD author
ization bill that authorized the use of 
the social security number to enforce 
selective service registration, and that 
somehow or another we are going to 
use the social security number to link 
files and to use it to enforce the Selec
tive Service Act. 

Mr. Chairman, this provision is 
being sold as an expedient way of en
forcing registration of young people in 
this country. There is no consider
ation, no concern, no discussion about 
the implications of, or the infringe
ment upon the privacy of the Ameri
can citizen. We are undermining the 
underpinnings-the very basis-of ·our 
Constitution and Bill of Rights in the 
name of expediency. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, this provision 
seems to be taken quite lightly, as if 
there is nothing wrong with using the 
social security number to identify and 
locate our wayward children who 
seemingly are not coming up to regis
ter. We appear to look upon this provi
sion as something innocuous; as if it is 
somehow a very innocent utilization of 

a very expedient process called the 
social security number. I would sug
gest that this infringement, this chill
ing effect upon our citizens in utilizing 
some universal identification number 
is only the beginning of the erosion of 
our freedom. 

Now, I would suggest further upon 
looking historically at this that, in the 
past, there was no infringement of pri
vacy in the keeping of records in this 
country. Most records were kept 
manually in file drawers; which was, 
admittedly, very cumbersome, and 
very difficult to manipulate and to 
move around. However, the growth of 
technology has changed all that. Per
sonal records of citizens such as bank 
records, school records, medical, insur
ance, automobile registration, and 
criminal records along with agencies 
of the government, at all levels, are 
now kept by computers. The efficien
cy, the reliability and the state of the 
art is progressing faster than man can 
comprehend, let alone control. 

The problem that we face is this: the 
use of the social security number in a 
computerized system that allows the 
potential for linking one file after an
other after another so that . those who 
wish to intrude may be able to do so. 

There is no privacy protection 
spelled out in the language which is 
being presented to us in the Depart
ment of Defense authorization bill. 
There has been no consideration by 
the subcommittee, no hearings held, 
no opportunity for Americans to ex
press their concern about this poten
tial abuse that will exist if we allow 
this cavalier use of the social security 
number that is being represented as 
somehow "no problem whatsoever." 

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

Mr. GOLDWATER. I would be glad 
to yield, certainly. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Let me say, I believe 
the gentleman from California is a 
supporter of registration, am I correct 
in that? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. No; the gentle
man is absolutely wrong. I am not a 
supporter of registration; but that has 
nothing to do with my concern for this 
particular measure. 

My concern is over the privacy of 
American citizens and especially our 
youth. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Well, recognizing 
that the registration law is on the 
books, it is the law of the land. May I 
ask the gentleman how the gentleman 
would accomplish what the law re
quires? 

Would the gentleman fingerprint 
these people? Surely the gentleman 
would not want them photographed. 
How would the gentleman accomplish 
compliance with the law of the land? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Well, I would 
suggest to the gentleman that that is a 
problem. I do not deny that there is 
not a problem, but I would suggest 

that in the recommendation to use the 
social security number that maybe it is 
the best way to go. Maybe that might 
be a useful tool, as we found in the 
1976 Tax Reform Act when we author
ized its use for tracking down parents 
who do not honor court-ordered child 
support payments; but I would suggest 
to the gentleman that the attitude 
and the lightness with which this pro
posal is taken is in fact of concern to 
the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
WEISS) and to me and other people 
who are constantly keeping vigil over 
the concerns of privacy. 

I would suggest further to the gen
tleman that the problem with comput
erization and technology and a univer
sal numerical identification number is 
the problem. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California (Mr. GOLD
WATER) has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. GOLD
WATER was allowed to proceed for 2 ad
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, I 
further ask the gentleman, why did we 
not hold hearings on this? Why was 
there not a greater concern for the po
tential abuse of personal privacy that 
does exist today? 

Casebook history is full of horror 
stories of people who have been unin
tentionally-and I stress unintention
ally-abused because of access to in
formation because there was the abili
ty to acquire that key that unlocked 
that file, namely, the social security 
number. 

I would suggest to my ·colleagues 
that this may or may not be the right 
way to go. I am not making that par
ticular judgment, although I would 
vote against it at this time; but I 
would suggest that we shelve this pro
posal until we have a thorough venti
lation of the pluses and the minuses, 
the downside risks, and the proposals 
for safeguards of this kind of proposal. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I would be glad 
to yield. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Let me call the gen
tleman's attention that on page 30 of 
the bill we specifically included the 
following language: 

Information furnished to the Director by 
the Secretary under this section shall be 
used only-

"Only," underlined and empha
sized-
only for the purpose of enforcement of this 
Act. 

D 1110 
Mr. GOLDWATER. But I would sug

gest further to my colleague that this 
proposal on page 30 also allows access 
to all kinds of Government agency in
formation files on citizens of this 
country. It truly violates section 7 of 
the Privacy Act, and the intent of the 
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U. S. Congress. To run roughshod over 
the privacy concerns of American citi
zens in such a cavalier fashion is abso
lutely irresponsible: 

I would suggest to my colleagues 
that we take a hard look at this ques
tion and decide, in our own best judg
ment, after thorough ventilation and 
thorough hearings on the proposal. 
We need to know whether, in fact, we 
want to give up our rights to privacy, 
and whether or not we want to have 
one more provision for utilization of 
the social security number in our 
filing systems. I would suggest we vote 
down this question and send it back to 
the committee to hold thorough hear
ings iri the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has again 
expired. 

Mr. BEARD. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle
man from California have 3 additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? · 

Mr. DICK. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the right to object. Since w.e have in 
force a time limitation, and since we 
have had a lot of discussion, I am 
going to start objecting at this point to 
any requests for additional time be
cause there are other amendments 
that should be heard. I think there 
has been a lot of discussion on this 
thing, and I think people understand 
the issue. 

I object. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 

heard. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair

man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I rise in opposi
tion to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe I will 
take my full 5 minutes. I will be glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Ten
nessee or others. 

Let me say that I do rise in opposi
tion to this amendment. I serve on the 
Personnel Subcommittee. I believe I 
made the motion that this be put into 
the bill to require the social security 
numbers on the registration cards. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
New York and the gentleman from 
California, we did have hearings on 
this matter. We had Dr. Rostker, the 
former Director of the Selective Serv
ice System and the Director at that 
time. We had 43 pages of hearings on 
this particular situation. Dr. Rostker 
stated loud and clear that he could not 
enforce the law unless he got the 
social security numbers on the regis
tration cards where he could make a 
cross-check; and he came out very 
strongly that he needed these social 
security numbers to enforce the law. 

The chairman of our subcommittee 
pointed out that the registration is 
falling off now. It was 95 percent. It is 
now down to 69 percent because the 

word has gotten out that the Selective 
Service System cannot enforce the 
law. So we really do not have any 
choice if we are going to have any type 
of registration. 

To implement the program is option
al by the President of the United 
States. 

Let me say that it is really not quite 
right to those who register for when 
we do have an emergency in this coun
try. Those young men who obey the 
law are going to be called up, and 
those that did not obey the law are 
going to be free. That is terribly 
unfair. 

What we are trying to do is to cor
rect this situation. 

The Gates Commission that recom
mended to President Ford that we go 
to the all-volunteer military system, 
the first thing they said in the Gates 
Commission report is that we have to 
keep a viable Selective Service System 
and we have to register men in case we 
do have an emergency. 

So it is pretty simple. If we want to 
have some preparedness by requiring 
these young men to register, we are 
going to have to defeat this amend
ment and let the selective service re
quire social security numbers on the 
cards. 

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Will the gentleman 
yield to me? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I will be glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Ala
bama (Mr. NICHOLS). 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I appreciate the 
gentleman's concern for the problems 
we face enforcing Selective Service 
System registration. I share that con
cern. However, I reject the solution of
fered by the Armed Service Commit
tee to use the social security number 
to solve that problem. The potential 
invasion of privacy in the use of the 
social security number concerns me. 

The gentleman said that there were 
hearings held, and I wonder does the 
gentleman know who testified for and 
against this proposal? Is there a list of 
witnesses? I was not informed. I do not 
know if the ACLU, who is a great 
champion of privacy, was called in to 
testify. 

Mr. NICHOLS. I would respond that 
we had a complete day's hearing. The 

·ACLU submitted their brief on this. 
Dr. Rostker, I believe, came before the 
committee. So I feel like the situation 
was sufficiently heard in our subcom
mittee, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. WEISS. Will the gentleman 
yield to me? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. 
WEISS). 

Mr. WEISS. Is the distinguished 
gentleman from Alabama <Mr. NICH
OLS) saying that the ACLU representa-

tives were able to testify in person 
before the committee? 

Mr. NICHOLS. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. NICHOLS. They could have 
come as outside witnesses. Instead 
they elected, I believe I am correct, to 
submit a statement for the record. 

Mr. WEISS. If the gentleman will 
yield further to me, the gentleman in 
the well cited that the Director of the 
Selective Service System had 43 pages 
of his testimony in the record. I must 
say that I do not think the gentleman 
would be satisfied on any other issue if 
only the proponent had the chance to 
appear in person, while hardly anyone 
else was notified, and some people 
were given the chance to submit some
thing in writing. 

I also have a question as to the gen
tleman's figures that he cited as to the 
falloff. The most recent figures we 
have is that there is 88-percent adher
ence as this year. The 60-percent 
figure, as I understand it, is a projec
tion by the selective service, by the 
very people who are trying to scare us 
into adopting the armed services bill. 
Is that not correct? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. NICHOLS). 

Mr. NICHOLS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, the gentleman is correct 
in that, except I would not think that 
the Selective Service is necessarily 
trying to scare anybody. It is simply a 
compliance situation. 

I happen to agree with the gentle
man from Mississippi <Mr. MONTGOM
ERY), that we cannot let 70 percent of 
the people register and 30 percent just 
go their merry way, thumbing their 
noses at the situation. That is not 
obeying the law at all, and we have to 
have some way to comply with this. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to 
take the entire 5 minutes, and I will be 
pleased to yield to anyone that wants 
to engage me in debate. But a good 
deal has been talked about the right 
of privacy here, and I think it is im
portant just to reflect for a moment as 
to really what the bill requires with
out the amendment offered by the 
gentleman. 

The bill merely indicates that when 
a person registers they are to put 
down their social security number. Ob
viously by so doing that would give the 
right to inquire as to the whereabouts 
of this individual should he fail to 
comply with the registration law, such 
that authorities can send him a letter. 
Probably not much more than that 
would happen. 

The real question is, Does the right 
to privacy, which I feel very strongly 
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about, and I do not think there is a 
Member of this body that does not 
feel very strongly about, include the 
right to avoid the registration law? 
Does it really include the right to 
hide, the right to go underground, be
cause that is all we are talking about. 
We are not talking about the invasion 
of constitutional privacy rights. We 
are talking about simply locating 
people who fail to register so they can 
be contacted and reminded of their af
firmative obligation to do so. 

I think the conversation and dialog 
with regard to the erosion of very im
portant fundamental constitutional 
rights of privacy is certainly overstat
ed in this case. 

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

Mr. COURTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. WEISS). 

Mr. WEISS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. In the passage that I 
tried to read, and inappropriately be
cause of our rules, of the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona <Mr. GOLD
WATER), he makes the point that once 
you start down this road there is no 
end. 

Mr. COURTER. I would take back 
my time to respond to that. I do not 
necessarily think that is true. We have 
a Constitution. We have a Supreme 
Court that would not permit the ero
sion of our fundamental constitutional 
rights. 

Certainly when the Supreme Court 
said over 50 years ago the right to 
freedom of speech does not include 
screaming "Fire" in a crowded theater, 
that did not signal the beginning of 
the inevitable termination of our right 
to free speech. Therefore, I disagree 
with the gentleman. 

Mr. WEISS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I do not think that fol
lows. 

Mr. COURTER. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. WEISS. But I think the gentle
man ought to be concerned with the 
fact that we now have these vast com
puterized data banks which have all 
kinds of information on all of us. I 
think one of the rights of an American 
citizen really is and has always been to 
be able to hide or shield, to the great
est extent possible, our private lives 
from the Government, from his neigh
bors, from anybody else. 

Mr. COURTER. Let me take back 
my time. I think we have come to the 
nub of this. This is exactly it. The 
debate before was on constitutional 
rights of privacy, which I think we all 
agree to. The gentleman's concept of 
what privacy embraces and mine is dif
ferent. 

D 1120 
I do not think the right to privacy 

means the right to hide in society. I 
think it means other things, the priva
cy of your papers, the sanctity of your 

home, many other things. But not 
simply the right to go underground. 
And I do not think the Constitution 
protects that nor do I think this bill 
erodes the fundamental privacy rights 
that we have. 

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

Mr. COURTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. BEARD. Mr. Chairman, I must 
say that it just baffles me to hear the 
discussion and the debate and the 
statements made, as if we are the 
enemy, as if our Government is the 
enemy. And it is very easy for Mem
bers to stand in the well of the House 
and say, "I am against registration," "I 
am against invasion of privacy," and I 
am concerned about "our rights." 

How do you think we have main
tained these rights? How do you think 
we have maintained these rights for 
over 205 years? It has been through a 
strong national defense. And the fact 
of the matter is that every witness, bar 
none, including Members of Congress, 
many considered liberals, many con
sidered conservatives, have stated the 
All-Volunteer Force has critical prob
lems. The leadership, congressional 
leaders, civilian leaders, have said the 
biggest issue, the biggest problem 
facing the defense of this country 
today, is manpower. 

So we have tried to come up with a 
solution. We have held hearings. We 
have tried to find ways to go other 
than the draft. And then all these 
people come up, who have never taken 
the time to sit on a committee hear
ing, never taken the time to read a 
report on how critical the manpower 
problem is, and say, "I am against reg
istration, I am against the draft, I am 
against the invasion of privacy." Well, 
I think it is time some of you had 
better start taking a little time to read 
the reports dealing with this issue and 
ask questions on how we correct the 
manpower shortages in our armed 
services, how we can improve the qual
ity of our recruits, how we can retain 
our trained personnel, how can we en
force compliance with the Selective 
Service Registration Act. It is time 
these Members start coming up with 
alternate solutions if they do not like 
ours. It is time we all start placing in
creased emphasis on the combat readi
ness of our country. 

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I was one of the 
Members in the last Congress who 
supported draft registration. And al
though I am not a member of the com
mittee, I do spend a bit of time read
ing committee reports. I supported 
draft registration last year because I 
agree with the fact that we need some 
sort of machinery in place so that mo
bilization could be accomplished a.S ef-

ficiently as possible in time of national 
emergency. 

The Armed Services Committee 
report on this bill states that without 
access to social security numbers, the 
selective service registration require
ment would be largely unenforceable. 
The committee, in its report, offers no 
documentation that the Selective 
Service is, in fact, having a significant 
enforcement problem, and that was 
brought up on the floor of the House 
just a few minutes ago. 

I do not know how serious the prob
lem is. And since we are merely look
ing at projections by various people 
including the people who are in charg~ 
of the Selective Service and registra
tion, I suggest that no one on this 
floor actually knows whether or not 
there is a problem. 

But I do know what potential danger 
might be done if the Service is permit
ted to require registrants to provide 
social security numbers and give 
access to information held by other 
agencies, including Treasury and 
Health and Human Services. 

When Congress, in 197 4, passed the 
Privacy Act, a primary concern was 
preventing the widespread sharing be
tween Government agencies of inf or
mation regarding U.S. citizens except 
in times of national emergency. I be
lieve the protection of the privacy of 
very young people clearly outweighs 
whatever needs the Selective Service 
System might have to enforce the reg
istration system. 

But there is another aspect of this 
issue which really concerns me. De
spite what my colleague, the gentle
man from Alabama, said before about 
this particular section of the law, the 
committee bill authorizes the Selective 
Service to provide the Department of 
Defense with information gained from 
registration for purposes of recruiting. 
Now, I do not believe that Congress in
tended to provide this kind of author
ity when it reauthorized draft registra
tion, and I do not believe we should 
authorize it now. If I had thought in 
the last Congress that we were going 
to move in this manner toward a draft 
I would never have voted for registra~ 
tion at that time either. 

The reason for requiring young 
people to register for Selective Service 
is to improve military preparedness 
and to instill a sense of common na
tional purpose. Neither of these goals 
is enhanced by giving Defense Depart
ment recruiters access to registration 
information. 

As the committee report points out, 
the registration forms already give 
registrants an opportunity to request 
recruitment information. The report 
says that in July 1980, only 15 percent 
of those registering chose to receive 
such information. I believe the choice 
of whether to receive recruiting infor-
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mation should properly remain with 
the registrants. 

As policymakers, we have deter
mined-again, I think correctly-that 
the national interest is served by re
quiring young men to register for the 
draft. But having established that as a 
national interest, I think it would be 
unfair for us, then, to turn that inf or
mation over to the Department of De
fense for purposes of recruiting and as 
a first step toward a military draft. 

The committee makes no compelling 
case that the provisions in question 
here are critical to the Nation's securi
ty, and they impose a substantial 
burden on the right to privacy of our 
young people. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting the amendment offered by 
the gentlemap from New York. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. FERRARO. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. We were talking 
about whether hearings were held on 
this particular subject, and I think the 
chairman of the subcommittee was 
correct. There were probably 3 days of 
hearings on the selective service ques
tion. But there were no hearings, no 
opportunity for input by Members of 
Congress, or outside interests on the 
single question of the use of the social 
security number. To my knowledge, 
the ACLU was just allowed to submit a 
brief. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest 
that to adopt this provision in this sec
tion of the bill, without an opportuni
ty for comment, is irresponsible legis
lating. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. FERRARO. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the gentlewoman for her 
statement, and also to pay my respects 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
California, who in all seasons has rec
ognized the paramount right of priva
cy. 

If a bill had been introduced to 
achieve this, rather than having it in
serted in the course of the Armed 
Services Committee consideration 
without a bill, it would have automati
cally been sent to the Government Op
erations Committee, which has prime 
jurisdiction over the subject matter. 
The Armed Services Committee did 
not give us the courtesy of even know
ing that they were considering that 
legislation in advance, never mind 
having hearings on it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from New York <Ms: 
FERRARO) has expired. 

<On request of Mr. VOLKMER and by 
unanimous consent, Ms. FERRARO was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. FERRARO. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I, 
too, wish to commend the gentlewom
an on her statement, specifically on 
the objectionable part as this language 
in the bill pertaining to the recruiting 
and privileges of having the Director 
of the Selective Service just turn over 
this information to recruiting services. 
And I can foresee that the young 
people out there will start receiving all 
kinds of mail, and everything else, 
that they did not ask for, that is invol
untary, phone calls from recruiters, all 
types of things that I think, as the 
gentleman from California said, if this 
does not invade the right of privacy of 
an individual, just because he regis
tered for the draft, then subject him 
to all other types of propaganda, or 
whatever you want to say, in regard to 
the military, has nothing to do with 
trying to get other people to register. 
That, as I understood from the previ
ous statement, was the purpose of this 
language as originally in here, the ear
lier part of it, to try to get those who 
have not registered to come in. This 
has nothing to do with that whatso
ever. 

Ms. FERRARO. Precisely. 
Mr. VOLKMER. And I agree with 

the gentleman from California, the 
whole thing needs a better airing. 

What cost would this do for the 
social security system, when the social 
security system has to go in to their 
computerization and try to find all of 
these things, the IRS, and others. The 
social security system, how much is it 
going to cost them? Has anybody ever 
developed that? We do not know. 
What inconvenience will there be to 
the social security system when, right 
now, the elderly citizens are having 
delays in getting their checks, and now 
we are going to try and give, maybe, 
priority, so that the people can get 
their checks a little later, so we can 
try and find out through an invasion 
of privacy where these young people 
are? 

I commend the gentlewoman. 
Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the Weiss amendment, which would 
delete section 902 from the Depart
ment of Defense authorization bill. 

Section 902 contains two provisions 
which would seriously impair the right 
of privacy now enjoyed by all Ameri
can citizens: First, this section would 
require draft registrants to disclose 
their social security numbers at the 
time of registration; and second, it 
would permit the Selective Service to 
furnish the names and addresses of 
draft registrants to the Department of 
Defense for recruiting purposes. 

These prov1s1ons would jeopardize 
the liberties to which all Americans 
are now equally entitled. One class of 
citizens-those eligible for draft regis
tration-would no longer have their 
lives protected from Government in
trusion. This raises important consti
tutional questions which could very 
well result in a court challenge. 

I do not deny that the military is 
facing a severe manpower shortage, 
but the infringements of privacy pro
posed in section 902 are not the solu
tion to this pr9blem. Various studies 
have shown that along with low 
morale and unpleasant working condi
tions, insufficient pay is a primary 
reason why personnel leave the mili
tary. Until adequate compensation is 
offered for military service, no pool of 
potential recruits will be large enough 
for the military services to attract and 
retain a sufficient number of qualified 
personnel. 

This issue is addressed in H.R. 3380, 
the military pay and allowances bill, 
which we will consider shortly. That 
comprehensive legislation will provide 
a longer term and more constitutional
ly sound solution to the problem of re
cruiting and compensating military 
personnel than the methods outlined 
in section 902 of the Defense authori
zation bill before us now. 

Mr. Chairman, at a time when our 
constituents are demanding that the 
Government decrease its involvement 
in their lives, it is unconscionable that 
we should even consider increasing the 
power of Government to violate the 
privacy of American citizens. I oppose 
the intrusions which section 902 would 
permit and I urge my colleagues to 
support the Weiss amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York <Mr. WEISS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman being in doubt, the Commit
tee divided, and there were-ayes 13, · 
noes 22. 
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RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 125, noes 
290, not voting 17, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Asp in 
Au Coin 
Barnes 
Beilenson 
Benjamin 
Blagg! 
Bingham 
Boggs 
Bolling 
Boni or 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 

[Roll No. 1341 
AYES-125 

Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Collins <IL> 
Conte 
Conyers 
Crane, Daniel 
Crockett 
Deckard 
Dellums 
DeNardis 
Derrick 
Dixon 

Downey 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Ferraro 
Fiedler 
Findley 
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Fish 
Ford <MI> 
Ford CTN> 
Forsythe 
Frank 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Glickman 
Goldwater 
Gonzalez 
Gray 
Green 
Harkin 
Hawkins 
Heckler 
Hiler 
Hollenbeck 
Horton 
Howard 
Kastenmeier 
Kil dee 
Kindness 
Leland 
LowryCWA> 
Markey 
Marks 
Marlenee 
Matsui 

Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Atkinson 
Badham 
Bafalls 
Balley CMO> 
Balley CPA> 
Barnard 
Beard 
Bedell 
Benedict 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Blanchard 
Bllley 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonker 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Broomfield 
BrownCCO> 
BrownCOH> 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Carney 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins CTX) 
Conable 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Craig 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
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Mattox 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Mikulski 
MillerCCA> 
Mineta 
Minish 
Mitchell CMD> 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Mottl 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Patterson 
Paul 
Pease 
Petri 
Porter 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Richmond 
Rodino 

NOES-290 

Roe 
Rosenthal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shannon 
Solarz 
St Germain 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Traxler 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Washington 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Williams CMT) 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

Derwinski Hughes 
Dickinson Hunter 
Dicks Hutto 
Dingell Hyde 
Dougherty Ireland 
Dowdy Jacobs 
Dreier Jeffords 
Duncan Jeffries 
Dyson Jenkins 
Edwards CAL> Johnston 
Emerson Jones <OK) 
Emery Jones CTN> 
English Kazen 
Erdahl Kogovsek 
Erlenborn Kramer 
Ertel LaFalce 
Evans CDE> Lagomarsino 
Evans CIA> Lantos 
Evans CIN> Leach 
Fary Leath 
Fenwick LeBoutilller 
Fields Lee 
Flippo Lehman 
Foley Lent 
Fountain Levitas 
Fowler Lewis 
Frenzel Livingston 
Frost Loeffler 
Fuqua Long CLA) 
Gaydos Long CMD) 
Gephardt Lott 
Gibbons Lowery CCA) 
Gilman Lujan 
Gingrich Luken 
Ginn Lundine 
Goodling Lungren 
Gore Madigan 
Grad Ison Marriott 
Gramm Martin <IL> 
Gregg Martin CNC> 
Grisham Martin CNY) 
Guarini Mavroules 
Gunderson Mazzo II 
Hagedorn Mcclory 
Hall <OH) Mccloskey 
Hall, Ralph Mccollum 
Hall, Sam Mccurdy 
Hamilton McDade 
Hammerschmidt McDonald 
Hance McEwen 
Hansen c ID) McGrath 
Hansen CUT) Mica 
Hartnett Michel 
Hefner Miller COH) 
Heftel Mitchell CNY> 
Hendon Molinari 
Hertel Mollohan 
Hightower Montgomery 
Hillis Moore 
Holland Moorhead 
Holt Morrison 
Hopkins Murphy 
Hoyer Murtha 
Hubbard Myers 
Huckaby Napier 

Natcher 
Neal 
Nelligan 
Nelson 
Nichols 
O'Brien 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Patman 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Price 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Railsback 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts CKS> 
Roberts <SD> 
Robinson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rousselot 
Roybal 

Bevill 
Cotter 
Crane, Philip 
de la Garza 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 

Rudd 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schulze 
Shamansky 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith CAL) 
Smith CIA> 
SmithCNE> 
Smith CNJ) 
Smith <OR> 
Sn owe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Swift 

Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Trible 
Udall 
Vander Jagt 
Wampler 
Watkins 
WeberCMN) 
Weber <OH) 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <OH> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wylie 
Yatron 
YoungCAK) 
Young CFL) 
YoungCMO) 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

NOT VOTING-17 
Dornan 
Evans CGA) 
Fithian 
Florio 
Foglletta 
Hatcher 
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Jones CNC) 
Kemp 
Latta 
Rhodes 
Savage 

Messrs. PATMAN, LEVITAS, and 
RITTER changed their votes from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. PETRI, ASPIN, FISH, 
GARCIA, BIAGGI, and PRITCHARD 
changed their votes from "no" to 
"aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SCHROEDER 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I off er an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. SCHROEDER: 

At the end of the bill, add the following new 
section: 
RESCISSION OF BUDGET AUTHORITY ATTRIBUTA

BLE TO WASTE, FRAUD, ABUSE, AND MISMAN
AGEMENT 
SEC. . <a> Not later than January 15, 

1982, the President shall transmit to both 
Houses of Congress a special message, in ac
cordance with section 1012 of the Impound
ment Control Act of 1974 (31 U.S.C. 1402), 
specifying not less than $8,000,000,000 of 
budget authority which the President pro
poses to be rescinded out of budget author
ity made available pursuant to the authori
zations of appropriations in title I, II, and 
III of this Act but which the President has 
determined-

<1 >is not required to carry out the full ob
jectives or scope of programs for which the 
budget authority is provided; and 

(2) is not required due to the elimination 
of waste, fraud, abuse, and mismanagement 
in the Department of Defense. 

<b> In addition to the information re
quired by section 1012(a) of the impound
ment Control Act of 1974 <31 U.S.C. 
1402Ca)), the special message required under 
subsection <a> shall-

< 1) set forth each recommendation made 
by the Comptroller General since January 
1, 1979, for the elimination of waste, fraud, 
abuse, or mismanagement in the Depart
ment of Defense; and 

(2) contain a statement of-
<A> which recommendations set forth pur

suant to paragraph < 1 > have been adopted 
and the actual and projected cost savings 
from each; and 

<B> which recommendations set forth pur
suant to paragraph Cl) have not been adopt
ed and the projected cost savings from each 
and an explanation of why each such rec
ommendation has not been adopted. 

<c> The President shall transmit to both 
Houses of Congress, at the same time that 
he transmits the special message required 
under subsection <a>, such recommendations 
for changes in law as he considers to be nec
essary for the elimination of waste, fraud, 
abuse, and mismanagement in the Depart
ment of Defense. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER (during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendment be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

D 1150 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 

President Reagan has declared a limit
ed war on waste, restricting combat to 
domestic, social programs. This is no 
way to win the war. Our army of audi
tors, investigators, and Inspectors 
General cannot eliminate the menace 
of government fat with one hand tied 
behind their back. They must be al
lowed to win this war. My amendment 
takes the restriction off and tell the 
combaters of fraud, waste, abuse, and 
mismanagement to cross the river and 
pursue fat back to its homeland in the 
Pentagon. We must not let political 
considerations destroy our ability to 
win this war. 

My amendment directs the Presi
dent to find $8 billion worth of waste 
in the Department of Defense and to 
submit a rescission by next January 15 
to eliminate that waste. I drafted the 
amendment to permit the President 
the widest flexibility in finding waste. 
While I have seen numerous examples 
of fat and extravagance in my work on 
the Armed Services Committee, I 
pref er to leave it to the executive 
branch to clean its own house. 

I selected $8 billion as the minimum 
figure because the General Account
ing Office in one 18-month period, 
January 1979 to July 1980, found over 
$16 billion worth of waste in DOD. Al
though $8 billion may be low, it is a 
reasonable first target, especially in 
light of the enormous new sums DOD 
is being given by this bill. In the 
House, I will ask unanimous consent 
to include a listing of 44 GAO reports 
on DOD waste issued during that 
period. 
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The list I culled from the work of 

the Republican Study Committee. In 
its special report on August 22, 1980, 
the Republican Study Committee, 
chaired by the distinguished gentle
man from California, JoHN RoussELOT, 
found $34.5 billion in waste Govern
ment-wide. Over $16 billion of this was 
from DOD. To quote from the report: 

The unnecessary expenditure of more 
than $34 billion reflected by these 107 items 
is undoubtedly only a fraction of the poten
tial savings of tax dollars which could be re
alized from a more aggressive war on waste, 
abuse, fraud, and mismanagement. 

The amendment feeds into the 
standard resc1ss1on process. No 
changes whatever are made in this 
process. Under the Impoundment Con
trol Act of 1974, the President pro
poses rescissions, which Congress must 
approve before they can go into effect. 
By using this procedure, my amend
ment assures that the actual cuts pro
posed by the President will be subject 
to full congressional review. 

Earlier this year, I sent to my col
leagues a major piece from U.S. News 
& World Report detailing weapon 
system gold plating, white collar 
crime, mismanagement, and cost over
runs. Appropriately, the article was 
titled, "Billions Down the Pentagon 
Drain." The magazine concluded that 
"the big-spending Department of De
fense offers a prime target for an ad
ministration bent on fighting waste." 

Yet, David Stockman told a Senate 
committee that OMB was bewildered 
by all the waste in the Pentagon and, 
therefore, deferred any steps to elimi
nate it. Such sophistry is unaccept
able. Congress should direct OMB and 
the President to go after the mother 
lode of Government waste, the heart
land of abuse, the temple of misman
agement. We must attack fat at the 
Pentagon. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
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Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentlewoman yield? 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. I would be de

lighted to yield to the gentleman from 
Connecticut. 

Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
may I commend the gracious gentle
woman from Colorado for the timeli
ness of this amendment. Just yester
day conferees were named in this body 
to attempt to wrap up a budget, a 
budget that among other things would 
eliminate 3 million people presently 
on social security. It would say to a 
number of people in their seventies, 
eighties, and nineties, "We're sorry. 
You're out." · 

A budget that we know well, Mr. 
Chairman, would say to a million col
lege students, "You no longer will 
qualify for student loans;" a budget 
that leaves unanswered whether or 
not there will be a Head Start pro
gram for the young people of this 
country. 

Mr. Chairman, the reports abound, 
the GAO reports are on the table. 
What they have suggested over and 
over again is that there is fraud, there 
is waste, there is abuse in the Defense 
budget. 

We know too well that there are cost 
overruns, whether they relate to sub
marines, or planes, or tanks. 

What the gentlewoman has done 
through this amendment is to say that 
we care about tightening our belts. We 
want to do something about fraud, 
waste, and abuse, and in doing it we 
can help old people, we can help 
young people, we can help those look
ing for jobs at the same time. What an 
ideal combination. 

I applaud the innovative effort. As a 
result of that effort, I, for one, will 
support the gentlewoman's amend
ment. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman. I hope every
body focuses on waste everywhere and 
will pass this amendment expeditious
ly so we can move on. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, not 1 cent should be 
spent for national defense which is not 
needed for national defense, but not 1 
cent should not be spent which is actu
ally needed. In other words, we should 
not waste any money and we should 
do what is needed with regard to our 
defense. 

The gentlewoman has offered an 
amendment which she has given back
ground information upon, but unfor
tunately, her background information 
is not accurate. The GAO accounting 
on this matter showed, in a very 
recent accounting, in fact, this year, 
that the savings of the general nature 
of what the gentlewoman has de
scribed would be less than $1 billion, 
while in the rest of the Government it 
runs to many billions of dollars. 

Amendments of this kind do a major 
disservice to the Congress and to the 
country by implying that fraud, waste, 
and abuse and mismanagement are 
widespread in the Department of De
fense and that large budget savings 
are simply achieved by a stroke of the 
legislative pen. The suggestion that 
there is $8 billion in DOD cannot be 
supported. The GAO accounts are in 
detail, but they do not say that it is 
anywhere near a billion dollars, or cer
tainly not $8 billion. 

In the spring of this year the GAO 
was asked to draw together the results 
of various studies and estimate the 
savings that might be achieved if all 
GAO recommendations for more effi
cient administrative practices were im
plemented, so they did it. Savings in 
all agencies in fiscal year 1982 were es
timated to be $4.85 billion. This is sub
stantially less than the $8 billion 
figure for DOD alone specified in the 
amendment. 

The amounts that might be achieved 
by the Department of Defense total 
only a small fraction, less than $1 bil
lion, it is $900 million of the total sav
ings estimated. 

The Department of Defense should 
not be set apart, and it certainly 
should be subject to careful scrutiny 
to insure that funds are used for the 
intended purpose. I certainly would 
favor any action that we can take to 
improve the operation of DOD, for 
that matter all agencies of Govern
ment; but the amendment before us 
would not improve the operation of 
Government in general, nor those of 
the Department of Defense in particu
lar. 

By implication, the amendment sug
gesting the existence of such extensive 
fraud, waste, abuse, and mismanage
ment is not supported by the facts. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the real prob
lem here is, Who is it that should be 
getting at the waste and fraud? The 
gentlewoman suggests this is some
thing for the great man that has been 
elected from California to be Presi
dent of the United States and that 
that is his duty. Instead, it is your 
duty, it is your duty and my duty as a 
member of the Armed Services Com
mittee. 

These reports have come in. They 
tell us specific places where the costs 
can be cut, so you ought to have the 
courage and I ought to have the cour
age to go through these accounts, 
these recommendations. We ought to 
introduce legislation. We can certainly 
do it as members of the Armed Serv
ices Committee. We can demand that 
we have departmental reports and we 
can demand that we have hearings on 
these bills. Now, until you do that, you 
should certainly not be asking the 
Great White Father on the horse from 
California to be doing this for you. It 
is our responsibility to be doing this. 
The Constitution says it is the respon
sibility of Congress to provide for the 
Armed Forces. It does not say it is the 
responsibility of the President. It says 
it is our responsibility; so if you know 
someplace where the money can be cut 
or some waste exists, you ought to do 
it. You are a member of the commit
tee. You ought to get off the commit
tee if you do not want to take that 
kind of leadership. You should do it. I 
encourage you to do it and I will be 
glad to join with you in anything that 
you present that has a reasonable 
basis in cutting. 

Now, one thing I would like to say 
about defense expenditures, as some 
very serious-minded people have said 
on the floor of the House recently, 
and I brought this to the Members' at
tention in my correspondence. There 
are a lot of inaccuracies in the things 
that have been said here. For instance, 
people say there is a lot of unexpend
ed money in the Department of De-
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fense. The reason is because we in 
Congress have requested that. We 
have required it. Congress has said 
that you have got to full-fund ships, 
for instance, so you have billions of 
dollars sitting back there. We full 
funded all this material, so we have 
those billions of dollars sitting there 
because Congress required it. It was 
not the Department of Defense that 
required it. As a matter of fact, I 
would prefer not to have that. I think 
you would have more ships, have a 
more liberal attitude toward building 
ships, if you did not have that require
ment; but it is a fiscal containment 
that we have put upon the Depart
ment of Defense. It is not something 
that has emerged from the Depart
ment of Defense itself. 

If you have a contract problem or 
you have an overrun problem or some
thing like that, you are not going to 
solve it by having the President come 
in like this. You are not going to im
prove the situation by just telling the 
President to come in with all these re
scissions. 

There is only one department of all 
the Government where the Secretary 
of that department says there is an $8 
billion overrun. What is that depart
ment? That is the Department of 
HEW, Health, Education, and Wel
fare. That is the department head 
that said he had an $8 billion overrun 
in waste and fraud. The Department 
of Defense never said that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida <Mr. BENNETT) 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BEN
NETT was allowed to proceed for 5 addi-
tional minutes.) · 

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

Mr. BENNETT. I will yield to the 
gentleman from California, and then I 
will yield to the gentlewoman from 
Colorado. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate my colleague yielding. 

I was interested in the gentleman's 
comment that a most recent report of 
the General Accounting Office had es
timated that the misspent money or 
overspending was roughly $1 billion. 
How recently was that report? 

Mr. BENNETT. Well, it was estimat
ed this year. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. 1981? 
Mr. BENNETT. Correct. I said the 

GAO. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Did it specify the 

areas? 
Mr. BENNETT. Yes, it did. I could 

read it to the gentleman, if the gentle
man wants to. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Well, it will not 
be necessary to read the whole thing. 
Could the gentleman give us some 
kind of idea of the areas involved? 

Mr. BENNETT. I can briefly tell the 
gentleman. One item for DOD was de
linquent accounts and loans receiva-

ble. I do not exactly see how you can 
do what the gentlewoman suggests on 
that. If you have delinquent accounts 
I do not think passing a rescission is 
going to get that back. 

The next one is unresolved audit 
findings, $50 million. 

The next one is defense logistic 
economies. Now, perhaps you could do 
that. That is $300 million. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. How much was 
that? 

Mr. BENNETT. $300 million. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. $300 million? 
Mr. BENNETT. Correct. 
The next was defense multiyear con

tracting, $150 million. 
The next was full recovery of for

eign military sales, which military 
sales I do not much favor anyway. I do 
not know why that should be charged 
against the Department of Defense. 
That is $300 million. That is the big
gest item of the lot. That is over a 
third of all of it. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Did the General 
Accounting Office report say that this 
superseded their previous judgments? 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, they did. They 
took all these things that have been 
said before, boiled them down in all 
branches of Government and came up 
with these figures. 

Now, of course, you may wonder why 
the $4.5 billion for all Government 
could be but half the waste of HEW as 
recently transferred to. Well, the 
reason I guess is that most of the 
waste of HEW is because we have not 
had the intestinal fortitude here in 
Congress to put proper guidelines in 
entitlements on HEW with regard to 
food stamps. We just have not done it. 
We have not had the courage to do it. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Well, does the 
gentleman think then if this amend
ment included the idea of a billion dol
lars as a request upon the President to 
find that, that then that would be ade
quate to comply with the General Ac
counting Office request? 

Mr. BENNETT. I think if you made 
a similar request on all branches of 
Government it might be logical; but to 
omit a department like HEW, which 
probably spends five times as much on 
waste and fraud--

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I do not need to 
be convinced of that. 

Mr. BENNETT. This is my time. I 
want to finish my sentence if I may. 

If you take the Department of De
fense and pick it out as the chief of
fender, when actually the chief of
f ender is not the Department of De
fense at all, I think it is unfair. There
fore, I myself would feel if you put it 
across the board, I would be for it. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT. I will. 
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 

the gentleman should know this 

amendment is like the one we voted on 
for HEW. If the gentleman recalls, the 
gentleman on the other side, the gen
tleman from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL) of
fered an amendment to cut waste, 
fraud and abuse, out of HEW and it 
passed by a significant amount about 1 
year ago. 

I also want to say I do not know 
where the gentleman is getting his 
GAO numbers, because the gentleman 
can come and look at these reports 
and these are only about a fourth of 
the GAO reports. They testified this 
year in front of the Budget Committee 
that there was over $8. 7 billion of 
waste immediately ascertainable. 

Mr. BENNETT. They consolidated 
all of those reports this year, all of the 
reports and they found that there 
were errors in some of those previous 
reports. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. But not all of 
them, that was only one report. They 
testified this year in front of the 
Budget Committee. They could put 
their fingers immediately on $8. 7 bil
lion of waste and more. As I say, over 
60 of the Republicans on May 7, 1981, 
cited $25 billion of waste and fraud in 
the Pentagon. 

Mr. BENNETT. I am saying you are 
in error, Madam, and I am also saying 
that it is your responsibility, you 
should not give it to the President. We 
do not have a monarchy in this coun
try, we have a legislative form of gov
ernment. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Will the gentle
man yield further? 

Mr. BENNETT. I am not sure I have 
finished what I want to say. 

I do not think the gentlewoman can 
escape the fact that it is her responsi
bility and it is my responsibility to cut 
out waste and fraud in the Govern
ment, not to turn it over to the "great 
white father" in the White House. I 
would be there with the gentlewoman 
if she were to introduce a bill to cut 
out things that are wasteful. But as 
long as the gentlewoman takes the at
titude that because we have a popular 
man as the President, who gets just 
about everything he wants to in the 
Government, we should turn this over 
to him, I differ with her. I do not want 
a monarchial form for my govern
ment. My ancestors came here to 
change that form of government. 

In the Revolutionary War the Gov
ernment really was run by a unicamer
al Congress. The executive and the 
legislative were both in the Continen
tal Congress and they ran the Govern
ment very well for about 10 years. If I 
had to choose between having a legis
lative branch of the Government and 
having an executive branch, I would 
be for having the legislative branch, 
particularly when it was elected every 
2 years. So I think we cannot escape 
our responsibilities here. 
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. If the gentle

man will yield further, I certainly 
commend him on being for praising 
the legislative branch. I have no prob
lem with that. I agree and fight very 
hard to preserve legislative preroga
tives. 

Mr. BENNETT. I would hope the 
gentlewoman would join me in this at
titude. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. This is the 
same amendment the legislative 
branch has used in the past because it 
is an effective tool. The President is 
the only one empowered to send up re
scissions. 

Mr. BENNETT. We can rescind our
selves. We do not have to have him re
scind. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I would be de
lighted to have hearings on waste, 
fraud, and abuse. I think such hear
ings are long overdue, but I just have 
not seen them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has again ex
pired. 

<At the request of Mr. DELLUMS and 
by unanimous consent Mr. BENNETT 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
my colleague yield to me? 

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I would simply ask 
the gentleman to yield in order to un
derstand the position of the gentle
man. My distinguished colleague from 
California just asked the gentleman a 
very direct question. He said that 
based upon the GAO report, to which 
the gentleman alludes, would the gen
tleman be willing to support an 
amendment that would call for $1 bil
lion in waste, fraud, and abuse? My 
distinguished colleague from Florida's 
response was he would not single out 
one agency, that he would prefer to do 
it across the board. 

I would like to call my colleague's at
tention to the fact that on June 27, 
1979, rollcall No. 296, my distinguished 
colleague from Florida <Mr. BENNETT) 
is recorded as voting "aye" on an 
amendment dealing with waste, fraud, 
and abuse in HEW. It was not an 
amendment directed to the entire 
number of agencies, so the gentleman 
has, indeed, voted for waste, fraud, 
and abuse dealing with one agency. 
The question is why is the gentleman 
not prepared to do that when it comes 
to the Department of Defense if the 
Record shows that the gentleman was 
prepared to do it in HEW? 

Mr. BENNETT. It is my responsibil
ity to see that the defense of our coun
try is in as good a shape as I can, and I 
do the best I can on this bill. But I 
want to say to the gentleman in my 
life there have been a number of 
heroes. Some of them are apocryphal, 
but one of them was named Ralph 
Waldo Emerson. As my colleagues well 

know, he once said consistency is the 
hobgoblin of small minds. I do not pre
tend to be consistent. I only pretend to 
be, and only am, what I think I should 
be at a particular moment when I cast 
a vote. 

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

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. BEARD. Is it not true when that 
vote came forth before this body, the 
Secretary of HEW had come out pub
licly and acknowledged that there had 
been $8 billion worth of waste and 
fraud? 

Mr. BENNETT. That is correct. 
Mr. BEARD. If the gentleman will 

continue to yield, has not the Secre
tary of Defense expressed a sincere 
desire to try to correct that waste and 
the abuse in the Defense Department. 

Mr. BENNETT. He has. 
Mr. BEARD. One of the ways he 

suggested to correct waste was by 
coming forth with a multiyear pro
curement bill that he estimated could 
save between $3 billion to $15 billion a 
year, and if I am not mistaken, several 
of the Members who are so concerned 
about waste in the Defense Depart
ment and are in support of this $8 bil
lion amendment voted against the 
multiyear procurement bill that the 
Secretary of Defense, with all of his 
integrity and all of his sincerity pre
sented to the House. 

Mr. BENNETT. I cannot imagine 
that, but if the gentleman says so I am 
sure it is so. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gentle
woman from California <Ms. FIEDLER). 

Ms. FIEDLER. I would like to shed a 
little bit of light rather than heat on 
this subject and remind the Members 
of the House that in the recent deci
sions that have been made by the De
partment of Defense they have re
duced $3.2 billion in waste and fraud 
out of the defense budget, after 
having reviewed some of the GAO re
ports, and after having taken a look at 
a variety of ways in which we could 
eliminate waste and fraud. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida <Mr. BENNETT) 
has again expired. 

<At the request of Mr. DELLUMS and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. BENNETT 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BENNETT. I continue to yield 
to the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. FIEDLER). 

Ms. FIEDLER. As a matter of fact, 
during the course of the reduction of 
the $3.2 billion there has been 50 spe
cific programs which have been re
duced substantially by the Depart
ment of Defense. In fact, Secretary 
Weinberger has specifically identified 
an individual who will investigate the 
elimination of waste, fraud, and abuse. 

This amendment is an attempt, in 
my opinion, to simply reduce the de
fense budget rather than eliminate 
the waste, fraud, and abuse, and 
should be defeated. We should work 
hard to identify specific ways in which 
we can identify this and not simply 
use a meat-ax approach to the defense 
budget. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the gentle
woman. 

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

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gentle
man from California <Mr. DELLUMS). 

Mr. DELLUMS. My distinguished 
colleague is a respected and senior 
member of the Armed Services Com
mittee, and clearly the gentleman 
sta:r;ids unequivocally in support of any 
effort to address the issue of waste, 
fraud, and abuse. That is beyond ideol
ogy, it is beyond partisanship, it is 
something that all of us are commit
ted to. 

Mr. BENNETT. Is the gentleman 
asking me a question or making a 
statement? I do not know if I agree 
with what the gentleman says. I did 
not hear him. I did not hear the gen
tleman so I am not sure what he said. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I will come directly 
to the point. I wonder would the gen
tleman be willing to join with this gen
tleman and other members of the 
Armed Services Committee in calling 
upon the Armed Services Committee 
to hold a series of public hearings on 
the issue of waste; fraud, and abuse, 
dealing also with base closures and 
with the extension of contracts going 
forward in Member's districts around 
the country? 

I looked for the past 12 years at the 
activities of the Armed Services Com
mittee, of which I am a member, and I 
find in the past 12 years we have had 
no hearings on the general issue of 
waste, fraud, and abuse. 

Mr. BENNETT. Let me answer my 
colleague real quick. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has again ex
pired. 

<By unanimous consent Mr. BENNETT 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. BENNETT. If I may have an ad
ditional minute to answer that, I must 
say there is no question that the gen
tleman from California has raised a 
matter with which I find a greater 
rapport than any other the gentleman 
has raised. I would enthusiastically 
back hearings, extensive hearings in 
the Armed Services Committee on any 
way we can get at waste, abuse, or 
fraud, if it exists. I do not think we 
should premise it on the fact that it 
exists, but I think we should look to 
see where it does exist, if it does, and 
try to find places where we can save 
money. 
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I would enthusiastically support 

that point of view. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gentle

woman from Colorado <Mrs. SCHROE
DER). 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I want to state 
that I think the gentlewoman from 
California <Ms. FIEDLER) misunder
stood what I was trying to say. I salute 
what the Secretary of Defense has 
been doing. I have been communicat
ing with him. I think this just gives 
him a little more fuel. He can say, 
"Look, the Congress is behind me 
also." Cutting is very difficult in de
fense. He will need help. 

Mr. BENNETT. We need the fuel 
behind our behinds. That is where we 
need it. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. He could say we 
went on record as endorsing the $3 bil
lion-plus in cuts that he has made. 
These cuts are not reflected in the 
budget or amounts in this bill so, 
therefore, he would only have to do 
about another $5 billion more to be in 
line with my amendment. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COURTER AS A SUB

STITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT QFFERED BY 
MRS. SCHROEDER 
Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

off er an amendment as a substitute 
for the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. COURTER as a 

substitute for the amendment offered by 
Mrs. SCHROEDER: At the end of the bill, add 
the following: 
RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE 

ELIMINATION OF WASTE, FRAUD, ABUSE AND 
MISMANAGEMENT IN THE DEPARTMENT OF DE
FENSE 
SEC. 915. (a) The President shall submit to 

the Congress not later than January 15, 
1982, such recommendations as he considers 
necessary or appropriate to improve the ef
ficiency and management, and eliminate, 
waste, fraud, abuse and mismanagement, in 
the operation of the Department of De
fense. 

(b) In addition to the information re
quired by subsection (a), the President 
shall-

(1) set forth each recommendation by the 
Comptroller General since January 1, 1979, 
for the elimination of waste, fraud, abuse, 
or mismanagement in the Department of 
Defense; and 

(2) provide a statement of-
(A) which recommendations set forth pur

suant to paragraph (1) have been adopted 
and the actual and projected cost savings 
from each; and 

(B) which recommendations set forth pur
suant to paragraph (1) have not been adopt
ed and the projected cost savings from each 
and an explanation of why each such rec
ommendation has not been adopted. 
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Mr. COURTER <during the read

ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

think there are a number of flaws in 
the amendment introduced by the 
gentlewoman from Colorado that I 
would like to address myself to during 
the next few minutes. 

First of all, I think it certainly vio
lates the intent of the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974. I know there was 
a great deal of debate when that par
ticular act came into effect. The pur
pose of the act, obviously, was to give 
the executive branch, the President of 
the United States, some power to come 
forward with rescissions that in his 
discretion he feels are necessary be
cause the budget authority given to 
him, was over the budget authority 
necessary to carry out the purpose of 
any given legislation. 

The first part of the gentlewoman's 
amendment really changes entirely 
the thrust and the purpose of the Im
poundment Control Act of 1974. It 
mandates that the President of the 
United States come forward with a re
scission January 15, of this coming 
year, in the total sum of money of $8 
billion. It is not discretionary. 

The gentlewoman from Colorado, in 
her remarks, said it is not bad for us to 
ask the President to do that. But it is 
important to understand that she is 
not asking the President, she is telling 
the President that he must, therefore, 
changing entirely the whole purpose 
and thrust of that Impoundment Con
trol Act with regard to rescissions. 

Second, not the intent but the result 
of the gentlewoman's amendment will 
affect very distressingly readiness. I 
know that Members on both sides of 
the aisle are very concerned about the 
readiness level of our armed services. 

If, for example, the President cannot 
find $8 billion of waste, fraud, abuse, 
and mismangement-which, I might 
add, are not line items on the budget, 
they do not lend themselves to rescis
sions because they are not weapons 
systems or programs. If, for example, 
$8 billion is not found and, as a matter 
of fact, it simply is not going to be 
found quickly, and it does not lead by 
its very nature to this type of ap
proach, what is going to happen is 
that the President is going to have to 
come forward to this body with the re
scission to reduce some areas of ex
penditures, reduce the authorization. 
And when you reduce the authori2ia
tion, what are you going to reduce? 
You are going to reduce it in those old 
ar-eas that the Department of Defense, 
the Army, the Navy, the Air Force 
have normally done; you are going to 
reduce training, you are going to cur
tail replacement parts, you are going 
to reduce research and development, 
you are going to lessen your purchases 
of jet fuel for training. All of these 

things, these spare parts, the lack of 
jet fuel, the lack of training exercises, 
will impact readiness tremendously. 

So the real result of this amendment 
is going to require the President to lop 
off $8 billion, that is 6 percent of this 
entire budget, which will, as a matter 
of fact, reduce readiness. And we have 
spent untold hours in the Armed Serv
ices Committee on the House side, in 
the Armed Services Committee on the 
Senate side, and certainly on the floor 
of this House, talking in terms of what 
we must do to make sure that we have 
a high level of readiness. 

Also, I would like to add that this 
particular amendment, when you peel 
away the vernacular, when you peel 
away the Christmas wrapping of 
waste, fraud, and abuse and misman
agement, is simply an amendment to 
reduce the authorization by $8 billion. 
That is what we are talking about. 
And I have no issue with people who 
say the authorization in this bill of 
$136 billion is too high. They can come 
forward with an amendment, a 
straightforward amendment, to reduce 
that authorization by 6 percent or $8 
billion. 

That is the purpose, that is the 
intent, and that will be the result of 
this amendment. 

So that for those people who feel 
the authorization is unreasonable, 
that it is too high, that we do not need 
this money in order to lift the level of 
defense preparedness that we have, 
fine; you can vote in favor of it. But I 
think it is important to point out that 
this amendment without my substi
tute is an amendment that simply lops 
off $8 billion in a mandatory way. 

Finally, I might add-and then I am 
going to talk a little bit about what my 
substitute does-that I think every
body is unanimous in the sense that 
we do not want waste, fraud, abuse, 
and mismanagement at any level of 
Government, in any department, 
wherever it may be. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New Jersey <Mr. 
COURTER) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. COUR
TER was allowed to proceed for 4 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. COURTER. I think it is impor
tant to recognize that I believe a ma
jority of the Members of this body 
want to see $136 billion in this author
ization bill without waste, fraud, and 
abuse in it. So, therefore, if the admin
istration, if Cap Weinberger, if the 
newly created Department of Assist
ant Secretary of Defense for Review 
and Oversight, comes forward with 
methods, methodology, and ideas to 
save $2 billion, $6 billion, or $8 billion, 
that new savings should be used for 
the continuation of the defense pos
ture. 

I think the gentlewoman's amend
ment assumes the fact that everybody 
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in this body wants a $136 billion au
thorization and also recognizes that 
there is $8 billion of fraud and abuse. 
However, I want $136 billion without 
the waste, fraud, and abuse. 

My substitute goes along with the 
reporting requirements of the Schroe
der amendment. It says indeed we 
should hold the Defense Department's 
feet to the fire, have them analyze 
those reports of the GAO, have them 
comment on those reports that have 
been issued to the Congress in prior 
years, to tell the Congress what areas 
they have carried out with regard to 
recommendations of GAO, what were 
the expense savings because those rec
ommendations were followed, and also 
requires them, if they did not follow 
the recommendations or suggestions 
of GAO, to come forward and explain 
to the Congress why they did not. The 
strong reporting requirements are still 
there without the inevitable reduction 
of $8 billion in this authorization and 
also the inevitable reduction of the 
readiness of the state of our armed 
services. 

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

Mr. COURTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the thing that trou
bles me about all of this is the fact 
that, No. l, when you talk about the 
defense issue, you are polarized on it, 
and it is hard for what I call a good, 
responsible, nonconfrontive discussion 
of waste. But not long ago we had a 
bill to create Inspectors General. They 
are in almost every agency in Govern
ment. And as I recall, although I could 
be wrong, it seemed to me that there 
were a large number of members of 
the Armed Services Committee on the 
floor during that debate who argued 
against the creation of an Inspector 
General in the Department of Defense 
because, they said, that would inter
fere with the military policy and, be
sides there probably is not all that 
much waste. And yet we certainly were 
not reticent in creating those Inspec
tors General every other place in Gov
ernment. 

My problem is this: The gentleman's 
amendment, and the amendment of
fered by the gentlewomen from Colo
rado <Mrs. SCHROEDER) are not all that 
different, except the gentlewoman 
specifies an amount. 

Mr. COURTER. If the gentleman 
will permit me, I think there is a huge 
difference. The result of her amend
ment is a reduction in authorization 
on January 15. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. That is not true. 
Mr. COURTER. At least a recom

mendation by the President, a rescis
sion a recommendation by the Presi
dent to reduce the authorization by $8 
billion. Therein is the difference. Mine 
permits flexibility and mine recognizes 

the fact that this administration is 
going forward with regard to rooting 
out any type of waste, fraud, and 
abuse. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. If the gentleman 
will yield, the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) provides that if the Presi
dent cannot find that money or if the 
money is incapable of being found be
cause it would jeopardize the security 
of the country, it would not be re
quired to be rescinded at all. In effect, 
perhaps it is putting a little greater 
burden on him to find it, but it is not, 
in fact, cutting $8 billion from the pro
gram. 

I suppose that my biggest concern is 
the fact that unless you really provide 
the incentive for him to cut the 
money, that we will have the same at
titude that we had when we had the 
Inspector General matter here on the 
floor and when many in the Pentagon 
were arguing against the creation of 
an Inspector General in their own de
partment. 

Mr. COURTER. If I may take back 
my time, I think this administration 
not only has an incentive, I believe 
this administration is very sincere, 
much more sincere and much more 
vigilant, I think, in its attempt to 
reduce this type of wasteful activity in 
all departments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New Jersey <Mr. 
COURTER) has again expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. COURT
ER was allowed to proceed for 3 addi
tional minutes.) 

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

Mr. COURTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Alabama. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to call to the' attention 
of the gentleman from Kansas that we 
had a colloquy before on the global 
positioning satellite <GPS), the Nav
Star. The gentleman was anxious to 
get GPS in the bill. We thought that 
it was not prudent. And that is $8 bil
lion that was deleted that the gentle
man wanted added. That is an $8 bil
lion figure right there, when we look 
at deletions from the bill. The gentle
man was anxious for that because it 
affected him. But across the board, 
the gentleman thinks it is a bad thing. 
You cannot have it both ways. You 
either want to cut out waste or you do 
not. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield, since the 
gentleman mentioned my name? 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to yield to the coauthor of 
this amendment, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. FIEDLER). The 
gentlewoman worked very closely in 
drafting our substitute. 

0 1230 
Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, the 

need to eliminate waste, fraud, abuse, 
and mismanagement in all aspects of 
Government-including the Depart
ment of Defense-has never been more 
pressing than it is today. But, I believe 
it is possible to both vote against 
waste, fraud, and abuse and still vote 
for a strong national defense. There
fore, I support the substitute amend
ment to that of the gentlelady from 
Colorado. 

To simply chop away $8 billion will 
not result in either better manage
ment or a stronger ·national defense. 
The gentlelady's amendment cuts 
blindly. It may mean the cancellation 
of aircraft, submarines, missiles, or 
warships. It may mean the unneces
sary closing of bases, halting of pro
duction lines and a general undercut
ting of all we have been trying to do to 
restore American defense capability. 

There is one key difference between 
amendments. The gentleman's substi
tute requires · a study of fraud and 
waste which should be eliminated 
both presently and in the future. The 
gentlelady demands a rescission of $8 
billion in the current defense authori
zation, regardless of whether there is 
actually $8 billion over the $3 billion 
already saved in fraud and waste in 
the Department of Defense. The gen
tlelady's amendment: 

Offers us meat-ax cuts that can 
harm national defense; 

Is not an effective method to control 
fraud and waste while maintaining a 
strong national defense; and 

Simply reduces the DOD budget by 
$8 billion. 

The substitute amendment, on the 
other hand, will provide Congress with 
the ability to take a careful look at the 
information provided by the Presi
dent. Our committees and this House 
will be able to apply intelligent and ra
tional analysis to the defense budget. 
Then we can take truly effective 
action to cut waste, fraud, abuse, and 
mismanagement whenever it is found. 

I urge you to support the substitute 
for the amendment proposed by the 
gentlelady from Colorado, and then 
approve it as an amendment to the au
thorization bill in the two-tiered proc
ess required to pass a substitute 
amendment. 

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle
woman from California for her invalu
able contribution. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say 
that I think the approach of the gen
tleman from New Jersey <Mr. COUR
TER) is outstanding. I think he has 
done an excellent job of trying to 
defuse this damaging amendment. Ac
tually, it might be simpler if we simply 
voted the amendment down; but if we 
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cannot do that, the gentleman's ap
proach is a very good one. 

It is a little bit hard for me really to 
talk about the amendment very seri
ously, and I think the gentlewoman 
from California <Ms. FIEDLER) put her 
finger right on the nub of the situa
tion when she said this was really an 
amendment to cut the defense budget 
by $8 billion. That is nothing new for 
my lovely colleague from California. 
She has been trying to cut the defense 
budget ever since she has been on the 
committee, and it comes in one version 
or another. This is the new 1981 ver
sion. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. No, not until I 
complete my thought. I will be happy 
to yield later on. 

Perhaps we ought to recognize pre
cisely why we are in the position we 
are in today. As I tried to indicate on 
yesterday, when I was opposing the 
amendment· of the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. BROOKS), this country-al
though a lot of people still do not 
seem to realize it-is facing a serious 
crisis in defense. And one of the prin
cipal reasons we are facing a serious 
crisis of defense is that for the last 10 
years Congress has been cutting the 
defense budget year after year after 
year. So that today the Soviet Union 
over that same period has been spend
ing $240 billion more for its defense 
structure than we have. 

Instead of telling the Secretary of 
Defense that we ought to try to find 
some way of cutting . the defense 
budget by $8 billion we ought to be 
backing him up in his great effort to 
give us a defense that will overcome 
some of our obvious vulnerabilities. 
We are $240 billion behind the Soviet 
Union, and if we want any kind of bal
ance with the Soviets we have got to 
catch up and catch up fast. We al
ready have a 5-year window of vulner
ability to a Soviet first strike, and that 
is no joke. On top of that, as we have 
already heard, we now find our allies 
in Europe, and even in Japan, affected 
with a spreading wave of pacifism that 
may not even allow us to provide the 
kind of defense in those critical areas 
that we think is needed. 

The gentlewoman from Colorado 
has referred to the GAO reports of po
tential waste. I dare say that not too 
many Members of the House have ac
tually read those reports, but I happen 
to have been involved in one of the 
items that the GAO has referred to as 
waste. But you have to understand 
what the GAO is talking about when 
it talks about waste. It is not what 
most of us think of as fraud or waste. 
They take, for example, the XM-1 
tank. They said that was an example 
of waste. Why was it an example of 
waste? Not because somebody did not 
know what he was doing, or poured 
the money down a rathole. It was be-

cause when we had completed a com
petent, low technology, effective tank, 
the Secretary of Defense in 1976 de
cided to make an international exam
ple of it, to allow the German gun, 
which had been untried, and an un
tried turbine engine, which had never 
been in a tank to be added to it. In so 
doing we automatically added $2 bil
lion in cost to that tank. But, that is 
not the kind of waste that the gentle
woman from Colorado has in mind, 
where somebody filched paper clips 
out of a back office. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
story that appeared in the paper this 
morning-and I hope we do not put 
that weird idea into effect-if we are 
going to put our M-X's in C5-A's, and 
then later we find out, as I am sure we 
will that that basing mode does not 
function and nobody can tell exactly 
where the C5-A is located when it 
fires off the M-X, the GAO is going to 
say later on that was another big ex
ample of waste in the Defense Depart
ment. Waste, in short, is any attempt 
to try to achieve a capability when you 
really do not know exactly where you 
are going in this field. We are stressing 
the state of the art. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has ex
pired. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
3 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, we have 
a very serious problem here in that 
the other side has put a limitation on 
us. There are 12 amendments, I under
stand, waiting. We are to be cut off of 
debate at 5 o'clock tonight, and I 
really feel that we have got a little 
problem if everybody goes on extend
ing, not so much because of my 
amendment. I am sure I can be fin
ished by 5 o'clock, but I feel very 
badly for the other 12 Members who 
are waiting. 

I am wondering, continuing to re
serve the right to object, whether or 
not the other side would lift the time 
limit that was unanimously granted. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objec
tion? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, I did not 
hear the request. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I would request 
that we lift the time previously agreed 
to by unanimous consent. 

Mr. STRATTON. The request is for 
3 additional minutes. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I have to apolo
gize, but I cannot hear the gentlewom
an. 

The CHAIRMAN. We can only take 
one unanimous-consent request at a 
time. The pending request is whether 

the gentleman from New York gets 3 
additional minutes. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from New York? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Further reserv
ing the right to object, I must say that 
I think somebody is going to start ob
jecting just because of the other 12 
amendments if the other side will not 
agree to lift the 5 o'clock time limit. 

I do not think so because of my 
amendment, but I feel very badly 
about other people being shut off who 
have been waiting 7 days to offer their 
amendments. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield. 
Mr. DICKINSON. I am having diffi

culty in hearing. We get a lot of help, 
but if I understand the gentlewoman, 
she alluded to the fact that there was 
a 5 o'clock time limit, and she was 
hoping that it could be extended. Let 
me say that I discussed this with the 
chairman, discussed it with the leader
ship on my side. 

D 1440 
The word has come to us from the 

Speaker that if we do not finish this 
bill this week, it will probably be Sep
tember before it comes up, because 
next week we are starting on an appro
priations bilt We picked 5 o'clock now 
because following 5 o'clock we still 
have all the amendments that are 
printed in the RECORD, and there will 
be 10 minutes on each of them. There 
will be at least one separate vote when 
we get back in the House. We will still 
be here some time after 5 o'clock to
night. 

This was not done in an arbitrary 
way nor did we intend it to be unrea
sonable, but if we do not finish this 
bill today-and I cannot be here to
morrow-it will probably be Septem
ber before we get back to it. It was for 
that reason the 5 o'clock time was 
picked. We are not going to back off, 
and Members can talk until Dooms
day, it is still 5 o'clock when we should 
finish this bill today. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

.Mrs. SCHROEDER. Further reserv
ing the right to object, I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like for the gentlewoman and other 
Members to know that we are not here 
because our committee is insisting 
that we wind this up by 5 o'clock. We 
are acting in unison with the leader
ship to get this bill out so that it can 
go through the normal process of 
being implemented further down the 
line. We have almost a direct warning 
that unless we do it by this evening, it 
will not be done; it will be ignored, 
along with all the other proceedings 
from hereon, and we will have put in 
all this effort to no avail. 
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 

I withdraw my reservation of objec
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, I will not 
object at this time, but I would sug
gest to the gentlewoman from Colora
do <Mrs. SCHROEDER) that if she was so 
insistent on lifting deadlines, and so 
forth, she could have objected when 
the request was made. All it would 
have taken was an objection. 

However, I would suggest to the gen
tlewoman and others who are some
how lengthening this debate that the 
Members who have asked for addition
al time are not the ones who are gen
erally in favor of the bill, and they are 
not members of the committee. The 
Members who have generally been 
asking constantly for 3 more minutes 
and 5 more minutes are generally the 
Members who have not been for the 
bill . 

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

Mr. BADHAM. I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
really think this has been going on 
long enough. I am going to say that 
after the unanimous consent request 
of the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
STRATTON), which I think was for 3 ad
ditional minutes, I would then object 
to any further time. 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from New Jersey 
<Mr. CouRTER) for taking the words 
out of my mouth, because that was 
going to be my suggestion also. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reser
vation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 
heard. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. STRAT
TON). 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Missouri 
<Mr. SKELTON) for yielding to me so 
that I might be able to give the House 
the benefit of my wisdom in 3 minutes. 

I was saying at the time that the 
time ran out that this kind of waste 
really is a different sort of thing than 
what is usually assumed to be waste. 
One example that I was citing was 
that in an amendment that is going to 
be offered here later, we are going to 
be told what a great plane the F-14 is 
and why we ought to be having a lot 
more F-14's rather than F-18's. 

The fact of the matter is that the F-
14 was first developed as a low-cost 

substitute for the ill-fated TFX of Mr. 
McNamara, which later turned into 
the F-111, and because of the growth 
of electronics and all the rest, the F-14 
ended up costing more than the TFX. 
This is the kind of thing that the 
GAO refers to as waste and this is ob
viously not the sort of thing that we 
can deal with meaningfully in the kind 
of proposal that has been offered by 
the gentlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER). 

What we need today is to let the 
Secretary of Defense get on with 
meeting the threat that we now face; 
and let us not kid ourselves that we 
can cut $8 billion or $10 billion or $20 
billion out of the Defense Department 
and still protect the American people. 

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

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. BEARD. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to point out that a statement was 
made by our colleague who is behind 
me that we want to strike money from 
some of this at this time, and I bring 
. this not too small matter to the atten-
tion of the Members. As a matter of 
fact, I would like to debate that issue 
if they would give us a little extra 
time. I would like to point out that the 
gentleman made what I thought was a 
very inaccurate statement inasmuch 
as he said that in the last 15 years we 
have not had hearings on waste, fraud, 
and abuse. 

That is an absolutely total misrepre
sentation. We are continually having 
hearings on waste, fraud, and abuse. 
We held hearings just recently on the 
Trident submarine, and as a result of 
those hearings the Secretary of Navy 
rejected a contract for the class 688 
submarine and gave it to another con
tractor. 

We have held hearings on the Posei
don and the F-16. We have held hear
ings on the PX, the fraud and abuse in 
the PX's, and a result of that there 
will be convictions. We have held pro
curement hearings, and we have held 
hearings on the availability of medical 
facilities and on the whole concept of 
construction of naval facilities. 

So to the Committee, it is an insult 
to the dignity of the Armed Services 
Committee that the feeling is that we 
sit there with our eyes closed and our 
hands in our ears following totally the 
leadership of the Pentagon, we do not 
do that. 

We do feel a responsibility to see 
that we get the best return from the 
dollar, and we want to continue to pro
ceed with that. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle
man for allowing me to express my 
opinion and point this out. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gentle
woman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to make sure it is made clear no 
one is accusing the Armed Services 
Committee of not caring about waste. 
When this body . acted on HEW on 
waste and fraud, I do not think any
body was really slapping Education 
and Labor. We do know that waste is a 
very difficult thing to get a hold on. 

I think another important thing 
that we are missing is that there is a 
great difference between the gentle
man's amendment and mine. No. 1, I 
target an amount of waste and it is $8 
billion out of a projected $1.5 trillion 
that we are moving to spend over the 
next 5 years. I think that is a very 
small amount. We are backing up 
what the President is asking us to do. 
He is on board. 

I have great confidence that our new 
Secretary of Defense is going to show 
us some new leadership here, but we 
do not want him to get sidetracked. I 
think we want him to know that what 
waste there is we would like to rid our
selves of, and some of the gold plating 
and other things here that have been 
impairing a strong defense . 

So, Mr. Chairman, my amendment 
has been really wrongly maligned 
around here. What I am trying to do 
and what I think this body ought to 
try to do is set a target and give the 
President a way out if that target 
cannot be reached. I think that is very 
important, we do not want to impair 
real programs; just waste. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, let 
me ask the gentlewoman, what is the 
out that the President has? How does 
the amendment give him an out? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman 
it says, "which the President has de
termined is not required to carry out 
the full objectives" of the programs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri <Mr. SKEL
TON) has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. SKEL
TON was allowed to proceed for 2 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentlewoman from Colora
do <Mrs. SCHROEDER) so she may com
plete her answer. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. SKELTON) for yielding. He has 
been most kind. 

This amendment says that if they 
find out there is not enough waste to 
total $8 billion without carrying out 
the full objectives of the defense pro
grams that we have agreed upon, then 
obviously this body does not want to 
impair those programs by using the 
broad issue of waste, fraud, and abuse. 
What we are trying to do is find out if 
allegations of waste are really true; I 
think it is probably true because the 
Secretary of Defense has already tar
geted over $3 billion of waste. It is not 
in this bill, so we are only talking 
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about $5 billion more waste to be dis
covered. 

I do not think it is that hard to do. 
There are many reports backing that 
up. I think we are going to lose the 
American public's belief in us if we do 
not show that we are going to carry on 
the war on waste everywhere, because 
the President has said that he wants 
to carry on the war everywhere. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, this 
is one of the things that concerns me. 
We must protect ourselves. If the gen
tlewoman will kindly respond to this: 
Is it not true that the confidence of 
the American people must be contin
ued, but at the same time we do not 
want to hamstring ourselves in shov
ing something down the throats of 
those who are trying to implement our 
readiness and our defenses? 

0 1250 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. That is right. 
Mr. SKELTON. It is a difficult posi

tion in which many of us find our
selves on the gentlewoman's amend
ment. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. If the President 
cannot find rescissions, $8 billion of re
scissions, there is nothing that we can 
to do about that. I say in my amend
ment I do not want to impair the pro
grams: He can report to us if that 
waste is not findable. If that is true 
maybe some of the mystique floating 
around that people are upset about, 
the mystique that there is a lot of 
waste in DOD with everyone having a 
different number representing $44 bil
lion, $25 billion, $1 billion, $8 billion of 
waste the real facts will come out and 
there is no better person than the Sec
retary of Defense to deal with waste. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I think my distin
guished colleague from Kansas, a few 
moments ago, put his finger on the 
problem that we have in debating the 
matter before us at this moment, and 
that is that I think, yes, in rather gen
eral and vague terms all of my col
leagues in the body are interested in 
addressing the problems of waste, 
fraud, and abuse, but the tragic reality 
is that when we begin to talk about 
waste, fraud, and abuse in the Penta
gon we do indeed begin to polarize this 
body, so that we cannot objectively 
and with the degree of intellectual in
tegrity I think that is demanded in ap
propriately addressing this problem. 

However, having said that I would 
like to make a few points. 

No. 1, as I indicated earlier, I look 
back over 12 years of activity on this 
committee, and we on the Armed Serv
ices Committee have never held a 
hearing on the general subject of 
waste, fraud, and abuse, and I appreci
ate my distinguished colleague from 
Florida, who indicated that this is a 
vital area and it is an area that the 

Armed Services Committee ought to 
address, and I certainly will join with 
him immediately following these pro
ceedings to request the full Armed 
Services Committee hold these hear
ings. 

Now, the Republican Study Commit
tee on August 22, 1980, issued a special 
report entitled "Waste, Fraud and 
Abuse and Mismanagement in the 
Federal Government," and I would 
state, in part, it says, this report, it 
misses 107 selected Federal recommen
dations issued between January 1979 
·and July 1980, plus two additional doc
uments regarding specific unnecessary 
Federal expenditures resulting in 
waste, fraud, abuse or mismanage
ment. The total identified unnecessary 
Federal expenditures from just these 
107 findings and recommendations 
are: $34,484,764,894. Of that $34 · bil
lion issued in the special report, by my 
distinguished colleague on this side of 
the aisle, between $15 and $16 billion 
in specific items, waste, fraud, abuse 
and mismanagement I ref erred to in 
this document. 

Therefore, it would seem to me the 
height of contradiction for my col
leagues on this side of the aisle to ask 
for a report when we have dutifully 
and diligently reported $34 billion in 
cuts, roughly $15 to $16 billion in the 
Department of Defense. 

Now I would like to quote the chair
man of the Appropriations Committee 
of this body regarding the issue of 
waste, fraud, and abuse in the Penta
gon, and I quote: 

To increase defense spending does not 
necessarily mean receiving more defense or 
better defense, but is basically likely to 
weaken defense. The wasteful spending in 
the name of defense, which I know about 
and hear of is very frightening because such 
wasteful spending is highly inflationary and 
might lead the President and our leaders to 
believe we are much stronger than we are 
and take steps that are dangerous in the ex
treme. 

This is Representative JAMIE WHIT
TEN who chairs the House Appropria
tions Committee who made this state
ment on March 30, 1981. 

Two of our distinguished colleagues 
in the other body made this state
ment: 

We are convinced that the Department of 
Defense, whose budget will soon make up 
nearly one-third of all Federal spending, is 
in a position to effect major savings without 
in any way sacrificing military muscle. Run
away costs characterize our entire defense 
procurement program. These vast expenses 
have nothing to do with maintaining the 
strength of our military forces, they are 
pure and simple the result of a system that 
permit DOD officials to operate as though 
the public purse has no limits. It is a system 
that can be and must be changed. 

This was a statement made on Feb
ruary 25, 1981, and interestingly 
enough, by a bipartisan duo of one Re
publican and one Democratic Senator. 

Mr. Chairman, the House Appropria
tions Committee has listed 46 areas of 

waste, 46 areas of waste in the Penta
gon, specific areas of concern. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California <Mr. DEL
LUMS) has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. DEL
LUMS was allowed to proceed for 5 ad
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, the 
National Conservative Foundation 
lists $25 billion in waste, fraud and 
abuse in the Pentagon. So this matter 
has been studied. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to quote 
from a document, from a periodical 
that certainly in no way can be re
f erred to as some left wing commie
pinko periodical. As a matter of fact, I 
would suggest it is a middle-of-the
road mainsteam establishment periodi
cal, known as U.S. News & World 
Report. 

April 27, 1981, the article: "Billions 
Down the Pentagon Drain." and I 
quote: 

They warn that the Reagan Administra
tion's proposals allocate $1.5 trillion for new 
ships, planes, tanks, missile systems and 
other programs over the next five years will 
feed the Pentagon's apparent penchant for 
squandering money on a staggering scale. 

To further quote: 
The scope and magnitude of the excesses 

attributed to the Department of Defense 
are underscored by a random sampling of al
legations documented by official investiga
tors. 

And I would read anew: 
Failure to equip Navy missiles with a $2 

firing circuit leaves millions of dollars' 
worth of these weapons unusable. Fraud 
and incompetent accounting on one Army 
military office resulted in a loss of $531 mil
lion. Inefficient operat~on and support of 
the Navy's new F-18 warplane threaten un
necessary spending estimated at $4.1 billion. 

Military reservists pocket some $744 mil
lion in payments for exercises they never 
attend. 

Upkeep of marginally useful military 
bases eats up about $443 million annually. 

Slipshod billing practices have forced the 
Pentagon to pick up the tab for $1 billion in 
foreign arms-sales costs which should have 
been billed to customers abroad. 

A minimum estimate of costs of $15 
billion by my colleagues on this side of 
the aisle has been alluded to in this ar
ticle. TIP O'NEILL, our distinguished 
Speaker, indicated: 

Should we be expected to rubber-stamp 
the Defense budget ... while the Pentagon 
leases computers for $1 billion a year that it 
could have purchased for $200,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I go further in quot
ing this article: 

What is the Pentagon's defense against 
these charges? 

For one thing, Defense officials argue, a 
measure of waste is unavoidable in an enter
prise of such gargantuan size and sweep. 
They note that the proposed U.S. military 
budget for the fiscal year starting October 
1-some $222 billion-is more than double 
the gross national product of India. 

Further Pentagon officials maintain that 
political ... 
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I would like my colleagues to hear 

this-"political pressures exerted by 
Congress lead to multibillion-dollar ex
cesses beyond the control of military 
managers-for example, demands to 
keep superfluous military bases open 
and to produce unnecessary weapons 
for the benefit of local defense con
tractors", contribute to the issue of 
waste, fraud and abuse and we in this 
body directly attribute to that and 
every single one of us understands the 
reality of that statement. 

Mr. Chairman, to go further, white 
collar crime in the military. The most 
clear-cut abuses for defense funds 
stem from fraud, embezzlement, and 
theft. Experts estimate that chislers 
skim millions off the Pentagon budget, 
each year even though no one knows 
the magnitude of the problem. One 
well-established target for rip-off art
ists is post exchanges on military bases 
that function as general stores for uni
form personnel. According to a recent 
report from the General Accounting 
Office, Congress investigative arm, 
some procurement officers are known 
to have received kickbacks of up to 
$150,000 from suppliers in return for 
inflating orders. 

0 1300 
Federal courts in Texas last year 

convicted 15 military men and civilians 
in a military-exchange fraud case. Six 
more individuals are under investiga
tion. 

These are not isolated cases, Mr. 
Chairman. A probe of questionable 
purchasing practices within the Air 
Force's retail exchange system covered 
66 of the system's 372 procurement of
ficers, according to one Government 
report. Abuses of varying degree have 
been confirmed in 23 cases to date. 

Investigators admit that they prob
ably detect only a fraction of the em
bezzlement that goes on-and just as 
worrisome, they say, is the outright 
theft of merchandise, hardware and 
even cash, made easier by lax Penta
gon bookkeeping. Inspectors estimate 
that thieves make off with millions of 
gallons of military fuel each year, 
taking advantage of accounting loop
holes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California <Mr. DEL
LUMS) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DEL
LUMS was allowed to proceed for 5 ad
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. DELLUMS. A recent spot check 
of 118 company-size Army units found 
that $30 million in supplies was miss
ing, some of it presumably stolen. 

Careless handling of funds is cited as 
an open invitation to thieves. For ex
ample, during a surprise visit to offices 
of the Army's military district of 
Washington, auditors discovered about 
500 checks worth $300,000 lying 
around on desk tops. 

Overseas, too, auditors find scams at 
U.S. military installations. One case 
cited in an official report: "Wide
spread collusion and bribery" riddling 
the supply system at the Navy's vast 
shipyard in Yokosuka, Japan. Estimat
ed losses: millions of dollars. There are 
problems of mismanagement, Mr. 
Chairman. Costly as such activities 
are, they pale in comparison with the 
sums squandered by profligate spend
ing and mismanagement. Officials esti
mate that billion's worth of materials, 
equipment and fuel are wasted each 
year through needless purchases, un
necessary operations and inept super
vision. 

Investigators say the Navy is among 
the worst offenders. According to the 
House Appropriations Committee, for 
instance, the Pearl Harbor Naval Ship
yard buys 40 percent more material 
than it needs for ship repairs-and 
then throws much of it away. In the 
Navy's eight shipyards, the overbuying 
runs to $35.5 million, or about 16 per
cent of all orders. In one case, Govern
ment auditors found that the Navy ap
proved the purchase of $5.3 million 
parts for ship overhauls at the Phila
delphia Navy Yard-even though the 
yard already had $11 million in identi
cal items on hand. 

To continue further, Mr. Chairman, 
the other services come in for their 
share of criticism, too. The Air Force, 
for instance, still bases many of its 
giant C-5A transport aircraft in Cali
fornia even though they are used pri
marily on transatlantic hauls. The 
result: Empty planes criss-cross the 
United States, gobbling up 73 million 
gallons of fuel and $40 million a year 
in the process. 

On a wider scale, Mr. Chairman, 
some $6.9 billion worth of aircraft are 
being used for unjustified, noncombat 
purposes, GAO estimates. The investi
gative agency notes, for example, that 
Air National Guard aircraft were used 
to haul military personnel to a bowl
ing tournament in Tennessee-at a 
cost of $109,000. Another example is 
the Navy's use of sophisticated anti
submarine-warfare planes for such 
routine missions as ferrying parts to 
repair shops. As one exasperated offi
cer says: "This is like using a Cadillac 
to deliver mail." 

Mr. Chairman, Congress, too, 
emerges as a prime instigator of mili
tary waste, pursuing its desire to satis
fy the voters and look after local 
economies. Military men, in fact, claim 
Pentagon spending could be cut by $5 
billion a year if the lawmakers would 
put the Nation's interests before polit
ical considerations. 

One classic problem is the legisla
tor's habit of forcing the military to 
buy weapons it does not want. Con
gress, for example, lays out millions of 
dollars per year for the A-7 plane, 
built in Texas, even though the Penta
gon has not requested such planes for 

years. Critics assert that at least one 
factor in the A-7 appropriations is the 
desire of Texas legislators to protect 
the 2,200 assembly line jobs. We un
derstand that; but the reality is that 
that is a conflict that we have to real
ize contributes to waste in our tax dol
lars as regards the military. 

To go further, we can list interserv
ice rivalries, rivalries between the Air 
Force, the Navy, the Marines, the 
Army, that contribute to waste, fraud, 
and abuse. 

Costly weapons systems. Far and 
away the biggest money burner comes 
in buying weapons, where waste and 
inefficiencies are assuming mind-bog
gling proportions. 

Mr. Chairman, I could go forward, 
but here is a statement that should be 
alarming to us and every single person 
in this country, yet we have not inves
tigated these allegations. 

Our distinguished colleague, the 
gentlewoman from Colorado--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California <Mr. DEL
LUMS) has again expired. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 
additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection · 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object--

Mr. DELLUMS. I just want to sum
marize. I just want to conclude. 

Mr. BADHAM. I would like to re
serve the right to object. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 

heard. 
Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. I rise in support of the amend
ment offered by the gentlewoman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to com
mend the gentlewoman from Colora
do and to urge this House to vote for 
her amendment addressing waste, 
fraud, abuse, and mismanagement in 
the Department of Defense. 

This body has heard much debate 
about President Reagan's declaration 
of war against waste in social pro
grams like food stamps, aid to families 
with dependent children and school 
lunches. However, our President also 
made a point to say, in his state of the 
Union address, that the Pentagon 
should not be exempt from his project 
of making Government more efficient 
and better managed. Mr. Reagan's 
stated goal was to provide the most ef
fective defense for the lowest possible 
cost. I believe that Mrs. SCHROEDER'S 
amendment will be a significant 
weapon in this administration's war on 
inefficiency. 

This issue crosses broad ideological 
and political lines and unites many di
verse groups, such as the American 



16022 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 16, 1981 
Taxpayer's Union, the Members of 
Congress for Peace Through Law, and 
the Republican Study Committee. 
Further, Senators GOLDWATER and 
METZENBAUM, two individuals who 
have difficulty agreeing on even the 

· shape of the Pentagon, cosigned a 
letter to Defense Secretary Weinberg
er, asking for improved procurement 
procedures and an assault on waste 
and mismanagement. The Armed Serv
ices Committee has begun to improve 
our procurement process with this au
thorization bill, and with Mr. McCuR
DY's newly formed special panel on de
fense procurement. I commend my col
leagues for these progressive actions. 

However, as yet, there has been no 
move to instruct the Defense Depart
ment to act positively on the other 
issues raised by our good friends in the 
Senate. They cited both the Perry 
class frigates and the much debated F-
18 Hornet as a weapon system replete 
with waste and runaway costs. In the 
words of the Senators, and I quote: 

These vast expenses . . . are, pure and 
simple, the result of a system that permits 
DOD officials to operate as though the 
public purse has no limits. It is a system 
that can and must be changed. 

Adm. Hyman Rickover, the father of 
the nuclear Navy and certainly no 
dove when it comes to this Nation's 
military preparedness, has strongly ex
pressed his opinions on mismanage
ment. The admiral has charged that 
some large defense contractors have 
little regard for their product, its 
price, or its timely delivery, as long as 
they get their money. Frankly, this 
kind of attitude reminds me of the 
late President Eisenhower's farewell 
warning about the military-industrial 
complex. I believe that this Congress 
needs to send a message that we are 
not going to take this any more. 

In the much discussed Republican 
Study Committee memo of August 
1980, well over $16 billion worth of 
waste, fraud, abuse, and mismanage
ment was cited. One wonders how 
much stronger we would be if this 
money had been spent wisely. For in
stance, according to a GAO report re
f erred to in the memo, almost $7 bil
lion could be saved by looking more 
closely at our use of combat aircraft 
for noncombat missions. This saving 
alone would allow the services to buy 2 
CG-47 Aegis cruisers, 3 688 attack sub
marines, 4 FFG guided missile frig
ates, 5 AW ACS aircraft, 10 LAMPS III 
antisubmarine helicopters, and 20 
ground launched cruise missiles, with 
enough money left over to recruit the 
personnel to use all these additional 
weapons. And an additional $7 billion 
would do wonders for our social securi
ty system, not to mention the myriad 
of social programs chopped up by 
David Stockman. 

Once again, I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment and help the 

President build a stronger national de
fense. 

0 1310 
Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, every candidate for 
public political office develops a set of 
slogans to discuss the issues he or she 
wants to bring before the voters. 

In the 1980 Presidential campaign, 
indeed throughout his entire political 
career, Ronald Reagan has made the 
words "waste, fraud, and abuse" prac
tically synonymous in many people's 
minds with words "Federal Govern
ment." Candidate Reagan's pledge to 
reduce Federal spending and bring in
flation under control featured the idea 
that our economic problems could be 
solved by eliminating waste, fraud, 
and abuse from Federal programs. 

Therefore, I am sure the administra
tion would join me in congratulating 
the gentlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) for offering this amend
ment to find $8 billion waste, fraud, 
and abuse in the Federal budget. 

As my friend from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) has pointed out, there is a 
mountain of information documenting 
waste at DOD. The General Account
ing Office alone has produced 44 re
ports, some of which are on this table, 
detailing $16 billion worth of waste, 
mismanagement, fraud, and abuse at 
DOD over the last 18 months. The 
President's chief budget cutter, David 
Stockman, himself, told a congression
al committee that there was so much 
waste at the Pentagon that the admin
istration had not had time to start 
looking at it. 

This amendment simply directs the 
President to start looking now, and to 
finish looking by January 15, 1982. 

My colleague from New Jersey seems 
a bit upset about that. I must say if 
my colleague from New Jersey is cor
rect in his statement supporting his 
substitute, that the Assistant Secre
tary for Oversight Review at DOD has 
600 people looking for waste in DOD, 
there should be no trouble finding $8 
billion in waste by January 15, 1982. 
As a matter of fact, I am certain that 
many agencies which have been told 
to reduce personnel below the levels 
necessary for maintaining their basic 
functions would love to have some of 
those extra 600 people. And, by the 
way, if DOD cannot identify waste 
representing less than 6 percent of its 
budget by that time, I would be happy 
to give them a head start by suggest
ing the use of sole-source consulting 
type contracts be examined. 

My subcommittee would be more 
than delighted to share the informa
tion we have on this subject, and some 
of this information is here in the 
report I have in my hand. 

Let me assert further, Mr. Chair
man, that the need for the kind of sav-

ings that this amendment would 
produce is apparent and growing 
greater. Over the weekend the newspa
pers reported that Pentagon officials 
were preparing to ask the President to 
increase from 7 to 9 percent the after
inflation increases in Defense spend
ing needed to accommodate the ad
ministration program. The shortfall 
amounts to between $2 and $10 billion 
in fiscal year 1983. Without this 
amendment, the President would be 
forced either to disregard part of his 
defense plans or seek additional cuts 
in already ravaged social programs. 

I want to make clear that I support 
the increased levels of defense funding 
authorized in this bill. I believe the 
people of my district and the people of 
this country want a stronger defense. I 
agree with their judgment, and I think 
Chairman PRICE and the committee 
have done an excellent job in drafting 
a bill that meets our security needs. 

But let us make sure the additional 
money we are authorizing for defense 
actually is used for improving national 
security and not for gold-plating and 
other frills. Let us keep in mind the 
budget we have passed provides severe 
sacrifices of many of the less-well-off 
members of our society, and we have a 
responsibility to insure thos~ sacrifices 
are not frittered away on the expen
sive whims of Pentagon officials. 

If we are running a tight ship in the 
Federal Government, we have to tight
en up everywhere in the Federal Gov
ernment. Wastes in the Defense De
partment are no less offensive than 
wastes in nutrition programs or educa
tion programs or housing programs, 
and I am opposed to waste there as 
well. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment offered by the gentlewom
an from Colorado <Mrs. SCHROEDER) 
and to reject the substitute offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey <Mr. 
COURTER). 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that further 
debate on the amendment and all 
amendments thereto, including the 
substitute amendment, terminate by 
1:30. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 
heard. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SCHROEDER TO 

THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COURTER AS 
A SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED 
BY MRS. SCHROEDER 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment to the amend
ment offered as a substitute for the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. SCHROEDER to 

the amendment offered by Mr. COURTER as a 
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substitute for the amendment offered by 
Mrs. SCHROEDER: In the section proposed to 
be added by the substitute amendment: 

(1) Insert "(1)" after "(a)". 
(2) Insert "for changes in law" in subsec

tion (a) after "such recommendations". 
(3) At the end of subsection (a), add the 

following: 
(2) The President shall include with such 

recommendations a statement of adminis
trative actions that can be taken to improve 
the efficiency and management of, and to 
eliminate waste, fraud, abuse, and misman
agement in, the Department of Defense and 
shall promptly take such steps as may be 
necessary to implement such administrative 
actions. 

(4) At the end of the section, add the fol-
lowing new subsection<s>: 

<c> Not later than January 15, 1982, the 
President shall transmit to both Houses of 
Congress a special message, in accordance 
with section 1012 of the lmpoundment Con
trol Act of 1974 <31 U.S.C. 1402), specifying 
not less than $8,000,000,000 of budget au
thority which the President proposes to be 
rescinded out of budget authority made 
available pursuant to the authorizations of 
appropriations in titles I, II, and III of this 
Act but which the President has deter
mined-

< 1) is not required to carry out the full ob
jectives or scope of programs for which the 
budget authority is provided; and 

(2) is not required due to the elimination 
of waste, fraud, abuse, and mismanagement 
in the Department of Defense. 

Cd) It is the sense of Congress that the 
President's war on waste should be aggres
sively pursued in every area in which the 
taxpayer's money is spent. The administra
tion's efforts to end waste, fraud, abuse, and 
mismanagement are praiseworthy and 
should be expanded. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER <during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendment be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 

I want to say normally I do not believe 
in theatrics, but I just wanted to put 
down about one-tenth of the GAO re
ports that have been issued in the past 
year. I think it is very important to lay 
them on the table and say, "There 
they are." Are they wrong? 

What is the real difference, and 
what does my substitute do? In es
sence, what my substitute is doing, 
and. I hope that this body will accept 
it, is to go back to my original amend
ment. It talks about a target for waste. 
It is not more rhetoric. 

The gentleman from New Jersey's 
amendment does nothing but ask for 
another report. Look at this pile of re
ports on the table. If my colleagues 
want another report, terrific. I would 
like to do something, I think the time 
has come to get serious. 

So here are many GAO reports. We 
can get the other 90 percent of the re
ports. We have all of these other re
ports and maybe some of them are fal
lacious, but we are only talking about 

$8 billion out of this gigantic budget, 
and all the billions in these reports. 

So I think it is important we go with 
this minor target. I again leave in the 
escape clause in my amendment that 
if the President cannot find it, or finds 
that it will impair the programs that 
we pass, he can certainly tell us. 
Second, if he does not come up with 
the rescissions, then I think my col
leagues all know that no one is going 
to send him to jail. We just want to 
help. 

We have a chance to put the myths 
to bed, if my colleagues believe they 
truly are myths, that there is no waste 
in the Defense Department. I would 
think everyone would applaud this 
truth finally. 

The main thing I do in my substi
tute is add a new subsection so that 
anybody who is suspicious about my 
motives, for I detect some people 
acting suspicious, I say in the new 
phrase that I applaud the President's 
fight against waste, fraud, and abuse, 
and we in Congress are joining in it, 
and we are a part of it. Enlist us. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I will be happy 
to yield. 

Mr. COURTER. I have been trying 
to read the amendment and to hear 
what the gentlewoman says, but could 
the gentlewoman very succinctly ex
plain to me how her amendment to my 
substitute differs from her amend
ment to the bill. If the gentlewoman 
will permit me to continue, it seems 
nevertheless to mandate a rescission 
initiated by the President, January 15, 
in the amount of $8 billion. How does 
it differ? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The gentleman 
keeps saying I am mandating a rescis
sion. 

Mr. COURTER. It states so in here. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. I am not man

dating a rescission. I cannot mandate a 
rescission. The language cannot man
date a rescission. Rescission powers 
are in the Office of the President. We 
all know that. We are here requesting 
that the President come forward with 
rescissions to the tune · of $8 billion. 
We are asking that if he can come 
forth with more, no one is going to 
object. If $8 billion interferes with the 
program we pass there is an escape 
clause and no one is going to object. 

In essence the gentleman is correct. 
The amendment to his substitute was 
precisely what I had originally, but I 
added a new clause saying that we ap
plaud the President's fight on waste, 
fraud, and abuse, and this is an at
tempt to help out so that there is no 
suspicion that I am trying to put him 
on the line. It is only saying we are 
trying to give force to what the Presi
dent said. 

Again, when the President intro
duced the new Comptroller General 
last week he said nothing had dis-

turbed him more as President than 
the failure of agencies to enact fiscal 
reforms recommended by GAO audits. 

I have reiterated what the President 
said so if the gentleman was suspicious 
about what I was trying to do it would 
make it very clear. 

Mr. COURTER. Will the gentlewom
an yield further? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding. I appreciate her 
comments. 

In essence what the gentlewoman is 
doing here is reinserting the language 
she had in her amendment. Therefore, 
the only difference between her 
amendment and her amendment to 
my substitute is adding an applause 
clause congratulating the President's 
efforts. Is that basically correct? 

0 1312 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. I am adding the 

applause clause, to put it in the gentle
man's terminology, because the gentle
man appeared to read all sorts of 
things into my amendment that were 
not there. · 

Mr. COURTER. If the gentlewoman 
will yield, I do not think I am reading 
anything into' it. I just want to make a 
clear understanding of what this 
amendment to my substitute is. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. If I can reclaim 
my time, . I would like to tell the gen
tleman what it is, and I have said it 
over and over and over again, and I 
think the gentleman is trying to make 
a mountain out of a molehill. · 

It is talking about the fact that we 
would like for the President under his 
authority to bring forth rescissions to 
try and bring forth at least $1 billion 
worth of rescissions. It sets a target. 
The gentleman's does not set a target. 
He only asks for a report-one more. 
My amendment puts some teeth in his 
substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER was allowed to proceed for 
2 additional minutes.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. My amendment 
puts teeth in the gentleman's substi
tute. It obviously still has the escape 
clause saying that if such a target 
would interfere with programs or if 
they could not carry out what was pro
posed, obviously, we are not going to 
be able to do anything. All I am saying 
is that the gentleman's substitute as, I 
see, is just kind of a soggy, wet crack
er. I want something with a little more 
teeth. I do not want any more reports. 
I would not have brought all of these 
GAO reports down and thrown them 
all over the table but to remind people 
there must be a room here in Wash
ington filled with reports. We do not 
need any more. We do not need any 
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more rhetoric. I am trying to set a 
target, and I put the applause clause 
in to show that I mean good will. Let 
us not engage in the politics of as
sumption. I have heard a lot of politics 
of assumption going on here. I assume, 
since you are on the other side of the 
aisle, that you are against defense. 
Wrong, I am delighted that the Presi
dent is trying to get a handle on waste. 
I am delighted that a new Secretary, 
whose nickname is "Cap the Knife," is 
now head of DOD, and I think we 
want to give him all the help we can 
because he has got over 200,000 people 
in the Pentagon over there still trying 
to run circles around. I have seen 
many well-intentioned Secretaries of 
Defense get end run since I have been 
here. Let us help him. That is all I am 
saying. And if it will not work, if there 
is no fraud, then they can come for
ward and show it, and I would applaud 
that, too. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the 
gentlewoman from California. · 

Ms. FIEDLER. I appreciate the fact 
that the gentlewoman is interested in 
trying to put some teeth into the 
effort to reduce waste, fraud, and 
abuse. But I cannot help but draw a 
comparison between the rhetoric and 
the actual fact. Yesterday this House 
had the opportunity to make a sub
stantial decision regarding multiyear 
contracting, one of the greatest 
wastes, frauds, and abuses that takes 
place. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Let me take my 
time back. 

Ms. FIEDLER. And the gentlewom
an did not see fit to seize upon the ap
propriate opportunity to pass that $15 
billion. That is teeth. That is real op
portunity. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. If I may take 
back my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Colorado has the time. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to point out that what the 
gentlewoman from California has said 
is incorrect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) has again expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER was allowed to proceed for 
1 additional minute.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I think the 
Government Operations Committee's 
amendments have been misconstrued 
over and over again by Members today 
and I think if the gentlewoman will 
read the record, it is all there. The 
Government Operations amendments 
do not prohibit multiyear contracts. 
The issue was whether the committee 
had to review cancellation costs of 
over $100 million in contracts or 
review cancellation costs of over $5 
million. I tend to think that the eco
nomic amendment was the Govern-

ment Operations Committee's amend
ment. That committee has a better 
track record on holding down costs 
than our committee. I hope our com
mittee will change that. I hope we are 
going to see new motivation. I think 
we can interpret back and forth each 
other's intentions forever. That is not 
the amendment that is up today. Let 
us not play games. Let us not do poli
tics of assumption. This is a flat-out 
waste, fraud, and abuse amendment. 
There is a clear choice between wheth
er we put some teeth in it and attempt 
target waste and do applause at the 
same time, and if it cannot be done, we 
put the waste issue to bed. The other 
alternative is to ask for one more 
report, one more waste analysis, or 
what have you. 

I urge the Members to accept my 
amendment. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it was pleasing for 
me to hear the gentlewoman from Col
orado admit the fact that her amend
ment to my substitute is a restate
ment, in all essential language and all 
essential aspects, of her original 
amendment; and, as such, it adds 
nothing. The only thing that is added, 
according to the gentlewoman's own 
statement, is a line commending the 
President, on his work with regard to 
waste, fraud, and abuse, and encour
agement that he continue to do so. As 
such, the only real' distinction between 
her amendment and my substitute and 
her original amendment is in the "ap
plause line," and I think to have an 
amendment to add an applause line is 
superfluous and does not add 
anything. 

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

Mr. COURTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

What the gentleman is really saying 
is that the amendment that the gen
tlewoman has offered, and now the 
substitute that she has offered, are 
simply a back-door method of trying 
to achieve $8 billion in authorization 
cuts. They do not want to admit that 
that is what they are really doing, 
going after the national defense of 
this country, so they have put the 
trappings of waste, fraud, and abuse 
around their proposal. 

I notice some interesting parallels 
drawn to the HEW cut that was 
brought to this floor in times past. At 
that time we made the point that 
what we were trying to do was cut the 
budget. We made that point flat out. 
That is where the admission is not 
coming from the other side on this. 
They do not want to admit they are 
trying to cut defense and, in fact, that 
a back-door method that is being used, 
and anything else, any other interpre
tation, just does not fit with what is 

really contained in the language of the 
amendment. 

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle
man for his contribution. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COURTER. Not yet. I would 
like to make a point. 

Because the gentlewoman's amend
ment to the substitute is really a re
statement of the original amendment, 
all of those points that I made and all 
of the points that other people made 
with regard to the flaws in the gentle
woman's amendment are still valid. 

I do not think, Mr. Chairman, that I 
have to go through them all. I think 
they are fairly obvious. If you really 
look at the amendment or the amend
ment to the substitute, what you are 
really asking for is a reduction of 6 
percent in the authorization. And if 
that is what we want, I think it is im
portant to have the Members of this 
body vote on that issue and not wrap 
that issue in very pretty Christmas 
wrapping, which really is misleading. 

Mr. BEARD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for me to have a collo
quy with the gentlewoman from Colo
rado? 

Mr. COURTER. I yield for that pur
pose. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Well, the gen
tleman has not been able to yield to 
me. 

Mr. BEARD. I have been yielded to. 
I appreciate the gentlewoman's con

cern about waste and fraud and abuse. 
I understand that. And I appreciate it. 
I am very sensitive to it. Reference has 
been made to many reports by the Re
publican steering committee, by GAO, 
that there is some waste, there is some 
fraud. So is it safe to say that the gen
tlewoman, if it were acknowledged by 
inspectors general of other depart
ments that there is waste and fraud 
and abuse in their particualr depart
ment, would support such an amend
ment for other departments? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The gentleman, 
I think, is very well aware that I would 
certainly support waste, fraud, and 
abuse amendments if you can pinpoint 
the waste, fraud, and abuse in reports. 
Obviously, we are not just rhetoric; we 
want reports. 

Mr. BEARD. Then I find it incon
sistent that in 1979, when a $500-mil
lion fraud, waste, and abuse amend
ment was introduced to the HEW bill, 
after the Inspector General of HEW 
had acknowledged, with reports and 
specifics, that there was $5 to $7 bil
lion waste in this Department, the 
gentlewoman from Colorado voted 
against it. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. That is right. If 
the gentleman will yield, I will be 
happy to answer that question. 

First, it was on an appropriation bill, 
if the gentleman understands what I 
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am saying. I think it is much better on 
an authorization. 

Mr. BEARD. Oh, I see. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Second, the In

spector General's report showed that 
most of the fraud, waste, and abuse 
was being done at the State level. The 
Federal Government could not control 
it because, as the gentleman knows, 
our problem with HEW is that we gave 
money to the States and then they re
allocated it. In fact, we are having a 
terrible problem with that right now. 
My State cleaned up their act in 1976. 
When you cap it, which we are now 
doing, the States that cleaned up their 
act get burned, and the States that did 
not clean up their act do not get 
burned because there was waste and 
fraud that they could cut out. I am 
sorry that we could not have imple
mented that article, but I happened to 
read the waste, fraud, and abuse thing 
that was done for HEW, and that 
made a big difference. 

Mr. BEARD. The amendment passed 
by over 2 to 1. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. That is right. 
Mr. BEARD. The majority of the 

Members felt that a $500-million 
amendment to try to clear up some of 
the $7 billion waste, fraud, and abuse 
of HEW--

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Well, if the gen
tleman will yield again--

Mr. BEARD. I have the time. 

D 1330 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from New Jersey <Mr. 
COURTER) has again expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. COUR
TER was allowed to proceed for 4 addi
tional minutes.) 

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

Mr. COURTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

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

As I sit here with the gentleman 
from New Jersey <Mr. COURTER) as a 
member of the House Armed Services 
Committee, looking at the strained ef
forts of the gentlewoman from Colora
do to undo waste, fraud, and abuse, I 
look at the committee and the work of 
the committee and I think it is won
derful that the gentlewoman wants to 
slash $8 billion out of the budget for 
our committee for the defense of this 
country while at the same time think
ing that apparently fraud, waste, and 
abuse does not exist in HHS's depart
ment. 

I would also inquire of the gentle
woman how she voted on the authori
zation bill that we are now discussing 
that the gentlewoman wants to cut? 
How did the gentlewoman vote on the 
bill? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman from New Jersey 
<Mr. COURTER) yield? 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I My distinguished colleague has of-
yield to the gentlewoman to answer f ered an amendment. It would seem to 
the question. me we have a responsibility to at least 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I cannot believe respect the thrust of that amendment; 
the gentleman is going to yield to me. and if we choose to debate and fight 

Mr. COURTER. I yield for the pur- on the floor of this Congress, then let 
pose of answering that question. us debate and fight over the thrust of 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Which ques- the amendment rather than attempt-
tion? ing to impugn the integrity or attrib-

Mr. COURTER. The gentleman ute motives to the Member that no 
from California <Mr. BADHAM) just one on this floor can prove unless the 
stated the question. Member stands up here and says yes 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. He asked sever- or no, that was their motivation. 
al questions. It was compound, I would Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, will 
think. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, if I the gentleman yield? 
may reclaim my time, the basic flaws Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gentle-
in the original amendment of the gen- man from California <Mr. BADHAM). 
tlewoman from Colorado are still glar- Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, the 
ingly apparent in this amendment. gentleman did ask me to stand so I 
The gentlewoman indicates, that the could respond to a question. 
administration does not have its feet Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I was 
to the fire with regard to rooting out talking about the gentleman from 
fraud, abuse, and waste, it is doing California <Mr. RoussELOT), the 
nothing; contrary to that, there has author of the Republican report, not 
been under this administration, under this gentleman from California <Mr. 
Secretary Weinberger, steps to root BADHAM). 
out waste, fraud, and abuse in the Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I am 
management of the Defense Depart- a gentleman-thank you-from Cali-
ment. fornia-thank you again. 

My substitute holds their feet to the Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, the 
fire by making their report to this gentleman is not the author of the 
Congress by a day certain-January waste, fraud, and abuse report. 
15-not only with regard to what areas Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, 1 am 
there may be as far as waste, fraud, the task force chairman and the 
and abuse and mismanagement in the author of the RSC report on defense 
Department of Defense, but also 
makes the President and the Secre- in which waste, fraud, and abuse-type 
trary go through the entire recom- language was used. 
mendations during the past 2 years in Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
the GAO reports, to report to the Con- yield to the gentleman, but the gentle
gress as to which ones they have com- man was not the gentleman I chose to 
plied with and how much money that speak to. I yield to my colleague from 
saved; which ones they do not comply California <Mr. BADHAM). 
with, and the reason, and how much Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I am 
money they would have saved. sorry if the gentleman was not refer-

My substitute has teeth. It holds ring to me, because if the gentleman 
them to a day certain. It makes them was ref erring to me as the gentleman 
officially respond to the reports of the from California, and from the RSC, I 
GAO. just assumed that bearing all those 

I yield back the balance of my time. titles, I was the gentleman to which 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I the gentleman referred. 

move to strike the requisite number of I was going to say I was not the gen-
words. tleman that used the other words that 

Mr. Chairman, I would first like to · the gentleman suggested might have 
make a statement and then raise a been used. 
question with my distinguished col- Mr. DELLUMS. Thank you. 
league, the gentleman from California Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
(Mr. ROUSSELOT), the author of the 
Republican study committee report on will the gentleman yield? 
waste, fraud, and abuse. Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gentle-

The statement I choose to make is woman from Colorado. 
that I think it is terribly important Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
within the confines of the comity and I thank the gentleman for pointing 
custom of this body that we not chal- this out. There has been so much rhet
lenge the motives of people who off er oric about how waste, fraud, and abuse 
amendments on this floor. I think that is obviously the place to slash the 
is a rather unfortunate statement, budget, yet the other side is saying 
that my colleague would suggest that this is a meat ax. We are talking about 
this amendment, to paraphrase the an over $220 billion defense budget. 
language, is a cheap, backdoor effort Asking the President to find $8 billion 
to reduce the authorization figure. of waste is not a meat ax. My amend-

First of all, I think that "cheap" is ment asks for a target of $8 billion 
an inappropriate term. "Backdoor" in worth of waste. That hardly registers 
some way alludes to some kind of busi- on the scale in a $220 plus billion 
ness that is not up front. budget. It is not 10 percent, it is not 5 
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percent; it is just a teeny little bit. 
That is not a meat ax. 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mr. DELLUMS. The gentleman from 
California has the time. I do not yield 
to the gentleman. 

Regular order, Mr. Chairman. I have 
yielded to the gentlewoman from Col
orado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Thank you. The 
gentlewoman has had great trouble 
getting the other side to yield, al
though I have been yielding to them. 
The Republican side has lambasted 
me and attacked me and done all sorts 
of things, saying this is really just a 
cut because I do not want a strong de
fense. I want to say something: That is 
sheer and utter baloney. I am sorry 
they would .not let me respond. 

I think part of what is wrong with 
our defense system today is that it 
gets consumed by waste, fraud, and 
abuse. If we can get $8 billion to spend 
on something else, it would be phe
nomenal. I would like $8 billion for 
tanks instead of waste. I think several 
other Members spoke to that issue and 
cited things that could be purchased 
for that. You cannot fight Russians 
with waste. 

The real problem is to get politics 
out of the Defense Department, to get 
at a lot of things that go on there. We 
should be buying defense with taxpay
ers' dollars, not all sorts of other 
things like bowling tournaments and 
all the other goodies that have been 
mentioned by other Members, and 
pointed out in the reports discussed. 

That is what is important. That is 
what we are talking about. If we care 
about a strong defense, we have to 
care about waste that is in the budget. 
I want every dollar spent well because 
I only tell the Members as we look at a 
tax cut, a tax cut financed on bor
rowed dollars, people are going to start 
getting very resentful about hearing 
about waste and fraud anywhere, de
fense or anywhere. 

I feel it is important we set a target. 
It is important we put teeth in our 
commitment to cut waste. It is impor
tant we follow through. I think we 
should stop some of the silly back and 
forth that has been going on here, im
pugning other people's motives, taking 
cheap shots. I think everybody here is 
an American. We work under the same 
flag. None of us wants a weak defense. 
We all care very much. We all want to 
see a strong defense. Let us stop this 
quibbling. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, if I 

may reclaim my time, I would like to 
raise a question to my distinguished 
colleague from California <Mr. Rous
SELOT>. 

The gentleman was the author of 
the Republican Study Committee 
report on waste, fraud, and abuse. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California <Mr. DEL
LUMS> has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. DEL
LUMS was allowed to proceed for 1 ad
ditional minute.) 

Mr. DELLUMS. In that report
joined in by a number of the gentle
man's colleagues-the gentleman 
listed $34 billion plus in waste, fraud, 
and abuse. The gentleman listed 107 
specific items. 

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

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, 
that is correct, mostly taken from 
General Accounting Office reports. 

Mr. DELLUMS. That is correct. I 
think the gentleman arrived at a 
figure somewhere between $15 billion 
and $16 billion of those specific items 
directed at savings in DOD? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I remember my 
colleague, the gentlewoman from Col
orado <Mrs. SCHROEDER) mentioned 
that the other day. My recollection is 
not that much from just DOD, but go 
ahead with the point. 

Mr. DELLUMS. The question that I 
have is that since the Republican 
study committee came up with this 
figure, why did we need to support the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
New Jersey <Mr. COURTER) for study 
when apparently the gentleman and 
his colleagues found that they had 
adequate studies to arrive at a sub
stantial figure of savings? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. First of all, let 
me mention to my colleague that we 
did submit that report to President 
Reagan, who was then candidate 
Reagan. He used some of those items 
in the discussion during the campaign. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California <Mr. DEL
LUMS) has again expired. 

(At the request of Mr. ROUSSELOT 
and by unanimous consent, Mr. DEL
LUMS was allowed to proceed for 3 ad
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, 
since that time-as the gentleman 
from Florida <Mr. BENNETT) pointed 
out-I believe the General Accounting 
Office has updated their survey and 
their assessment of where that waste, 
fraud, and abuse is, not only in the De
fense Department but also in other 
agences. 

0 1340 
I think, as my colleague, the gentle

man from Florida stated when we had 
a slight colloquy here, that it is his 
judgment, on the basis of reports sub
mitted to the Congress as recently as 2 
months ago, that the waste, fraud, and 
abuse potential for savings in the De-

fense Department is now roughly $1 
billion. Further, some of those reports 
are now out of date. I believe that is 
what our colleague, the gentleman 
from Florida, mentioned. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, if I 
may ask a further question, the gen
tlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) has just handed me this. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
wonder if the gentleman would let me 
just add this one additional thing. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to my col
league, the gentleman from California. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
believe Mr. Weinberger and our Presi
dent and Mr. Stockman have already 
implemented some of those savings 
that they were able to achieve by ad
ministrative action. As a matter of 
fact, my recollection is that when the 
President and Mr. Weinberger submit
ted their total authorization recom
mendation to the Congress for the De
fense Department, the President said 
that it would be some $32 billion 
higher than President Carter's request 
but he then pared that down so that 
the net add on was $26 billion, the $6 
billion reduction being a result of sav
ings that the President was committed 
to find within DOD programs. 

Some of those savings were recom
mended in the General Accounting 
Office report. 

Now, I do not want to imply that all 
of them were implemented, but some 
of them have already been implement
ed. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, if I 
may ask my colleague a further ques
tion, apparently GAO, in testifying re
cently before the Budget Committee 
on the national security and the veter
ans' task force of the House Budget 
Committee, testified that they contin
ued to be able to identify $8. 7 billion 
in potential savings in waste, fraud, 
and abuse. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. In just the De
partment of Defense? 

Mr. DELLUMS. That is right. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. I have not seen 

that. I would be glad to see that. 
When was that dated? 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to yield to my colleague, 
the gentlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER), for the purpose of an
swering this. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I say to the gentleman that is true. 
They did testify before the Budget 
Committee on that, and then there 
have been more GAO reports that 
have come out since then. 

So I think what we want to say is 
that there is a broad range of num
bers. There were over 60 Members on 
the gentleman's side who signed the 
national conservative report. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California <Mr. DEL
L UMS > has expired. 
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Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
bring to the attention of the House, if 
I may, the fact that there are many se
rious amendments pending. There are 
Members standing in the wings, so to 
speak, wanting to off er amendments. 

I think we have had a very full dis
cussion on this particular subject 
matter. I see the gentleman from 
Michigan standing there. He has a 
very ·serious amendment that I think 
he proposes to off er dealing with the 
use of the military in drug enforce
ment. The gentleman from Minnesota 
<Mr. VENTO) has an amendment he 
wishes to offer deleting the F-18 air
craft. The gentleman from New York 
<Mr. DOWNEY) has an amendment 
which I think he intends to offer 
having to do with a project whose pos
sible cost is going to be over a billion 
dollars. 

The gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
SIMON) has an amendment dealing 
with a study for a report on multilin
gual studies in our academies. The 
gentleman from Connecticut <Mr. 
MOFFETT) has an amendment dealing 
with the substitution of the F-16 for 
A-7's. The gentleman from Illinois 
<Mr. HYDE) also has an amendment. 

I bring this out to say that the clock 
is running. We have some serious 
amendments, and I would hope that 
we could get the cooperation of Mem
bers. Each one of these amendments, I 
might mention, is to be offered by 
some Member from the other side of 
the aisle, and we could use some coop
eration and some self-control. If we 
could try to move as expeditiously as 
possible, I think it would better accom
modate the Members of the House, 
many of whom on that side of the 
aisle wish to off er amendments. 

We certainly want to do the best we 
can in the time allowed. However, if 
we continue to belabor the same point 
over and over on these amendments 
and keep getting extensions of time, in 
2 or 3 hours, some of these Members 
are really going to feel the pinch. 
They will be unable to off er their very 
serious amendments because we have 
spent all our time reiterating the same 
points. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would urge the 
cooperation of the Members and ask 
them to be a little more reserved. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

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

Mr. Chairman, we are running out of 
time again. It was on the gentleman's 
side of the aisle that the last several 
requests for additional time over 5 
minutes came, and we are now distin
guishing between "serious" amend
ments and other kinds of amend
ments. 

That is all well and good, too, but I 
want to ask the ranking minority 
leader if, under these circumstances, 
we might work out some rapproche
ment in order to facilitate this rush to 
conclude the measure. The gentleman 
and I have been around here long 
enough to understand what all this 
means. We have to get this bill out. It 
is Thursday evening again, and here 
we are. We went through this last 
Thursday. We came back into action 
for 2 days, with 11 days off, and there 
was a rush to conclude. Although the 
House was in session Monday, we de
ferred voting. Well, we did some 
things, but we def erred votes. On 
Tuesday we got a little piece of it in, 
and worked yesterday, and now here 
we are on Thursday again. 

Now, I want to work this out, but 
the gentleman cannot determine for 
the rest of the Members of this body 
when the time to end debate has oc
curred unless it is done in the regular 
way by a majority decision of the 
Members. I, for one, have gained the 
well for the first time today on this 
subject. I do not feel the gentleman's 
earlier request to terminate debate, 
which was made while only a few 
Members were on the floor, was 
proper. I realize that is his prerogative 
and it is within the rules. 

Now, I want to cooperate, but the 
only way you are going to cut off this 
Member, is through operation of par
liamentary rules of the House and not 
by determining which amendments 
are frivolous in your judgment and 
which amendments are serious. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. I am not going to 
yield, I say to the gentleman from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak 
to the amendment that is now before 
this body. 

The amendment offered by the gen
tleman from New Jersey apparently 
calls for a deadline report about fraud, 
and the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) calls for the elimination of 
$8 billion worth of waste in the De
partment of Defense. 

Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentle
woman from Colorado if that is a fair 
description of what we are trying to 
decide? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
if the gentleman will yield, yes, in es
sence that is it. 

The point I was trying to make by 
putting all those books down on the 
table was not that I really like to carry 
around heavy books, but that the last 
thing we need is another report. 

The President said he wanted to do 
this, and the Secretary of Defense said 
he wanted to do this. Let us help 
them. I put a clause in there to make 
it a little more palatable. 

We could say that there is $10 bil
lion more. Some people say they are 
fraudulent, but if they are not fraudu
lent, he can come back and say it is 
not. I think we would like to have the 
air cleared on this once and for all, 
and that is the reason for offering 
this. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman from Colora
do (Mrs. SCHROEDER). 

I, too, have a copy of the report pre
pared by my friend, the gentleman 
from California, and would like to 
point out that there is $16 billion in 
waste documented by the GAO. The 
gentleman now tells me that because 
of the effectiveness of the administra
tion it has gone down considerably. 

Now, is the point that $8 billion is 
too large an amount? Is that the prob
lem? Is that an excessive target? Be
cause if it is, then I will be inclined not 
to support the gentlewoman's amend
ment. If there is in fact at least $8 bil
lion in there, it would seem to me emi
nently sound that we proceed in that 
direction rather than with the lan
guage that is apparently in the bill. 

D 1350 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle
woman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I have no idea 
exactly what the right amount is. · As I 
pointed out, 60 Republicans sent a 
letter to Weinberger on May 7 of this 
month, citing a report that showed 
$25 billion. 

Now, it is a little hard for me to be
lieve it has dropped from $25 billion 
down to $1 billion between May and 
July. If it has, we ought to be tapdanc
ing in the street. That is the best fight 
on waste and fraud I have ever seen. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
woman from Colorado <Mrs. SCHROE
DER) to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
COURTER) as a substitute for the 
amendment offered by the gentlewom
an from Colorado <Mrs. SCHROEDER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I demand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count for a quorum. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I withdraw the point of order, and I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 142, noes 
276, not voting 14, as follows: 
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[Roll No. 1351 Hollenbeck Michel Shamansky [Roll No. 1361 

AYES-142 
Holt Miller<OH> Sharp 
Hopkins Mineta Shaw AYES-416 

Addabbo Garcia Paul Hubbard Mitchell <NY> Shelby Addabbo Dickinson Hollenbeck 
Anderson Gaydos Pease Huckaby Molinari Shumway Akaka Dicks Holt 
Applegate Gejdenson Petri Hughes Mollohan Shuster Albosta Dingell Hopkins 
Asp in Glickman Pickle Hunter Montgomery Siljander Alexander Dixon Horton 
Atkinson Goodling Pursell Hutto Moore Skeen Anderson Dorgan Howard 
Au Coin Gray Rahall Hyde Moorhead Skelton Andrews Dornan Hoyer 
Bedell Green Rangel Jeffords Morrison Smith CAL> Annunzio Dougherty Hubbard 
Beilenson Guarini Ratchford Jeffries Murtha Smith<NE) Anthony Dowdy Huckaby 
Benjamin Hall <OH> Reuss Jenkins Myers Smith <NJ> Applegate Downey Hughes 
Biaggi Harkin Richmond Johnston Napier Smith <OR> Archer Dreier Hunter 
Bingham Hawkins Rodino Jones <OK> Natcher Sn owe Ashbrook Duncan Hutto 
Blanchard Heckler Roe Jones <TN> Neal Solomon Asp in Dunn Hyde 
Boland Hertel Rosenthal Kazen Nelligan Spence Atkinson Dwyer Ireland 
Bonior Horton Roybal Kemp Nelson Stangeland Au Coin Dymally Jacobs 
Bonker Howard Russo Kindness Nichols Stanton Badham Dyson Jeffords 
Brodhead Hoyer Sabo Kramer O'Brien Staton Bafalis Eckart Jeffries 
Brooks Ireland Scheuer Lagomarsino Panetta Stenholm Bailey<MO> Edgar Jenkins 
Brown<CA> Jacobs Schroeder Lantos Parris Stratton Bailey <PA) Edwards <AL> Johnston 
Brown<CO> Kastenmeier Schumer Latta Pashayan Stump Barnard Edwards <CA> Jones <OK> 
Burton, John Kildee Seiberling Leath Patman Swift Barnes Edwards <OK> Jones <TN> 
Burton, Phillip Kogovsek Shannon LeBoutillier Pepper Tauzin Beard Emerson Kastenmeier 
Chisholm LaFalce Simon Lee Perkins Taylor Bedell Emery Kazen 
Clay Leach Smith <IA> Lent Peyser Thomas Beilenson English Kemp 
Collins <IL> Lehman Snyder Levitas Porter Trible Benedict Erdahl Kil dee 
Conte Leland Solarz Lewis Price VanderJagt Benjamin Erlenborn Kindness 
Conyers Lowry<WA> St Germain Livingston Pritchard Volkmer Bennett Ertel Kogovsek 
Coyne, William Lujan Stark Loeffler Quillen Walker Bereuter Evans <DE) Kramer 
Crockett Lundine Stokes Long <LA> Railsback Wampler Bethune Evans <GA> LaFalce 
D'Amours Markey Studds Long(MD> Regula Watkins Biaggi Evans <IA> Lagomarsino 
Daschle Marks Synar Lott Rinaldo Weber<MN> Bingham Evans <IN> Lantos 
Dellums Mattox Tauke Lowery <CA> Ritter Weber <OH> Blanchard Fary Latta 
DeNardis Mavroules Traxler Luken Roberts <KS> White Bliley Fas cell Leach 
Dingell Mazzoli Udall Lungren Roberts <SD> Whitehurst Boggs Fazio Leath 
Dixon McHugh Vento Madigan Robinson Whitley Boland Fenwick LeBoutillier 
Dorgan McKinney Walgren Marlenee Roemer Whittaker Bolling Ferraro Lee 
Downey Mikulski Washington Martin <IL> Rogers Whitten Boner Fiedler Lehman 
Dwyer Miller<CA> Waxman Martin <NC> Rose Williams <OH> Bonior Fields Leland 
Dymally Minish Weaver Martin <NY> Rostenkowski Wilson Bonker Findley Lent 
Eckart Mitchell <MD> Weiss Matsui Roth Winn Bouquard Fish Levitas 
Edgar Moakley Williams <MT> Mcclory Roukema Wolf Bowen Flippo Lewis 
Edwards (CA> Moffett Wirth McColl um Rousselot Wortley Breaux Foglietta Livingston 
Evans <IN> Mottl Wolpe Mc Curdy Rudd Wright Brinkley Foley Loeffler 
Fascell Nowak Wyden McDade Santini Young<AK> Brodhead Ford <MU Long<LA> 
Ferraro Oakar Wylie McDonald Sawyer Young<FL> Brooks Ford CTN> LongCMD> 
Foglietta Oberstar Yates McEwen Schneider Young<MO> Broomfield Forsythe Lott 
Ford <MD Obey Yatron McGrath Schulze Zablocki Brown <CO> Fountain Lowery <CA> 
Ford CTN> Ottinger Mica Sensenbrenner Zeferetti Brown <OH> Fowler Lowry<WA> 
Frank Patterson NOT VOTING-14 

Broyhill Frank Lujan 
Burgener Frenzel Luken 

NOES-276 Bevill Fithian McCloskey Burton, John Frost Lundine 

Akaka Coelho Fenwick Cotter Florio Murphy Burton, Phillip Fuqua Lungren 

Albosta Coleman Fiedler Deckard Hatcher Rhodes Butler Garcia Madigan 

Alexander Collins (TX) Fields Donnelly Jones <NC> Savage Byron Gaydos Markey 

Andrews Conable Findley Early Marriott Campbell Gejdenson Marks 

Annunzio Corcoran Fish Carman Gephardt Marlenee 

Anthony Coughlin Flippo D 1400 Carney Gibbons Marriott 

Archer Courter Foley Messrs. VOLKMER, MOORHEAD, 
Chappell Gilman Martin <IL> 

Ashbrook Coyne, James Forsythe Chappie Gingrich Martin <NC> 

Badham Craig Fountain CARMAN, LATTA, and FAZIO Cheney Ginn Martin <NY> 

Bafalis Crane, Daniel Fowler changed their vote from "aye" to Chisholm Glickman Matsui 

Bailey<MO> Crane, Philip Frenzel "no." 
Clausen Goldwater Mattox 

Bailey CPA) Daniel, Dan Frost Messrs. APPLEGATE, EVANS of In-
Clay Gonzalez Mavroules 

Barnard Daniel, R. W. Fuqua Clinger Goodling Mazzoli 

Barnes Danielson Gephardt di an a, and HORTON changed their Coats Gore Mcclory 

Beard Dannemeyer Gibbons vote from "no" to "aye." Coelho Gradison McCloskey 

Benedict Daub Gilman So the amendment to the amend-
Coleman Gramm McColl um 

Bennett Davis Gingrich Collins <IL) Gray Mc Curdy 

Bereuter de la Garza Ginn ment offered as a substitute for the Collins <TX> Green McDade 

Bethune Derrick Goldwater amendment was rejected. Conable Gregg McDonald 

Bliley Derwinski Gonzalez The result of the vote 
Conte Grisham McEwen 

was an- Conyers Guarini Boggs Dickinson Gore nounced as above recorded. 
McGrath 

Bolling Dicks Gradison Corcoran Gunderson McHugh 

Boner Dornan Gramm The CHAIRMAN. The question is on Coughlin Hagedorn McKinney 

Bouquard Dougherty Gregg the amendment offered by the gentle-
Courter Hall <OH> Mica 

Bowen Dowdy Grisham man from New Jersey <Mr. COURTER) 
Coyne, James Hall, Ralph Michel 

Breaux Dreier Gunderson Coyne, William Hall, Sam Mikulski 

Brinkley Duncan Hagedorn as a substitute for the amendment of- Craig Hamilton Miller <CA) 

Broomfield Dunn Hall, Ralph f ered by the gentlewoman from Colo- Crane, Daniel Hammerschmidt Miller <OH> 

Brown<OH) Dyson Hall, Sam rado. 
Crane, Philip Hance Mineta 

Broyhill Edwards <AL) Hamilton D'Amours Hansen <ID> Minish 

Burgener Edwards <OK> Hammerschmidt The question was taken; and the Daniel, Dan Hansen <UT> Mitchell <MD> 

Butler Emerson Hance Chairman announced that the ayes Daniel, R. W. Harkin Mitchell <NY> 

Byron Emery Hansen <ID> appeared to have it. 
Danielson Hartnett Moakley 

Campbell English Hansen CUT> Dannemeyer Hawkins Moffett 

Carman Erdahl Hartnett RECORDED VOTE Daschle Heckler Molinari 

Carney Erlenborn Hefner Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I Daub Hefner Mollohan 

Chappell Ertel Heftel demand a recorded vote. 
Davis Heftel Montgomery 

Chappie Evans <DE> Hendon de la Garza Hendon Moore 

Cheney Evans <GA> Hightower A recorded vote was ordered. Deckard Hertel Moorhead 

Clausen Evans <IA> Hiler The vote was taken by electronic Dell urns Hightower Morrison 

Clinger Fary Hillis device, and there were-ayes 416, noes 
DeNardis Hiler Mottl 

Coats Fazio Holland o, not voting 16, as follows: 
Derrick Hillis Murphy 
Derwinski Holland Murtha 
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Myers Rostenkowski Studds 
Napier Roth Stump 
Natcher Roukema Swift 
Neal Rousselot Synar 
Nelligan Roybal Tauke 
Nelson Rudd Tauzin 
Nichols Russo Taylor 
Nowak Sabo Thomas 
Oakar Santini Traxler 
Oberstar Savage Trible 
Obey Sawyer Udall 
Ottinger Scheuer Vander Jagt 
Panetta Schneider Vento 
Parris Schroeder Volkmer 
Pashayan Schulze Walgren 
Patman Schumer Walker 
Patterson Seiberling Wampler 
Paul Sensenbrenner Washington 
Pease Shamansky Waxman 
Pepper Shannon Weaver 
Perkins Sharp Weber<MN) 
Petri Shaw Weber<OH) 
Peyser Shelby Weiss 
Pickle Shumway Whitehurst 
Porter Shuster Whitley 
Price Siljander Whittaker 
Pritchard Simon Whitten 
Pursell Skeen Williams <MT) 
Quillen Skelton Williams <OH> 
Rahall Smith<AL> Wilson 
Railsback Smith <IA> Winn 
Rangel Smith<NE) Wirth 
Ratchford Smith<NJ) Wolf 
Regula Smith <OR> Wolpe 
Reuss Sn owe Wortley 
Richmond Snyder Wright 
Rinaldo Solarz Wyden 
Ritter Solomon Wylie 
Roberts <KS> Spence Yates 
Roberts <SD) St Germain Yatron 
Robinson Stangeland Young<AK> 
Rodino Stanton Young<FL> 
Roe Staton Young<MO> 
Roemer Stenholm Zablocki 
Rogers Stokes Zeferetti 
Rosenthal Stratton 

NOT VOTING-16 
Bevill Fithian Rose 
Brown <CA> Florio Stark 
Cotter Hatcher Watkins 
Crockett Jones <NC) White 
Donnelly O'Brien 
Early Rhodes 

D 1420 
So the amendment offered as a sub

stitute for the amendment was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
woman from Colorado, as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HYDE 
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HYDE: At the 

end of the bill, add the following new sec
tion: 

RECRUITMENT OF INDIVIDUALS WITH HIGH 
SCHOOL EQUIVALENCY CERTIFICATES 

SEC. . (a) During fiscal year 1982, no 
gender-based distinction may be made in 
the acceptance of individuals for original 
enlistment into the Armed Forces based 
upon attainment of a high school equivalen
cy certificate. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit 
a report to Congress not later than January 
25, 1982, on the impact of subsection (a). 
Such report shall also compare the perform
ance and effect on readiness of male and 
female enlistees who are secondary school 
graduates, who are not secondary school 

graduates but have high school equivalency 
certificates, and who are neither secondary 
school graduates nor have high school 
equivalency certificates. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is basically very simple. It 
has come to my attention that a young 
woman seeking to enlist in the serv
ices-the Marines, in particular, was 
the case that came to my attention
has difficulty getting her diploma, a 
general education diploma, the so
called GED or high school equivalency 
certificate, accepted, whereas the serv
ices will readily accept it from a male 
applicant. 

Now, it seems to me that anybody 
who has had difficulty getting out of 
high school but goes back and takes 
the GED course and passes, certainly 
makes up in motivation what might 
have been lacking in opportunity to 
get her diploma in the first place. 

But whatever distinctions are made 
between men and women in the serv
ice, the attainment of a GED diploma 
ought not to be a distinguishing fea
ture. I think a man or a woman should 
be treated alike in terms of their high 
school diploma status. So this simply 
says for 1 year during fiscal year 1982 
no gender-based distinction may be 
made in the acceptance of individuals 
for original enlistment in the armed 
services based upon attainment of a 
high school equivalency certificate. I 
want men and women treated equally 
as far as the GED diploma is con
cerned. 

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

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I have just a 
couple of questions. Will the Air Force 
take a GED certificate from a woman 
trying to enlist? 

Mr. HYDE. Yes. 
Mr. DICKINSON. Will the Army 

take the same certificate from a 
woman? 

Mr. HYDE. I am informed that they 
do. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Will the Marine 
Corps take the same type of certificate 
for a male trying to enlist? 

Mr. HYDE. Yes. 
Mr. DICKINSON. But the Marine 

Corps is unique in that they are the 
only one of the services that will not 
take that certificate for a woman as 
they will for a man? 

Mr. HYDE. That is correct. 
Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gen

tleman. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentle

woman from Colorado. 

D 1430 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 

I have an amendment at the desk to 
off er to the gentleman's amendment. I 
talked to the gentleman from Illinois 

<Mr. HYDE) about it. In essence, what 
it does is add "except when the Secre
tary of Defense determines gender
based distinction is necessary to main
tain readiness." I think that has been 
one of the concerns about this body 
about amendments like the gentle
man's and will solve the problem. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment to 
the amendment of Mr. HYDE banned 
all gender-based distinctions in the en
listment of individuals in the Armed 
Forces of the United States. This 
means that if the cutoff score for men 
is 70, it must be 70 for women as well. 
This means that if there is no freeze 
on the enlistment of men, there can be 
no freeze on the enlistment of women. 

There is one exception. If the Secre
tary of Defense finds that the readi
ness of our military forces will be ad
versely affected unless a gender-based 
distinction is made, he may make such 
a distinction. The burden of proof on 
this exception is, or course, on the Sec
retary of Defense. As with all excep
tions, it should be construed narrowly. 

In adopting this amendment, the 
House will go on record in a very 
strong way for the equal rights 
amendment. If ERA is good enough 
for the military, it is good enough for 
every other facet of society. 

I compliment the gentleman on his 
amendment. I would hope that the 
gentleman would be willing to accept 
my amendment. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I do 
accept the amendment of the gentle
woman from Colorado <Mrs. SCHROE
DER). I think it improves my amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that my amendment be modified 
to incorporate the proposed amend
ment of the gentlewoman from Colo
rado <Mrs. SCHROEDER). 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois <Mr. HYDE)? 

There was no objection. 
The modification to the amendment 

is as follows: 
In the section proposed to be added by the 

amendment: 
(1) Insert "(including" after "Armed 

Forces". 
(2) Strike out "equivalency certificate." 

and insert in lieu thereof "equivalency cer
tificated), except when the Secretary of De
fense determines that such gender-based 
distinction is necessary to maintain readi
ness.". 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen
tleman's concern for equity. It is cer
tainly a commendable concern. Howev
er, I do not feel there is any problem 
with gender discrimination in this situ
ation. I think the gentleman would 
agree we want the most qualified 
people to fill all the vacancies in our 
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services, and the problem is that we 
can get females with high school di
plomas where we cannot get males to 
fill that requirement. 

For example, in the Army, the Con
gress said that the Army must take 65 
percent of the male enlisted-at least 
65 percent-who are high school grad
uates. This year, in this bill, we are 
raising that figure to 75 percent. Most 
of us would like to see it at 100 percent 
for males, but we just cannot get that 
number to enlist. We are taking the 
most qualified males that we can, but 
we cannot get to the 100-percent level 
for them, where we can for females. 

It is important to take high school 
diploma graduates because it is the 
single most important determinant as 
to whether a person will complete his 
enlistment. For example, the high 
school graduates are 50 percent more 
likely to complete their commitment 
than the GED high school equivalen
cy graduates that the gentleman re
ferred to. 

I can understand the gentleman's 
concern for equity, but I do not feel it 
is being challenged in this particular 
situation. 

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

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. I 
yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

I just want to say this: There are all 
kinds of distinctions between men and 
women in the service, distinctions of 
strength and ability to run over obsta
cle courses or whatever; but certainly 
in education, if a GED diploma is good 
enough for a man, it ought to be good 
enough for a woman. To discriminate 
between men and women who each 
have a GED diploma is an invidious 
distinction and, believe me, it demeans 
the GED diploma that a lot of people 
work very hard to get. It is just an in
vidious distinction. 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, if I could reclaim my time, 
there is no desire not to take GED 
graduates whether man or woman. It 
is just that a high school diploma 
graduate is 50 percent more likely to 
complete the enlistment than a non
high-school graduate or a GED equiv
alent. In fact, non-high-school gradu
ates often score better in this area of 
retention than GED graduates. 

We want the best people we can get 
in our armed services. We can get 100 
percent high school diploma graduates 
for females. We cannot for males. 
That is the distinction. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DOUGHERTY. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE). 

I would not suspect anybody would 
question my credentials as a propo
nent of the Marine Corps. I would say 

this policy, however, if it exists as Mr. 
HYDE has indicated, is unwarranted. 

A young woman who would graduate 
from high school via a GED program 
should have the same benefits as a 
woman who would come out with a 
regular diploma. I think it is unfair 
and I would hope we would adopt the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. For clarity of the 
Committee, the modification offered 
by the gentlewoman from Colorado 
<Mrs. SCHROEDER) was not read and our 
rules require that. The Clerk will read 
the modification which has been ac
cepted by the Committee. 

The Clerk read the modification. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand the mo
tivation of the gentleman from lllihois 
<Mr. HYDE) in offering this amend
ment. We have discussed the amend
ment and I wish that I could support 
it. Certainly we are all anxious to 
insure equity in the Government's ac
tions. However, in my judgment, this 
amendment would do the wrong thing. 
It would cost the Government money 
by forcing the services to accept cer
tain female enlistees when higher 
quality female enlistees are available. 

The Department of Defense must re
cruit approximately 373,000 personnel 
in fiscal year 1982. The great majority 
of these enlistees must be men as a 
result of requirements for personnel in 
combat skills. The facts of life are that 
the Department cannot attract all 
high school graduates to meet the 
male requirement. For this reason, the 
Department accepts non-high-school 
graduates and those with high-school 
equivalency certificates. This is the 
case even though these individuals are 
less likely to complete their enlistment 
successfully. 

For females, however, the require
ment is small enough that in most 
cases the services can meet their re
quirements by limiting female acces
sions to those who are high-school di
ploma graduates. The effect of the 
gentleman's amendment would be to 
force the services to enlist females 
with high-school equivalency certifi
cates. 

Mr. Chairman, we would be forcing 
the services to accept women who are 
less likely to complete their enlistment 
and, thus, the Government's invest
ment in training, which is substantial, 
would be lost. This will be the case 
even though females with high-school 
diplomas are available to meet the re
cruiting requirements. 

The gentleman has mentioned the 
Marine Corps in particular in this situ
ation. Let me share some figures with 
the gentleman. 

In the last 2 years that the Marine 
Corps accepted women with high 
school equivalency-the GED certifi-

cates, in 1978, in the Marine Corps, 
the GED certificate-women who were 
accepted, 90 percent of them-90 per
cent of them-failed to complete their 
first year's enlistment training. For 
those who had high school diplomas, 
however, only 47 percent dropped out 
before they completed their first en
listment. 

For the year 1979, of the GED 
women that the Marine Corps took, 75 
percent failed to complete their first 
enlistment compared with 42 percent 
who were high school graduates. 

So I say to the gentleman that the 
sole reason I know that the Marine 
Corps takes this attitude is that they 
are poor risks. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment in 
my judgment moves in the wrong di
rection with respect to both saving 
money and improving our military 
forces, and I believe it ought to be de
feated. 

Mr. HYDE. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. NICHOLS. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

.Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I might 
point out the modification offered by 
the gentlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) says "except where the 
Secretary of Defense determines that 
such gender-based distinction is neces
sary to maintain readiness." So we are 
not going to impact on readiness; but 
what we are saying to a young woman 
is, if you have a GED diploma, you 
will be treated the same as a young 
man. 

I have not seen those figures, nor 
have I analyzed them, but if we are 
going to distinguish between male and 
female, if they both have a GED diplo
ma, it just seems to me that is an 
unfair distinction. The Air Force does 
not do it. While I certainly am not one 
to say the Marines are better than the 
Air Force, if they can live with it, I 
think the Marines can. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, if I 
might reclaim my time, I would just 
like to point out that women in the 
Marine Corps, I believe, undergo sub
stantially different training than a 
woman recruit in the U.S. Air Force. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NICHOLS. I yield to the gentle
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I think I have a solution to the prob
lem of the gentleman from Illinois. 

The young lady that the gentleman 
is interested in, why not recommend 
that she join the Air Force or the 
Army and leave the Marines for other 
things? I think that would certainly 
handle the situation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama <Mr. NICH
OLS) has expired. 
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<At the request of Mr. MITCHELL of 

New York and by unanimous consent, 
Mr. NICHOLS was allowed to proceed 
for 2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NICHOLS. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

D 1440 
Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Mr. 

Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

I do not want us to be confused 
about the question of equity. There is 
no discrimination whatsoever based on 
gender in this situation. That is not an 
issue. This is not a windmill we have 
to tilt at in this particular situation. 

What the effect would be is that we 
have ignored the importance or sig
nificance of 4 years of high school, a 
diploma showing that these people 
have spent that time and gotten a di
ploma. We need to-and I think this is 
important-recognize the achievement 
of these people who have done some
thing they are proud of. They have 
also done something that guarantees 
it is going to be 50 percent more likely 
they will complete their 4-year enlist
ment than other GI's. I think it is im
portant that we get the best people we 
can for the Armed Forces. 

And they are, in this case, high 
school graduates. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Illinois <Mr. HYDE), as modi
fied. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VENTO 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. VENTO: Page 

60, after line 17, add the following new sec
tion: 

F/A-18 FIGHTER/ATTACK AIRCRAFT 

SEC. 917. <a> None of the funds appropri
ated under any authorization contained in 
this Act may be used for research, develop
ment, test, evaluation, or procurement of 
any F/A-18 fighter/attack aircraft <com
monly referred to as the "Hornet"). 

(b) The amount of any authorization of 
appropriations contained in this Act that 
would be available for research, develop
ment, test, evaluation, or procurement of 
any F/A-18 fighter/attack aircraft except 
for the limitation contained in subsection 
<a> is authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal year 1982 for other Navy and Marine 
Corps aircraft programs consistent with the 
objectives of reducing the cost and logistic 
burden now required for training, mainte
nance, and supplying multiple types of air
craft. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state his point of order. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, it 
is my understanding that on this par-

ticular amendment an agreement has 
been entered into between the chair
man of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices and the gentleman from Minneso
ta <Mr. VENTO) that we will limit 
debate on this amendment to 1 hour, 
within 30 minutes to be controlled by 
either side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
state that that is not a point of order, 
but if the gentleman is asking for 
unanimous consent, that is in order. 

For what purpose does the gentle
man from Illinois <Mr. PRICE) seek rec
ognition? 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
make a unanimous consent request. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that all debate on this amend
ment and all amendments thereto con
clude in 1 hour, and that the time be 
equally divided between the propo
nents and the opponents. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, it was my 
understanding in the previous discus
sion that there would be a unanimous 
consent request limiting debate to 1 
hour, with the time to be divided be
tween the proponents and the commit
tee. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, that is what the 
request says. 

Mr. DICKINSON. No. The gentle
man said, "The opponents," and that 
is not necessarily the committee. I 
wanted to make sure that the commit
tee controls 30 minutes an!f the propo
nents control 30 minutes. 

If that is the agreement, I will with
draw my reservation of objection. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I will 
amend the request to say, "between 
the proponents and the committee." 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman and I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The request is on 
the amendment and all amendments 
thereto. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Illinois? 

Mr. STRATTON. Reserving the 
right to object, we would assume, 
would we not, that the committee's 
time would be divided 15 minutes on 
the Democratic side and 15 minutes on 
the Republican side? 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, it would be all 15 
minutes, total. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. CHAPPELL. I have a parliamen
tary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 

May I ask, who will control the 
time? 

The CHAIRMAN. If there is no ob
jection, the Chair will allow 30 min
utes to the gentleman from Minnesota 

<Mr. VENTO) and 30 minutes to the 
chairman of the committee. 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a further parliamentary inquiry. 

I would like to understand how the 
gentleman intends to allot his time. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield under his parlia
mentary inquiry, I would be yielding 
10 minutes of that time to the gentle
man from Florida, I would be using 
some time myself, and I would be 
yielding to other Members under 
those circumstances. 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Minnesota <Mr. VENTO) is recog
nized in support of his amendment. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I come here today to 
propose a dramatic action by Con
gress-the elimination of the F/A-18. 
The F/A-18 is a third-class plane with 
a first-class price tag. Study after 
study and report after report shows 
we are not getting our money's worth. 
The FI A-18 is siphoning precious dol
lars away from vital defense systems. 
The money we are wasting on the F / 
A-18 could be put to much better use. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment 
which I am offering is long overdue. 
My amendment would prohibit the use 
of any authorized funds for the pro
curement, research, development, test
ing, and evaluation of the F/A-18. It 
does not delete any funds. The money 
targeted for the FI A-18 would be 
available for other aircraft programs 
which meet our real defense needs. 

This amendment addresses a Penta
gon pipedream of a souped up, super
technological fighter which is hidden 
in a hazy world of misplaced priorities 
and misplaced loyalties to a plane 
rather than to the defense of these 
United States. These loyalties, more
over, are to a plane that does not 
stand the test of its original promise 
or projections. 

In 1975, Congress approved a low
cost, low-performance alternative for 
the Navy and Marine Corps. This was 
the F/A-18. Today we have a high
cost, low-performance "Edsel" hidden 
in a smokescreen thrown up by DOD. 
But even through the smokescreen, we 
can see one thing rising-the exorbi
tant costs for the F/A-18. 

It is not as if there are no alterna
tives to the F/A-18. One part of the 
defense smokescreen consists of 
stonewalling by the Department. One 
year ago, Congress heard the plaintive 
voice of DOD proclaim that there 
were no alternatives to fulfill the four 
roles envisioned for the F/A-18. Since 
then, the Marine Corps has eagerly 
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embraced the A V-8B, the light attack 
role, while the Navy has gladly accept
ed a policy of F-14 squadrons for all 
its big deck aircraft carriers. 

There are two roles remaining !'or 
the F/A-18: The Navy light attack and 
the Marine Corps fighter. But once 
again, DOD is wailing that there are 
no alternatives available. In the best 
traditions of stonewalling, the Navy 
has even gone so far as to deny that it 
has conducted studies of FI A-18 alter
natives. However, I have in hand three 
studies conducted by the Navy on al
ternatives to the F / A-18, studies 
which indicate that the alternatives 
are not only feasible but preferable. 

Let me quote from these so-called 
nonexistent Navy studies. On the light 
attack mission, one study states: 

The F-18 represents major degradation in 
our attack capability as compared to present 
aircraft. With F-18's designed payload <4 
Rockeyes) A-7 radius of action is twice as 
far. With four times the F-18's design load, 
the A-6 radius of action is twice as far. 
Many targets that might be critical could 
not be reached with F-18s. For targets that 
the F-18 could reach, its smaller payload 
would require more attack aircraft exposure 
to enemy defenses. <Although the F-18 is 
faster [Supersonic] in a fighter configura
tion than either A-6 or A-7, it is not super
sonic nor significantly faster when carrying 
weapons and, if adequate fuel is provided to 
allow the F-18 to leave the target at super
sonic speeds after weapon delivery, the F-
18's usable weapon payload is even further 
degraded). 

This same report addresses the 
Marine fighter mission and says: 

The remaining prospective F-18 mission is 
the Marine Corps fighter mission. Since the 
F-14 is probably more capable than is neces
sary for the classic Marine Corps air defense 
mission, the F-18 appears an adequate re
placement for Marine F-4s. However, the 
tradeoff is between providing the F-14 and 
greater fighter capability versus providing a 
less capable AV-8B fighter variant that 
would offer support/logistic advantages plus 
the tactical advantages of an all-VSTOL 
Marine Corps fighter and light-attack force. 

The Navy would still like to claim 
that the FI A-18 is essential to the 
future effectiveness of the Navy and 
Marine Corps. But their own analysis 
reveals that: 

The analyses of alternative aircraft pro
curement strategies recently forwarded by 
CNM <Chief of Naval Material) to CNO 
<Chief of Naval Operations) show that the 
Navy can more fully satisfy its aircraft re
quirements and more rapidly build up 
toward 15 air wings, if the F-18 is cancelled 
and A-7s or A-6s used for the Navy attack 
aircraft. The effectiveness analysis shows 
that it would also result in a more effective 
force. It is difficult to make a case on cost or 
effectiveness grounds for continuance of the 
F-18 program. 

In further "unqualified" support of 
the F/A-18, the F/A-18 program man
ager admitted at a recent press confer
ence that the F-14 was a better fighter 
than the F/ A-18 and that the A-6 was 
a better attack plane. 

The prime rationale for the F/A-18 
is not the aircraft's necessity. Rather, 

the Department of Defense supports 
the F/ A-18 because of its supposed af
fordability. I submit to my colleagues 
that nearly anything is affordable at 
$40 billion. Our military personnel 
could have Calvin Klein designer uni
forms at that price, but I doubt if it 
would enhance our defense capabili
ties. Are we to allow the Navy and the 
Department of Defense to continue 
their spendthrift ways on the F/ A-18 
and bankrupt other more essential 
naval programs? 

The problems with this plane are 
many. It has a limited radius, half 
that of the A-7. The acceleration 
threshold had to be reduced to meet 
the plane's true capabilities. It has not 
yet completed the mandated two life
time fatigue test nor have the alloys 
added to the engine, as a result of a 
crash, been tested. 

However, Mr. Chairman, these prob
lems, significant in any other plane, 
pale in comparison to the continued 
cost escalation of the FI A-18. 

This aircraft was originally pur
chased because it was supposed to give 
us the quantity of aircraft the Navy 
needs. It was supposed to be a low
cost, daylight-only aircraft. The FI A-
18 got its first taste of megabucks with 
the addition of radar missiles in 1974. 
Since then the addiction of the Navy 
to goldplating has taken hold of the 
F/ A-18 aircraft. 

However, the Navy is now showing 
self-restraint. Recent cost-cutting 
measures for the F/ A-18 include the 
substitution of aluminum for silver in 
the detonating cords to explode the 
canopy. I am glad, but surprised, that 
only aluminum will suffice. With a 
near $40 billion price tag, I would have 
thought that the cords should have 
been made of gold to match the plane. 

With spending of this sort, is it any 
wonder that the program has grown in 
cost so that despite an increase in the 
quantity of the DOD purchase, the 
unit cost has doubled in 5 years? 

The Navy claims that the cost 
growth is strictly due to inflation. 
However, this claim simply does not 
stand the test of careful analysis. 

Recently, most Members received in
formation comparing program costs of 
the FI A-18 to those of its contempo
rary, the F-16. This information dem
onstrated that the F/A-18's costs have 
increased nearly three times as much 
as the F-16's. 

The F/A-18 and the F-16 had con
tract awards 4 months apart in 1975. 
They both started at the 600-800 unit 
range and then were increased to iden
tical quantities. In 1975 constant dol
lars, the F-16 has decreased in unit 
cost by 3 percent. The F/A-18 on the 
other hand has increased by some 40 
percent. The big difference is, of 
course, the performance of the prod
uct and the repeated efforts to obtain 
a fix of the F/A-18. 

The Navy would like us to believe 
that inflation is the culprit behind the 
F/A-18's dramatic cost increase. But a 
GAO analysis disputes this claim. 

Even if we buy the Navy's inflation 
argument, the real question is, Why 
has the Navy taken 5 years to get the 
F/ A-18 program off the drawing 
board? 

There are 250 F-16's in service in the 
U.S. Air Force but the first production 
F-18 has yet to be delivered. This is 
because the F-18 has experienced re
peated defects and required numerous 
fixes. Ironically, it was only less than a 
month ago that the Navy reached a 
production decision. And that decision 
is questionable because the Navy re
duced the contract specifications to 
match the performance of the F-18. 

And I might add that it is a decision 
that the Deputy Secretary Carlucci 
hopes to wrap into the safety net of 
multiyear procurement. If ever there 
was a candidate program that does not 
deserve multiyear procurement and 
needs congressional oversight, it is the 
F/A-18. 

Well, what has the committee pro
vided in this measure for the F/A-18-
over $3.2 billion in authorizations, 
making it one of the largest items in 
the entire DOD procurement. And I 
might add, this was done before the 
DSARC decision was even made. No 
one can say that the Armed Services 
Committee lacks faith, but I believe 
that its confidence in the F-18 is not 
well placed and hope we can overturn 
this decision today. 

We must reject the assumptions that 
the F/A-18 is affordable. The F/A-18 
was supposed to be one-third the price 
of the F-14, the plane for which it was 
to be a substitute. But the F/A-18 now 
costs at least as much and does not 
match the F-14 performance levels. 

In spite of the exorbitant increases, 
the F/A-18 costs are not under con
trol. Deputy Secretary Carlucci's 
office admits the cost will not be 
under control until 1985. The Deputy 
Chief of Naval Operations for Air tells 
F/ A-18 subcontractors that they have 
an airplane with a $40 million unit 
cost. At these figures we will be spend
ing almost $9 billion a year on the 
F/A-18 at maximum planned procure
ment rates. This represents only $1 
billion less than the total of naval 
aviation procurement in this bill. It is 
obvious that if we maintain the F /A-
18 program, we will not be able to 
either procure other naval aviation 
needs, such as the P-3C, the F-14, the 
E-2, the EA-6B, the A-6, the AV-BB, 
the SH-60B or maintain other vital 
Navy programs such as shipbuilding. 

We have failed in Congress to hold 
the Navy and the contractors of the 
F-18 program accountable, and no 
amount of dollars that we pour into 
this program is going to correct these 
errors. 
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I ask my colleagues to support the 

continued health of the Navy and to 
adopt a positive defense position 
which will permit vital program needs 
to be met at the same time Congress 
reasserts its control over a program 
that has lost touch with reality and 
commonsense by supporting this 
amendment to eliminate the F/A-18 
with both eyes open. 

0 1450 
M-r. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentle

man from Texas. 
Mr. WILSON. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. 
Am I correct in my assumption the 

gentleman is not taking any money 
out of the defense budget? 

Mr. VENTO. That is correct. 
Mr. WILSON. In other words, the 

money that is taken out of the F/ A-18 
program will go to other programs? 

Mr. VENTO. It will be available to 
other aircraft and support programs. 
The amendment specifies to provide 
for economic buys, to save money, and 
I think that we can assume that will 
be done. It would likely put some 
planes on carrier decks more so than 
what is occurring right now with the 
expenditure of money on the FA-18. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Minnesota <Mr. VENTO) has used 
9 minutes. 

Does the gentleman from Illinois 
<Mr. PRICE) wish recognition? 

Mr. DICKINSON. I do not know, 
Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to yield to the gentle
man such time as he may consume. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman 
from Illinois <Mr. PRICE) allotting 15 
minutes of his time to the gentleman 
from California so the Chair knows 
where we stand? 

Mr. PRICE. I thought at the outset 
I yielded 15 minutes to the other side. 

Mr. DICKINSON. In that case, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California <Mr. BADHAM). 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, the 
debate that we are involved in now 
occurs on the F/A-18, and this will 
really be, I think, the final debate that 
we will have to determine the fate of 
the air arm of our U.S. Navy as far as 
a follow-on fighter attack aircraft is 
concerned. It is critical to the defense 
of our country. . 

I think that it can be said that any 
weapon system that we come up with 
with the state of technology that we 
understand and have before us today, 
can be criticized. Indeed, the FI A-18 
has been criticized basically, I feel, on 
two aspects. 

First of all, that it will not do what 
it is supposed to do. And the second 
one is, of course, cost. In cost compari
son, first, the F/A-18 is an expensive 

airplane. I do not think anybody ever 
disagreed with that concept. But it is 
also an airplane that because of its 
state at the present time and its test
ing and evaluation is an airplane that 
will be fixed, tactical and operable 
when it goes into service in the fleet, 
which will start at the beginning of 
next year. 

That is to say, the fixes will be done 
and it will be expensive, but even now 
the cost per copy of the FI A-18 is 
going down as we bring production up 
to what it ought to be. 

To compare the F/A-18 to the F-16 
or the A-7 or the A-6 really is an 
apples and oranges argument, because 
the F/A-18 is the F/A-18 and it is a 
superb aircraft. 

As far as the fixes are concerned, 
there was the roll-rate problem. I am 
sure everybody associates with the FI 
A-18 the roll-rate problem. In this 
regard let me say that the Navy set 
out a set of goals that no Nation, no 
aerospace firm, no weapon system, no 
airplane has ever achieved, but that is 
what the Navy said ought to be the 
goal for roll rate, among other things, 
of the F/A-18. And the original F/A-
18 did not make it. 

And so they put some fixes in. They 
extended the ailerons and ·did some 
leading-edge flap adjustment on the 
onboard computer and this and that 
and they substantially increased the 
roll rate to where I understand that it 
is better than any other roll rate in 
any other tactical aircraft now, but it 
does not meet the goal that has never 
been met, and that is a criticism. 

But I would say to my colleagues 
that it is an invalid criticism. 

As far as range, let me say this. That 
the range problem given the A-7 has 
more range than the A-6, they use ev
erything they have to get off the deck, 
and if you run the F/ A-18 on the same 
power off of a catapult, you are in 
afterburner and do not need to be and 
there goes your fuel so the range is 
less. 

The F/A-18 at the same speed or at 
a greater speed without the afterburn
er can get to altitude, to target, to 
back, through escape, and go far faster 
than any other Navy aircraft. 

In these brief moments let me say 
we are going to decide the fate of 
whether or not the Navy gets a new 
airplane or wants to go backward in 
technology to an airplane that cannot 
def end the target and not def end the 
fleet or we go ahead with an aircraft 
that is indeed one of the finest ever 
produced by this or any other country. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

0 1500 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. WILSON). 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not think that I need to apologize for 
my support of the Navy or of the De
fense budget. 

I would like to point out one more 
time that this amendment in no way 
diminishes the Defense budget. It 
simply reallocates funds to more prac
tical and more operable aircraft. 

Now, the things that are said about 
the F/A-18 in many cases have been 
proved wrong by the Special Investi
gating Committee of the Appropria
tions Committee. The allegation was 
made by the Navy that they had to 
have it because it was supersonic and 
that was the only thing that could 
penetrate the Soviet naval air defense. 

The truth is that no airplane can 
carry ordnance at supersonic speeds 
because it will simply burn them up. 

The F/ A-18 presently costs $24 1/2 

million a copy. The F/ A-18 has been 
disappointing in all its performance 
tests, and that is weighed against $23.4 
million per copy for the far superior 
aircraft, the F-14A. 

My colleague said that any airplane 
can be criticized. Well, I guess that is 
true. The only people I know of that 
criticized the F-16 are the Iraqis. 

The F-14 is not criticized for being 
able to do what it was designed to do, 
which is to protect the fleet from air 
attack. 

The F-15 has proved to be a very 
fine fighter plane. 

Now, this debate is not going to be 
the last debate, because if this amend
ment does not pass, then we will have 
another debate on the Appropriations 
Committee and we will continue to 
have debates, because this airplane 
simply will not meet criteria that has 
been set for it. It is completely out of 
control in cost overruns and it is a bad 
deal for the U.S. Navy, who simply do 
not want to admit to the Congress 
that they made a $3 or $4 billion mis
take. 

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

Mr. WILSON. I yield. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I want 

to commend the gentleman in the well 
for his statement. I think he has the 
best interests here at heart looking at 
wllat the problems are. 

I just want to comment that even 
looking at the life-cycle costs, for in
stance, of this particular aircraft, we 
come up with a figure of $48.9 million 
per copy, slightly less true than the F-
14, but nevertheless, you need more F/ 
A-18's. If you take the mix, as an ex
ample, of the A-6 and the F-14, you 
come up with a savings of $271 million 
in terms of providing enough for one 
carrier, in terms of fighter capacity, in 
terms of attack capacity. That is the 
point we are trying to get at here. We 
are trying to put something in an 
extra stream of parts and an extra 
stream of products and not one of 
them has been delivered; developed at 
the same time, for instance, as the F-
16, its contemporary. Of course, we all 
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know the story there, 250 of them in 
service versus zero for the F/A-18. 

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

Mr. WILSON. I yield. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 

cannot find words to express my pleas
ure and surprise that the gentleman is 
now critically examining these inordi
nate kinds of boondoggles that I have 
been complaining about for years. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. WILSON) 
has expired. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
additional minute to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. WILSON. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, what 
assurance have we that the money 
that will be saved here will not go to 
another plane that will not fly? 

Mr. WILSON. Oh, I think the 
money that we save here will go to 
planes that have been proven, that 
can be improved, such as the A-6, 
which is a very effective aircraft. 

I might also say to my beloved col
leagues from Massachusetts that there 
is nothing wrong with putting the 
engine that is in the F/A-18 into an 
improved A-6. 

I would also like to point out one 
more thing, that the Navy ha.S main
tained that this airplane can fight its 
way through enemy aircraft to the 
target and then attack the target. 
That simply is not true. When the air
plane is programed as a fighter, it is 
programed as a fighter. It has to 
return to the carrier to be programed 
as an attack plane. When it is pro
gramed as an attack plane, it cannot 
carry sidewinders. It cannot carry any 
other air-to-air missile, but must 
return to the carrier. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield on that point? 
Mr. WILSON. I yield. 
Mr. VENTO. The plane has a short

er radius, a lighter carrying capacity, 
than any other plane that is close to 
it. The ability is about one-third that 
of the F-14. 

Mr. WILSON. About one-third and 
it costs three times as much. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Indiana <Mr. HILLIS). 

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

I have great interest in this debate. I 
think it focuses attention on a very 
important weapons system; but I did 
want to make the comment as an ob
server that I happen to see the F-18 
perform in the recent Paris Air Show. 

I am perhaps no more a judge of air
craft than anyone else here, but I 
would say the performance of this air
craft was superb. It is hard to compare 
it with others, but the French had the 
Mirage 2000 there, which is an aircraft 

that has been used by their Air Force 
for a number of years and also for for
eign military sales. 

The performance of the F-18 was su
perior, there is no doubt about it, in its 
rate of climb, its maneuverability and 
everything about the aircraft was su
perior. 

The French then trotted out the 
Mirage 4000, which is the latest air
craft they have. It is really just out of 
R. & D. It is not even available to the 
French Air Force yet, to show it off as 
the latest addition to their Air Force. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana <Mr. HILLIS) 
has expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Chairman, the 
point I want to make is that the F-18 
in my opinion as an observer was supe
rior to the French Mirage 4000, which 
is probably the best and the latest 
that any European community could 
bring forth as a military attack air
craft. The FA-18 airplane as you see it 
in the air in performance and rate of 
a·cceleration gets the job done. 

I think that a lot of what has been 
written about it and said about it is 
not true, if you could see it perform 
and on the same field or in the same 
flight and with contemporary aircraft 
produced both in this country and 
around the world. It is a very fine air
plane. 

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

Mr. HILLIS. If I have the time. 
Mr. WILSON. I did not have the ad

vantage of attending the Paris Air 
Show, but the gentleman has com
pared the performance with French 
planes. The gentleman has not com
pared the performance with the F-16, 
the F-14, and the F-15, all of which 
are American planes that cost less 
than this plane. 

Mr. HILLIS. The F-14, F-15, and F-
16 were there and the FA-18 is equal 
to them. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts (Mr. MAVROULES). 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to thank my chairman for yield
ing. Let us see if we can get this argu
ment back into perspective. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment of the gentleman 
from Minnesota <Mr. VENTO). 

As a member of the Subcommittee 
on Procurement of the Armed Services 
Committee, I j:an report that one issue 
which was reviewed in great detail by 
the subcommittee was the Navy's 
budget request for the F-18 fighter. 

On the basis of extensive question
ing and testimony, one point became 
very clear. The F-18 has the unquali
fied support of both the Navy and De
fense Department. The effectiveness 
of naval and Marine Corps aviation 

through the 1990's are to a very great 
extent dependent upon the availabil
ity of the F-18. 

Because of the convincing testimony 
presented by the Navy, the committee 
approved a fiscal year 1982 production 
increase for the F-18 program from 63 
to 84 aircraft. The purpose for this in
crease is very clear. For nearly a 
decade, the Navy has failed to procure 
the fighter and attack aircraft neces
sary to maintain force levels. 

The Navy has consistently been 
losing more aircraft to attrition and 
old age each year than the number of 
new aircraft delivered or ordered. 

Contrary to certain reports, and to 
quote the Secretary of the Navy, 
"there has been no internal Navy 
review suggesting that we should 
cancel, delay, or reduce the program." 
The Navy is very satisfied with the 
demonstrated performance of the F-
18, and plans to proceed with the pro
gram without delay. 

Just a few days ago, on June 29 to be 
exact, the Deputy Secretary of De
fense, Frank C. Carlucci, issued the 
final program review decision memo
randum for the F-18. In his statement, 
Secretary Carlucci stated that-
The F-18 has met all requirements for use 
as a Navy/Marine Corps fighter. Full pro
duction of the F / A-18 for the fighter appli
cation is approved. 

Nonetheless, despite this full and 
complete support from Navy and De
fense Department officials, critics of 
the program contend that the Armed 
Services Committee "is making its rec
ommendation on the basis of incom
plete, if not inaccurate information." 

I strongly disagree. 
In fact, I believe that it is the gentle

man from Minnesota, the sponsor of 
the amendment, and not the members 
of the armed services committee, who 
is basing his argument on incomplete 
and inaccurate information. 

The Committee on Armed Services 
has formally reviewed the F-18 pro
gram since its inception through hear
ings before the Research and Develop
ment Subcommittee, the Procurement 
and Military Nuclear Systems Sub
committee, and before the full com
mittee. The committee has monitored 
projected cost increases. And, perhaps 
most importantly, the Committee on 
Armed Services has inquired into the 
condition of the Navy and Marine 
Corps force structure, including the 
requirement for modernization. 

As a matter of fact, no other aircraft 
program in recent years has been sub
ject to more rigorous and intensive 
scrutiny than the F-18 program. An 
extensive record of hearings, conduct
ed in open sessions, validate and justi
fy the decisive votes of confidence the 
Congress has given to the F-18 pro
gram. 
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And that record, I might add, is 

available to each Member of this 
House. 

However, there remains the question 
of cost for the F-18. And about 2 
weeks ago, during the Procurement 
Subcommittee's hearings on the 
Vinson-Trammell Act, I questioned 
Adm. Ernest Seymour, Commander of 
Naval Air Systems Command on the 
cost increases for the program. Admi
ral Seymour explained that there were 
three reasons for the cost increases for 
the F-18 program. 

First, and most serious, there is the 
inflation problem. The F-18 produc
tion program extends for 10 years, 
through 1990. 

When the program was presented to 
the Congress in 1975, the Navy was 
looking 15 years into the future. Pro
gram cost estimates, then, were esti
mates based on what things would cost 
in the decade of the 1980's. The Navy, 
and the Defense Department for that 
matter, simply did not accurately esti
mate inflation correctly in 1975. The 
rate of inflation in the 1975 to 1980 
period was significantly higher than 
the estimates which had been forecast. 

For instance, of the cost figures in 
the March Selected Acquisition 
Report, 87 percent of the cost increase 
in that particular report was because 
of inflation, created not by failures or 
program overruns, but simply by a dif
ferent calculation of the rate of infla
tion. 

Former Under Secretary of Defense, 
Dr. William Perry, describes the infla
tion impact this way: 

I didn't come to grips early enough and 
didn't understand early enough the really 
disastrous problems caused by inflation. I 
can't control inflation in this job, but I 
should have understood the impact of it 
better .... Inflation just wrecked hell out 
of some of our best plans. 

But, inflation is just part of the cost 
issue. 

According to Admiral Seymour, the 
second reason for cost increases in the 
F-18 program were design changes 
mandated by the Navy. Between 1978 
and today, the Navy has accumulated 
over 3,000 flying hours in the F-18 
fighters. On the basis of those flying 
hours, the Navy mandated changes in 
the program. These engineering 
changes have caused some increases in 
program costs. However, in the long 
run these engineering changes will pay 
dividends in terms of greater main
tainability and reliability for the F-18 
system. 

Finally, the third change in the pro
gram has been the increase in aircraft 
quantity. In 1975, the Navy planned 
an 800-aircraft program. However, be
tween 1975 and 1978, the Navy decided 
to add additional aircraft for a pro
gram total of 1,366 aircraft. Naturally, 
adding an additional 566 aircraft to 
the program will increase total pro
gram costs. 

However, despite these factors, pro
gram officials estimate that only 5 
percent of the total program cost in
creases are because of cost-growth. 

The F-18 program merits your sup
port. It is a sound program and well 
designed aircraft which will serve the 
Navy well into the 21st century. 

I urge the Members to reject the 
gentleman's amendment. 

0 1510 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 

minutes to the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. DOWNEY). 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, so I 
can dispense with the argument that I 
am here purely in a parochial role as a 
Representative from Long Island who 
would benefit from the adoption of 
this amendment, let me simply say if 
not one additional A-6 or F-14 were 
purchased and, in fact, if the Navy 
had taken the advice of people back in 
1975 and bought the F-16 instead of 
the F-17, I would still be standing here 
in my unalterable opposition to the F-
18. 

Mr. Chairman, what we are faced 
with is a question of how much de
fense will we get for our dollars. The 
American people have categorically 
stated that they are interested in 
spending more money, but I think im
plicit in that notion is the fact that if 
they are going to spend more money 
they want to get more defense. 

Are they? Certainly the F-18 is a 
prototypical example of less defense 
for more money. 

Mr. Chairman, in the latest SAR 
report of 47 major weapons systems, 
the cost growth in 1 year alone was 
$4. 7 billion. That is $4. 7 billion in addi
tional costs for the very same number 
of weapons. Indeed, when one takes a 
look at the tactical air budget, we are 
going to spend about 95 percent more 
in 1982 for about the same number of 
airplanes as we did in 1980. The cost
growth is truly astronomical. 

In the seminal work on the whole 
question of high technology and cost 
growth, written by a fellow by the 
name of Chuck Spinney, called "De
fense Facts of Life," he points out 
some of the problems inherent when 
we move to high technology, and he 
says that as we put in new gadgets and 
new radars and give all-weather capa
bilities to airplanes, the greater 
number of black boxes, that more 
things can go wrong with the air
planes. 

Initially the F-18 was designed and 
sold to the Congress as a lightweight 
fighter to complement the F-14, to be 
able to do both the ground attack mis
sion as well as aerial combat. The 
reason it was able to foist itself upon 
the Congress was because it was sup
posed to be about half the cost of the 
F-14, the plane it was supposed to 
complement. 

Today when we take a look at the 
life-cycle cost of the F-14 and the F-18 
we see some amazing statistics. We 
find that life-cycle cost turns out to be 
about $52 million for the F-14 and 
upward of $48 million, not half, but 
about 95 percent of the cost of the 
plane it was supposed to replace. 

So let us scratch argument No. 1, 
that it is lightweight. It is no more 
lightweight anymore. Cheap? It is cer
tainly not cheap. 

Alternative to the F-14 or supple
ment to the F-14, let us take a look at 
the Navy's mission. What is the great
est threat to the Navy? The greatest 
threat to the Navy, of course, is the 
Backfire bomber and the air- or the 
sea-launched cruise missile. 

If one is going to provide for a fleet 
defense against these, it would seem to 
me inherently obvious to anyone plan
ning fleet defense that one would 
want to simultaneously engage multi
ple targets. One would want a long
range radar that could, up to 75 miles, 
pick up those targets. 

This quality is embodied in the 
plane that the F-18 is supposed to 
complement. This is the F-14, which is 
capable of providing fleet defense. It is 
capable now of not only providing the 
fleet defense mission but of taking on 
the fighter role of the F-18 because 
the F-18 is no longer inexpensive. 

One other point about cost. In the 
peak of production in World War II 
this Nation was able to turn out 10,000 
aircraft. In the 1950's we were able to 
turn out 3,000 aircraft per year. In the 
late 1970's we were turning out about 
400 aircraft per year. This budget 
gives us the opportunity to turn out 
370 tactical air fighters. 
If we believe Norman Augustine, 

who is the vice president of Martin 
Marietta on the cost from the early 
Wright brothers right up to the F-18, 
we see that airplanes, tactical aircraft 
have grown by a factor of 4 every 10 
years. If this continues, the entire De
fense budget in the year 2054 will be 
used to purchase one tactical aircraft 
that the Navy and the Air Force and 
the Marine Corps can share it. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California <Mr. HUNTER). 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, could 
the Chair inform us as to the amount 
of time that remains on each side, 
please? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Minnesota <Mr. VENTO) has 12 
minutes remaining; the gentleman 
from Illinois <Mr. PRICE) has 10 min
utes remaining; and the gentleman 
from Alabama <Mr. DICKINSON) has 8 
minutes remaining. 
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Mr. VENTO. I thank the Chairman. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, it ap

pears that, inherent in the arguments 
of the people who would support this 
amendment is the idea that somehow 
if we scratch the F/A-18 we are going 
be able to build, in the future, cheaper 
planes. Much has been made of the 
cost overruns that have been apparent 
in a number of weapons systems, be
sides the naval aircraft area. 

I would like to cite some of the fac
tors that have generated the high 
costs of military systems today. I have 
here a Defense study made by the De
fense Science Board on the cost trend 
of certain parts and material subsys
tems that have increased significantly 
in the past year. 

Aircraft electrical connectors are up 
170 percent. Microwave tubes are up 
30 percent. Nonferrous metals are up 
86 percent. Aircraft radars up 23 per
cent. 

The delay time, the time in which 
we are able to acquire certain critical 
components of aircraft goes roughly: 
Aluminum forgings; from 20 to 120 
weeks from 1976 to 1980. Aircraft 
landing gear; from 52 to 120 weeks. 

The point I am trying to make, Mr. 
Chairman, is a point that was so vivid
ly illustrated to me the other day 
when I believe our ranking minority 
leader asked one of the gentlemen 
who was protesting a certain weapon 
system: "What do you want to do, go 
to bows and arrows?" The gentleman 
said, "Yes, sir; bows and arrows." 

D 1520 
Lo and behold, I was in a sporting 

goods store the other day to purchase 
a bow, and the first bow that I saw re
tailed for $269. We simply are not 
going to find cheap weapons systems, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to point out-and I think 
the gentleman has raised this issue 
very squarely and very fairly-the sta
tistics show that on this particular air
plane, the F-18, inflation has caused 
more than 80 percent of the cost. The 
research and development adjust
ments account for about 16 percent. 

So it is important to understand, as 
the gentleman has pointed out, the ex
treme increase in the inflationary 
rate, and I think that the people that 
are making decisions on this should 
understand that. 

Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman's sta
tistics are precise, and I thank the 
gentleman for his contribution. 

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

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to associate myself with the re-

marks of the gentleman from Califor
nia <Mr. HUNTER) and the remarks of 
the gentleman from Missouri <Mr. 
SKELTON). 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong oppo
sition to the amendment offered by 
my colleague from Minnesota <Mr. 
VENTO) that would prohibit the use of 
funds authorized in H.R. 3519 for pro
curement and R.D.T. & E. of the F/A-
18. 

The Armed Services Committee has 
done an excellent job, in my view, of 
putting together a package for procur
ing the most sophisticated and well
built fighter in the world. 

Deputy Secretary of Defense, Frank 
Carlucci, expressed his support for full 
production of the F/A-18 on June 29 
of this year. In his supporting memo 
Mr. Carlucci makes the statement that 
the cost reduction initiatives present
ed by the Navy at the program review 
show good potential for significant 
savings. 

What we do not need is another pro
gram stretchout or production rate re
duction. What we do need is to get this 
state-of-art fighter built and deployed 
by our naval forces. If we do not 
def eat this amendment, the ultimate 
result will be increased costs and infe
rior aircraft for our naval aviators. 

The Secretary of the Navy wrote in 
support of the F/A-18 and I quote: 

The airplane will add a new dimension in 
offensive and defensive flexibility to our 
carrier force, adding as it does the swing 
concept of both fighter and attack capabil
ity in one airframe. 

If the unthinkable should happen, 
and we have to send our young men 
into combat, it is then incumbent 
upon us to provide the weapons that 
will allow them to fight and survive. 

Mr. Chairman, I include in my re
marks an article from the Wall Street 
Journal of July 16, 1981, entitled 
"Military Economy". 

MILITARY ECONOMY 

Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger is 
putting his new management approach to 
its first big test by giving the Navy the go
ahead to buy the F18 fighter-bomber, one of 
the most expensive planes ever built. While 
the Navy will get its new aircraft with most 
of its highly sophisticated equipment, it will 
also have to institute several cost-saving 
procurement steps. The new procedures, if 
extended to other programs, could shave 
billions off the Pentagon's budget in years 
to come, but their success will require the 
no little matter of congressional support of 
Mr. Weinberger's leadership. 

Shortly after taking office, Mr. Weinberg
er and Deputy Defense Secretary Frank 
Carlucci devised a new managerial style 
toward running the Pentagon-the largest 
enterprise in the U.S. apart from the whole 

· federal government. Gone are the McNa
mara-inspired centralized controls, which 
made the Office of the Secretary responsi
ble for every decision from the design of 
missiles to the color of belt buckles. Gone is 
zero-based budgeting-the Georgia Highway 
Department's contribution to national secu
rity-which required that every program be 

reapproved each year. Almost gone is about 
half of the paper work load. 

In their place are a centralized policy 
planning operation and decentralized execu
tion and accountability procedures. While 
Mr. Weinberger will still be responsible for 
the major decisions on strategy and cross
service coordination, the service chiefs and 
the brass will now be in charge of carrying 
out the plans. 

In the F18's case, the Navy will buy the 
plane on a multi-year basis instead of the 
usual year-to-year government commit
ments. This will result in a significant cost
savings because manufacturers will have the 
security of a long-term contract and thus 
can achieve better efficiencies of scale. 
Multi-year procurement, however, will re
quire the approval of Congress, which previ
ously has resisted the idea. It is a bitter 
irony that for years Congress has insisted 
upon a yearly procurement process that 
drives up costs at the same time it has com
plained about wasteful Pentagon manage
ment. 

Other economies are also being introduced 
such as buying spare parts as the planes are 
built, when production volumes are high 
and costs are low, and the Navy will also 
offer to speed up periodic payments. These 
changes, along with a few design modifica
tions, are expected to save between $500,000 
and $1 million on each aircraft, which are 
expected to cost around $25.6 million apiece. 

Mr. Weinberger's management style can 
offer the U.S. a better defense at lower cost, 
but that is not enough. Management has to 
be tied to clear goals. A new defense strate
gy needs to be detailed and specific weapons 
and manpower programs have to be detailed 
and specific weapons and manpower pro
grams have to be carved to fit it. More 
public articulation of the principles that 
will guide the rearmament effort is required 
if the Congress and the American people 
are to maintain their resolve to spend more 
on defense. Congress, too, can do its part by 
giving Mr. Weinberger the kind of manage
rial discretion he needs. Without these im
provements, the defense buildup could fall 
short of the needed effectiveness. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to point to a couple of com
parisons that were made between the 
F/A-18 and the A-7 and the A-6. 

There are several critical areas in 
which the F/A-18 solidly outperforms 
the A-7 and A-6. One thing that is 
very important, especially in these 
times, when a critical factor in the sur
vivability of our naval aircraft is the 
ability to avoid and evade enemy mis
siles, is the amount of turn and the 
sharpness of turn that our aircraft can 
undertake. 

The F/A-18 can sustain a 5-gravity 
turn. The A-7 cannot. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri (Mr. SKELTON). 

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

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment 
by the gentleman from Minnesota 
which would eliminate funds for test
ing and procurement of the F-18 
Hornet fighter aircraft. 
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While the gentleman is correct that 

this is an expensive system, termina
tion of the F-18 on that basis repre
sents false economy. As of now, the 
fighter aircraft fleet of the Navy is se
riously obsolete. The Navy, thus, must 
spend inordinate amounts of money 
on repair and maintenance-money 
that must be diverted away from ef
forts to enhance our defense capabili
ties. All too often, large numbers of 
existing fighter planes are grounded 
while awaiting the expensive repair 
work. 

The F-18, on the other hand, is the 
most sophisticated fighter aircraft 
under development. The plane has 
multiple capabilities with greater ma
neuverability, reliability, and main
tainability than the F-14. The F-16, 
the only other fighter aircraft we are 
now developing, is even more expen
sive than the F-18. Despite the size of 
the authorization for the F-18, it rep
resents a cost-effective investment in a 
program that will make a significant 
contribution to our national security. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
opposing this amendment. 

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

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, in fin
ishing my last statement, I would just 
like to say that the A-7 cannot make a 
five-gravity turn at sea level even if it 
is unloaded. 

The F / A-18 can do this with 8,000 
pounds of armament. 

Further, the A-6 would take 38 sec
onds more to make a 360° turn than 
the F / A-18 and turning ability is im
portant when you are returning from 
an attack mission. The A-7 would take 
42.7 seconds longer than the F/A-18. 

These are both areas in which the 
F/ A-18 solidly outperforms its alter
natives. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
think we ought to set the ground rules 
and see what we are talking about 
here. We are not talking about apples. 
We are talking about oranges in this 
particular case. 

We do not have an airplane that is a 
single-purpose airplane as has been 
said by the opponents. It is not just a 
lightweight cheap complement to the 
F-14, as has been stated. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an all-weather, 
high technology, dual-purpose air
plane. It has two missions. One mis
sion is that of a fighter aircraft to 
complement the F-14, and the other is 
that of an attack airplane. 

It is needed, Mr. Chairman, to re
place the F-4's and the A-7's which 
are attack airplanes and to comple
ment the F-14's for the U.S. Navy and 
for the Marine Corps. 

Much of the cost has been talked 
about here. 

79-059 0-84-31 (Pt. 12) ' 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Flori
da (Mr. BENNETT). 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, the 
Committee yesterday agreed to the 
amendment of Mr. SHAW to the so
called posse comitatus section. That 
amendment would permit the partici
pation of Armed Forces personnel in 
drug seizures or arrests outside the 
land areas of the United States. That 
amendment was similar to the lan
guage I had proposed originally except 
that mine would have permitted sei
zures and arrests within the land areas 
of the United States. 

In the debate yesterday one of my 
colleagues stated that language would 
not allow military personnel to con
duct searches for drugs. I was shocked 
to hear that statement as nothing 
could be further from the truth. As 
you know I drafted the original lan
guage myself. Consequently, I believe 
I am the person best qualified to ex
plain its intent and meaning. And in 
order to avoid any confusion in subse
quent interpretation of the language, I 
believe I should set the record 
straight. 

In drafting that language, I was 
aware of the case law which clearly es
tablishes that a search may be con
ducted incidental to any arrest. I was 
also aware of the case law which rec
ognizes that the authority to search is 
implicit in, and incidental to, the au
thority to seize contraband. On the 
basis of those decisions, there was 
never any doubt in my mind that the 
power to search for drugs is included 
within the authority granted members 
of the Armed Forces by the term sei
zures or arrests. 

It was my intent in drafting the 
Armed Services Committee language 
originally contained in section 908 
that Armed Forces personnel would 
have authority to search for drugs, as 
well as to seize them and arrest the 
persons in whose possession they are 
found. Since I was aware of the case 
law previously mentioned, I drafted 
the section in accordance with that 
law. I did not believe it necessary to 
explicitly authorize that power which 
is implicit in the term seizures or ar
rests. 

I believe that, if any further clarifi
cation of this language is required, it 
should be left to the committee of con
ference which will consider this bill. If 
the members of the conference should 
have any problems with the language, 
they will be able to clarify it in their 
actions and report. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. BEN
NETT yielded the remainder of his time 
to Mr. SKELTON.) 

Mr. SKELTON. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, let me point out 
something that is very important and 
has not been mentioned today. We 
should compare this airplane to other 

airplanes estimated in maintenance 
man-hours per flight-hour. When we 
look at the F-14's, it takes 49 hours of 
maintenance for every flight-hour. 
The A-6, 32 hours for every flight
hour. F-4, 32 hours for every flight
hour. The F-18, the plane we are talk
ing about today, requires only 10 
hours for maintenance per flight-hour. 
I think this is certainly significant be
cause it has been designed to do a job, 
and it is doing that job. 

The U.S. Navy and the Marine Corps 
have had extensive tests. As a matter 
of fact, this airplane has had more ex
tensive tests that any other single 
military airplane in the history of our 
country. I certainly think that we 
should build this airplane, deploy this 
airplane, because it is truly the plane 
of the future. 

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

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I think that one of the 
reasons it has had so much testing is 
because it has not been yet ready for 
procurement. The fact of the matter is 
that they have had multiple fixes on 
the planes and not one of the planes is 
in service today, compared to 250 F-
16's developed in the same time frame. 

Mr. SKELTON. Every airplane that 
we have had and every airplane that is 
in the inventory of our Government at 
this time has had extensive testing 
and has had extensive reliability tests 
that have brought about corrections. 
This has been done with the F-18. 
This is a superb airplane that can do 
two things. It is a fighter airplane 
when needed. It is an attack airplane 
when needed. We certainly need it for 
our Marine Corps and for the Navy. 

Mr. YOUNG of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Minnesota. 

During consideration of this amend
ment, there have been several attacks 
on the F/A-18 program that I believe 
need clarifying. First of all, the oppo
nents of the F/ A-18 charge that the 
costs of the program have risen dra
matically, however, the facts tell a dif
ferent story. 

The Navy has said that the increase 
in the Hornet's costs are due to infla
tion and in the cost of materials and 
labor, slower development due to the 
F/A-18's advanced technology, and 
more exhaustive testing of the air
craft. This advanced technology con
sists of· a more sophisticated radar 
than the F-14; a greater combat radius 
than any other fighter aircraft when 
loaded with their designed missiles; 
greater maneuverability, reliability, 
and maintainability. As the only air
craft in the world today with a fully 
integrated, all weather, air-to-air clear 
weather air-to-ground weapon system, 
the F/A-18 is a very versatile aircraft. 
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Considering the features of the 
Hornet, it is a highly cost-effective air
craft. 

Another criticism of the FI A has 
been the performance of the aircraft. 
We all know that with any highly 
technological aircraft, there are bound 
to be some problems. However, in 
April, Defense Secretary Weinberger 
said that the flaws which had shown 
up in testing were being corrected and 
that we anticipate no problem in 
bringing it <FI A-18) up to full specifi
cation. 

Also, last year the Navy conducted 
sea trials aboard the carrier U.S.S. 
America and said that the Hornet op
erated for 4 days with 100 percent 
availability, constituting the most suc
cessful and earliest sea trials for any 
Navy aircraft in recent times. And last 
December, it was reported that the F/ 
A-18 demonstrated more than three 
times the reliability of current fleet 
aircraft during a 100-hour flight dem
onstration at Patuxent Naval Air Test 
Center. The results of the tests 
showed that other-than-routine main
tenance was required only 12 times. 
Before the tests, the Navy established 
29 times as a passing grade and set 16 
as the best possible performance. So as 
you can see, the F/A-18 is a reliable 
aircraft. 

Recently, the gentleman from Min
nesota circulated a "Dear Colleague" 
letter comparing the F-16 with the F/ 
A-18 that I believe should be exam
ined since the two aircraft are not 
similar. The F-16 is being produced at 
a significantly higher production rate 
than the F/A-18. For fiscal year 1982, 
the production rate for the F-16 is 120 
while the FI A-18 is only being pro
duced at 63 aircraft. As a result, the 
costs per plane are much higher for 
the F/A-18 than the F-16 because of 
the procurement rate. 

Second, the F-16 costs estimates 
contain the benefits of significantly 
higher numbers of foreign military 
sales aircraft than the F/A-18. And fi
nally, as I mentioned before, the F/A-
18 is a more capable aircraft than the 
F-16. 

Mr. Chairman, the F/ A-18 is essen
tial to our national defense and a ter
mination of this program would result 
in a waste of invested dollars for a 
vital aircraft program. I urge that the 
amendment be defeated. 
• Mr. RUDD. Mr. Chairman, the 
Armed Services Committee has shown 
great wisdom in restoring funding for 
the F/A-18 to provide for continu
ation of the program at planned pro
curement levels. This action would 
insure that Navy and Marine Corps 
aircraft needs will be met and that the 
crucial capability provided by this air-

. craft will be realized. 
There is an urgent need to · replace 

the Marine Corps' F-4 fighters and 
the Navy's attack A-7 aircraft because 
of obsolesence. The F/A-18 is a 

modern, flexible, and more maintain
able aircraft aptly suited to these 
needs. As more and more planes are 
dropped from the active lists through 
attrition we run the great risk of fall
ing behind in crucial force levels and 
could result in our running the main
tenance of an obsolete weapons 
system. We must not allow our defense 
posture to be weakened by delaying 
procurement of the F/ A-18. Further 
erosion of our air strike capability is 
the only alternative to our continued 
commitment to this program. 

Testing and revision are a part of 
any new technology, especially new 
military aircraft, so the experiences 
involved in the development of the F / 
A-18 do not constitute a serious argu
ment against the system. Meanwhile, 
the fact remains that those who have 
flown the aircraft, and those who will 
be expected to def end our Nation in 
the air, support the program and are 
in favor of full application of the pro
gram. As a former military pilot, and a 
Member concerned for the state of our 
Nation's defense, I support the com
mittee's recommendation and urge the 
House to pass the bill with full author
ity for the F/A-18.e 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DORNAN). 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to this 
amendment. 

I was pleased that my party made 
advances in the House in the election 
of last November, but it is at a 
moment like this that I find the loss 
of one of the distinguished Members 
from the other side of the aisle very 
distressing. 

The distinguished former Member 
from California, Mr. Jim Lloyd, was 
the first gentleman on the majority 
side of the aisle to fly the F-18 and 
use his vast experience in naval a via
tion to evaluate it. I can assure my col
leagues he still stands by his analysis 
that the F-18 Hornet is one of the 
finest Navy airplanes developed in his 
lifetime. 

I was the first Member to pilot the 
F-18 on my side of the aisle. 

Now, ladies and gentlemen, you 
know we cannot fool our friends in the 
fourth estate up there behind me. 

They know what suddenly causes 
the emergence here of all these in
stant aeronautical experts in this 
body-district contracts. I guess there 
is only one gentleman in the room 
that is claiming pristine pure motiva
tion and that is the gentleman who 
has offered the amendment. But is he 
knowledgeable in this complex field of 
study. No. The rest of us are from 
California-Northrup country; Texas, 
F-16 country; Long Island, A-10 coun
try; and from Missouri, Mac/Dae 
country. And all with varying levels of 
experience in military affairs or avia-

tion. Please let us recall the old vaude
ville joke about "How's your wife?" 

"Compared to what?" How is this F-
18 Hornet? Compared to what other 
airplane? 

When I flew the F-18 I compared it 
to all of the other airplanes I have 
flown in a long, long flying career
and I am going to engage in just a tad 
of oneupmanship here-that includes 
flying experience in the F-80, the F-
86, the F-100, the F-101, the F-102, 
the F-104, the F-105, the F-106. Most 
of those I flew before I came here 5 
years ago. I have flown in the past few 
years the F-lllF in England, the FB-
111, the B-52, the B-1, the F-14, F-15, 
F-16, F-18, and the A-4 Skyhawk, the 
A-5 Vigilante, the A-6 Intruder, the 
TA-7, down in Texas, the AV-8A Har
rier and the A-10. In Europe the 
Mirage and Hawk. In Israel the C-2 
"Kfir". Now may I tell your some
thing. The F-18 is one of the best air
craft for its mission that I have ever 
flown in my life. I agree with Jim 
Lloyd and BOB BADHAM-it is fabulous 
as a defense system. Compared to all 
of the other airplanes, there is no 
comparison except with the Eagle and 
the F-16 Falcon. 

Now, compared to the airplane that 
I spent most of my active duty time 
pushing through the skies, the F-100 
this Hornet is remarkable at the equiv~ 
alent point in its life cycle. The F-100 
Super Sabre killed George Welch, a 
Medal of Honor winner and ace from 
the attack on Pearl Harbor, when he 
was a top test pilot. When I was flying 
it in a combat ready unit the lOO's 
were still falling out of the sky with 
engine problems yet it went on 'to have 
a great history worldwide. It is still 
flown by Denmark, Turkey, and 
Taiwan. That same hairy safety rate, 
or lack thereof, applied to the F-4 in 
its early days and the A-7, and the 
Harrier and the F-14. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. WILSON) said the F-16 has 
had no problems. Wrong. Pratt & 
Whitney engine in the F-15 and the 
F-16 has had serious problems for 
years, occasionally taking lives. The A-
10, when I last looked had killed over 
16 pilots. Yes, most accidents, pilot 
error under high stress simulated 
combat maneuvering. But this subson
ic A-10 tank killer, good in the weeds 
when flying its specific mission, is not 
even in the same aerodynamic ball
park as the F-18 at any altitude from 
3,000 feet to 10,000, 20,000, 30,000, 
40,000, and-well let us face it the A-
10 cannot soar that high. 

And as for the F-14 with its weak 
underpowered engines-it is a great in
terceptor • • • i~ AB with its superb 
Phoenix missile system on line. Other
wise forget it. The F-14 is not a dog
fighter. It was not meant to be. It is a 
long range fleet defense, period. 
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Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield 

to the gentleman from Texas. 
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Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, just 

for the record, I would like to point 
out I am probably as provincial as the 
next guy. I think the plane that 
should be used to replace this is not 
the A-7 but the Grumman A-6. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. The A-
6 is slow, subsonic, good but slow. And 
look what happened with an A-6-
probably pilot error-:--hitting the lip of 
the deck of the carrier Nimitz a few 
weeks back, with high loss of life. My 
point is, relative to the number of 
hours flown, the F-18 has not only not 
ever killed any of its highly experi
enced and valuable test pilots but it 
has had only one accident, an unprece
dented safety record. It is performing 
in some areas above specs; in other 
areas, below the very demanding high
performance specifications hoped for. 

The A-10 and the A-7 and A-6 
cannot defend themselves against even 
aging Mig-2l's. The F/A-18 can attack 
ground targets without peer and if 
jumped by hostile fighters while doing 
so. It can jettison its stores, turn, 
climb, and shoot the enemy in the face 
with ease. It pulls G's with the same 
mind-boggling, world-class style as 
does the Eagle and the Fighting 
Falcon. 

I close, Mr. Chairman, with a rebut
tal to Senator HART'S allegations 
which many Members are parroting 
here today. 

In comments published in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD of May 13, 1981, 
Senator HART addressed the F/A-18 
program. His conclusions are not con
sistent with Navy interpretation of the 
relevant information. The following 
comments are offered: 

Senator HART, Congressmen 
DOWNEY, VENTO, and others, state that 
the F/A-18 is the wrong aircraft for 
the missions we need filled, that the 
F-14 would be more appropriate, and 
that the naval fighter version of the 
F/A-18 is dead. The Senator is correct 
that, in the fleet air defense role, the 
F-14 has no equal, though the F/ A-18 
is not without significant capability in 
this area. The Navy has been consist
ent in that position over the years. 

They are mistaken when they imply 
that the naval fighter version of the 
F/A-18 is dead. First, there is no fight
er version of the multimission F/A-18, 
distinct from an attack version. The 
aircraft is a multipurpose strike-fight
er. Second, F/A-18's will be employed 
in Navy fighter squadrons, replacing 
F-4 aircraft, aboard carriers that will 
not accept the F-14. 

Senator HART makes the point that 
the F-14/Phoenix system is capable of 
engaging several targets at a time, 
while the F/A-18 is capable of engag-

ing only one. The only limitation is a 
missile limitation and not one associat
ed with the aircraft. Advanced air-to
air missiles, now under development, 
with characteristics similar to Phoe
nix, will be carried on both the F/ A-18 
and F-14, as well as USAF fighters. 
The F/A-18 weapon system is mecha
nized for multiple-target engagements 
at the present time. 

Senator HART stated: 
The failure of the F-18 as a naval fighter 

has been recognized. 
In fact, when evaluated in the fight

er role during operational test this 
year, the FI A-18 was judged superior 
to threat representative aircraft and, 
when flown by FI A-18 inexperienced 
pilots, about equal to an F-14. The F/ 
A-18 as a Navy fighter, in the opinion 
of those who have flown and main
tained the aircraft, is anything but a 
failure. 

A statement was made that the F /A-
18 was no improvement over the A-7 
in the attack role. The Senator con
cedes that the F/ A-18 is supersonic, 
but minimizes the capability because it 
requires afterburner and reduces 
range. The Navy would have to agree 
with the Senator that a supersonic ca
pability in an attack aircraft, though 
important at critical times, is not often 
used. However, a comparison of attack 
aircraft that considers only speed is 
extremely shortsighted. There are nu
merous other factors that weigh very 
heavily in reaching a valid conclusion: 
Subsonic performance using basic 
engine thrust, reliability, maintain
ability, versatility, range, survivability 
in a hostile environment, load-carrying 
capacity, sensor performance, system 
integration, crew operability, self-pro
tection capability, and so forth. A· 
useful tactical aircraft is a successful 
balance of many factors, considering 
the threat environment in which it 
will operate. The A-7 was an outstand
ing aircraft in many ways in its day; 
however, like many other outstanding 
aircraft in history, it will not perform 
in the environment of the 1990's. The 
FI A-18 will meet the threat of the 
future, and for the factors discussed 
above represents a significant im
provement over the A-7 aircraft. 

The Senator alleges that the F/ A-18 
ties marine aviation to big carriers and 
long runways. It is submitted that the 
required combat capability and the 
state of the art in building aircraft re
strict the options of all services for 
most missions at this time. The Navy 
has never opposed the AV-8B for the 
Marine Corps, except on grounds of 
affordability. In order for the AV-8B 
to achieve maximum range and pay
load capabilities, a runway of about 
4,000 feet will be required. Flight test 
of the F/ A-18 demonstrates that the 
Hornet can operate from a runway of 
that length. 

The Senator states that, "Technical
ly the aircraft continues to encounter 

serious problems" when there are no 
significant uncorrected problems with 
the FI A-18 today. Those "problems" 
mentioned in the statement are either 
items that have not yet been tested in 
the ongoing development program or 
are minor in nature. 

Senator HART states that the 
DSARC in March was expected to ap
prove full production funding for the 
F/A-18 but refused to do so. In fact, 
the program has for years been struc
tured for three DSARC III reviews, 
the current one being the second. Full 
production funding would be appropri
ate only after the final DSARC III in 
1982. 

The Senator asks, "What about 
costs?" 

The original F/A-18 production cost 
estimates were developed over 5 years 
ago in base-year fiscal year 1975 dol
lars. Since that time, F/A-18 costs 
have significantly increased due pri
marily to three factors: inflation, an 
increase in quantity from 800 to 1,366 
aircraft, and basic cost growth (inaccu
rate initial estimates). Of these three 
factors, inflation has had the largest 
impact by far. 

The December 31, 1980, selected ac
quisition report includes a procure
ment that is production, cost estimate 
of $35.6 billion for 1,366 aircraft. Of 
this amount, approximately 66 percent 
or $23.5 billion represents inflation. 
Approximately 12 percent or $4.4 bil
lion represents an increase in the 
quantity from 800 to 1,366 aircraft, 
with another 3 percent or $1.2 billion 
due to cost growth. The original pro
duction cost estimate accounts for ap
proximately 14 percent or $6.6 billion 
of the current estimate. 

The single largest cost increase, due 
to inflation, occurred with the recent 
submission of the President's fiscal 
year 1982 budget in January 1981. 
This budget showed a procurement 
cost increase of $8.6 billion over the 
fiscal year 1981 budget ($35.572 billion 
versus $26.935 billion). One billion-12 
percent-of the increase resulted from 
cost growth and changes in require
ments. The remaining $7.6. billion-88 
percent-is due to inflation, roughly 
half accounted for by projection of 
OSD/OMB-allowed inflation rates 
over the life of the program and half 
by actual costs-unbudgeted infla
tion-reflecting aircraft industry infla
tion to be absorbed by the program. 
The OSD-allowed inflation, $3. 7 bil
lion, includes $1.8 billion inflation on 
the actual $1 billion program cost 
growth, $1 billion due to changes in 
the OSD inflation rates during 1980, 
and $0.9 billion due to a procurement 
schedule change which moved 210 air
craft from fiscal year 1982-85 to fiscal 
year 1986-89. The remaining $3.9 bil
lion is referred to as absorbed inflation 
and is the result of differences be
tween actual and OSD-allowed infla-
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tion from 1978 through 1980. By de-es
calating the real dollar cost of the pro
gram from 1980 to constant fiscal year 
1975 dollars using the understated 
OSD rates, a base adjustment of $1.4 
billion is generated in the constant
dollar cost of the program. The OSD
allowed inflation applied to this base 
increase is $2.5 billion. Previously, 
under the rules governing SAR prepa
ration, this $3.9 billion-$1.4 billion 
base plus $2.5 billion inflation-ap
peared as cost growth rather than in
flation. When inflation rates are re
vised to reflect the actually incurred 
rates, the constant dollar cost is re
duced by $1.4 billion and the then
year costs remain at the same level. 

In the March 1981 SAR, OSD has re
vised the procedures to permit the use 
of actual inflation experience. This 
policy change, in conjunction with the 
movement of 12 aircraft from fiscal 
year 1979 to fiscal year 1981 and fiscal 
year 1982 and the application of re
vised OSD inflation predictions, re
sults in total procurement cost esti
mates of the $12.155 billion in con
stant dollars and $32.872 billion in 
then-year dollars. Even with these 
latest reduced estimates of inflation 
prediction, escalation still represents 
over 60 percent of the total procure
ment cost of the F/A-18 aircraft. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. PEASE). 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of my colleague from Minne
sota. Earlier this year I joined Mr. 
VENTO and several others in signing a 
letter to Mr. ADDABBO expressing con
cern over the problems plaguing the 
F/A-18 weapon program. 

The F/A-18 reeks of continual poor 
management. Yet, the Congress re
f uses to recognize this in any tangible 
fashion. There is no incentive to the 
contractors and no apparent effort to 
provide any. 

In the past 1 % years GAO has put 
out three reports on the problems as
sociated with the F/ A-18. Obviously 
there is cause for concern. 

This aircraft is incredibly expen
sive-the cost to the American taxpay
ers is enormous-and are they getting 
any reassurance or protection out of 
their defense dollars? GAO has ques
tioned not only the expense but the 
effectiveness as well. Does the admin
istration and Department of Defense 
believe that the American taxpayers 
are willing to stand by while we dump 
money into questionable projects? 

The importance of security and de
fense of the United States goes with
out saying. But we must choose wisely. 
I urge my colleagues to support Mr. 
VENTo's amendment. 

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

Mr. PEASE. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Ohio 
<Mr. PEASE) for his support. 

I want to point out there has been a 
lot of information floating around 
about the inflation factor. I submit 
the high rate of inflation of the F-18 
has been because of the many fixes in
volved. If the Members want to argue 
the inflation point, it is really against 
the F-18. The Members ought to get 
their facts straight regarding inflation 
increases. 

The GAO report says 65 percent. I 
hear reports of 75 and now amazingly 
85 percent. The rate keeps going up 
with the heat of the discussion. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts <Mr. MARKEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment of the 
gentleman from Minnesota <Mr. 
VENTO). 

I must take strong issue with the 
gentleman when it comes to the facts 
about the F-18. True, I have taken the 
time to learn something about this air
craft because work on the F-18 engine 
is performed in Massachusetts. But I 
speak today on behalf of keeping this 
aircraft in the 1982 budget because all 
Americans can agree that the future 
defense of our Nation depends in great 
measure upon the strength of our 
naval forces. The ability of our Navy 
to maintain our access to the sea
lanes-upon which so much of our 
vital commerce depends, including our 
petroleum imports-is a crucial and in
dispensable element in our national se
curity. 

We cannot afford to take lightly, or 
to put at risk, the tools necessary to 
guarantee that our Navy and our Ma
rines can accomplish this mission. 

Today, you will hear criticisms of 
the F-18; but not from the U.S. Navy. 

The Navy wants the F-18-and its 
attack plane counterpart, the A-18-
because it can perform both fighter 
and bomber-attack missions. These are 
missions which currently require two 
older Navy planes, which are now 
being phased out due to attrition and 
old age. 

The F-18 is the Navy's fighter of the 
future. There is simply no comparable 
alternative to the F-18 available to 
meet Navy and Marine Corps require
ments in the future. 

Critics juggle figures on the costs of 
the F-18. 

But the facts are that if you com
pare production line flyaway costs, the 
F-18 is only about 68 percent as costly 
as the F-14-or about $21.5 million 
unit cost compared to about $29 mil
lion. 

Now, let us compare the facts about 
the comparative costs of the F-18 and 
the F-16 Air Force fighter. I have 
taken the trouble to look at the March 
1981 selected acquisition report which 

details these aircraft. From March 
1980 through March 1981, the F-18 in
creased 5 percent in cost. The F-16 
went up by 10 percent. 

The Navy has rebutted the charges 
of the gentleman from Minnesota, and 
I quote from the Navy's rebuttal: 

If the current F/A-18 program is com
pared to the 1975 development estimate, it 
can be seen that the cost increases are due 
to inflation (74 percent), changes in pro
gram requirements including 566 additional 
aircraft (20 percent), and cost growth (6 per
cent>. Cost growth of this magnitude is far 
from excessive. 

But the real question is what are we 
getting for our money? 

Here is what the Navy says: 
As the only aircraft in the world today 

with a fully-integrated, all-weather, air-to
air and clear-weather air-to-ground weapon 
system, the F/A-18 is a highly capable air
craft. 

Further, and I quote: 
An amendment terminating the F/A-18 

would result in a true waste of invested dol
lars and would also deal a severe blow to 
naval aviation and national defense. 

The Chief of Naval Operations, 
Adm. Thomas Hayward, calls the F-18 
program "better than any alterna
tive." Deputy Defense Secretary 
Frank Carlucci says the F-18 will set 
new standards for tactical aircraft reli
ability. 

One problem plaguing today's high 
technology jet aircraft is inadequate 
operational readiness. It is not unusu
al for an advanced fighter-like the F-
15 or F-14-to be operationally ready 
less than half the time. 

A key element of the F-18 program 
has been to establish what Deputy De
fense Secretary Carlucci calls very 
stringent reliability goals. The chief 
test pilot, Lt. Col. Pete Field, for the 
F-18 program states that when the F-
18 is deployed, it will have an oper
ational readiness of 80 percent-twice 
that of the F-4 Phantom jet which it 
replaces, and nearly twice that of the 
F-14 and F-15. 

When Adm. Wesley MacDonald tes
tified earlier this year, before the 
House Armed Services Procurement 
Subcommittee, he declared: "We be
lieve that the F-18 Hornet will set the 
reliability and maintainability criteria 
for the next decade." 

I urge my colleagues to consider 
their vote on this amendment very 
carefully. I believe the facts speak 
clearly to us. It would be a grave mis
take for us to cancel this program
bad for national defense, bad for our 
air warfare readiness, and bad for cost 
effectiveness in military procurement. 

I urge a "no" vote on this amend
ment. 

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

Mr. MARKEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, the in
crease last year in terms of program 
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costs for this was $13.9 million. It went 
from $24 to $38 million; is that more 
than 5 percent? 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
cost increase is 5 percent when com
pared to the F-16 and 10 percent. I 
think that is what we have to compare 
when we consider the relative competi
tion. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Missou
ri (Mr. GEPHARDT). 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield my 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Missouri <Mr. SKELTON). 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objec
tion, the gentleman from Missouri 
<Mr. SKELTON) is recognized. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SKELTON. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. 
Mr. Chairmari, when we are looking 

at this program, I think we should re
alize that this program is actually a 
smaller program. 

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

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MAVROULES. In answer to the 
question of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts <Mr. MARKEY), I just wish 
to report to our dear colleague from 
Minnesota <Mr. VENTO) that the SAR 
unit program costs from March 1979 
to March 1981, are indeed 5 percent 
and not the 19 percent or 15 percent 
as has been bandied around this after
noon. 

I might ask the gentleman another 
question, if I may, if the gentleman 
will yield further to me. 

We have heard a little bit about the 
F-16 here this afternoon-a good air
plane. Let us make a comparison. 

Mr. SKELTON. It is a different kind 
of airplane. 

Mr. MAVROULES. The F-16 is a 
low mixed air fighter. We agreed to 
that. The F-18 is an all-weather fight
er with Sparrow capability, which the 
F-16 does not presently have. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri <Mr. SKEL
TON) has expired. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman another half a minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Missouri <Mr. SKELTON) is recog
nized for another 30 seconds. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to point out that setting in
flation aside, the F-18 program is 
smaller than the F-4 program in con
stant dollars. We should not be misled 
by the various figures that have been 
floating around here by the opponents 
today. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to join the gentleman in the well 
in his remarks in opposition to the 

amendment of the gentleman from 
Minnesota <Mr. VENTO). I wish to com
mend the gentleman from Missouri 
<Mr. SKELTON) for his leadership in op
posing this amendment. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to inquire as to the amount of 
time remaining on each side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Minnesota <Mr. VENTO) has 11 
minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Illinois <Mr. PRICE) has 3¥2 min
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Alabama <Mr. DICKINSON) has 2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. CHAPPELL). 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Chairman, 
some of us said, back in 1975 when the 
F-18 program began, that we were em
barking on a wild goose chase. Experi
ence has proven that statement true. 
We have chased the F/A-18 to a price 
more than twice its estimated acquisi
tion cost. 

Some of us so vividly remember its 
inception-we decided we could not 
buy enough F-14's to adequately equip 
the Navy to perform its mission of sea 
control. Because we could not afford 
the F-14, we said to the Navy, "Go out 
and come forth with a low-cost, afford
able, lightweight fighter to supple
ment the F-14." So the Navy set out to 
do just that. It has accomplished the 
so-called high-low mix: high in cost 
and low in performance, quite the · re
verse of the intended goal. 

We have accomplished that part of 
it. Let us see what really evolves from 
the program today. We are proceeding 
with a $40 billion buy of an aircraft 
that provides us less capability than 
any of several of the alternatives avail
able according to studies the Navy 
itself has made. Optional recommen
dations which its experts have from 
time to time made at the four-star ad
miral level, the Navy Materiel Com
mand, but ignored by the Navy and/or 
the Defense Department. Any of those 
apparently available options could 
save two carrier loads of airplanes oth
erwise lost to excessive costs. That is 
two air wings over 150 aircraft. At the 
same time assuring more capability. 

The figures I have just recited come 
not from my mind, but rather from at 
least two studies which the Navy itself 
has made and which the political eche
lon at the top has rejected. 

Admiral Whittle-a four-star admi
ral, head of Naval Materiel-perfected 
a recent report hidden and suppressed 
by the Navy, which clearly points out 
that the only way we can afford the 
capability of a 14 to 16 carrier Navy is 
to exercise options which do not in
clude the F/A-18. This study shows we 
can have the 14 carrier air wings with 
these options as compared to only 12 if 
we hold to the procurement of the FI 
A-18. 

What are we going to do? What are 
we going to do with the FI A-18 in the 

first place? The Navy has clearly said 
it is not going to use the F-18 on the 
carrier as a fighter. So it is eliminated 
from the fighter inventory insofar as 
the Navy is concerned. Navy would use 
it only in the attack role. Let us see 
where we get our greatest capability 
for the money. 
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The studies by Whittle and the rec

ommendations made by Woolsey back 
in 1978 to the Department of Defense, 
which has been a prime rejector of 
viable options in this matter, were 
that if we want the strongest capabil
ity at least cost, we go with the F-14 in 
the fighter role in the Navy and go 
with the A-6 in the attack role. 

Now, if we want a little cheaper ver
sion of the mix, then we buy some A-
7's with A-6's. And if we want to kick 
up the performance in the attack role, 
then go to an A-7X. These options 
offer greater capability at lower costs. 

May I make one further point on the 
question of the Marines. What is the 
Navy going to do with reference to the 
Marines? 

It suggests using the F-18 in the 
fighter role and the AV-SB in the 
attack role, so that there are only two 
usages we are talking about with the 
F/A-18, attack in the Navy and fighter 
in the Marine Corps. In the Marine 
fighter role the F-14 better serves the 
need at equal or lower cost. 

The questions here are affordability 
and capability. We argued affordabil
ity way back in the beginning and re
jected greater buys of the F-14 be
cause we could not afford it. Hence 
the argument for a light weight, inex
pensive fighter, the F-18. 

Now, the F-18 costs more than the 
F-14, with a third of the capability. 

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

Mr. CHAPPELL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Alabama. 

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

I am sure that I share the same con
fusion of many of those who are lis
tening to this. I am well aware that 
clearly 4 or 5 years ago, when the 
matter first came before our subcom
mittee, it was said that we were going 
for a high-low mix, and that we had 
the high mix in the F-14 at high cost 
and this would be the low part of that 
because they could not afford all the 
F-14's they want. But the figures I 
have heard are confusing. 

I wonder if the gentleman could tell 
us, what is the flyaway cost of the F-
14 and what is the flyaway cost of the 
F/A-18? Are we agreed on these fig
ures? 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Chairman, we 
ought to be in agreement because they 
have been furnished and updated by 
the Navy and by the very people who 
have made the reports, although we 
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ought to be comparing the cost of the 
A-6 and the A-7 against the F/ A-18, 
because that is the attack role of the 
Navy. 

Let me give the gentleman the com
parative figures of the fighter role air
craft. If we compare the F-14 with the 
F/A-18, we find the procurement 
figure for the F-14 to be $23.24 million 
against ·$24.5 million for the F/A-18. 

Mr. DICKINSON. That does not 
make a lot of sense if it is to be a high
low mix. 

I wonder if the gentleman can tell us 
the difference in the programs on unit 
cost? 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Yes. If we compare 
the 15-year life cycle costs the F-14 is 
$53. 7 million and $48.9 million for the 
F/A-18. 

But I point out that fewer F-14's are 
needed to perform the mission and 
thus total force costs are less with it. 
The F-18 does one-third the job the F-
14 does. The F-14 has the Phoenix 
missile, and it can engage six incoming 
targets simultaneously and track 
many more and has a standoff capabil
ity of 75 miles, while the F/A-18 or 
the F-18 has to go one on one. So it 
would take not nearly so many F-14's 
as it would F/ A-18's. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, in 
order to give me a better grasp of it, 
could the gentleman give us a compar
ison of the total program cost of the 
F-14, compared to the F/A-18? If the 
gentleman has those figures, how 
many billions of dollars are we talking 
about for each program? Does the gen
tleman have those figures? 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
could give the gentleman some figures 
based upon certain mixes, but the only 
way to look at it is to look at it in a 
total force concept. The probable com
parable total program costs are $35 
billion for the F-14 and $40 billion for 
the F/A-18. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Does the gentle
man know the total program cost of 
the F/A-18? 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Yes; the total cost 
of the F/A-18 is right now at about 
$40 billion, and it is likely to go to $42 
billion, in the next 18 months. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Is this including 
inflation, or is that in constant dol
lars? 

Mr. CHAPPELL. These are 1982 dol
lars. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Yes; figured on 
the basis of inflation for that year? 
That is based on inflation for 1982? 

Mr. CHAPPELL. That is as I under
stand it. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Now, if the dol
lars are not there, if we cannot come 
up with the money, what would that 
mean then? Would we go back to 
something else, or what is the alterna
tive? 

Mr. CHAPPELL. The alternatives 
are, as clearly stated by the Navy in 
their various reports and recommenda-

tions, that we go to an A-6 and/or A-7 
or A-7X and an F-14 mix for Navy 
fighter and attack missions, and F-14's 
and AV-8B's for the Marines. To pro
vide the greatest number of air 
wings-that is, the greatest number of 
aircraft available over the next 15 
years at a fixed yearly expenditure of 
approximately $5 billion, we can have 
14 air wings against 12 if you go to the 
F/A-18. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
think I find this very confusing. 

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

Mr. CHAPPELL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very interested in the A-7, which will 
come up a little later on. The gentle
man spoke of an alternative, an A-7X. 

Could the gentleman please give us 
some kind of comparative performance 
between the two, and possibly some
thing as to cost? 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Yes. Let me see if I 
can put this in proper perspective. 

If we give the F/A-18 a value of 1, 
the A-7 carries 1 V2 to 1 % times the 
payload of the F/A-18. 

Mr. WHITE. The A-7X would have a 
different payload? 

Mr. CHAPPELL. The A-7X would 
carry more than that. It would carry 
1% to 2 times that of the F/A-18. It 
would carry it further, increasing the 
radius of action about another 200 
nautical miles, and the performance in 
either capacity, in the capacity of the 
fighter role and in every category, ac
cording to the Navy, is superior to 
that of the F/A-18. We have a greater 
capability in all performance catego
ries with the A-7X over the F/A-18. I 
support the amendment, Mr. Chair
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida <Mr. CHAP
PELL) has expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield my remaining 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri <Mr. 
BAILEY). 

Mr. BAILEY of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. There is little secret 
that the Navy's F/A-18 fighter/attack 
aircraft program is the target of critics 
of that program. I think confusion has 
acted as a catalyst to the controversy. 

Critics feel that the program has 
grown out of proportion in cost and 
that the F/A-18 seems to lack the ca
pabilities necessary to increase and 
strengthen our defense posture. The 
facts do not support these allegations. 

It is very much true that the F/A-18 
program is the largest Department of 
Defense acquisition program. But it is 
not true that the actual program costs 
are principally responsible. Inflation 
has caused the cost of this program to 
skyrocket over 75 percent while actual 

cost growth in the program hovers 
around 5 to 6 percent. 

The FI A-18 has the unqualified sup
port of the Department of Defense. 
The Navy particularly supports its 
availability because there is no compa
rable alternative to meet Navy and 
Marine Corps requirements. Surely, 
very few defense programs have un
dergone a more intensive and thor
ough examination than the F/A-18 
has since its inception in 1975. Fur
thermore, Navy testing and testimony 
show, without question, that the F /A-
18 is more than adequate at meeting 
its mission requirements. Its reliabil
ity, maintainability, survivability, and 
operating costs will prove to be top of 
the line. 

The Navy must have the F/A-18 to 
replace its A-7 in the attack role and 
to complement the F-14 in the fighter 
role. The Marine Corps needs the F / 
A-18 to replace its F-4 in the fighter 
role and to back up its attack squad
rons in light attack. 

The F/A-18 possesses unique multi
mission capability as it is the only air
craft in the world with a fully inte
grated, all-weather, air-to-air, and 
clear air-to-ground weapon system. 
This, coupled with its other features, 
make it the most cost-effective tactical 
aircraft in the Navy inventory. 

This program is not a waste of 
money and any effort to eliminate the 
F/ A-18 would be a great waste of in
vestment dollars and a tragic disserv
ice to our efforts to strengthen Ameri
can defense. 

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

Mr. BAILEY of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from California <Mr. 
HUNTER) quoted me earlier as saying I 
wanted to rely on bows and arrows for 
our military. I did not say that. I had 
said in earlier debate, in response to a 
question from the gentleman from 
Alabama <Mr. DICKINSON), as to 
whether we needed bows and arrows 
that yes, we might be in a situation we 
could use bows and arrows as well as 
other weapons. 

The more I hear of the weapons sys
tems we are now spending billions on, 
which often do not work, which are 
unreliable, which are too expensive to 
test, I think we had better find weap
ons to protect us which are not so 
complicated, not so cumbersome, and 
not so expensive. The bow and arrow, 
quite a reliable and most inexpensive 
weapon, might be considered for part 
of our arsenal. 

Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAILEY of Missouri. I am 
happy to yield to the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

the Vento amendment. The issue of 
cost and the cost benefit ratio has 
been raised. If we were to devise a new 
replacement aircraft with the compa
rable technology and multiple capabil
ity of the FI A-18, the cost would be 
even higher. We will not be saving de
fense dollars by supporting this 
amendment and eliminating the FI A-
18. 

The issue of low maintenance cost, 
and high reliability, of the F/A-18 is a 
factor that must be recognized for its 
operational value to the Navy. 

Adm. Thomas Hayward, Chief of 
Naval Operations, said in March of 
this year: 

The comprehensive test and evaluation 
process • • • demonstrated the Hornet's 
outstanding reliability and availability for 
operations. The F/A-18 program will result 
in an aircraft program which is better than 
any alternative. 

Deputy Secretary of Defense, Frank 
Carlucci, has stated frankly and di
rectly: 

The reliability of the F / A-18 in operation 
service will set new standards for tactical 
aircraft. 

Mr. Chairman, the F/ A-18 will be 80 
percent operationally ready, at least 
twice that of any of the aircraft the F-
18 is to replace. 

What we must do now is produce the 
F/A-18 at rates that will minimize the 
impact of any future inflation and at 
rates that will give the Navy the abili
ty to fulfill its mission. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. VENTO). 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve my remaining 1 minute. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, my 
point of order is that I believe the 
chairman of the committee has the 
authority to wind up the last speech 
on this particular item. I do not think 
the gentleman from Minnesota has 
the right to be the last speaker. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
state that the tradition in the House is 
that the chairman of the committee 
does ·have the right to close debate. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I 
thought we had an understanding, but 
I would be happy to accede to the 
Chair, and I yield myself 1 remaining 
minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. VENTO). 

0 1550 
Mr. VENTO. This afternoon there 

has been abundant information that 
the F/A-18 is a case of putting a pro-

curement ahead of the technological 
development of the product. I think it 
is a classic case, in 1975 where we had 
a plane, the F-17, that lost in a fly-off 
with the F-16. The F-18 was then 
shoved down the Navy's throat where 
they have in these 6 years unsatisfac
torily held the contractor accountable, 
so as a consequence we have a product 
that has gone through the roof in 
terms of cost increases and has very 
questionable performance. 

It is not available to serve the needs 
of this country in terms of air support 
in the Navy or Marine role, and I 
think the future bodes very dim for 
this particular type plane. 

I think that we are going to have to 
face up to the problems with the FI A-
18 sooner or later. I hope it is today. 
We should be admitting it is a mistake, 
admitting it is the wrong direction to 
have gone and getting our naval forces 
back on a level with adequate aircraft 
in service where they can use it. 

So, it is a case of pushing the tech
nology when we do not have it devel
oped. 

We recently got a questionable 
DSARC decision on the F-18 after the 
committee in fact had acted upon this 
authorization. We cannot force pro
duction when the development has not 
taken place. 

It is a wonder to me and to others 
that the DOD would crank out a 
DSARC decision with the type of 
questions that continue to persist. 
Surely this program the F/ A-18 de
serves a vote of no confidence. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois <Mr. PRICE) has 3% min
utes remaining. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gentle
man from New York (Mr. STRATTON). 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, 
there are a lot of points that have 
been made in this debate, but I think 
one thing that we all recognize is that 
in today's world you cannot get a qual
ity high performance anything cheap
ly, and when you are asking for a late 
model high performance aircraft, it is 
obviously going to cost you money. 

The F/A-18 is an expensive airplane, 
but as the gentleman from California 
<Mr. DORNAN) has pointed out, it is 
also a very high performance airplane. 

The various "dear colleague" letters 
that have been going around lately 
have tried to compare the F-18 with 
the F-16 on costs, but the fact of 
matter is that the F/A-18 has a lot 
more capability than the F-16; and if 
the F-16 were going to acquire those 
capabilities, and they would have to be 
put back in because they were not in
cluded in the initial construction, it 
would cost almost a half billion dol
lars. 

We have also been told that there 
have been enormous cost overruns 
with the F-18. But the fact of the 
matter is that the cost-growth on the 

F-18 has been only 121 percent while 
the cost-growth of the F-16 was 125 
percent. 

One of the main reasons for cost
growth, of course, is if the Congress 
refuses to buy these aircraft at the 
most economical rate. That is another 
of the problems that has beset this 
aircraft in previous years. And this is 
what our committee has corrected this 
year by adding 21 more F-18's and we 
have thereby reduced the unit cost by 
$3 million a copy. 

But let us take a look at what is an 
even more important point. The Soviet 
threat today is the Indian Ocean and 
the Persian Gulf. And what part of 
our services do we have to build up in 
order to handle that threat? The 
Navy. And what is the most important 
part of the Navy? The aircraft carri
ers. And what good is an aircraft carri
er without its airplanes? No good, of 
course. It doesn't even have guns. 

The only way that an aircraft carri
er can fight is with its airplanes. 

So if we are going to develop the 
kind of Navy that we need to meet the 
Soviet threat worldwide, we are going 
to have to put the best possible 
modern high-performance airplanes 
that we can get on those carriers. And 
that aircraft is, of course, the F-18. 

Now we also know that a carrier has 
one major limitation, and that is 
space. Sure, the F-14 is a great plane. 
It is built in my State. It is a great 
long-distance fighter aircraft. But the 
F-14 is also a very heavy plane, and a 
very big plane, and we simply cannot 
have all F-14's on a carrier. 

The F-18 is intended to take the 
place of two other standard carrier 
planes, the F-4, which is growing old, 
and the A-7. If any of my colleagues 
have ever been on a carrier, you know 
that there are so many different 
planes on a carrier these days, it is 
hard to keep them separate, and hard 
to service all these different aircraft. 

So when the F-18 takes the place of 
these older planes, it will improve the 
space problem on our carriers. Inci
dentally, I am told that if we tried to 
have the job scheduled to be done by 
the F-18 and done by the F-14 instead, 
as somebody has suggested, it would 
cost twice as much, something like $92 
billion more. Do we want to support 
that further expense? Certainly not. 

Now let me say one final thing. If we 
accept the Vento amendment, we will 
throw away the $4% billion that has 
gone into developing this plane so far. 
Moreover, we would be leaving the 
U.S. Navy with no modern, high-per
formance aircraft on our aircraft carri
ers at a time of very high threat. 

Besides that, the money that we will 
be giving back in this way to the Navy 
will be a blank check. Congress will 
have no control on how it is spent. I do 
not think we would want to do that. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Minnesota <Mr. VENTO). 

The question was taken; and the 
chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I 

demand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count for a quorum. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my point of order and renew my 
demand for a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 101, noes 
316, not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 1371 
AYES-101 

Asp in Gore Reuss 
Au Coin Gray Richmond 
Bedell Green Rodino 
Beilenson Grisham Roemer 
Bereuter Hall, Sam Rosenthal 
Bingham Hance Roybal 
Blanchard Hertel Russo 
Bolling Hightower Sabo 
Bonior Ireland Savage 
Bonker Jacobs Scheuer 
Brodhead Kastenmeier Schneider 
Brown (CA) Kil dee Schroeder 
Burton, John Kogovsek Schumer 
Burton, Phillip Lehman Seiberling 
Carman Leland Shannon 
Camey Lent Sharp 
Chappell Lowry<WA> Smith <IA> 
Clinger Lundine Solarz 
Collins <IL> Mattox St Germain 
Conyers McGrath Stark 
Crockett McHugh Stenholm 
Dellums Mica Stokes 
Dingell Mikulski Studds 
Downey Miller <CA> Traxler 
Eckart Mitchell <MD> Vento 
Edgar Moffett Washington 
Evans <GA> Oberstar Waxman 
Evans <IN> Obey Weaver 
Fascell Ottinger Weiss 
Ford <TN) Patman Wilson 
Forsythe Paul Wirth 
Garcia Pease Wyden 
Gibbons Petri Yates 
Gingrich Rahall 

NOES-316 
Addabbo Brinkley Dannemeyer 
Akaka Brooks Daschle 
Albosta Broomfield Daub 
Alexander Brown <CO> Davis 
Anderson Brown<OH> de la Garza 
Andrews Burgener Deckard 
Annunzio Butler DeNardis 
Anthony Byron Derrick 
Applegate Campbell Derwinski 
Archer Chappie Dickinson 
Ashbrook Cheney Dicks 
Atkinson Clausen Donnelly 
Bafalis Clay Dorgan 
Bailey<MO> Coats Doman 
Bailey CPA) Coelho Dougherty 
Barnard Coleman Dowdy 
Barnes Collins (TX) Dreier 
Beard Conable Duncan 
Benedict Conte Dunn 
Benjamin Corcoran Dwyer 
Bennett Coughlin Dymally 
Bethune Courter Dyson 
Blagg! Coyne, James Early 
Bliley Coyne, William Edwards <AL) 
Boggs Craig Edwards <OK) 
Boland Crane, Daniel Emerson 
Boner Crane, Philip Emery 
Bouquard Daniel, Dan English 
Bowen Daniel, R. W. Erdahl 
Breaux Danielson Erlenborn 

Ertel Leach 
Evans <DE> Leath 
Evans <IA> LeBoutillier 
Fary Lee 
Fazio Levitas 
Fenwick Lewis 
Ferraro Livingston 
Fiedler Loeffler 
Fields Long <LA> 
Findley Long <MD> 
Fish Lott 
Flippo Lowery <CA> 
Foglietta Lujan 
Foley Luken 
Fountain Lungren 
Fowler Madigan 
Frank Markey 
Frenzel Marks 
Frost Marlenee 
Fuqua Marriott 
Gaydos Martin <IL> 
Gejdenson Martin <NC> 
Gephardt Martin <NY> 
Gilman Matsui 
Ginn Mavroules 
Glickman Mazzoli 
Gonzalez Mcclory 
Goodling Mccloskey 
Gradison McColl um 
Gramm Mc Curdy 
Gregg McDade 
Guarini McDonald 
Gunderson McEwen 
Hagedorn McKinney 
Hall <OH> Michel 
Hall, Ralph Miller <OH> 
Hamilton Mineta 
Hammerschmidt Minish 
Hansen <ID> Mitchell <NY> 
Hansen <UT> Moakley 
Harkin Molinari 
Hartnett Mollohan 
Hatcher Montgomery 
Hawkins Moore 
Heckler Moorhead 
Hefner Morrison 
Heftel Mottl 
Hendon Murphy 
Hiler Murtha 
Hillis Myers 
Holland Napier 
Hollenbeck Natcher 
Hopkins Neal 
Horton Nelligan 
Howard Nelson 
Hoyer Nichols 
Hubbard Nowak 
Huckaby O'Brien 
Hughes Oakar 
Hunter Panetta 
Hutto Parris 
Hyde Pashayan 
Jeffords Patterson 
Jeffries Pepper 
Jenkins Perkins 
Johnston Peyser 
Jones <OK> Pickle 
Jones <TN> Porter 
Kazen Price 
Kemp Pritchard 
Kindness Pursell 
Kramer Quillen 
LaFalce Railsback 
Lagomarsino Rangel 
Lantos Ratchford 
Latta Regula 

Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts <KS> 
Roberts <SD> 
Robinson 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rousselot 
Rudd 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shamansky 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith CAL> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith <NJ) 
Smith <OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stange land 
Stanton 
Staton 
Stratton 
Stump 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Trible 
Udall . 
Vander Jagt 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH> 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <MT> 
Williams <OH> 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young(FL) 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

NOT VOTING-15 
Badham 
Bevill 
Broyhill 
Chisholm 
Cotter 

D'Amours 
Dixon 
Edwards <CA> 
Fithian 
Florio 

D 1610 

Ford<MD 
Goldwater 
Holt 
Jones <NC> 
Rhodes 

Mrs. MAR TIN of Illinois changed 
her vote from "aye" to "no." 

Messrs. STOKES, SHARP, MICA, 
EVANS of Georgia, CARMAN, 
BONIOR of Michigan, CARNEY, and 
Mrs. SCHNEIDER changed their 
votes from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the prece

dents of the House, the Chairman has 
the power in this situation to allocate 
time, a limitation having been im
posed. The Chair will on the Moffett 
amendment, if offered, allocate 9 min
utes to the gentleman from Connecti
cut <Mr. MOFFETT) and 9 minutes to 
the opposition. Following that the 
Chair will, if time remains, allocate 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash
ington <Mr. FOLEY) and if he offers an 
amendment to any opposition if there 
is any, and then what time may be re
maining the Chair will allocate to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
MINISH) if he offers an amendment, 1 
minute, to be divided equally between 
any proponents or opponents. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Alabama will state his parlia
mentary inquiry. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I was just wonder
ing if the Chair could clear up for us 
the definition of "opponents." The 
Chair is going to recognize the propo
nent for 9 minutes and the opponent 
for 9 minutes. Does that mean the 
committee, or does that mean some 
identified person? 

The CHAIRMAN. That means a 
senior member of the committee in op
position. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the 
Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. I appreciate the 
clarification. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MOFFETT 

MR. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
off er an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MOFFETT: At 

the end of the bill, add the following new 
section: 

PROCUREMENT OF F-16 AIRCRAFT FOR AIR 
NATIONAL GUARD IN LIEU OF A-7K AIRCRAFT 
SEC. 917. Of the amount authorized to be 

appropriated by this act for procurement of 
aircraft for the Air Force, none of such 
amount is available for procurement of A-
7K aircraft and $2,615,300,000 is available 
only for procurement of 173 F-16 aircraft. 
Not less than 53 of the F-16 aircraft pur
chased with funds appropriated pursuant to 
such authorization shall be assigned to the 
Air National Guard. 

Mr. MOFFETT (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I 

want to express my thanks to the gen-
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tleman from Alabama <Mr. EDWARDS) 
for his assistance on this amendment. 

This amendment, Mr. Chairman, is a 
very simple amendment. It replaces 
the 12 obsolescent A-7K light fighters 
with 13 F-16 fighter-bombers which
as I think almost everyone knows and 
agrees-are much more capable air
craft. There is neither a tactical fight
er pilot nor a tactical combat pilot 
who, if given the choice between an F-
16 and an A-7K, would not pick the F-
16. 

This amendment does not change 
the fiscal year 1982 total authoriza
tion. It simply is a shift in the expend
iture from one program to another. 

In the long run, however, it will save 
money in two important ways. First, 
we will avoid spending $155 million for 
12 obsolescent aircraft. 

Second, while the 13 F-16's would be 
bought sooner or later in any case, by 
buying them sooner the taxpayers ob
viously benefit from economies of 
scale. 

0 1620 
I should point out, as well, that if 

you look at the various charts that 
have been prepared on the differences 
between the two planes, you find a 
very clear difference of opinion. The 
cost is about the same. 

Supersonic, F-16, yes; A-7, no. Verti
cal climb, F-16, yes; A-7, no. Full circle 
visibility, F-16, yes; A-7, no. 

High maneuverability, yes and no. 
Look down radar, yes and no. Nuclear, 
yes and no. NATO commonality, yes 
and no. And European base, yes and 
no. 

On all tests, the F-16 is superior; it is 
a pretty clear scorecard. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
my friend, the gentleman from Ala
bama (Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, it is important I think that 
the Members listen just a few minutes 
to what we are trying to do here. 

The Air Force literally has not budg
eted for an A-7 in 10 years. The Navy 
has not budgeted for an A-7 in 5 years. 
The Congress keeps piddling along 
and putting a few more A-7's in the 
bill every year. That is the most ineffi- · 
cient way to buy planes that you can 
imagine. • 

All we are trying to do here is to 
take 12 A-7's out of this authorization 
bill for the National Guard, put 13 F-
16's in their place at the same amount 
and give those to the National Guard. 

The Secretary of Defense supports 
that; the Chief of the Air Force sup
ports that; the Air National Guard 
supports that. The only people I know 
who do not support it is the National 
Guard Association which does not fly 
any planes anywhere. It is a lobbying 
outfit. 

This amendment makes good sense, 
in view of the fact that we are now 
embarked on a massive defense spend-

ing program, which I totally support. 
But the only way we can provide for 
an increase in defense is to find places 
to cut out waste, to cut out nice-to
have things that we cannot afford, 
and to go with the most efficient way 
to beef up the Air Force and our 
Guard units. That can be done by 
going with the F-16 and cutting out, 
after 1 O years, if you will, this game 
we have been playing with the A-7. 

It is extremely important, I think, 
that we break this habit that Congress 
has fallen into of buying A-7's that 
are not needed. You are going to hear 
a lot about two-seater A-7's. The two
seater A-7 does not really serve any 
purpose in time of war. It is another 
gimmick that has been created to try 
to sell a few more planes. 

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

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. I yield 
to the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the gentleman from Ala
bama. I do not think there is anyone 
in the House who is more of an expert 
on defense than he is. The gentleman 
is absolutely correct in this, and I 
want to tell the gentleman that I will 
be supporting his amendment. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. I thank 
the gentleman for his remarks. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just say that 
we have heard much this week about 
the fact that in the next 5 years we 
will be expending $1,600 billion on de
fense. We are going to be talking in 
just 2 or 3 years about a $400 billion 
defense bill. 

Now, even those who call themselves 
the biggest hawks in the world have 
got to see the wisdom of spending 
those dollars wisely. Here is a chance 
to make a good move. I urge the Mem
bers to support this amendment. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, on 
behalf of the chairman of the full 
committee, I yield 3 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Missis
sippi <Mr. MONTGOMERY). 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment and say that my only interest is 
in behalf of the National Guard and as 
a National Guardsman. 

The National Guard wants these A-
7's. I 'am a . little surprised by the gen
tleman~ from Alabama <Mr. EDWARDS) 
coming up and talking about not 
giving the A-7's to the National Guard 
because the House Appropriations 
Committee, in 1978, said that we 
should complete the buy of A-7's and 
give them to the Guard. 

There are 14 squadrons of A-7's in 
the Air National Guard and the Air 
Force designated A-7's be in the Air 
Guard. 

Now, certainly I do not understand 
why at this time the Air Force does 
not want to complete this buy. 

The Air Guard and also the Army 
Guard get criticized on our training 

sometimes. The reason is we very 
seldom ever get any new equipment. 
Over the years, the Guard has gotten 
used equipment from the Air Force or 
the Army. 

This Congress, the House Appropria
tions Committee, the House Armed 
Services Committee, gave the Air 
Guard the first new airplanes they 
ever got in the history of the Guard, 
and they were A-7's. It just makes 
sense to complete the buy of these A-
7's. 

Yes; they are two-place aircraft. One 
of the reasons I am up here today, is 
the safety factor on two-place A-7's. I 
do not know why the Air Force never 
did authorize two-place aircraft A-7's 
for the Air Guard. They did it on the 
F-lOO's, the lOl's, the 102's, the F-15's, 
the F-16's; everything that went to 
the Air Force got two-place jobs. But 
not the Air Guard. It had to be the 
Congress to protect us. 

I have talked to commanders and ad
jutant generals of different squadrons 
around the country and the States af
fected: Ohio, Iowa, Oklahoma, Arizo
na, Virginia, South Carolina, and 
Pennsylvania, and every one of these 
commanders say they want these air
craft, they are serviceable and fly well. 
It would give us 25-percent more 
combat ability on a 10-percent cost. 
We have got the mechanics; we have 
got the parts, and can get the pilots. I 
just do not understand why this 
amendment was offered. As I say, 
none of these aircraft are made in my 
district. I am standing up here as a 
person who knows that the Air Guard 
can do a terrific job, they know how to 
fly the planes, their maintenance is 
85-percent flyable. Where the Air 
Force maintenance flyable is 65 per
cent. I urge def eat of this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Connecticut <Mr. MOFFETT) has 4 
minutes remaining, and the committee 
has 6 minutes remaining. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DORNAN). 

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

Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Having received the gentleman from 
Connecticut's "Dear Colleague" letter, 
I would like to rebut some of his state
ments with respect to the A-7. 

1. What is the budgetary impact of the 
amendment? 

Moffett Statement: "The amendment does 
not change the fiscal year 1982 total author
ization; • • •" 

Rebuttal: True for the short term, consid
ering fiscal year 1982 only, but false for the 
long run. The total Air Force capability will 
be reduced, because the number of F-16 air
craft remains unchanged, <Mr. Moffett 
simply proposes to accelerate their delivery) 
while 12 fewer A-7's will be produced. The 
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loss of these 12, which the Air National 
Guard says would save training dollars and 
lives, is not worth the savings of $18 million 
plus inflation which Mr. Moffett cites. 

What is the regional impact of the amend
ment? 

Moffett Statement: "None, both aircraft 
are made in Texas." 

Rebuttal: The basic airframes of both air
craft are made in Texas." However, numer
ous equipment suppliers and subcontractors 
around the country will be affected. Note
worthy is the fact that the A-7 engine is 
made in Indiana and the F-16 engine is 
made in Connecticut. 

Another point to consider is that by clos
ing the A-7 production line prematurely, 
our Nation's ability to market this aircraft 
internationally will be adversely affected. 
Recent administration changes in arms 
export policy offer several international op
portunities which would add employment 
domestically and contribute substantially to 
the balance of payments deficit. 

3. What are the two airplanes? 
Moffett Statement: "• • • There is noth

ing inherent in the A-7 which prevents it 
from being based in Europe, wired for nucle
ar weapons, and purchased by our NATO 
allies. That it has none of these assets is 
simply a reflection of lack of confidence in 
the aircraft; neither the U.S. Air Force nor 
our allies think it is worth the investment." 

Rebuttal: Mr. Moffett hasn't done his 
homework. Greece-a NATO nation-owns 
and is currently operating 60 single seat A-
7's and 5 two-seat A-7's. Portugal-a NATO 
nation-has also purchased A-7's. Between 
fiscal year 1977 and 1981 U.S. based A-7D's 
have deployed to Europe, North Africa and 
Canada as follows: Germany twice, United 
Kingdom six times, Norway twice, Nether
lands twice, Turkey once, Egypt once, Italy 
once and Canada twice. 

4. What are the differences between the 
two airplanes? 

Moffett Statement: "Everything the A-7 
can do can also be done by the F-16. This is, 
principally, attack against ground targets 
lacking significant defenses." 

Rebuttal: The F-16 is an outstanding air 
to air combat fighter-the mission for which 
it was designed. It also has some capability 
for ground attack but doesn't have all the 
features required for tactical bombing, and 
has not been tested against heavily defend
ed targets. 

The A-7 was designed as a tactical bomber 
and is equipped with systems that make it 
the most accurate and servicable light 
bomber in the world today. In Viet Nam, 
the A-7D survived nearly seven thousand 
(7,000) combat missions, in heavily defended 
areas, without a single loss to enemy fire
air or ground. 

5. Doesn't the A-7 have any advantages 
over the F-16? 

Moffett Statement: "Only in theory. In 
terms of the 'truck' function-However, 
long range bombing missions invariably in
volve extensive penetration of hostile terri
tory, so the need for survivability makes the 
F-16 the preferred weapon." 

Rebuttal: Again, the A-7 was designed 
specifically for long-range bombing mis
sions. Its navigation and weapons delivery 
system and survivability features include 
many items that are not available in the F-
16-such as: a laser sport tracker, a doppler 
radar (both needed for accurate delivery of 
weapons), terrain following and terrain 
avoidance radar and radar altimeter Call 
needed for low level approach to and depar
ture from heavily defended targets), armor 

plating in critical areas and triple-redun
dant hydraulic control system to further en
hance survivability. 

Mr. Moffett has pointed out that the Is
raelis used F-16's for the Iraqi attack but 
failed to mention that the F-15 was also re
quired for fighter escort for that mission, 
and that the target was undefended. 

6. Didn't the A-7 win the Royal Air Force 
Bombing Competition two years running? 

Moffett Statement: It did in 1977 and 
1978, but its competition did not include any 
modern aircraft • • •. The F-16 scored 88 
air to air kills while taking only one loss 
against aggressor fighters, something the A-
7 couldn't even attempt." 

Rebuttal: Incorrect! Competition aircraft 
of the A-7 for the 1977 /78 meet and F-16 
meet of 1981 were identical. The A-7 did not 
suffer even a single loss to aggressor fight
ers. 

7. If the F-16 is so much better, why is it 
cheaper? 

Moffett Statement: "Economy of scale. 
We are already buying 160 F-16's this year; 
my amendment would add 13 to that. If my 
amendment fails, we will buy only 12 A-7's 
• • • but not even the A-7 advocates recom
mend buying more of this obsolescent plane. ... ,, 

Rebuttal: All of the A-7 advocates have 
strongly recommended buying the remain
ing 12 A-7K's to fulfill the Air National 
Guard requirement for 42 airplanes. It can 
be assumed that some A-7 advocates con
tributed to the "stack of mail urging your 
support" that Mr. Moffett refers to in his 
opening paragraph. 

8. Won't the two-place A-7K save lives? 
Moffett Statement: "In wartime, it would 

cost lives • • • In peacetime, the picture is 
uncertain at best.• • •" 

Rebuttal: Not true. On two occasions, the 
fourteen commanders of A-7D Guard units 
have dispatched letters to all members of 
Congress which stated that the A-7K would 
save lives. Surely they are more competent 
in this area than Mr. Moffett. 

Two seated A-7's are required for the very 
same reasons that compel the Air Force to 
procure two seated F-15's and F-16's. 

9. Won't the two place A-7 pay for itself 
by saving the cost of a chase plane in train
ing? 

Moffett Statement: "No, because the 
single seat planes will be flown anyway. In 
real life, the presence of two-seat planes in a 
squadron will not cause the single-seat 
planes to be flown for fewer hours." 

Rebuttal: This response represents almost 
total ignorance of the basic issue. Combat 
two-seaters are used for a variety of training 
missions, such as: aircraft transition, instru
ment and flight check, advanced combat, in
flight refueling, weapons delivery, low level 
navigation, night checkout/recheck, requali
fication, adversary pilot qualification, etc., 
etc. A-7 commanders state that the A-7K 
will reduce training costs by 30 percent, 
reduce training accident rates by up to 50 
percent, and bring pilots to a higher level of 
proficiency at less cost and much faster 
time period. 
· Additionally, the A-7K is fully combat ca
pable and will be used in combat for those 
missions in adverse conditions or in search/ 
rescue where two sets of eyes and hands are 
preferred or required. 

10. Why not just complete the A-7K pro
gram as originally planned? 

Moffett Statement: "In response, I offer 
the official view of the Air National 
Guard• • • 'given the availability of the 30 
A-7K aircraft already approved by Congress 

as training assets, the increased contribu
tion 12 additional aircraft would make is not 
warranted by their cost' • • •" 

Rebuttal: Total distortion. Past and cur
rent communication from the field tactical 
commanders evidence overwhelming sup
port for the 12 A-7K's. For example, the 
National Guard Association of the United 
States, in a letter from its Executive Vice 
President, "urges that the House of Repre
sentatives reject the amendment and pass 
H.R. 3519 as reported out by the House 
Committee on Armed Services. • • • The 12 
A-7K's included in H.R. 3519 are also badly 
needed to complete the equipping of ANG 
A-7 squadrons." 
e Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the Moffett 
amendment. 

There are some very important rea
sons why the Air National Guard 
should get the 12 A-7K's as provided 
in the committee's bill. 

First, the Air Guard needs these air
craft. These 12 complete the current 
42 plane procurement. It doesn't make 
financial or military sense to stop 
short of the well-planned program 
which these 12 will finish. 

Second, the two-place A-7K's will be 
used for transition training for Air 
Guard pilots. The 13 A-7K Air Guard 
Commanders have jointly stated in 
writing that these two-place A-7K's 
will save 30 percent in training costs 
and 50 percent in accident rates. Thus, 
they will save both lives and dollars. 

Third, this A-7K is also fully combat 
capable. It will add to the combat 
power of the Air Guard. 

Fourth, it is modern. All this talk 
about the A-7 being old and obsolete is 
not based on fact. The basic A-7 came 
into operation almost 5 years after the 
very fine, efficient, yet considerably 
more expensive basic A-6. 

Fifth, it is reliable: in 1980 the Navy 
A-7E's had a better combat mission 
availability rate than either the F-14's 
or A-6 attack aircraft. During the 
Rapid Deployment Force operation in 
Egypt last November, the New Mexico 
Air Guard provided the tactical air 
support. The Air Guard Unit, flying ~ 
A-7D's, maintained a 97-percent 
combat mission availability rate for 
the entire period of the operation
and in a bare-base desert environment. 

Sixth, the A-7 is certainly one of the 
best light attack aircraft in the world. 

In both 1977 and 1978-the most 
recent years the contest was held-the 
U.S. Air Force A-7D's won the Royal 
Air Force bombing and strafing com
petition in Lossiemouth, Scotland. 

Seventh, the combat power of the A-
7K is constantly growing. This aircraft 
can now take the 30-mm antitank gun 
which makes it an efficient tank killer. 
It can also be equipped with a FLIR 
pod-forward looking infrared-which 
enhances its high-performance elec
tronics with remarkable night and foul 
weather vision. 

In short, the A-7 is modern, power
ful, reliable, and comparatively low 
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cost. What is more, the Air Guard 
needs the A-7K. I urge my colleagues 
to defeat this amendment.• 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to this 
amendment and associate myself with 
the remarks of the distinguished gen
tleman from Mississippi. I would also 
like to speak as a guardsman, an air 
guardsman from California. 

When I was first flying in the Air 
Force, nobody ever heard of two
seated models for high-performance 
aircraft. They made one TF-86, late in 
that aircraft history and that was it 
after it crashed at Nellis AFB. Every 
time a pilot checked out a new fighter 
in the forties and fifties, you walked 
up to it after hours of ground school 
and there it was looking 10 times its 
actual size. You jumped, said a prayer 
and took off. Always as we said 
"behind the aircraft" on those first 
few hairy solo rides. 

When we moved into the high-per
formance fighters of today, all of the 
manufacturing companies and their 
engineers realized the wisdom of 
having two-seat models for initial 
checkouts, night area checkouts and 
for critical all-weather instrument 
checks. 

Guard pilots do have better mainte
nance because they have more conti
nuity with their enlisted people and 
NCO's their tech reps. But it is a very 
dangerous thing to fly an airplane 
once a week or twice a month, to come 
back after a summer tour, when you 
are combat ready, up to speed, and 
then go back to being a weekend war
rior flying less frequently because you 
are feeding your family not as a pro
fessional pilot but as a lawyer, doctor, 
professor, or businessman. 

And it is most dangerous when you 
are flying in a winter-weather season 
or during night operations. The A-7K 
will not just be a plane for joyriding 
by the squadron commander in the 
back seat because all squadron com
manders in the Air National Guard 
lead their units in time and in experi
ence. It is a very appealing proposition 
to have one more sexy squadron of ad
vanced high-performance F-16's in the 
Guard. Sure I want that. But where 
does that leave our 507 Air Guard 
pilots who are asked to be combat 
ready in the 360 single seat A-7 that 
the States have right now. 

I flew the two-seat version of the A-
7 when there was only one down at 
Dallas, the TA-7. It was before the A-
7K had come off the assembly lines. 
The two-seater is a high-performance 
aircraft, equally capable of flying in 
combat right on the wing of any 
single-seat A-7D. 

I emphasize again what the gentle
man from Mississippi pointed out with 
his vast knowledge of the Guard. You 
cannot leave our Guard pilots in an 
unsafe situation and not give each 
squadron at least one or two A-7K's. 

They cannot get the job done with the 
30-year-old T-33's, a jet trainer that I 
first soloed on October 21, 1954. That 
was 27 years ago-ancient history. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I reemphasize my 
opposition to the amendment. Also, 
during the general debate on this bill, 
several of my colleagues spoke in sup
port of the committee's initiatives this 
year to strengthen our Guard and Re
serve forces in aircraft readiness and 
in other areas of defense capability. 
The committee proposed an increase 
of $952.2 million for procurement of 
104 aircraft and modification of 87 
more aircraft, all earmarked to in
crease Guard and Reserve readiness. 
Nearly half of the increased funds
$409.3 million-was added to procure 
an additional 40 F-16 aircraft for the 
Air National Guard. 

Yet, this amendment would delete 
$155.1 million for 12 A-7K's and, in
stead, procure an additional 13 F-16's 
for the Air National Guard. 

The Congress, mostly at the insist
ence of the House Armed Services 
Committee, previously procured 30 
two-place A-7K trainer aircraft toward 
a total requirement of 42 aircraft for 
the Air National Guard. The Guard 
will have a total of 360 single-seat A-
7D aircraft located at 15 separate 
bases in the United States and Puerto 
Rico. The 42 two-place trainers are 
needed to train the approximately 507 
pilots who fly and will fight in these 
aircraft. 

Procuring additional F-16 aircraft 
instead of the needed A-7K aircraft 
surely would increase readiness in the 
F-16 force-but not in the A-7D force. 
To put it simply: you cannot train an 
A-7D pilot in an F-16 aircraft. 

These 12 A-7K ail'.craft are needed 
and Congress should proceed with the 
procurement. I hope my colleagues 
will keep this in mind and def eat the 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. DOWNEY). 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, two 
important questions have been raised 
here, one about safety and one about 
who prefers what. 

In a telephonic inquiry I made to 
the Air National Guard, the Air Na
tional Guard said they support, of 
course, the Air Force fiscal year re
quest. However, given a choice be
tween add-on options of A-7K's or 
add-ons of F-16's, the Air National 
Guard concurs with the Chief of Staff 
and would prefer the F-16's. 

With respect to safety, let us recog
nize here that there are 30 A-7K's 
available to train pilots, so there is no 
question that there are ample aircraft 
to do the training, so no one is going 
to be left unsafe. More importantly, if 
you were the Israelis and you had to 
attack hypothetically a nuclear reac
tor in Iraq, you would not go in an A-

7; you would go in an F-16. The reason 
you would go in an F-16 is it is the 
greatest air-ground attack airplane in 
the world. It is, with the exception of 
the F-14, the greatest air-to-air 
combat fighter in the world. 

So in wartime, the reason we are 
buying those airplanes, our pilots are 
going to be a lot safer in an F-16 than 
they are in an A-7. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, in 
keeping with a longstanding tradition, 
the committee will sum up the debate 
after the gentleman from Connecticut 
<Mr. MOFFETT) has concluded. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Connecticut <Mr. MOFFETT) has 2 
minutes remaining. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. MOFFETT. I have a parliamen
tary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman, our 
side just spoke. Is it not tradition to al
ternate? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Connecticut has 2 minutes re
maining. The committee has 3 minutes 
remaining. By tradition, if they wish 
to retain that 3 minutes for a closing 
statement, they would have that right. 

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

Mr. MOFFETT. I will be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
find myself in a strange position and I 
reluctantly take this position. I think 
in this instance the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Con
necticut is a correct thing to do. I also 
find myself surprised to be voting on 
the side of the two gentlemen from 
that side of the aisle with my col
league from Alabama; but I opposed 
the two-seater A-7 when it was first 
proposed. It was not asked for. It was 
thrust upon us for whatever reason. 
The Air Force did not want it. They 
never asked for it. As was pointed out, 
there are already 30 double-seaters. 

I think the gentleman's amendment 
makes sense. I want to support it. 

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank the gentleman for that 
support and urge all members of the 
committee to vote their conscience on 
this, because I think if they do there is 
no doubt where the committee is going 
to come down. That is not to cast any 
aspersions on what has been said by 
any of the committee members, but I 
think it is clear from private conversa
tions that the committee knows this is 
the proper amendment. 

There are all sorts of things said 
about this particular amendment. 
They talk about tlie A-7 winning the 
Royal Air Force bombing competition 
2 years running. That was in 1977 and 
1978. Its competition did not include 
any modern aircraft. The F-16 won it 
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in 1981. It did a substantially better Maj. Gen. Francis Greenlief on July 
job, as I think most of us know. 8 wrote me the following letter regard-

Some might say if it is so good, why ing H.R. 3519: 
is it cheaper? Well, it is economy of H.R. 3519, the Department of Defense Au
scale. I think we all know that. We are thorization Bill, FY 1982, recognizes the 
buying 160 F-16's this year. We are critical shortage of modern equipment in 

the National Guard and Reserve. Included 
going to add 13 to that. As Mr. in the bill are 40 F-16 and 12 A-7K tactical 
DOWNEY certainly implied, if he did fighters for the Air National Guard. 
not state it, if the Members really we understand that an amendment may 
want to know what the Air National be offered which will seek to delete 12 A
Guard thinks, call the National Guard 7K's and add 13 F-16's. The National Guard 
people. They will tell the Members Association of the United States urges that 
how to vote on this matter. the House of Representatives reject the 

h · 1 amendment and pass H.R. 3519 as reported 
Mr. STRATTON. Mr. C airman, out by the Committee on Armed Services. 

yield myself the remaining time, The F-16 is a great fighter and is badly 
which I take to be 3 minutes. needed by the Air National Guard. Howev-

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is er, the 12 A-7K's included in H.R. 3519 are 
correct. also badly needed to complete the equipping 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, it of ANG A-7 squadrons. 
is true that the gentleman from Ala- The A-7K increases the combat capability 
bama (Mr. DICKINSON) as he just said, of ANG A-7 squadrons and provides added 

economy and safety in training. 
opposed this in the committee, and I 
had to argue against him, and I intend Mr. Chairman, I urge you to reject 

the amendment offered by the gentle
to use the same argument on the floor. man from Connecticut and finish the 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, will the job that was begun by Congress 3 
gentleman yield? years ago by providing the final 12 A-

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to my dis- 7K's for the Air National Guard. 
tinguished friend, the gentleman from Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, 
Texas. first of all, I will not stand up here 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I rise in and tell you the A-7 is better than the 
opposition to the amendment offered A-16. That, of course, is ridiculous. 
by the gentleman from Connecticut But the A-7 is what the National 
<Mr. MOFFETT). Guard, the Air Guard, actually has, 

The Defense Department authoriza- and all it has. They have 14 squadrons 
tion bill authorized 12 A-7K aircraft of A-7's. If the Russians were to 
for the Air National Guard. These air- attack us tomorrow, those are the only 
craft are manufactured in Grand Prai- planes available to fight off that kind 
rie, Tex., in my congressional district. of surprise air attack. I wish that we 
The amendment offered by the gentle- had 14 squadrons of F-16's instead. 
man from Connecticut would seek to But the Pentagon refuses to come to 
strike the 12 A-7K's and replace them the committee and request any kind of 
with 13 F-16's, which would be provid- planes for the Air National Guard, or 
ed to the Air National Guard. The en- anything at all for the Guard or the 
gines for the F-16's are made in the Reserve. They want to keep all the 
State of Connecticut. stuff for the regulars. 

There is no question that the F-16 is This year the Procurement Subcom-
a fine aircraft; however, the A-7K's mittee, of which I happen to be chair
are being provided to the Air National man, took the unusual step of appeal
Guard for a specific mission-to pro- ing directly to Guard personnel to find 
vide training for Air Guard and all out what they wanted and what they 
active-duty Air Force pilots on the A- needed. It turned out that they 
7. Substituting F-16's for these two- wanted 12 more A-7K's because this 
seat A-7K's is substituting apples for would round out the complement of 
oranges. The A-7K's are necessary to the 42 A-7 training aircraft that they 
fulfill the training mission of the need. They need a two-seater plane be
Guard and would complete a require- cause it is safer in training new pilots, 
ment of 42 planes which has been fur- obviously. 
nished by Congress on an incremental Many people are getting out of the 
basis during the past 3 years. There Guard, and new people are coming in. 
currently are more than 400 single- So if we are going to utilize these 14 
seat A-7's on active duty with the Air Air Guard squadrons that we have, we 
Force, and Air National Guard has have to have the training planes avail
sole responsibility for training of these able to train those new pilots. And we 
pilots. · will have to have them as long as the 

Further, there are already 40 F-16's Air Force is going to continue to use 
for the Air National Guard contained those A-7's for the Air Guard. 
in the defense authorization bill. After all, if you had a fleet of cabs, 
What Mr. MOFFETT is asking you to do · for example-Chevys-and somebody 
is increase the number of F-16's from gave you two Mercedes, you are not 
40 to 53 and totally eliminate the A-7's going to throw away all of those 
from this bill. His amendment would Chevys. No; you are going to drive 
not save the Government a penny but them until they wear out. Well, our 
rather, use the same amount of dollars committee is trying to persuade the 
to buy additional F-16's. Air Force to give F-16's to the Guard. 

And that is why we included some 20 
F-16's specifically for the Guard. And 
I hope that we can begin to change 
those squadrons from A-7's to F-16's. 
But until we do, we are going to have 
to keep flying those A-7's. I do hope 
that next year the Pentagon will tell 
us what plane to turn over to the 
Guard. 

Why has the Guard not come up 
and said that they want these A-7's? 
Well, we all know the answer. Because 
the Pentagon will not let the National 
Guard Bureau speak out against the 
party line. I have here a letter from 
the Adjutant General of Iowa, who 
says, "For heaven's sake, keep those 
A-7's in there," and here is a telegram 
from the Adjutant General of Virgin
ia. I am sure if every one of those ad
jutant generals could speak, they 
would tell you to vote the amendment 
down and to support the committee. I 
hope you will. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Connecticut <Mr. MOFFETT). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 148, noes 
268, not voting 16, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Asp in 
Au Coin 
Bailey <MO> 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Boland 
Bonker 
Brodhead 
Brown <CO) 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Cheney 
Chisholm 
Clinger 
Collins <IL> 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Coughli:ti 
Courter 
Craig 
D'Amours 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Daub 
Deckard 
Dellums 
DeNardis 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dorgan 
Downey 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 

[Roll No. 1381 
AYES-148 

Eckart 
Edgar . 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Erdahl 
Erlenbom 
Evans CIA> 
Fenwick 
Fiedler 
Foley 
Ford <TN> 
Forsythe 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gingrich 
Goldwater 
Goodling 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hagedorn 
Hansen CID) 
Hansen <UT) 
Hawkins 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Horton 
Howard 
Jeffords 
Kastenmeier 
Kil dee 
Kogovsek 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Leland 
Lundine 
Markey 
Martin <IL> 
Martin <NC) 
McDade 
McGrath 
McKinney 
Mikulski 

Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mitchell <MD> 
Moffett 
Moore 
Mottl 
Nelligan · 
Nowak 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Patterson 
Paul 
Pease 
Perkins 
Peyser 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Ritter 
Roberts <SD> 
Rodino 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Russo 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Shannon 
Smith<NE> 
Smith <NJ) 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
St Germain 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Staton 
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Stokes 
Studds 
Tauke 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Vento 

Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Atkinson 
Bafalis 
Bailey CPA> 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Beard 
Bedell 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bethune 
Blanchard 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Bolling 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<OH> 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Camey 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Clausen 
Clay 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins <TX> 
Corcoran 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Derrick 
Donnelly 
Doman 
Dougherty 
Dowdy 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dyson 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Ertel 
Evans <DE> 
Evans<GA> 
Evans <IN> 
Fary 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Ferraro 
Fields 
Findley 
Fish 
Flippo 
Foglietta 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Ginn 

Walgren 
Washington 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wolpe 

NOES-268 

Wright 
Wylie 
Yates 
Young <FL> 

Glickman Morrison 
Gonzalez Murphy 
Gore Murtha 
Gradison Myers 
Gramm Napier 
Gray Natcher 
Gregg Neal 
Grisham Nelson 
Hall <OH> Nichols 
Hall, Ralph O 'Brien 
Hall, Sam Oakar 
Hamilton Oberstar 
Hammerschmidt Panetta 
Hance Parris 
Harkin Pashayan 
Hartnett Patman 
Hatcher Pepper 
Heckler Petri 
Heftel Pickle 
Hendon Porter 
Hightower Price 
Hiler Pritchard 
Hillis Quillen 
Holland Railsback 
Hollenbeck Rinaldo 
Hopkins Roberts <KS> 
Hoyer Robinson 
Hubbard Roe 
Huckaby Roemer 
Hughes Rogers 
Hunter Roth 
Hutto Rousselot 
Hyde Rudd 
Ireland Sabo 
Jacobs Santini 
Jeffries Sawyer 
Jenkins Schulze 
Johnston Seiberling 
Jones <OK> Sensenbrenner 
Jones <TN> Shamansky 
Kazen Sharp 
Kemp Shaw 
Kindness Shelby 
Lagomarsino Shumway 
Lantos Shuster 
Latta Siljander 
Leach Simon 
Leath Skeen 
LeBoutillier Skelton 
Lee Smith <AL> 
Lehman Smith CIA> 
Lent Smith <OR> 
Levitas Snyder 
Lewis Solomon 
Livingston Spence 
Loeffler Stanton 
Long <LA> Stenholm 
Long <MD> Stratton 
Lott Stump 
Lowery <CA) Swift 
Lowry <WA> Synar 
Lujan Tauzin 
Luken Taylor 
Lungren Trible 
Madigan Udall 
Marks Vander Jagt 
Marlenee Volkmer 
Marriott Walker 
Martin <NY> Wampler 
Matsui Watkins 
Mattox Weber <MN> 
Mavroules White 
Mazzoli Whitehurst 
McCiory Whitley 
Mccloskey Whittaker 
McColl um Whitten 
McCurdy Williams <MT> 
McDonald Williams COH> 
McEwen Wilson 
McHugh Winn 
Mica Wolf 
Michel Wortley 
Miller <OH> Wyden 
Minish Yatron 
Mitchell <NY> Young <AK> 
Moakley Young <MO> 
Molinari Zablocki 
Mollohan Zeferetti 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 

Badham 
Bevill 
Brown <CA> 
Cotter 
Crockett 
Danielson 

NOT VGTING-16 
Dixon 
Fithian 
Florio 
Ford<MI> 
Holt 
Jones <NC> 

0 1650 

Rhodes 
Savage 
Weber<OH> 
Wirth 

Mr. DUNCAN and Mr. QUILLEN 
changed their votes from "aye" to 
"no." 

Messrs. HAGEDORN, HEFNER, 
and ROYBAL changed their votes 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FOLEY: Page 

60, after line 17, add the following new sec
tion: 

LIMITATION ON SALES OF SILVER FROM THE 
NATIONAL DEFENSE STOCKPILE 

8Ec. 917. <a> Any authority of the Presi
dent to dispose of silver now held in the Na
tional Defense Stockpile established by sec
tion 3 of the Strategic and Critical Materi
als Stock Piling Act <50 U.S.C. 98b) which 
has been determined to be in excess to the 
requirements of the stockpile <whether such 
authority is effective before, on, or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act> shall be 
terminated on September 30, 1982, unless 
the President at least 30 days before such 
date determines that the remaining silver 
authorized for disposal is excess to the cur
rent requirements of the stockpile as of the 
date of the determination. 

<b>O> Any determination by the President 
under subsection <a> shall be based upon af
firmative consideration of the following fac
tors: 

<A> The demand requirements annually 
over the next ten years for silver as a strate
gic and critical material to supply the indus
trial, military, and naval needs of the coun
try for common defense. 

<B> The domestic supply over the next ten 
years, as a function of price, of silver avail
able to meet demand requirements estab
lished pursuant to subparagraph <A>. 

<C> Potential import dependence over the 
next ten years on foreign supplies of silver 
to meet demand requirements established 
pursuant to subparagraph <A>. 

<D> The effect of disposal on (i) the world 
silver market (in terms of price and produc
tion), (ii) the domestic and international 
silver mining industry <in terms of explora
tion and production activities), <HD interna
tional currency and monetary policy, and 
(iv> long-range military preparedness. 

(2) Any determination by the President 
under subsection (a) shall be reported 
promptly to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives with a detailed discussion and 
analysis of the factors in paragraph ( 1) and 
any other relevant factors. 

<c> This section shall apply to the author
ity of the President to dispose of silver held 
in the National Defense Stockpile unless 
Congress by a law enacted after the date of 
the enactment of this Act that specifically 
amends, supersedes, or repeals this section. 

Mr. FOLEY (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Washington <Mr. FOLEY) is rec
ognized for 1 minute. 

•Mr. FOLEY. I offer this amend
ment in order to address a serious 
problem which could very well arise 
with respect to the Nation's strategic 
stockpile of silver. 

Under the reconciliation bills which 
recently passed the House and Senate, 
the President is authorized to dispose 
of millions of ounces of silver from our 
strategic stockpile. Because the House 
was, unfortunately, operating under a 
rule which prohibited amendments, we 
were unable to amend that particular 
provision to add a precautionary ad
ministrative step which is of the 
utmost importance and which the 
Senate included in its version of the 
bill. 

My amendment would consist of the 
language which the senior Senator 
from Idaho proposed and which the 
Senate accepted. That language does 
not in any way abrogate the authority 
of the President to dispose of silver 
from the strategic stockpile, but 
merely stipulates that the President 
shall not dispose of silver in the out
years, 1983-84, if he finds that such a 
disposal would adversely affect the na
tional security or disrupt the domestic 
industry. The determination would be 
in the hands of the President. 

Silver is a crucial strategic material 
which would have a number of uses in 
wartime; notably for photographic and 
electrical purposes. During the Viet
nam war the Nation had to resort to 
the strategic stockpile for over 350 
million ounces of silver, which is 2% 
times the total amount now contained 
in the stockpile. During World War II 
and the Korean war excess silver 
demand was met by running down 
Treasury stocks, but today there is so 
little in the Treasury-39 million 
ounces-that that is not a reasonable 
course of action in the event of con
flict or a loss of imports. 

Moreover, we run substantial risks of 
harm to the domestic silver mining in
dustry when the Federal Government 
pursues a policy of waiting for prices 
to fall before deciding to sell amounts 
from the stockpile. We already import 
about three-fourths of the silver we 
use. If we pursue a policy of driving 
low prices even lower by dumping 
silver from the stockpile, we may find 
before long that we must import all of 
our silver. 

Unfortunately, silver dumping 
cannot even be justified as good 
budget-balance technique. I do not 
imagine that any observer could be im-
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pressed with a government which 
passes up a chance to sell silver at over 
$50 per ounce and then turns around 2 
years later to sell it at barely $8 per 
ounce as a money-raising measure. 

My amendment would merely give 
the President the authority to put the 
brakes on in a situation which he de
termined to contain hazards for the 
Nation. It does not restrict his author
ity to dispose of the silver or renege in 
any way on the reconciliation bill just 
passed. I urge its adoption.e 

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

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Florida. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

It is under the jurisdiction of the 
subcommittee I head. We looked at it. 
It looks like a good amendment. I 
agree to it. 

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

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Alabama. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

I find no fault with it. It is simply 
making a determination that we do 
still have excess. I accept it on this 
side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Washington <Mr. FOLEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MINISH 

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MINISH: Page 

59, line 15, insert "AND STUDY" after "PROVI
SIONS". Page 59, line 16, insert "(a)" before 
"Section". Page 59, after line 19, insert the 
following: 

(b) The Comptroller General shall con
duct a study of the need for legislation to 
limit excess profits on defense contracts. 
The study shall consider, among other fac
tors, the following: 

< 1) The cost effectiveness of such legisla
tion. 

(2) The need for review of defense con
tracts awarded in noncompetitive situations. 

(3) The need for such legislation during 
periods of accelerated expenditures by the 
Department of Defense. 

(4) The profit levels of defense contrac
tors, computed as a percentage of sales, as a 
percentage of net worth, and as a percent
age of capital investment. 

(5) The need for such legislation to in
clude an exemption from coverage by the 
legislation for small businesses. 
The Comptroller General shall submit a 
report on the study to the Congress not 
later than May 1, 1982. Such report shall in
clude such legislative recommendations as 
the Comptroller General considers appro
priate. 

Mr. MINISH <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from New Jersey <Mr. MINISH) is rec
ognized for 2 minutes. 

0 1700 
Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to continue for an 
additional 2 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, I would 
like the Chair to explain what that 
means. The Chair has announced 
there were only 2 minutes available. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair allot
ted 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey and 2 minutes to the com
mittee. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I would reserve 
the committee's 2 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey for an additional 2 min
utes? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Chairman, if I did 
this, then I would have to do the same 
for others on the committee. 

I very regretfully have to object. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 

heard. 
The gentleman from New Jersey 

<Mr. MINISH) is recognized for 2 min
utes. 

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would require the GAO to 
conduct a study of the need for limita
tions on profits on defense contracts. 
The Department of Defense authori
zation bill now includes a provision 
suspending the enforcement of the 
Vinson-Trammell Act until July 1982. 
I am concerned that the last watchdog 
on excessive profits in existence could 
be abolished in conference without 
ever having a vote on the floor of the 
House. 

In Thursday's CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, the gentleman from Califor
nia <Mr. MCCLOSKEY) inserted a state
ment. It said that the gentleman from 
New York <Mr. STRATTON) had agreed 
to push in conference for a compro
mise amendment on the Vinson-Tram
mell Act. I believe that this amend
ment is a very bad idea. The Stratton 
amendment would provide for protec
tion against excessive profits only in 
time of war or national emergency. In 
other words, there would be no protec
tions against profiteering at the time 
we need them desperately-right now. 
We are about to pass a bill totaling 
some $136 billion. In the next 5 years, 
we are going to go through a military 
buildup three times the size of the one 
we went through for the Vietnam war. 
The combination of huge increases in 
demand caused by our increased de-

f ense budgets and the incredible lack 
of competition in the defense industry 
is exactly what causes excessively high 
profits for defense contractors. We do 
not have to wait for a war or national 
emergency-it is happening right now 
and it is going to get worse. Because 
the lack of competition in the defense 
industry is permanent, and because we 
have enormous buildups in peacetime, 
it seems to me that it makes no sense 
to draw a distinction between wartime 
and peacetime procurement. 

We have not had a declared war or 
national emergency since 1945, yet we 
have had periods during which Gov
ernment demand has increased so 
sharply that the procurement system 
could not keep up with it and profit
eering took place. We are embarking 
upon another one of those periods 
right now and we need an independent 
check on excessive profits. Talking 
about wartime and peacetime in our 
present international situation makes 
no sense. 

I think that the compromise offered 
by Mr. STRATTON is worse than Mr. 
McCLOSKEY's original amendment. I 
cannot see much that is good about 
Mr. McCLOSKEY's proposal but at least 
there is no mistake about what it 
does-it abolishes profit-limiting legis
lation. I am afraid that Mr. STRAT
TON's proposal would do the same 
thing but it would leave people with 
the illusion of protection. Mr. McCLos
KEY's bill is like abolishing vaccina
tions for polio-at least everyone 
knows what's been done. Mr. STRAT
TON's amendment is like abolishing 
those vaccinations but then telling 
people that they are protected 
anyway. That is even worse. 

I also have some problems with the 
standby solution that Mr. STRATTON 
intends to propose. It would give com
plete discretion to the executive 
branch to define and regulate exces
sive profits. This seems to me to be the 
duty of the Congress. If we have to 
have standby rather than active profit 
limitations, they should at least be 
carefully considered and debated by 
the Congress. Under the Stratton pro
posal, no one would do anything until 
a war or national emergency is upon 
us. At that time, the executive branch 
would have many concerns that would 
outweigh those of establishing a whole 
body of law to regulate profits on de
fense contracts. Whatever was done 
would be done in a rush and probably 
would suffer from it. 

If this Congress sees fit to abolish 
protections against excessive profits at 
the same time it decides to spend $136 
billion on defense, the Members 
should be willing to go home and ex
plain that to their constituents. They 
should not hide behind some standby 
protection which, in reality, offers no 
protection. They should not off er the 
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illusion of protection where none 
exists. 

Needless to say, I do not favor abol
ishing protections against excessive 
profits. The gentleman from New 
York <Mr. STRATTON) held hearings on 
this subject and received some varied 
and highly contradictory testimony. 
Representatives of the DOD and, of 
course, those of the defense industry, 
opposed profit limitations. Other ex
perts supported such legislation. 

I think the gentleman from New 
York will agree with me that a 
number of questions were left unan
swered at the end of his hearings. For 
example, despite what the gentleman 
from California persists in saying, we 
have no solid figures on the cost-effec
tiveness of the Renegotiation Board, 
the Vinson-Trammell Act, or any 
other similar legislation. Also, the de
fense industry insists that its profits 
are much lower than those of its com
mercial counterparts. Yet numerous 
experts say that large defense contrac
tors enjoy a higher than average 
return on investment in an almost 
risk-free environment. Mr. STRATTON 
and others seek profit limits only in 
time of war, yet the GAO has shown 
conclusively that excessive profits 
occur during periods of accelerated de
fense spending, regardless of whether 
there is a declared war. Everybody 
talks about the free market when no 
such thing exists in the defense indus
try. These issues and a lot of others 
should not be just swept under the rug 
without answers. 

Therefore, the amendment I propose 
would simply provide answers to all 
the questions about profits on defense 
contracts, so that the Congress could 
make a reasonable and informed deci
sion on this matter. My amendment 
instructs the GAO to present the Con
gress with its findings on the need for 
profit limiting legislation at least 2 
months before the expiration of the 
Vinson-Trammell suspension. Once we 
have the answers in hand, then we can 
make our decision in the proper 
manner that befits Congress. 

If we act before that, as some of the 
Members apparently want to do, I 
think we will be placing ourselves in 
an embarrassing position. We are 
spending an incredible amount of 
money on defense and we should at 
least take a few moments to ask the 
question of whether we need some 
mechanism to prevent profiteering. 
Anything we do today will not be cast 
in stone, but at least we will be able to 
go home and tell our constituents that 
we did our best to protect their hard
earned money. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from New York (Mr. STRATTON) 
wish to be heard? 

Mr. STRATTON. I rise in opposition 
to the amendment, Mr. Chairman. I 
am entitled under the rule to what? 

The CHAIRMAN. Two minutes. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
hesitate to oppose my good friend, the 
gentleman from New Jersey, but he is 
familiar with the fact that I have been 
struggling a long time with this matter 
of the Vinson-Trammell Act. We held 
detailed hearings on it. The result of 
the hearings was that we found there 
have indeed been excess profits by 
some defense contractors, but those 
excess profits were not made by the 
major defense contractors. They were 
mostly on small production runs in 
small firms providing clothing and so 
on for the Defense Department. 

It did not appear to be an immediate 
problem; however, our subcommittee 
has drafted a bill which can go into 
effect in times of emergency or in 
times of war. 

The gentleman from New Jersey has 
not even given our subcommittee an 
opportunity to have our report printed 
and our hearings published. 

I ask that the amendment be reject
ed, because it will complicate the task 
of our committee in conference with 
the other body. 

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman from New York 
yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to concur in the remarks of 
the gentleman from New York. The 
proposed position that the gentleman 
from New York is taking will ade
quately provide for profit controls in 
the event of war, which is the concern 
I think that the gentleman from New 
Jersey has. To complicate it with a 
GAO study at this time adds nothing 
and I think interferes with the pur
pose of the gentleman from New York 
in going to conference. 

I oppose the amendment. 
Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

appreciate the gentleman's remarks. It 
really does take control away from the 
Congress. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey <Mr. MINISH). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count; 141 Members are present, a 
quorum. 

The pending business is the demand 
of the gentleman from New Jersey 
<Mr. MINISH) for a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was refused. 
So the amendment was rejected. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 
The CHAIRMAN. We will now pro

ceed to those amendments which have 
been printed in the RECORD. Each side 
is entitled to 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. DOWNEY). 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DOWNEY 
Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 

off er an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman's 

amendment printed in the RECORD? 
Mr. DOWNEY. Yes; it is, Mr. Chair

man. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

report the amendment. 
Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that the amend
ment be considered as read and print
ed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There wa.S no objection. 
The amendment reads as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DOWNEY: At 

the end of the bill, add the following new 
section: 

ANNUAL REPORT ON PROJECTED ACQUISITION 
COSTS 

SEc. 918. Section 139 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(e) Each report submitted pursuant to 
subsection (a) shall include the projected 
total acquisition cost of each item for which 
funds are individually authorized and ap
propriated and for which funds are request
ed in the President's budget for that year if 
the total projected acquisition cost of that 
item is $1,000,000,000 or more (in current 
dollars) and if that item will be in advanced 
development <or a later stage of the acquisi
tion process) during the coming fiscal year. 
Each such projected total acquisition cost 
shall be stated both in current dollars and 
in projected actual amount of outlays. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, this 
should only take 1 minute. I believe in 
spite of any prior comments on other 
weapons systems, that this amend
ment is noncontroversial. The report
ing requirement simply authorizes the 
Secretary of Defense to publish the 
cost in his annual report. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York has two amendments 
at the desk. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, this 
is the amendment to section 139 of 
title 10. 
· The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 

recognized. 
Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment requires that for weapons 
systems that will cost over $1 billion as 
they move through advanced develop
ment that they be published by the 
Secretary of Defense in his annual 
report, so that we can get a handle on 
what the future costs of these weap
ons systems will be. 

The information is currently avail
able in the DSARC. We would just 
like to make it a part of the annual 
report so we can make a better evalua
tion of it. 

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

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield to the chair
man. 
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Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, the gen

tleman has provided me with a copy 
and I have had an opportunity to ex
amine the amendment very carefully. 
I see nothing in it that I would dis
agree with. I am willing to accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I thank the chair
man of the committee. 

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

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield to the distin
guished ranking minority member . . 

Mr. DICKINSON. I would normally 
be reluctant to add another burden on 
the Secretary and another require
ment for reporting. This requires 
nothing more than he does ordinarily 
in the normal course of business. It 
simply makes it available in a differ
ent form. I find no problem with it. I 
will accept it over here. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I thank the gentle
man. 

Let me say parenthetically, I have 
published an amendment in the record 
of the senior Senator from Georgia, 
which had passed unanimously in the 
other body. I have not offered it. It is 
my intention and my hope that the 
Armed Services Committee in confer
ence will take a look at what the 
senior Senator has done on an addi
tional reporting requirement and take 
a favorable view of it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York (Mr. DOWNEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Kansas <Mr. 
GLICKMAN). 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GLICKMAN 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman's 
amendment printed in the RECORD? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Yes; it was printed 
in the July 14 edition of the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GLICKMAN: On 

page 52, strike lines 4 through 12 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

"(3) Before any contract described in 
paragraph < 1) that contains a clause setting 
forth a cancellation ceiling in excess of 
$100,000,000 may be awarded, the head of 
the agency involved shall give written noti
fication of the proposed contract to the 
Committees on Armed Services and on Ap
propriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives, and such contract may not 
then be awarded until the end of the 30-leg
islative-day period beginning on the date of 
such notification. No such contract may be 
entered into if during that 30-legislative-day 
period both the House of Representatives 
and the Senate adopt resolutions disapprov
ing such multiyear contract. For the pur
poses of this paragraph, a legislative day is a 
day in which either House of Congress is in 
session. 

Mr. GLICKMAN <during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con-

sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, 

this amendment relates to the mul
tiyear contracting issue. I opposed the 
Brooks amendment, which essentially 
prevented the use of multiyear con
tract by the Pentagon, because I think 
we ought to experiment with mul
tiyear contracting and perhaps save 
the taxpayers some money as the 
GAO has sugggested. But if you look 
at the committee bill, it provides virtu
ally no congressional oversight over 
the process. On page 52 of the commit
tee bill, it describes the process by 
which multiyear contracts come to the 
Congess in this way: If the Pentagon 
negotiates a multiyear contract which 
contains less than $100 million in can
cellation fees, the Pentagon does not 
have to send that contract to the 
Armed Services Committee for review. 
If the multiyear contract contains a 
cancellation fee of over $100 million, 
which by the way translates to a bill 
contract of roughly about a half a bil
lion dollars, the Pentagon must send 
that contract to the Appropriations 
Committee and Armed Services Com
mittee and the contract sits for 30 
days, presumably for oversight pur
poses. 

Now, my amendment does two 
things. One, the contract will sit in 
Congress for 30 legislative days, not 
calendar days as under the current 
bill. Otherwise, under the current bill 
the Pentagon can send such a contract 
over here on Thanksgiving Day and 
we are going to be wherever we are in 
our districts or elsewhere, and we will 
have no opportunity to review this 
contract when the 30-calendar day 
period is expired, perhaps Christmas 
Day. 

The second thing says this. It says 
that no such contract may be entered 
into if during that 30-legislative day 
period, both the House and the Senate 
adopt resolutions disapproving such 
multiyear contract. 

This is the same language we ap
proved in the Hansen amendment on 
the MX missile. The amendment does 
not create any automatic procedural 
mechanisms to get a vote to the floor. 
It just says that if you are approving a 
very large multiyear contract with 
over a $100 million cancellation clause, 
which again means a very large con
tract of at least one-half billion dol
lars, we in Congress ought to have at 
least some opportunity for a legisla
tive veto. 

This gives us the necessary over
sight. 

Second of all, the amendment would 
make a Pentagon contracting officer 
know that if he is negotiating a huge 
multiyear contract, it just might possi-

bly be reviewed by the full Congress if 
it were not negotiated very well. That 
would encourage the contracting offi
cer to know that in very large mul
tiyear contracts, the taxpayer's inter
ests come first. Otherwise, just per
haps during the aforementioned 30-
day period, Congress and its respective 
committees could seek modification or 
even reject such contract if it were de
fective or poorly negotiated. 
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We have approved a legislative veto 
provision on about every other major 
piece of legislation we have passed. I 
should point that under the amend
ment, as well as under the bill, any 
contracts with cancellation clauses 
under $100,000,000, will not be subject 
to this process. They can proceed 
really without any mandatory congres
sional review, which is not terribly 
good policy either. But I have decided 
not to amend the amount in question. 

But to contracts subject to my 
amendment, if during the 30 legisla
tive days we do not veto the contract 
in question, it is automatically ap
proved. In most cases, the contracts 
will no doubt be approved. 

I would hope that the Committee 
would look at this amendment not as 
being antimultiyear. It is not. I voted 
against the Brooks amendment and 
support multiyear contracts. The 
whole purpose of the amendment is to 
provide some reasonable legislative 
veto-type oversight over the very big 
multiyear contracts. We have, for the 
first time, in this bill approved a proc
ess by which Congress delegates to the 
Pentagon the authority to approve bil
lion dollar multiyear contracts, not re
quiring the annual approval currently 
required. Are we so willing to turn 
over the keys for billions of dollars of 
military contracts to the Pentagon 
that we will not ever accept a modi
cum of oversight that we have re
quired for almost every other agency 
of government? Will the American 
people support blindly the decisions of 
the Defense Department without re
quiring their elected representatives to 
accept some degree of oversight over 
many billions of dollars? Do we so im
plicitly trust defense contractors that 
their decisions ought not to be subject 
of congressional review? I doubt it, 
and if anybody believes that the 
American public would buy that kind 
of nonassertive responsibility on Con
gress part, he or she needs to have 
their head examined. 

I urge the adoption of my amend
ment. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAN DANIEL TO 
THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GLICKMAN 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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Amendment offered by Mr. DAN DANIEL to 

the amendment offered by Mr. GLICKMAN: 
Strike out the second sentence of the 
matter proposed to be inserted by the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The Chair should have in
quired of the gentleman from Virginia 
if his amendment has been printed in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. It has not been, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Virginia <Mr. 
DAN DANIEL) to the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. GLICKMAN). 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to speak in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman can be recognized for 5 
minutes to speak against the amend
ment of the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. That is precisely 
what I am rising for. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman will state his parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Even though the 
gentleman cannot speak to his amend
ment, his amendment to my amend
ment is still permitted under the rule? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
amendment to the amendment per
haps should have been offered after 
the debate. It will be voted on without 
further debate thereon. The gentle
man from Virginia may speak for 5 
minutes in opposition to the gentle
man from Kansas <Mr. GLICKMAN) 
amendment. 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment of 
the gentleman from Kansas <Mr. 
GLICKMAN). 

The Committee is willing to accept 
the first part of the gentleman's 
amendment. We think it is valid. 

However, yesterday the Committee, 
by a vote of 283 to 133 decided that it 
did not wish to involve itself in the de
tails of contracting. That is what this 
amendment provides. Congressional 
veto was a principal provision of the 
Brooks amendment. The Members de
cided they are opposed to that. 

I hope very much that this will be 
voted down. 

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

Mr. DAN DANIEL. Of course I yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I appreciate my 
colleague yielding because we have 
talked about this issue. So my col
leagues understand the difference, 
there are two parts of my amendment. 
One is making 30 days, 30 legislative 
days. That part the gentleman has 
agreed to. 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. We accept that. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. His amendment is 

to mine. The other part of the amend
ment, which is the main part of the 
amendment, is, as I believe, for these 
very large multiyear contracts, doing 
them for the first time, this Congress 
ought to have the option of having a 
legislative veto over that particular 
area. 

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

Mr. DAN DANIEL. Of course, I yield 
to the gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
DICKINSON). 

Mr. DICKINSON. As I understand 
it, you have the right to off er an 
amendment to this, but not to discuss 
it? 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. We are discuss
ing the entire amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. We could do that, 
or if he offered the amendment, that 
amendment will get just to the second 
part and not to the first part. 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. We accept the 
first part of his amendment, but we 
are opposed to the second part. 

Mr. DICKINSON. If you offered the 
amendment it would reach only the 
second part, dealing with the two
House veto, is that correct? 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. That is correct. 
The gentleman is correct. 

Does the gentleman fron:i Kansas 
wish to separate the question on a 
vote on the package? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. If the gentleman 
wants to off er an amendment to my 
amendment-the gentleman has al
ready offered the amendment? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Could we not 
have a division, if the gentleman 
would yield? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. We could have a 
separation. 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. I do not wish to 
separate this. I wish to vote on the 
entire package. I am opposed to the 
amendment and I would ask the Com
mittee to reject the amendment of the 
gentleman from Kansas <Mr. GLICK
MAN). 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Virginia <Mr. 
DAN DANIEL) to the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. GLICKMAN). 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Kansas <Mr. 
GLICKMAN). 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. GLICKMAN) 
there were-ayes 29, noes 70. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SIMON 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Has 
the gentleman's amendment been 
printed in the RECORD? 

Mr. SIMON. It has. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SIMON: Page 

53, after line 3, add the following new sec
tion: 

STUDY ON FOREIGN LANGUAGE REQUIREMENTS 
SEC. 919. (a) The Secretary of Defense 

shall conduct a study on the feasibility of 
requiring each cadet and midshipman at the 
United States Military Academy, the United 
States Naval Academy, and the United 
States Air Force Academy and each member 
of the Senior Reserve Officers' Training 
Corps program to study at least one foreign 
language and to increase existing require
ments for foreign language study at such 
academies and in such program. 

(b) A report on the study conducted pur
suant to subsection <a> shall be submitted 
by the Secretary of Defense to the Congress 
not later than the date occurring 12 months 
after the date of the enactment of this sec
tion. 

Mr. SIMON (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. Chairman, I will 

try and take only 2 minutes because I 
think this is a noncontroversial 
amendment. 

Yesterday before a subcommittee of 
the Education and Labor Committee, 
Major General Larkin, Deputy Direc
tor of the Defense Information 
Agency, and Admiral Inman, Deputy 
Director of the CIA, testified. Admiral 
Inman said our decline in foreign lan
guage study in the United States, and 
I quote: "is a major long-range danger 
to the security of the Nation." 

It is not an easy task to tackle, but 
there are areas where we can, and I 
have asked that in this authorization 
we ask the Defense Department to 
take a look at requiring foreign lan
guage study at our three academies 
and the ROTC, simply that they study 
it. 

The gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
NICHOLS) is going to offer an amend
ment which was an amendment I had 
to another bill, which I heartily 
concur in, which asks that the Defense 
Department also study the possibility 
of an additional-pay item to members 
of the armed services who serve over
seas. 

Let me give my colleagues an aston
ishing statistic. There are 488,000 
American service personnel serving 
overseas, 314 of that 488,000 are 
judged linguistically competent in an
other language by the military. Every 
study shows it is a major security 
problem, and we are simply asking for 
study. 

I urge support of my amendment as 
well as the amendment to be offered 
by the gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
NICHOLS). 



16054 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 16, 1981 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I tend generally to 

support the idea of increasing foreign 
language proficiency for service mem
bers. I have, however, to oppose the 
amendment as offered on the basis 
that I think it does not go quite far 
enough. I think a study to evaluate 
the feasibility of a foreign language 
requirement for future officers, as sug
gested by the gentleman from Illinois 
<Mr. SIMON) has a good deal of merit. I 
notice that the gentleman intends to 
off er an amendment to H.R. 3380, the 
Armed Forces pay bill, which would 
authorize a $500 bonus for foreign lan
guage proficiency. 

Without further study by the Mili
tary Subcommittee on Military Pay, 
we would have to oppose that amend
ment. But I do have an amendment to 
off er to the gentleman's bill, and I 
would like to submit that at this time. 

D 1720 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NICHOLS TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SIMON 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment to the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair will advise the gentleman that 
his amendment may be off erect, and 
there will be an immediate vote. There 
will be no debate on the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. NICHOLS. I thank the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. NICHOLS to 

the amendment offered by Mr. SIMON: 
In subsection (a) of the section proposed 

to be added by the amendment
(!) insert "(1)" after "(a)"; and 
(2) add at the end thereof the following: 
"(2) The Secretary shall include in such 

study consideration of the desirability and 
feasibility of paying a bonus to each 
member of the Armed Forces stationed in a 
foreign country who is proficient in the 
native language <other than English) of 
such country.". 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman will state it. 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, is 

the gentleman from Alabama entitled 
to be heard in opposition to the 
amendment off erect by the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Alabama <Mr. NICH
OLS) was recognized for 5 minutes in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
SIMON). The gentleman consumed per
haps 3 minutes of that time, at which 
time he off erect his amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield, in opposition 
to the original amendment, then, if he 
has 2 minutes remaining? 

Mr. NICHOLS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair will advise the gentleman that 
at this point the question must occur 
on the amendment to the amendment. 
There can be no further yielding of 
time, since the gentleman from Ala
bama in effect yielded back his time in 
opposition to the original amendment. 

The question is on the amendment 
off erect by the gentleman from Ala
bama <Mr. NICHOLS) to the amend
ment off erect by the gentleman from 
Illinois <Mr. SIMON). 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment off erect 
by the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
SIMON), as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BETHUNE 
Mr. BETHUNE. Mr. Chairman, I 

off er an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Has 

the gentleman's amendment been 
printed in the RECORD? 

Mr. BETHUNE. It has been, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BETHUNE: 

Page 48, after line 12, insert the following 
new subsection: 

<d> Not later than 30 days after the end of 
the 180-day period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit a comprehensive 
report to Congress on the operation 
through the end of such period of chapter 
18 of title 10, United States Code <as added 
by subsection (a)). Such report shall include 
findings of the Secretary concerning the 
effect of assistance provided under such 
chapter." 

Mr. BETHUNE <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BETHUNE. Mr. Chairman, I 

think this is a noncontroversial 
amendment. For the best part of 2 
days we debated rather extensively 
and with some degree of heat the 100-
year-old tradition of separating mili
tary and civilian law enforcement 
known as posse comitatus. The rule 
was breached to the extent that the 
military may involve itself in the en
forcement of drug laws and immigra
tion laws with certain limitations. 

Most of the Members I have talked 
to since that debate have qualms 
about what the House did for many 
different reasons. So, in the aftermath 
of what I thought was one of the 
healthiest debates that we have had 
here in the Congress, I have dis-

covered that most of the principal par
ticipants in the debate agree with me 
that we should have a comprehensive 
report from the Department of De
fense some 180 days after this measure 
goes into effect. In that way we can 
assess whether or not we have done 
the right thing or whether we might 
want to make some modifications. 
That is all that this amendment does. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, the Armed 
Services Committee has had a chance 
to look at this amendment, and it is 
our opinion that we should accept it. 
So we do. 

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

Mr. BETHUNE. I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. HUGHES. I want to commend 
my colleague, the gentleman from Ar
kansas. The gentleman's amendment 
does precisely what we should be 
doing, anyway, and that is oversight
ing just how these new measures are 
being implemented by the Department 
of Defense. As far as the Judiciary 
Committee is concerned, we are very 
happy to accept it. 

Mr. BETHUNE. I thank the gentle
man for his contribution. 

My preference would be to send the 
proposal back to committee and bring 
it back later with what I think is going 
to be a very fine piece of legislation 
that the gentleman is working on now, 
which is the anticrime legislation. I 
hope to be very helpful to the gentle
man in that process. In any case, I 
think we have made a lot of headway 
since this began. 

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

Mr. BETHUNE. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
just hope the gentleman would use his 
good offices with his colleagues on 
that side and with the OMB so that 
we can get some adequate funding for 
the civilian Drug Enforcement Admin
istration and the Coast Guard so that 
we do not have to resort to these kinds 
of extreme measures to deal with this 
situation. 

Mr. BETHUNE. From my experi
ence with law enforcement, which has 
been extensive, I can assure the gen
tleman that I think we are all going to 
discover that this problem of crime is 
a good deal more sophisticated than 
just calling out the Marines. 

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

Mr. BETHUNE. I yield to the gentle
man from Alabama. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, we 
have had an opportunity to examine 
the gentleman's amendment. We think 
it is meritorious and it serves a very 
good purpose. We will accept it on this 
side. 
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Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BETHUNE. I yield to the gentle

man from Florida. 
Mr. SHAW. As the author or propos

er of one of the amendments to the 
posse comitatus exception, I would 
compliment the gentleman on his fine 
amendment. I think it is something 
that we will all certainly support. 

Mr. BETHUNE. I thank the gentle
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Arkansas <Mr. BETHUNE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PEASE 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Has the amend
ment been printed in the RECORD? 

Mr. PEASE. No, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Since the amend

ment has not been printed in the 
RECORD, under the rules the Clerk will 
read the amendment, but there can be 
no debate. 

The Clerk will report the amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PEASE: At the 

end of the bill, add the following new sec
tion: 

RECREATION FACILITIES REPORT 
SEC. 920. Not later than January 1, 1982, 

the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
report which-

( 1) specifies methods for converting to 
performance by civilian employees a sub
stantial number of personnel positions in 
the Department of Defense currently held 
by members of the Armed Forces who are 
assigned solely to the operation and mainte
nance of military morale, welfare, and recre
ation facilities; 

(2) specifies methods for substantially re
ducing or eliminating the use of Govern
ment funds to defray the costs of operating 
and maintaining military morale, welfare, 
and recreation facilities; and 

<3) examines the availability of non-mili
tary morale, welfare, and recreation facili
ties in the continental United States which 
could serve the needs of members of the 
Armed Forces and their dependents. 
•Mr. PEASE. Mr. Chairman, the De
partment of Defense is the largest and 
most complex institution in the world. 
According to GAO, "it maintains $67 
billion in inventories of supplies and 
parts and manages $230 billion in 
other assets." 

GAO has produced reports and rec
ommendations that have led to savings 
in the Department of Defense of over 
$8. 7 billion in the last 5 years. But, as 
GAO is quick to point out, "the job of 
minimizing waste is never ending." In 
furtherance of GAO's report, the 
question is whether or not there are 
further cost reductions with long
term, recurring potential? The answer 
is most definitely "yes." 

Secretary of Defense Weinberger 
has earned a reputation as "cap the 

knife" when it comes to finding budg
etary fat. I commend Secretary Wein
berger for his activities and encourage 
his continued pursuit of these goals. 
My distinguished colleague from Vir
ginia, Mr. DANIEL, has also consistent
ly striven for more efficient use of de
fense dollars. My amendment will 
serve to provide the Congress with val
uable information which will surely be 
of major importance as we continue to 
seek significant savings in Federal 
spending. My amendment addresses 
the funding problems of morale, wel
fare and recreation activities of our 
Armed Forces-which currently cost 
American taxpayers over $300 million 
per year. The amendment requires the 
Secretary of Defense to submit a 
report which will specify methods for 
converting morale, welfare and recrea
tion personnel positions from military 
to civilian, specify methods for reduc
ing the use of Government funds for 
the operation of these facilities and 
examine the availability of public fa
cilities for use by members of the 
armed services. 

A GAO report issued last year high
lights two things: First, the need for 
morale, welfare, and recreation facili
ties for military personnel is particu
larly important at overseas locations 
where few recreational opportunities 
exist in the surrounding community; 
and second, although DOD has a large 
backlog of facility needs which cannot 
presently be funded, some facilities 
being constructed are larger than 
needed, some have not been adequate
ly justified or planned, and some will 
be used primarily by persons not on 
active duty. 

These findings clearly indicate the 
need for the report which my amend
ment requires. As President Reagan 
said in his state of the Union address 
earlier this year, "the aim will be to 
provide the most effective defense for 
the lowest possible cost." The budget
ary pressures on the Congress serve to 
emphasize this point. 

By examining the availability of 
recreation facilities other than mili
tary recreation facilities for use by 
members of the Armed Forces and 
their dependents, logical priorities 
may be set. This report could expedite 
construction of priority facilities and 
eliminate the wasteful spending cited 
by GAO. 

For example, a GAO report shows a 
case of a military golf course built 
even though a public course is only 10 
miles away and 69 other public courses 
are within a 25-mile radius, another 
military course was built 1 mile from a 
public course and within 25 miles of 50 
other public courses. 

Mr. Chairman, no one questions the 
need for morale, welfare, and recrea
tion activities for our Armed Forces, 
but there is obviously a need for some 
guidance and forethought here. Reck
less spending cannot be tolerated. 
GAO stated to Secretary Weinberger, 

Our goal is not just to uncover waste-im
portant as that is-but to reveal long-term 
management deficiencies which DOD itself 
should correct-or on which Congress 
should mandate corrective action if neces
sary-so that such losses will be avoided in 
the future. 

A GAO report shows that recent 
shifts in the work force from military 
to civilian staff for morale, welfare, 
and recreation activities have not ad
versely affected these facilities. But 
further progress is necessary to 
achieve additional savings. GAO esti
mates that more than $5, 700 could be 
saved annually for each position that 
is converted from military to civilian. 
Estimates show that the 9,900 morale, 
welfare, and recreation positions in 
the military cost about $247 million 
annua~ly. Substituting civilians could 
save up to $57 million, depending on 
the number of positions converted. In 
addition to saving money, this shift 
would strengthen our military capac
ity by freeing military personnel to 
perform defense-related activities. 

As you have said yourself, Mr. 
Chairman, "to provide the kind of im
provements in defense that we both 
desire will require a sustained effort 
over an extended period of years and 
we will only be able to retain public 
support for that sustained effort if we 
can show that the funds are spent 
wisely and managed prudently." 

I could not agree more, Mr. Chair
man, and that is why I feel my amend
ment is essential. Every person here 
should be seeking a more efficient gov
ernment. I believe this report will 
assist us greatly in that goal. I urge 
my colleagues to support this amend
ment.• 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. DAN DANIEL. Mr. Chairman 

did I understand the Chair to say that 
this amendment is not printed in the 
RECORD? 

The CHAIRMAN. This amendment 
is not printed in the RECORD. There 
can be no debate. 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. Mr. Chairman 
does the committee have the opportu~ 
nity to say that they are opposed to 
the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee 
does not have that opportunity. 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. I thank the 
Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio <Mr. PEASE). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOLLENBECK 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Chairman 
I off er an amendment. ' 

The CHAIRMAN. Has the amend
ment been printed in the RECORD? 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Yes, Mr. Chair
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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Amendment offered by Mr. HOLLENBECK: 

Page 60, after line 17, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 920. It is the sense of the Congress 
that the Secretary of the Army should 
strengthen his capability to verify the accu
racy of large claims made by the Federal 
Republic of Germany against the United 
States for damage resulting from official 
maneuvers, operations, and other activities 
of the United States Army-

(1) whenever possible, through the use of 
members of the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers stationed in the Federal Re
public of Germany, or 

(2) if such members are not available for 
such purpose, through the use of other per
sonnel of the Department of the Army. 

Mr. HOLLENBECK [during the 
reading]. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendment be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from New Jersey (Mr. HOLLENBECK) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Chairman, 
in March of this year I called upon 
President Reagan, Secretary of De
fense Weinberger, and the House 
Budget and Appropriations Commit
tees to examine closely the recommen
dations made by the General Account
ing Office <GAO) to eliminate unnec
essary spending by the Defense De
partment. In response to my request, 
the President advised me that he 
plans to appoint for the first time an 
inspector general for DOD and that 
improved auditing procedures are cur
rently being developed. 

I know that many of my colleagues 
share my view that the Defense De
partment deserves the same type of 
scrutiny and attention given to other 
Federal agencies during the budget 
process. Today, I am offering an 
amendment designed to save millions 
of dollars in the defense budget with
out any reductions whatsoever in our 
Nation's capacity to continue a strong 
defense. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is de
signed simply to draw attention to the 
need for the U.S. Army to improve 
verification of military damage claims 
that are paid to the Federal Republic 
of Germany <FRG ). The amendment 
would: express the sense of Congress 
that the Secretary of the Army 
strengthen his capacity to verify the 
accuracy of large claims made by the 
FRG against the United States for 
damage resulting from official maneu
vers, operations, and other activities. 
It states that whenever possible this 
action should be made by members of 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers sta
tioned in the FRG or, if necessary, 
other Army personnel. 

From 1975 through 1980 U.S. 
damage claim reimbursements to the 
Federal Republic of Germany in-

creased more than nine-fold from $5.5 
million per year in 1975 to $46 million 
in 1980. In just the last 2 years pay
ments have more than doubled and 
over 90 percent of all foreign claims 
against the United States since 1976 
have been paid to FRG. I find these 
statistics alarming. Yet, in spite in 
these startling increases, the Army to 
date has done little to verify damage 
claims and adjudicate the claim pay
ments. This lack of U.S. involvement 
includes the verification of even very 
large dollar amounts. It is imperative 
for the U.S. Army to assume a more 
direct role in the investigation of all, 
but most importantly, high cost 
claims, Incredibly, Mr. Chairman, the 
U.S. Army Claims Service, Europe 
<USACSEUR) German branch which 
handles FRG tort and maneuver 
damage claims has maintained the 
same size staff over the past 6 years al
though the volume of claims processed 
has more than doubled to the aston
ishing level of over 50,000 claims in 
1980. 

In fact, the primary role in damage 
claim processing is performed by the 
German Defense Cost Office <DCO) 
which investigates, adjudicates claims 
and pays the claimants. The USAC
SEUR with Army unit assistance 
merely establishes that U.S. forces 
were present in the area of reported 
damage. There is no procedure in
volved to verify that U.S. Army oper
ations actually caused the damage. 

I believe that it is important for us 
to understand the procedures the 
German Government follows in inves
tigating and settling damage claims 
against the United States. Maneuver 
damages are reported by injured par
ties to the FRG state level DCO. 
About 90 percent of these maneuver 
damage claims are made by private 
German citizens, most by farmers for 
alleged crop and agriculture field 
damage. The remaining claims are 
generally made by municipalities or 
other small government units whose 
most common damage claims are for 
field or country roads and highways. 

Upon investigating a damage claim, 
each DCO assigns special engineers to 
assess the various types and costs of 
damage. The DCO then examines 
these claims and presents settlement 
offers to the claimants. Once the DCO 
process is completed, a claim notifica
tion is forwarded to the U.S. Army. 
The notice will include details such as 
the riature, timing and location of the 
damage, the identity of the claimant 
and the amount claimed. 

To repeat, the U.S. Army claims 
service's only role is to verify the U.S. 
presence at the time the damage oc
curred. Upon receipt of a claims notice 
from the DCO, USACSEUR merely 
cross checks the DCO notice against 
the master damage reports received 
from military units. In cases where 
claims are under $500, the U.S. Army 

claims service does not even verify 
U.S. involvement under a so-called 
simplified procedure which only re
quires the USACSEUR to review and 
pay the German reimbursement re
quest. The certification process is 
eliminated. 

It is obvious, Mr. Chairman, that in 
light of the increasing number and 
costs of claims against the United 
States and our lack of emphasis on in
vestigating even the most expensive 
damage claims, I believe that the 
Army must begin to implement proce
dures to accurately verify claim pay
ments. At a minimum, qualified U.S. 
personnel should be made available 
from existing engineering units in the 
FRG to perform this function in a 
more perfunctory and thorough 
manner. My amendment would serve 
to initiate this process and according 
to the Government Accounting Office 
could save $3 million annually based 
on the amount of claims made in 1980. 
Future savings could be even more 
substantial if current trends continue. 
I urge my colleagues support. 

Admittedly, Mr. Chairman, the cost 
savings associated with this amend
ment are comparatively small. My ef
forts here today, however, are not 
simply to highlight one area where 
savings can be made in the defense 
budget but to draw attention to the 
much larger opportunities available to 
all of us to save billions of dollars in 
the defense budget while still funding 
a stronger defense. In the process of 
its deliberation I am hopeful that my 
amendment will serve to underscore 
the need to take these cost saving 
measures further and call attention to 
the symptomatic problems inherent in 
the administration's plan to allocate 
additional defense outlays with only a 
minor emphasis on determining the 
most cost-effective way to spend de
fense dollars. 

In our efforts to correct the serious 
flaws in defense allocations we need 
not be experts, but rather simply be 
willing to assess with an open eye op
portunities to cut waste and save dol
lars. The General Accounting Office, 
the Republican Study Conference and 
the House Appropriations Committee 
have brought to the forefront several 
ways in which we can potentially save 
billions of dollars a year every year 
through 1984. I want to again direct 
my colleagues' attention to several of 
these recommendations as reported in 
pages 82 through 84 of House Report 
96-1317. 

My efforts to focus attention on 
these recommendations should not be 
misconstrued to mean that I feel that 
the Nation's security is an area in 
which to take risks. I support in large 
measure many of the increases being 
proposed by this committee and by 
the administration. Large funds are 
needed in order to maintain our de-
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fenses at a demonstratively safe level. 
However, the magnitude and the ra
pidity of the proposed defense in
creases-25 percent more in 1982 than 
in 1981-lend themselves to the ques
tion of whether it is bureaucratically 
possible to increase spending that fast 
without wasting a great deal of it. One 
of the great American myths is that 
you can solve a problem by throwing 
enough money at it. This fallacy ap
plied to our efforts in the past to solve 
many of our domestic problems and 
has contributed in part to a Federal 
Government out-of-control and a frag
ilely weakened economy. 

It · is obvious that this crucial lesson 
has been forgotten or at best over
looked when it comes time to spend 
money on our Nation's defenses. Mr. 
Chairman, this is the best time to 
insure that the same principles and 
lessons which apply to our domestic 
programs must apply to the Nation's 
military budget. Money is not always 
the best solution. Carefully spent, 
however, it can achieve the degree of 
national security we need without 
waste and with the principle of fiscal 
responsibility to the country's taxpay
ers unforgotten. 

Me. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, we 
have looked at the amendment. I 
thought that this was already the 
case. I thought we had an adjuster 
over there to settle claims. But cer
tainly they should be verified. I find 
nothing wrong with the amendment. I 
do not believe that the committee 
finds anything wrong with it. On this 
side, we accept the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey <Mr. HOLLEN
BECK). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

D 1730 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VOLKMER 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Has the amend-
ment been printed in the RECORD? 

Mr. VOLKMER. It has. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. VOLKMER: On 

page 59, strike lines 20 through 24 and on 
page 60, strike lines 1 through 17. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, as I 
reviewed this bill last week and came 
to the very end of it, the last bit of it, 
I find herein an assistance to the 
Yorktown Bicentennial Celebration 
which will take place on or about Oc
tober 19, for the 200-year celebration 
of the Battle of Yorktown when our 
first President, General Washington, 
accepted the surrender of General 
Cornwallis at that battle. 

I looked at it, and I thought we are 
cutting back on everything else, and I 

just read again earlier this week that 
the amount we are authorizing and 
the amount that is going to be appro
priated probably will not be enough to 
take care of all the military programs 
that we are going to have asked for by 
the President and by the Department 
of Defense. They will probably have to 
come in with additional moneys for 
the year 1982 for our military. 

We are cutting back on all kinds of 
social programs. We are making block 
grants for everything, saying let the 
States do it, let the local governments 
do it. We have $1 million here for the 
celebration of Yorktown. 

I am not unfamiliar with Yorktown. 
When I was in the service, in the 
Army, stationed at Fort Eustis, I lived 
at Yorktown. It is quite a nice place. I 
think that we should commemorate 
the battle and the def eat of the Brit
ish. Of course, the British do not want 
to come over. They are not coming. 
We know that. They are not going to 
be there. We will have to have people 
fill in for the British because they do 
not think it is much to commemorate, 
and I quite agree with them. 

I think if the people in Virginia and 
the people of York County, the people 
of Yorktown, wish to do this, they 
have available funds. I do not know if 
the Members know it or not, but the 
Commonwealth of Virginia-which is 
quite a nice Commonwealth and which 
is where I presently reside when I am 
here in the Washington area-has over 
a $200 million surplus right now. How 
much do we have? We do not have 
any. We are going to have to go out 
and borrow the money in order to pro
vide this assistance for the celebra
tion. My taxpayers are going to have 
to pay for that. 

That is what we are going to end up 
doing in order to provide these funds 
when the funds can be available from 
local sources or the State. 

So in these times of cutbacks, I feel 
very strongly that $1 million even to 
commemorate this great battle, even 
to commemorate the battle that gave 
us, in the end, this country, I think is 
a little bit too much to ask at this 
time. I am not the only one that says 
that. The Secretary of Defense wrote 
a letter just this last month in regard 
to this amount .of money. He said: 

I agree that $1 million is a lot of money. 
Such an amendment is not supported by me 
in a time when we are asking for cutbacks in 
so many other programs. Indeed, the origi
nal combined American, French, and British 
expenditures for the battle were probably a 
lot less than $1 million at that time. 

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

Mr. VOLKMER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, does 
the gentleman agree with me that the 
teaching of history and the commemo
ration of historic events is of the 
utmost importance to our young 
people in this country? 

Mr. VOLKMER. There is no ques
tion about it. I agree that we should 
have a commemoration, but I question 
whether we need to provide all the 
support services that this $1 million 
will do, and provide the feeding sta
tions and the trumpet stations and all 
this. That is what this $1 million will 
do; and also to provide some military 
units and the Old Guard and things 
like that, the Marine Band, things like 
that. 

If my hometown wants to commemo
rate or a town in my district is having 
a bicentennial coming up and they 
would like to get a band from Fort 
Leonard Wood in central Missouri, we 
have to pay for it. 

Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, and I rise in op
position to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I know that on first 
blush, the arguments of the gentle
man from Missouri have some appeal. 
However, I believe the authorization 
for Yorktown is important. 

The same arguments were made 
when the Armed Services Committee 
marked up this legislation and were 
rejected by a vote of 22 to 6. 

On October 19, 1781, George Wash
ington's army-with the help of 
French forces-defeated the British. It 
was this great military victory that 
won our War of Independence and 
made our experiment in democracy 
possible. On the occasion of the cen
tennial and sesquicentennial of the 
Battle of Yorktown there were great 
national celebrations. The President 
of the United States spoke at York
town. The Congress recessed to join 
the President and Governors of the 
Original Thirteen States on the histor
ic battlefield. Representatives of 
France and Britain joined hundreds of 
thousands of Americans at Yorktown. 

The battle was recreated and special 
military units performed-in 1881 
John Philip Sousa led the Marine 
Band. French and American warships 
rode at anchor in the York River. 

We hope the 200th anniversary of 
Washington's great victory-next 
fall-can also be appropriately hon
ored. 

Last year the Congress designated 
October 19, 1981 as a day of national 
celebration. Let me emphasize this is a 
national event, not a Virginia Day. 
President Reagan has announced that 
he will be at Yorktown. President 
Francois Mitterrand of France has ex
pressed interest in attending. The 
French will be sending warships and 
military units to Yorktown. Hundreds 
of thousands of Americans and 
Frenchmen are expected to attend the 
4-day activities. The Park Service will 
expend approximately $500,000 to pre
pare the national park at Yorktown
to set the stage. 

The unanswered question is whether 
our own military will be able to par-
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ticipate. This authorization will 
permit DOD participation and reflects 
the actual expenses that the military 
services wish to incur. It will permit 
ceremonial activities, exhibits and dis
plays, demonstrations, and logistical 
support. We are talking about these 
kinds of things-military units to help 
recreate the battle, the participation 
of special groups such as the Marine 
Band, the Army's Old Guard, fly overs 
of Air Force planes the presence of 
Navy ships, field kitchens, and tents. 

I want to assure my colleagues that 
the people of Virginia are doing their 
part to support this national event. 
The State of Virginia has built and 
maintained a Yorktown Victory 
Center; $6 million has been spent for 
this purpose over the last 4 years. The 
General Assembly of Virginia has ap
propriated an additional $416,000 for 
the Yorktown activities. The people of 
York County, Va., raised their own 
county taxes this year in order to pro
vide another $162,000. Private contri
butions total over $100,000. So to date, 
the people of Virginia have contribut
ed about $6 million to help make the 
Yorktown Bicentennial possible. 

There are those that suggest that 
these are tough times and we sh'.ould 
not authorize moneys for the York
town Bicentennial. In response, I 
would point out that in the midst of 
the terrible depression in 1931, Amer
ica paused to celebrate the 150th 
Yorktown anniversary. At that time 
the Congress authorized and appropri
ated $2.4 million-twice as much as 
this authorization. 

In 1931, Franklin Roosevelt captured 
the importance of the Yorktown cele
bration when he said: 

Even as much as t he country needs a busi
ness revival, it likewise needs a revival of pa
triotism and a better understanding of the 
teachings and doctrines of this great 
Nation. 

I suggest these words are as appro
priate today as they were in the midst 
of the Great Depression. 

The eyes of the world will be on us 
as we honor the sacrifices of our fore
fathers and the day that made our ex
periment in democracy possible. It is 
essential that we provide for adequate 
military participation in the Yorktown 
Bicentennial and I urge you to oppose 
the amendment. 

I am advised that the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. PEYSER) will offer 
a perfecting amendment reducing the 

· authorization to $750,000-a sum 
equal to that of the other body. 

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

Mr. TRIBLE. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I will 
off er a perfecting amendment reduc
ing this amount to $750,000. 

Is my understanding correct that is 
the amount that the Senate has in the 
bill for this celebration? 

Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. Chairman, that is 
correct. That is the authorization in
cluded by the Senate in the approved 
Defense Authorization Act. 

Mr. PEYSER. I would think this is a 
very reasonable compromise. I would 
hope when the perfecting amendment 
is offered, it will be accepted unani
mously. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
to me. 

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

Mr. TRIBLE. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
think the perfecting amendment will 
keep us in line and cause us to remem
ber that next to the Declaration of In
dependence and the signing of the 
Constitution, the battle and victory at 
Yorktown is of the utmost importance 
to American history. 

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

Mr. TRIBLE. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
will accept the amendment of the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. PEYSER). 

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

Mr. TRIBLE. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Did the gentle
man say the 150th anniversary cele
bration was held in 1931? 

Mr. TRIBLE. Yes. 
Mr. SEIBERLING. And the gentle

man quoted President Roosevelt? He 
was not President in 1931. 

Mr. TRIBLE. He was not. He was 
Governor of the State of New York at 
that time. 

I thank the gentleman for pointing 
that out. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
PERFECTING AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 

PEYSER 
Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

a perfecting amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Perfecting amendment offered by Mr. 

PEYSER: Page 60, line 13, strike out 
" $1,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
" $750,000" . 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the perfecting amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
PEYSER). 

The perfecting amendment was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Missouri <Mr. VOLKMER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

0 1740 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 
Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Chairman, I have a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

will state it. 

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Chairman, the 
committee has had an amendment 
before it offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri <Mr. VOLKMER). 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. KAZEN. Then, Mr. Chairman, 
there was another amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
PEYSER). Was that amendment a sub
stitute amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. It was a perfect
ing amendment to the bill. It was not 
an amendment to the amendment. A 
motion to strike cannot be amended 
by a substitute. The Chair confesses 
that he was a little confused on that, 
too. 

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Chairman, it has 
confused us, too. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Peyser 
amendment was agreed to. The net 
effect is that there is $750,000 that is 
approved for the Yorktown celebra
tion. 

Mr. KAZEN. I thank the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. For what reason 

does the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia <Mr. ERTEL) seek recognition? 

Mr. ERTEL. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Chairman, I was on my feet at 
the time we voted o.n the Volkmer 
amendment. Have we voted for the 
Volkmer amendment at this time to 
eliminate the funds for the Yorktown 
exposition altogether? 

The CHAIRMAN. No; the Chair will 
state that we are in the situation 
where the committee adopted the 
Peyser amendment authorizing 
$750,000, and then rejected the Volk
mer motion to strike on a voice vote. 

Mr. ERTEL. Mr. Chairman, What is 
the effect of the Volkmer amendment 
at this point? 

The CHAIRMAN. There was no re
quest for a recorded vote. 

For what reason does the gentleman 
from Missouri <Mr. VOLKMER) rise? 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

My parliamentary inquiry is this: 
Has the Chair announced the result of 
the vote on the motion to strike, 
which was my amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
Mr. ERTEL. Mr. Chairman, I have a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. Chairman, I would ask for a divi

sion on the Volkmer amendment at 
this point. I was on my feet at the 
time the vote was announced. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair did not 
see the gentleman, but the Chair will 
take the gentleman's word that he was 
seeking recognition before the voice 
vote was finally announced. 

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to be sure that I understand what the 
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situation is on the voting right now. system using the full-time equivalent 
The perfecting amendment that I of- <FTE) methodology. 
fered, as I understand it, was accepted Some history is necessary. Histori-
and passed? cally, personnel ceilings have been set 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is using end of the year on-board 
correct. strength. Part-time employees working 

Mr. PEYSER. So, Mr. Chairman, on the final day of the fiscal year were 
now if we vote for the Volkmer counted toward the ceiling, thereby 
amendment, what are we then accom- creating a strong disincentive for agen
plishing? Are we then supporting the cies to hire part-time employees. 
moneys in the amount of $750,000 for Therefore, in the part-time law we 
the celebration, or are we knocking passed in 1978 <Public Law 95-437), we 
out everything? mandated moving to a full-time equiv-

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will alent personnel counting system to 
state that the perfected section would avoid discouraging the use of part
be stricken. time employees. There are other man-

Mr. PEYSER. So if we support the agement reasons for using an FTE 
Volkmer amendment, everything is system, rather than an end of the year 
out, and if we vote no, the $750,000 is on-board system. While the end of the 
in; is that correct? year system bears only a tangential re-

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is lationship to the amount of work per-
correct. formed, an FTE system tracks precise-

Mr. PEYSER. I thank the Chair. ly how many staff years of work were 
The CHAIRMAN. A division has used. This is a better way to plan and 

been requested on the Volkmer measure productivity. Neither is very 
amendment. good. We should manage by money, 

Mr. STRATTON. I have a parlia- not by artificial personnel ceilings, 
mentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. whether they are end of the year or 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman . FTE. 
will state it. The conversion to the. new FTE 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I system has been excee~mgly slow, 
have a copy of the Peyser amendment. m·ainly because of lack of mterest and 
It is an amendment to H.R. 3519, and thought in the Office of Management 
it says: and Budget. <OMB): OMB has run 

On page 60, line 13, strike out "$1,000,000" some . expbertimhent~ tint sldomDeODsmtaller 
and insert in lieu thereof "$750,000." agencies u 3:s JU~ o . o go 

. ahead and do it. Little gmdance has 
So the Peyser ai:iendment is an been provided and OMB has done 

ame.ndment to the bill and not a per- nothing to help agencies adjust. Fur
f ectmg amendment to the Volkmer ther, OMB has been oblivious to the 
amendment? . . special needs of industrial funded ac-

The CHAIRMAN. It is a perfectmg t· ·t· 
amendment to the b~ll. That was the i1ti~~e same time, to be able to meet 
statement of the Chair. . President Reagan's campaign promise 

Mr. STRATTON. And it was accept- about reducing the size of the work 
ed; was it not? force, old end of the year ceilings have 

The CHAIRMAN. ~hat amendment been used on top of new FTE ceilings. 
was accepted. But if the V~l~~er Even if an agency meets one it can 
amendment by a vote on division still get caught by the other. Because 
shoul? ~e approved, th~n that would one part of OMB did not know what 
b~ ~hmmated. Everythmg would be the other hand was doing, DOD got 
ehmm~~e?. conflicting signals on FTE. Hence, 

A division has been demanded on agency implementation was erratic: 
the Volkm~r. 3:mendment. here, just a paperwork game; there, a 

On a divis10n <demanded by Mr. stringent new management discipline. 
ERTEL) there were-ayes 33, _noes 60. commanders in the field got, not un-

So the amendment was reJected. expectedly, furious and called for a 
The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose halt to FTE. To this call, the Armed 

does the gentlewo:r:nan from Colorado Services Committee responded. 
<Mrs. SCHROEDER) rise? . Now, if I can have the attention of 

Mrs. SCH.ROEDER. Mr. Chairman, my chairman, I want to ask if, by de
I ask u~amm~ms consent to pro~eed f erring the implementation of FTE at 
for 1 mmu~e m order t? engage m a DOD, are we trying to create a disin
colloquy with the chairman of the centive to part-time hiring? 
committee. . . Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, if the 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there obJection gentlewoman will yield, the answer is 
to the request of the gentlewoman absolutely not. We are committed to 
from Colorado? . . the goals of the part-time legislation 

There was no obJect10n. which the gentlewoman from Colora-
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, do worked so hard on. We encourage 

I rise to ask a questio~ abm~t section the Department of Defense to contin-
910 of the armed. services ~ill to !IlY ue to use part-time employees and 
distinguished chairman. This sec~10n part-time hiring authorities. We be
prohibits the use of any authorized lieve the Department of Defense 
funds to establish or administer within should have maximum flexibility in 
DOD a civilian personnel management management. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, the military capability of a 
nation is largely a function of the re
sources it has been willing to spend to 
achieve that capability. The dispari
ties in Soviet and United States spend
ing on procurement, construction, and 
research, development, test, and eval
uation have had a direct, visible, and 
highly adverse effect on the military 
balance between the two nations. 

Since the mid-1960's, the Soviet 
Union has engaged in a sustained pro
gram of defense investment. The 
United States, on the other hand, has 
actually disinvested in defense. In 
1964, 27 .8 percent of net public spend
ing was allocated to defense, while in 
1980, the Department of Defense 
share was reduced to 15.8 percent. As a 
result, the Soviet Union now invests 25 
to 50 percent more in defense than 
does the United States. 

Unquestionably, the United States 
faces a growing threat resulting from 
heavy Soviet investments in all forms 
of modern military hardware and 
weaponry. Our Joint Chiefs of Staff 
have indicated that a long-term trend 
of real growth in U.S. defense spend
ing is necessary to address our most 
pressing manpower, modernization, 
and readiness needs. Consequently, I 
commend the efforts of President 
Reagan and this Congress in embark
ing on a policy of strengthening our 
defense to respond adequately to the 
Soviet challenge. 

What the United States must do is 
reverse the pattern of the 1970's; spe
cifically, the military balance must be 
restored and our allies must make a 
greater contribution to the common 
defense. Additional funds alone will 
not solve the problem. Much depends 
on how these funds are spent. 

Although a great deal of attention is 
paid to strategic weapons, rapid de
ployment, and conventional arsenals, I 
believe our defense priorities should 
focus, initially, on two manpower 
issues: First, we must increase the 
compensation of active duty military 
personnel and, second, we must in
crease the readiness and sustainability 
of our present forces. 

Under the All-Volunteer Force 
policy, which I support, the ability of 
the services to attract and retain suffi
cient numbers of qualified people criti
cally depends on measures to maintain 
and enhance the quality of military 
life. When military members must 
worry unduly about their personal fi
nances and whether their families are 
properly cared for, morale and effi
ciency decline, with corresponding ef
fects on retention and readiness. Ac
cordingly, I heartily endorse the pro
posed pay increases for military per
sonnel which this House will consider 
in the near future. 

The readiness of U.S. military forces 
to carry out assigned wartime missions 
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is critical to the success of our nation
al military strategy. 

Currently, a wide range of deficien
cies combine to limit the readiness of 
our forces. Among these are shortfalls 
in unit equipment, shortages of repair 
parts, inadequate maintenance, and 
lack of medical support required for 
sustainability. However, the core of 
many of the most pressing readiness 
problems is the shortage of experi
enced military personnel. Too many 
qualified personnel are leaving the 
services, and too few of sufficient qual
ity are volunteering to serve. Person
nel shortages directly reduce readiness 
and lead to deficiencies in other vital 
areas such as equipment maintenance 
and training. I~ the final analysis, the 
solution to most readiness deficiencies 
depends on sustained, steady growth 
in the defense budget. 

Combining our declining military 
preparedness with Soviet strategic 
force buildups in the last decade, it is 
evident that an adverse strategic im
balance has developed that will contin
ue until steps are taken to reverse it. I 
firmly believe that the Department of 
Defense authorization bill before us is 
a vital step toward reversing the dan
gerous trend of the 1970's. Moderniza
tion of our strategic forces can no 
longer be a matter of delay and cancel
lation, and adequate compensation for 
our Armed Forces is essential to re
taining quality soldiers. 

During the past year, America has 
rediscovered the principle that mili
tary strength counts. We still live in a 
world in which the use and potential 
use of decisive military power can in
fluence policies, alinements and ac
tions. Although the overall military 
position of the United States versus 
that of the Soviet Union is declining, 
it is neither desperate nor beyond 
repair. The United States retains 
many specific military advantages and 
has the economic and technological 
potential to frustrate the Soviet drive 
for superiority. With timely decisions 
and steady support, we can reverse the 
disturbing trends of Soviet military as
cendancy. 

I sense a deepening public concern 
that disruptive Soviet capabilities and 
inclinations are on the upswing at a 
time when our capability to defend 
our interests is less than optimum. 
The great question for the decade of 
the eighties will be whether the 
world's democracies will do what is 
necessary to assure their survival. I 
have greater confidence today than I 
have felt in many years that the vision 
and wisdom of the American people 
have engaged the problems of peace 
and survival and will produce the con
certed action necessary to achieve 
both-for the sake of our children and 
our children's children. 
e Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I 
share the concern of all Americans 
about the need to maintain a strong, 

viable, and effective national security 
capacity. I am prepared to support a 
Defense Department authorization bill 
that makes a responsible investment 
in our Nation's military forces. Howev
er, H.R. 3519, the Defense Department 
authorization bill for fiscal year 1982, 
is not such a bill. 

The waste and abuse of taxpayers' 
money that predominates this authori
zation bill cannot be justified. As ap
proved by the Armed Services Com
mittee, the bill authorizes $136 billion 
for military procurement, research 
and development, civil defense, and 
operations and maintenance. This is 
some $26.4 billion over the fiscal year 
1981 level, which itself was $11.4 bil
lion over fiscal year 1980. 

Apart from weapons systems that 
are controversial and by many consid
ered wasteful and unnecessary, the bill 
would authorize expenditures for mili
tary hardware not even requested by 
the Defense Department. This seems a 
glaring example of excessive military 
spending at a time when we are having 
serious difficulties in retaining the 
trained manpower essential to main
tain and operate the ships, aircraft, 
and weapons systems already in place. 

It is particularly dismaying to see 
that the bill contains $2.4 billion for 
research and development on the MX 
intercontinental ballistic missile 
system and a multiple protective struc
ture <MPS) basing mode for it. This 
project would involve enormous sums 
in the 5 to 6 years planned for its com
pletion, and the estimated cost has 
now risen from $35 to $100 billion. 
Critical problems for the environment 
in Utah and Nevada would result from 
its construction, for a preliminary en
vironmental study shows the destruc
tion of 160,000 acres. Apart from its 
depletion of our monetary and natural 
resources and its adverse effects on 
the lives of thousands of our citizens, 
the MX is seriously questioned as to 
its valid role in our defense system. It 
is opposed by two former Chairmen of 
our Joint Chiefs of Staff. In the ab
sence of any meaningful effort to 
achieve an arms limitation agreement, 
the MX system represents a dangerous 
counterforce weapon that could accel
erate the arms race and increase the 
possibility of nuclear war. 

Incredibly, the bill specifies the use 
of the MPS, commonly ref erred to as 
the "shell game," basing mode, despite 
the fact that the administration and 
the Congress have not made a decision 
on MX basing. The Townes Commis
sion has just completed for the Presi
dent a comprehensive study on MX 
basing alternatives. Surely the ration
al and prudent course of action is to 
defer funding for any basing mode 
until the administration has made a 
decision and the Congress has had an 
opportunity to review it. Fortunately, 
we adopted earlier an amendment that 

will give Congress 60 days to disap
prove any basing mode submitted. 

I question the bill's earmarking of 
$1.9 billion for the B-1 bomber. As we 
know, the previous administration 
halted this program and substituted 
the cruise missile system utilizing low
flying missiles fired from B-52's. This 
administration has made a commit
ment to development of a new manned 
strategic bomber, but as yet the De
fense Department has not determined 
the modifications necessary, such as 
use of the new Stealth technology. 

Another area of concern to me is the 
addition of $500.4 million over the 
amount sought by the administration 
for the Navy's F/A-18 fighter/attack 
aircraft. This is an outrageous exam
ple of waste in the Defense Depart
ment. The F/A-18 was designed as a 
low-cost alternative to other aircraft 
used by the Navy and the Marine 
Corps, but its cost has so risen that it 
is now our most expensive weapons 
system at almost $40 billion. Other, 
more vital, aircraft needs suffer from 
concentration of funds on the F/ A-18. 
These funds should be spent on other 
aircraft more essential to our national 
defense. 

The Trident nuclear attack subma
rine program has been plagued with 
problems and delays. The Defense De
partment had requested $1.2 billion 
for two Trident submarines, but with 
excessive generosity the committee ap
proved $1.7 billion for three subma
rines. I fail to see how we are to 
achieve a reduction of waste if we con
tinue to give the Pentagon unsought 
funds to spend. 

A General Accounting Office study, 
confirmed by congressional oversight 
hearings, estimates that steps can be 
taken to reduce fraud, waste, and 
abuse of funds in the amount of $16 
billion. It seems to me that we should 
require the administration to initiate 
such measures for eliminating waste 
and fraud, and report on progress 
toward this objective, before approv
ing vast sums for unnecessary weapons 
procurement. 

Mr. Chairman, on June 26 the House 
passed the Omnibus Reconciliation 
Act, which contained cuts of $37.1 bil
lion in Federal programs. Whatever 
the outcome of the forthcoming con
ference with the Senate on this bill, 
we do know with certainty that mil
lions of our most vulnerable citizens 
will suffer. The severe cuts in nutri
tion, health, housing, education, em
ployment training, income security, 
and other vital Federal programs will 
impose hardships on the elderly and 
disabled, our children, the education
ally deprived, our citizens without jobs 
or training. This action will, I fear, 
also smother the hopes and aspira
tions of many Americans for produc
tive lives in the years ahead. 
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It is unconscionable to exact such 

sacrifices from our Nation's poorest 
and most helpless citizens and then go 
on to approve billions of dollars for 
unnecessary, excessive, and wasteful 
defense expenditures.e 
e Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, with 
great reluctance I will vote in favor of 
final passage of H.R. 3519, the Depart
ment of Defense authorizations for 
fiscal year 1982. International tensions 
have increased markedly-in the 
Middle East, in Eastern Europe, in 
Central America, and in Africa. The 
Soviet Union has shown no restraint 
in its determination to exploit interna
tional instability, to continue its mas
sive buildup in strategic weapons, to 
aline itself with perpetrators of inter
national terrorism and to use proxies 
to further its aggressive ambitions. 
Under these circumstances, it is imper
ative we strengthen our Armed Forces 
and our defense capabilities. It is for 
these reasons that I will vote for H.R. 
3519. 

At the same time, I am extremely 
troubled by many provisions of the 
bill. Critical strategic decisions to pro
ceed with both the B-1 bomber and 
the land-based MX missile have been 
made by the House before we have 
even received the administration's own 
recommendations for these programs. 

The $27 billion increase in funding 
over fiscal year 1981-a figure that ap
proaches the $36 billion in cuts for 
social programs mandated by the 
President's budget-is committed more 
to super hardware, such as the F-18, 
at the expense of rebuilding our con
ventional forces. 

Finally, there appears to be a dis
tressing lack of hardnosed scrutiny 
over cost-effectiveness, waste, fraud, 
and abuse in our weapons procure
ment programs. Cheating in defense 
contracts is just as costly to the tax
payer as medicaid fraud. This adminis
tration should not tolerate a double
standard in reviewing how each dollar 
is spent by the Defense Department. 
There is no evidence that the chronic 
problems leading to cost overruns of 
billions of dollars in recent years have 
been corrected-even though we are 
committing billions more for weapons 
programs.• 
e Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
commend the efforts of the Armed 
Services Committee in fashioning the 
defense authorization bill for fiscal 
year 1982. As a Member of this Con
gress, I am proud to lend my support 
to the passage of this bill in which the 
committee successfully embodied both 
sound expenditure with rational plan
ning. 

A strong national security should be 
this Government's first and foremost 
priority. I believe for too long our na
tional defense needs have been ne
glected and major problems caused by 
obsolete equipment, inadequate fund-

ing, and lack of planning have been ig
nored. The passage of this defense bill 
represents a turning point in Ameri
ca's attitude toward its own security 
and that of the free world. What we 
have momentarily forgotten, and what 
world events and the tales of immi
grants have continually conveyed to 
us, is that the freedoms which this 
country has fought so hard for and 
which we enjoy today, do not come 
guaranteed. The price tag on this de
fense authorization bill is truly expen
sive, but what price does one pay for 
security and freedom? It is not enough 
to espouse one's right to such liberties, 
one must be willing to safeguard and 
protect them. 

My constituents have voiced again 
and again their concern that this 
Nation is not capable of fulfilling its 
commitment to the safety and protec
tion of its own citizens nor its allies. 
They wonder what lessons we, as lead
ers, have learned from such ignoble 
events as the Iranian crisis or the inva
sion of Afghanistan. This bill should 
begin to restore the faith of the Amer
ican people in its Armed Forces. 
Though it is only a first step, and 
major decisions on how to correct defi
ciencies in our defense manpower, 
whether or not to proceed with the 
MX, or whether or not to build the B
l bomber are still to be determined 
and implemented, this bill seeks to 
rectify many of the problems in de
fense which have plagued us in the 
past. Led by the new administration, 
and renewed with a sense of confi
dence, I believe Americans can take 
our defense capability seriously once 
again, and together with the Nation's 
collective creativity, we will be pre
pared to meet any future international 
crisis as well as protect the basic free
doms and security of this Nation. 
Again, I applaud the efforts of the 
Armed Services Committee in its 
review and consideration of this de
fense bill.e 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker having resumed the 
chair, Mr. SIMON, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consid
eration the bill <H.R. 3519) to author
ize appropriations for fiscal year 1982 
for the Armed Forces for procure
ment, for research, development, test, 
and evaluation, and for operation and 
maintenance, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces and for civilian employ
ees of the Department of Defense, to 
authorize appropriations for · such 
fiscal year for civil defense, and for 
·other purposes, pursuant to House 
Resolution 163, he reported the bill 
back to the House with sundry amend
ments adopted by the Committee of 
the Whole. 

~ ......... . ... 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a separate vote on the so
called Hillis amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote 
demanded on any other amendment? 
If not, the Chair will put them en 
gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will 

report the amendment on which a sep
arate vote has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment: At the end of the bill, add 

the following new section: 
RESTRICTION ON PURCHASE OF FOREIGN-MADE 

MOTOR VEHICLES 

SEc. 914. (a) Chapter 141 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sec
tion: 
"§ 2391. Restriction on purchase of foreign

made administrative motor vehicles 
"The Secretary of a military department 

may not make a contract or agreement for 
the purchase of administrative motor vehi
cles that are manufactured outside the 
United States or Canada unless Cl) the con
tract or agreement is for an amount less 
than $50,000, or (2) the Congress has specif
ically stated in law that it authorizes the 
purchase of such motor vehicles manufac
tured outside the United States or 
Canada.". 

(b) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new item: 
"2391. Restriction on purchase of foreign-

made administrative motor vehicles.". 
e Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
as the ranking member of the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee, I am espe
cially sensitive to the arguments that 
have been made in behalf of our re
sponsibilities to our NATO allies. 

I do not deny the importance of 
these commitments. 

Nor do I doubt the need for healthy 
two-way trade with Germany and the 
rest of the European economic com
munity. 

But as one who represents a congres
sional district that includes a major 
segment of the automotive and truck 
industry, I question whether those 
fundamental principles are placed in 
jeopardy by this amendment. 

The real issue is whether our Gov
ernment has a clear and consistent 
policy of supporting the domestic 
automotive industry in its struggle to 
survive. 

If we make clear that we have such a 
national policy, I believe our allies will 
understand and want to cooperate. 

The Japanese are showing signs of 
accommodation because consistent 
pressure from the Reagan administra
tion has convinced them that this 
issue is fundamental to us. 

Our NATO allies can be similarly 
persuaded provided we speak as a 
nation with one voice on this matter. 
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But they are understanclably con

fused when Members of this body sug
gest that the survival of this industry 
is simply a parochial issue affecting a 
few million Americans in Michigan 
and the Middle West. 

Nothing could be farther from the 
truth. 

We are talking about an industry 
that is at the very center of America's 
manufacturing economy and is the 
foundation for our defense mobiliza
tion industry. 

We are talking about an industry 
that directly employs more than 4 mil
lion Americans. One of every six jobs 
in the country is related to the auto 
industry. 

The health of this industry is clearly 
of national concern and Congress and 
the administration have already made 
it clear they understand that fact. 

We have demonstrated our commit
ment by underwriting $1.5 billion in 
loan guarantees for Chrysler, and the 
White House has proposed a number 
of changes in safety and environmen
tal regulations to help the industry 
get back on its feet. 

We have put pressure on the Japa
nese to limit their imports, and the 
Federal Government pays out millions 
of dollars each month to aid unem
ployed auto workers across the coun
try. 

Yet, at the very moment our Gov
ernment is going to these extraordi
nary lengths to help the industry, the 
Defense Department is entering into 
agreements that are clearly contradic
tory. 

The left hand simply does not know 
what the right is doing. 

The issue is larger than $300 million 
worth of domestic truck contracts. By 
themselves, these purchases will nei
ther save nor sink the American truck 
industry. 

Nor, will they cause irreparable 
damage to our relations with our 
NATO allies or rupture two-way trade 
with Europe. 

But the purchase of these trucks in 
Europe will raise questions about the 
sincerity of our national commitment 
to the survival of our domestic indus
try. I think we have made that com
mitment and we should stand by it. 

All we are asking in this amendment 
is that all segments of the administra
tion, including the Defense Depart
ment, support that commitment in a 
consistent fashion and that our nego
tiators show some sensitivity to the 
real plight of millions of unemployed 
autoworkers in their dealings with our 
allies. 

The adoption of this amendment 
will demonstrate to nations around 
the world that this commitment is 
fundamental to us and that it will be 
adhered to by all the agencies of the 
U.S. Government.• 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 231, nays 
187, not voting 14, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Ashbrook 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
BaileyCMOl 
Bailey CPA) 
Barnes 
Beard 
Benjamin 
Bethune 
Biaggi 
Blanchard 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bouquard 
Brodhead 
Broomfield 
Brown<OHl 
Burton, John 
Byron 
Chappell 
Clay 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins UL> 
Conyers 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Dasch le 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deckard 
DeNardis 
Derrick 
Dingell 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dougherty 
Dowdy 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Ertel 
Evans <GA> 
Evans <IN> 
Ferraro 
Fiedler 
Fish 
Flippo 
Foglietta 
Ford<MD 

[Roll No. 139] 
YEAS-231 

Ford CTN> Molinari 
Frank Mottl 
Garcia Murphy 
Gaydos Myers 
Gejdenson Natcher 
Gephardt Nelligan 
Gilman Nichols 
Ginn Nowak 
Goodling Oakar 
Gore Oberstar 
Gray Obey 
Grisham Ottinger 
Guarini Parris 
Gunderson Pa.shay an 
Hall <OH> Patterson 
Hall, Ralph Paul 
Hall, Sam Pease 
Hamilton Pepper 
Hammerschmidt Peyser 
Hartnet t Pursell 
Hawkins Quillen 
Heckler Rahall 
Hefner Railsback 
Heftel Rangel 
Hendon Ratchford 
Hertel Regula 
Hightower Richmond 
Hiler Rinaldo 
Hillis Ritter 
Hollenbeck Roberts <SD> 
Hopkins Roe 
Horton Roemer 
Howard Rogers 
Hoyer Rosenthal 
Hubbard Russo 
Hunter Sabo 
Jacobs Santini 
Jones CTN> Savage 
Kastenmeier Sawyer 
Kildee Scheuer 
Kindness Schneider 
Kogovsek Schroeder 
Kramer Seiberling 
Lantos Sensenbrenner 
Lee Shamansky 
Leland Shannon 
Long <MD> Sharp 
Lujan Shelby 
Luken Shuster 
Lundine Siljander 
Madigan Skeen 
Markey Skelton 
Marks Smith <NJ> 
Marlenee Snowe 
Marriott Snyder 
Martin <IL> Solomon 
Martin CNYl St Germain 
Mattox Stark 
Mavroules Staton 
Mazzo Ii Stokes 
McColl um Stratton 
Mccurdy Swift 
McDade Synar 
McEwen Taylor 
McKinney Traxler 
Mica Vander Jagt 
Mikulski Vento 
Miller <CA> Volkmer 
Miller <OH) Walgren 
Mineta Walker 
Minish Washington 
Mitchell <MD> Watkins 
Moakley Weaver 
Moffett Weber <OH> 

Weiss 
Whitten 
Wllliams(MT> 

Anderson 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Au Coin 
Bafalis 
Barnard 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benedict 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bingham 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Bolling 
Bonker 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Brown <CO> 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Campbell 
Carman 
Carney 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Conte 
Courter 
Crane, Philip 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Dannemeyer 
Dellums 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Downey 
Dreier 
Dymally 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <OK> 
Erdahl 
Erlenborn 
Evans <DE> 
Evans UAl 
Fary 
Fa.seen 
Fazio 
Fenwick 
Fields 
Findley 
Foley 
Forsythe 
Fountain 

Williams <OH> 
Wolpe 
Wyden 

NAYS-187 
Fowler 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gibbons 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goldwater 
Gonzalez 
Gradison 
Gramm 
Green 
Gregg 
Hagedorn 
Hance 
Hansen <ID> 
Hansen <UT> 
Harkin 
Hatcher 
Holland 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jeffords 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Johnston 
Jones <OK> 
Kazen 
Kemp 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach 
Leath 
LeBoutillier 
Lehman 
Lent 
Levitas 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Long<LA> 
Lott 
Lowery<CA> 
Lowry<WA) 
Lungren 
Martin <NC> 
Matsui 
McClory 
Mccloskey 
McDonald 
McGrath 
McHugh 
Michel 
Mitchell <NY) 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison 

Yatron 
YoungCMOl 
Zeferetti 

Murtha 
Napier 
Neal 
Nelson 
O'Brien 
Panetta 
Patman 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pritchard 
Reuss 
Roberts <KS> 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rousselot 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Schulze 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Simon 
Smith <AL) 
Smith <IA) 
Smith <NE) 
Smith <OR> 
Solarz 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Stenholm 
Studds 
Stump 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Thomas 
Trible 
Udall 
Wampler 
Waxman 
Weber<MNl 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wylie 
Yates 
Young<AKl 
Young <FL> 
Zablocki 

NOT VOTING-14 
Badham 
Bevill 
Chisholm 
Cotter 
Danielson 

Dixon 
Dornan 
Fithian 
Florio 
Holt 

0 1800 

Jones CNCl 
Rhodes 
Schumer 
Wirth 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mrs. 
Holt. 

Mr. Schumer with Mr. Badham. 
Mr. Dixon with Mr. Rhodes. 
Mr. Florio with Mr. Dornan of California. 
Mr. Bevill with Mr. Wirth. 
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Danielson. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. HUGHES, 
and Mr. NAPIER changed their votes 
from "yea" to "nay." 

Messrs. STOKES, SCHEUER, HAW
KINS, and DANIEL B. CRANE, Mrs. 
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BOUQUARD, and Mr. RALPH M. 
HALL changed their votes from "nay" 
to "yea." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. 
FORSYTHE 

Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman 
opposed to the bill? 

Mr. FORSYTHE. Yes, I am, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will 
report the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. FORSYTHE moves to recommit the bill, 

H.R. 3519, to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered on 
the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. 
The motion to recommit was reject

ed. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the passage of the bill. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-yeas 354, nays 
63, not voting 15, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Atkinson 
Bafalis 
Bailey <MO) 
Bailey CPA> 
Barnard 
Barnes · 
Beard 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Biaggi 
Blanchard 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boland 
!!oner 
Bonker 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 

[Roll No. 1401 
YEAS-354 

Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CO> 
Brown<OH> 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Carney 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Conte 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
D'Amours 
Daniel. Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 

Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deckard 
DeNardis 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dorgan 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Eckart 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <OK) 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Erdahl 
Erl en born 
Ertel 
Evans CDE) 
Evans <GA> 
Evans CIA> 

Evans <IN> Latta 
Fary Leach 
Fascell Leath 
Fazio LeBoutillier 
Fenwick Lee 
Ferraro Lehman 
Fiedler Lent 
Fields Levitas 
Findley Lewis 
Fish Livingston 
Flippo Loeffler 
Foglietta Long <LA> 
Foley Long <MD> 
Ford <MU Lott 
Ford <TN> Lowery <CA> 
Fountain Lujan 
Fowler Frenzel Luken 
Frost Lungren 
Fuqua Madigan 
Gaydos Marks 
Gejdenson Marlenee 
Gephardt Marriott 
Gibbons Martin <IL> 
Gilman Martin <NC> 
Gingrich. Martin <NY> 
Ginn Matsui 
Glickman Mattox 
Goldwater Mavroules 
Gonzalez Mazzoli 
Goodling Mcclory 
Gore Mccloskey 
Gradison McColl um 
Gramm Mccurdy 
Green McDade 
Gregg McDonald 
Grisham McEwen 
Guarini McGrath 
Gunderson McHugh 
Hagedorn McKinney 
Hall <OH> Mica 
Hall, Ralph Michel 
Hall, Sam Mikulski 
Hamilton Miller <OH) 
Hammerschmidt Mineta 
Hance Minish 
Hansen CID> Mitchell <NY> 
Hansen CUT> Molinari 
Hartnett Mollohan 
Hatcher Montgomery 
Heckler Moore 
Hefner Moorhead 
Heftel Morrison 
Hendon Mottl 
Hertel Murphy 
Hightower Murtha 
Hiler Myers 
Hillis Napier 
Holland Natcher 
Hollenbeck Neal 
Hopkins Nelligan 
Horton Nelson 
Howard Nichols 
Hoyer O'Brien 
Hubbard Oakar 
Huckaby Panetta 
Hughes Parris 
Hunter Patman 
Hutto Patterson 
Ireland Pease 
Jacobs Pepper 
Jeffords Perkins 
Jeffries Petri 
Jenkins Peyser 
Johnston Pickle 
Jones <OK> Porter 
Jones CTN> Price 
Kazen Pritchard 
Kemp Pursell 
Kindness Quillen 
Kogovsek Railsback 
Kramer Ratchford 
LaFalce Regula 
Lagomarsino Rinaldo 
Lantos Ritter 

Asp in 
Au Coin 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bingham 
Bolling 
Bonior 
Brown<CA> 
Burton, John 

NAYS-63 
Burton, Phillip 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Collins CIL) 
Conyers 
Crockett 
Dellums 
Donnelly 
Dymally 

Roberts <KS> 
Roberts CSD> 
Robinson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rousselot 
Rudd 
Russo 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith CAL> 
Smith CIA) 
Smith(NE) 
Smith CNJ) 
Smith COR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
St Germain 
Stang eland 
Stanton 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Udall 
Vander Jagt 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Waxman 
WeberCMN) 
WeberCOH> 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
WilliamsCMT) 
WilliamsCOH> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wylie 
Yatron 
YoungCAK> 
Young (FL) 
YoungCMO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Early 
Edgar 
Edwards CCA) 
Forsythe 
Frank 
Garcia 
Gray 
Harkin 
Hawkins 

Kastenmeier 
Kil dee 
Leland 
Lowry<WA> 
Lundine 
Markey 
MillerCCA) 
Mitchell CMD> 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Bad ham 
Bevill 
Cotter 
Derrick 
Dixon 

Ottinger 
Paul 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Rodino 
Rosenthal 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Savage 
Schroeder 

Seiberling 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Tauke 
Vento 
Washington 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-15 
Fithian 
Florio 
Holt 
Hyde 
Jones CNC> 

0 1820 

Nowak 
Pashayan 
Rhodes 
Schumer 
Wirth 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr. 
Badham. 

Mr. Bevill with Mrs. Holt. 
Mr. Derrick with Mr. Hyde. 
Mr. Dixon with Mr. Rhodes. 
Mr. Florio with Mr. Schumer. 
Mr. Wirth with Mr. Nowak. 
Mr. Fithian with Mr. Pashayan. 

Mr. LANTOS changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to the provisions of House Resolution 
163, I call up from the Speaker's table 
the Senate bill <S. 815) to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 1982, for 
procurement of aircraft, missiles, 
naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, 
torpedoes, and other weapons and for 
research, development, test, and eval
uation for the Armed Forces, to au
thorize appropriations for fiscal · year 
1982 for operations and maintenance 
expenses of the Armed Forces, to pre
scribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active duty compo
nent and the Selected Reserve of each 
Reserve component of the Armed 
Forces and for civilian personnel of 
the Department of Defense, to author
ize the military training student loads, 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 1982 for civil defense, and for 
other purposes, and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The · Clerk read the title of the 
Senate bill. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. PRICE 
Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. PRICE moves to strike out all after the 

enacting clause of the Senate bill, S. 815, 
and to insert in lieu thereof the provisions 
contained in the bill, H.R. 3519, as passed, 
as follows: 
That this Act may be cited as the "Depart
ment of Defense Author.ization Act, 1982". 

TITLE I-PROCUREMENT 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated for fiscal year 1982 for the 
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use of the Armed Forces of the United 
States for procurement of aircraft, missiles, 
naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, tor
pedoes, and other weapons in amounts as 
follows: 

AIRCRAFT 

For aircraft: for the Army, $1,880,300,000; 
for the Navy and the Marine Corps, 
$9,902,600,000; for the Air Force, 
$14,665,498,000, of which $1,942,000,000 is 
available only for procurement of the B-1 
bomber aircraft. 

MISSILES 

For missiles: for the Army, $2,745,800,000; 
for the Navy, $2,549,800,000; for the Marine 
Corps, $223,024,000; for the Air Force, 
$4,593,246,000. 

NAVAL VESSELS 

For naval vessels: for the Navy, 
$10,290,100,000. 

TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES 

For tracked combat vehicles: for the 
Army, $3,469,500,000; for the Marine Corps, 
$281, 739,000. 

TORPEDOES 

For torpedoes and related support equip
ment: for the Navy, $516,600,000. 

OTHER WEAPONS 

For other weapons: for the Army, 
$655,400,000; for the Navy, $200,200,000; for 
the Marine Corps, $136,344,000; for the Air 
Force, $3,047,000. 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR CON

TRIBUTION TO AIRBORNE WARNING AND CON
TROL SYSTEM (AWACS) FOR NATO 

SEc. 102. There is authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal year 1982 the sum of 
$358,200,000 to be available only for contri
bution by the United States of its share of 
the cost for such fiscal year of acquisition 
by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
of the Airborne Early Warning and Control 
System. 
CERTAIN AUTHORITY PROVIDED SECRETARY OF 

DEFENSE IN CONNECTION WITH THE NATO AIR
BORNE WARNING AND CONTROL SYSTEM 
(AWACS) PROGRAM 

SEC. 103. (a) During fiscal year 1982, the 
Secretary of Defense, in carrying out the 
Multilateral Memorandum of Understand
ing Between the North Atlantic Treaty Or
ganization <NATO) Ministers of Defence on 
the NATO E-3A Cooperative Programme, 
signed by the Secretary of Defense on De
cember 6, 1978, may-

o) waive reimbursement for the cost of 
the following functions performed by per
sonnel other than personnel employed in 
the United States Air Force Airborne Warn
ing and Control System <AW ACS) program 
office: 

(A) auditing; 
CB) quality assurance; 
<C) codification; 
(D) inspection; 
(E) contract administration; 
(F) acceptance testing; 
(G) certification services; and 
(H) planning, programing, and manage

ment services; 
(2) waive any surcharge for administrative 

services otherwise chargeable; and 
(3) in connection with the NATO E-3A 

Cooperative Programme for fiscal year 1982, 
assume contingent liability for-

<A> program losses resulting from the 
gross negligence of any contracting officer 
of the United States; 

<B> identifiable taxes, customs duties, and 
other charges levied within the United 
States on the program; and 

(C) the United States share of the un
funded termination liability. 

Cb) Authority under this section to enter 
into contracts shall be effective for any 
fiscal year only to such extent or in such 
amounts as are provided in appropriation 
Acts. 

PROHIBITION ON CONSTRUCTION OF NAVAL 
VESSELS IN FOREIGN SHIPYARDS 

SEC. 104. None of the funds appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria
tions for the Navy for naval vessels in sec
tion 101 may be used for the construction or 
conversion of a naval vessel in a foreign 
shipyard. 
TITLE II-RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, 

TEST, AND EVALUATION 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 201. (a) Funds are hereby authorized 
to be appropriated for fiscal year 1982 for 
the use of the Armed Forces of the United 
States for research, development, test, and 
evaluation in amounts as follows: 

For the Army, $3,741,470,000. 
For the Navy <including the Marine 

Corps), $5,699,531,000. 
For the Air Force, $8,833, 700,000. 
For the Defense agencies, $1,914,797,000, 

of which $53,000,000 is authorized for the 
activities of the Director of Test and Eval
uation, Defense. 

(b) In addition to the funds authorized to 
be appropriated in subsection (a), there are 
authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 
1982, such additional sums as may be neces
sary for increases in salary, pay, retirement, 
and other employee benefits authorized by 
law for civilian employees of the Depart
ment of Defense whose compensation is pro
vided for by funds authorized to be appro
priated in such subsection. 

MULTIROLE STRATEGIC BOMBER 

SEc. 202. (~)( 1) The Secretary of Defense 
shall complete full-scale engineering devel
opment and shall begin initial procurement 
of the B-1 manned strategic bomber aircraft 
in a manner that will achieve an initial 
operational capability <IOC) for such air
craft not later than July 1, 1987. 

(2) Concurrently with development of the 
B-1 bomber aircraft under paragraph (1), 
the Secretary of Defense shall proceed with 
research, development, test, and evaluation 
of an advanced technology bomber aircraft. 

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a)(l), 
amounts appropriated pursuant to section 
201 for research, development, test, and 
evaluation that are available for the B-1 
bomber aircraft, and amounts appropriated 
pursuant to section 101 for aircraft procure
ment that are available for the B-1 bomber 
aircraft, shall be available for research, de
velopment, test, and evaluation of an ad
vanced technology bomber aircraft if-

< 1) the President determines, and certifies 
to the Congress, that it is in the national in
terest of the United States not to develop 
the B-1 bomber aircraft; and 

(2) the Congress, before the end of 60 leg
islative days beginning on the date of the 
receipt of such certification, adopts a con
current resolution stating in substance that 
it approves such determination by the Presi
dent. 
Amounts described in the preceding sen
tence may not be obligated or expended for 
research development, test, and evaluation 
of an advanced technology bomber aircraft 
other than in accordance with such sen
tence. 

<c> For the purpose of subsection (b), a 
legislative day is a day on which either 
House of Congress is in session. 

MX MISSILE SYSTEM BASING MODE 

SEc. 203. <a> Of the amount authorized to 
be appropriated by section 201 for research, 
development, test, and evaluation for the 
Air Force, $2,423,200,000 is available for ap
propriation of funds for research, develop
ment, test, and evaluation for the MX inter
continental ballistic missile system. 

(b) No funds appropriated pursuant to the 
authorization for the MX missile system in 
subsection <a> may be obligated or expended 
with respect to a basing mode for the MX 
missile until-

< 1) the President selects a specific basing 
mode for the MX missile system and certi
fies to the Congress in writing a description 
of the basing mode selected; 

(2) the Secretary of Defense submits to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives a 
report in writing (A) justifying the selection 
of the President referred to in paragraph 
0), and CB) containing a comparison and 
evaluation of alternative basing modes to 
the basing mode selected by the President 
and; 

(3) a period of 60 days has elapsed after 
the certification under paragraph ( 1) has 
been received by the Congress and during 
which both Houses of Congress have not 
adopted resolutions of their respective 
Houses expressing disapproval of the devel
opment of the basing mode selected by the 
President. 

(c) Development of the MX missile system 
shall continue so as to achieve an initial 
operational capability <IOC) for the MX 
missile system not later than December 31, 
1986, as required by section 202(b) of the 
Department of Defense Authorization Act, 
1981 <Public Law 96-342; 94 Stat. 1079). 

TITLE III-OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 301. (a) Funds are hereby authorized 
to be appropriated for fiscal year 1982 for 
the use of the Armed Forces of the United 
States and other activities and agencies of 
the Department of Defense for operation 
and maintenance in amounts as follows: 

For the Army, $17,214,044,000. 
For the Navy, $20,684,410,000. 
For the Air Force, $19,230,740,000. 
For the Marine Corps, $1,245,739,000. 
For Defensewide activities, $4,901,207,000. 
(b) In addition to the funds authorized to 

be appropriated in subsection (a), there are 
authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 
1982 such additional sums as may be neces
sary for increases in salary, pay, retirement, 
and other employee benefits authorized by 
law for civilian employees of the Depart
ment of Defense whose compensation is pro
vided for by funds authorized to be appro
priated in such subsection. 

REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT FOR ANNUAL 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE REPORTS 

SEC. 302. (a) Section 138 of title 10, United 
States Code, relating to annual authoriza
tion of appropriations, is amended-

(!) in subsection (a)(6), by striking out 
"(f)" and inserting in lieu thereof "(e)"; 

(2) by striking out subsection <e>; 
<3> by redesignating subsection (f) as sub-

section < e >; and 
(4) in subsection (e), as so redesignated
<A> by striking out"(!)"; and 
(B) by striking out paragraph (2). 
(b)(l) The heading of such section is 

amended to read as follows: 
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"§ 138. Annual authorization of appropria

tions and personnel strengths for the 
armed forces; annual manpower require
ments report." 
(2) The item relating to such section in 

the table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 4 of such title is amended to read as 
follows: 
"138. Annual authorization of appropria

tions and personnel strengths 
for the armed forces; annual 
manpower requirements 
report.". 

PRESERVATION OF MILITARY NATURE OF VETERI
NARY SUPPORT TO DEFENSE RESEARCH AND DE
VELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

SEc. 303. None of the funds appropriated 
pursuant to an authorization of appropria
tions contained in this Act may be used for 
the purpose of converting military veteri
nary positions that are supporting research 
and development activities of the Depart
ment of Defense or of any of the Armed 
Forces to civilian positions. 

PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTING OUT ENTIRE 
MEDICAL FACILITIES 

SEc. 304. None of the funds appropriated 
pursuant to an authorization of appropria
tions contained in this Act may be used for 
the purpose of contracting-out an entire 
medical facility. 

LEASED SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS <LEASAT) 
SYSTEM 

SEC. 305. Of the amount authorized to be 
appropriated in section 301 for operation 
and maintenance of the Navy, $67,000,000 is 
available for the Leased Satellite Communi
cations <LEASAT) system. 

TITLE IV-ACTIVE FORCES 
AUTHORIZATION OF END STRENGTHS 

SEc. 401. The Armed Forces are author
ized strengths for active duty personnel as 
of September 30, 1982, as follows: 

(1) The Army, 786,368. 
(2) The Navy, 554,900. 
(3) The Marine Corps, 192,100. 
(4) The Air Force, 586,832. 

QUALITY CONTROL ON ENLISTMENTS 

SEc. 402. (a) For the fiscal year beginning 
on October 1, 1981, the percentage of male 
individuals <with no prior military service) 
who are enlisted into the Army during such 
fiscal year who are high school graduates 
shall be not less than 75 percent. That per
centage may be reduced by 1 percent for 
each percent of the male individuals <with 
no prior military service> enlisted during 
such fiscal year who are not high school 
graduates but whose score on the Armed 
Forces Qualification Test is above the fifti
eth percentile, but may not be reduced 
below 65 percent. 

<b> Section 520 of title 10, United States 
Code, relating to limitations on enlistment, 
is amended-

(1) by inserting "(a)" before "For" in the 
first sentence; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(b) A person who is not a high school 
graduate may not be accepted for enlist
ment in the armed forces unless the score of 
such person on the Armed Forces Qualifica
tion Test is at or above the thirty-first per
centile.". 
INCLUSION OF AIR FORCE PHYSICIAN ASSIST

ANTS IN OFFICERS DESIGNATED TO PERFORM 

PROFESSIONAL FUNCTIONS 

SEc. 403. Section 8067(f) of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting ", in
cluding physician assistant functions," after 
"functions". 

REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON OVERSEAS TRAVEL 
AND TRANSPORTATION ALLOWANCES FOR DE
PENDENTS OF JUNIOR ENLISTED MEMBERS 

SEC. 404. (a) Section 406 of title 37, United 
States Code, relating to travel and transpor
tation allowances for dependents, is amend
ed-

( 1) by striking out "Except as provided in 
subsection m of this section, a" in subsec
tion <a> and inserting in lieu thereof "A"; 

(2) by striking out "Except as provided in 
subsection (i) of this section, in" in subsec
tion (h) and inserting in lieu thereof "In"; 

. and 
(3) by striking out subsection m. 
(b) The amendments made by subsection 

(a) shall take effect on October 1, 1981. 
CHANGE OF TITLE OF NEW PERMANENT FLAG 

GRADE FOR THE NAVY FROM COMMODORE AD-
MIRAL TO COMMODORE 

SEc. 405. <a> Section 5501 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
out "admiral" in clause (4) after "Commo
dore". 

(b)(l) The following sections of title 10, 
United states Code are amended by striking 
out "admiral" after "commodore" each 
place it appears: 101<41), 601(c)(2), 611(a), 
612(a)(3), 619(a)(2)<B), 619(c)(2)(A)(ii), 
625(a), 625(c), 634, 635, 637(b)(2), 638(a)(3), 
638(b), 638(C), 645(1)(A)(ii), 5138(a), 5149(b), 
5155(c), 5442, 5444, 5457(a), and 6389(f). 

(2) Section 5444 of such title is amended 
by striking out "commodore admirals" in 
subsections <a> and (f) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "commodores". 

(3) The tables in section 5442(a) and 
5444(a) of such title are amended by strik
ing out "commodore admirals" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "commodores". 

<4)(A) The heading of section 625 of such 
title is amended by striking out "admiral" 
after "commodore". 

(B) The item relating to such section in 
the tables of sections at the beginning of 
subchapter II of chapter 36 of such title is 
amended by striking out "admiral" after 
"commodore". 

<5><A> The headings of sections 635, 5442, 
and 5444 of such title are amended by strik
ing out "commodore admirals" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "commodores". 

<B> The items relating to such sections in 
the tables of sections at the beginning of 
subchapter III of chapter 36 of such title 
and in the table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 533 of such title are amended by 
striking out "commodore admirals" and in
serting in lieu thereof "commodores". 

(6) The table in section 741(a) of such title 
is amended by striking out "admiral" after 
"Commodore". 

(c) The table in section 201(a) of title 37, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
out "admiral" after "Commodore" in the 
third column. 

(d)(l) Section 614 of the Defense Officer 
Personnel Management Act <94 Stat. 2946) 
is amended by striking out "admiral" after 
"commodore" each place it appears. 

(2) The heading of such section is amend
ed to read as follows: 
"TRANSITION PROVISIONS TO NEW COMMODORE 

GRADE". 

(3) The item relating to such section in 
the table of contents in section l(b) of such 
Act is amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 614. Transition provisions to new com

modore grade.". 
<e> The amendments made by this section 

shall take effect on September 15, 1981. 

TWO-YEAR EXTENSION OF PILOT DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE EDUCATIONAL LOAN REPAYMENT PRO
GRAM 

SEC. 406. Section 902(g) of the Depart
ment of Defense Authorization Act, 1981 
<Public Law 96-342; 94 Stat. 1115), is amend
ed by striking out "October 1, 1981" and in
serting in lieu thereof "October 1, 1983". 

TITLE V-RESERVE FORCES 
AUTHORIZATION OF AVERAGE STRENGTHS FOR 

SELECTED RESERVE 

SEc. 501. <a> For fiscal year 1982, the Se
lected Reserve of the reserve components of 
the Armed Forces shall be programed to 
attain average strengths of not less than the 
following: 

(1) The Army National Guard of the 
United States, 392,800. 

(2) The Army Reserve, 235,300. 
(3) The Naval Reserve, 90,000. 
(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 37,600. 
(5) The Air National Guard of the United 

States, 98,600. 
(6) The Air Force Reserve, 62,800. 
(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 12,000. 
(b) The average strength prescribed by 

subsection <a> for the Selected Reserve of 
any reserve component shall be proportion
ately reduced by (1) the total authorized 
strength of units organized to serve as units 
of the Selected Reserve of such component 
which are on active duty <other than for 
training) at any time during the fiscal year, 
and (2) the total number of individual mem
bers not in units organized to serve as units 
of the Selected Reserve of such component 
who are on active duty <other than for 
training or for unsatisfactory participation 
in training) without their consent at any 
time during the fiscal year. Whenever such 
units or such individual members are re
leased from active duty during any fiscal 
year, the average strength prescribed for 
such fiscal year for the Selected Reserve of 
such reserve component shall be proportion
ately increased by the total authorized 
strength of such units and by the total 
number of such individual members. 
AUTHORIZATION OF END STRENGTH FOR RE-

SERVES ON ACTIVE DUTY IN SUPPORT OF THE 
RESERVES 

SEC. 502. (a) Within the average strengths 
prescribed in section 501, the reserve compo
nents of the Armed Forces are authorized as 
of September 30, 1982, the following 
number of Reserves to be serving on full
time active duty for the purpose of organiz
ing, administering, recruiting, instructing, 
or training the reserve components: 

(1) The Army National Guard of the 
United States, 11,439. 

(2) The Army Reserve, 6,285. 
(3) The Naval Reserve, 208. 
(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 447. 
(5) The Air National Guard of the United 

States, 3,312. 
<6> The Air Force Reserve, 701. 
(b) Upon a determination by the Secre

tary of Defense that such action is in the 
national interest, the end strengths pre
scribed by subsection <a> may be increased 
by a total of not more than the number 
equal to 2 percent of the total of the end 
strengths prescribed. 
INCREASE IN NUMBER OF CERTAIN PERSONNEL 

AUTHORIZED TO BE ON ACTIVE DUTY IN SUP
PORT OF THE RESERVE COMPONENTS 

SEc. 503. <a> Section 517 of title 10, United 
States Code, relating to the number of en
listed members in pay grades E-8 and E-9 , 
is amended-
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< 1) by striking out the table in subsection 

(b) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

"Grade Army Navy Air Force Marine 
Corps 

E-9 .... .. .. .. .......................... 222 146 76 4 
E-8 ..... .... .... ....... ......... ...... . 908 319 307 12"; 

and 
(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol

lowing new subsection: 
"(c) Whenever the number of members 

serving in pay grade E-9 is less than the 
number authorized for that grade under 
subsection (a), or whenever the number of 
members serving in pay grade E-9 for duty 
described in subsection (b) is less than the 
number authorized for that grade under 
subsection (b), the difference between the 
two numbers may be applied to increase the 
number authorized under such subsection 
for pay grade E-8.". 

(b) The columns under the headings 
"Army" and ·"Air Force" in the table con
tained in section 524(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, relating to the number of re
serve officers who may be on active duty in 
support of the reserve components, are 
amended to read as follows: 

"Army Air force 

1,105 189 
551 194 
171 147". 

(c) The amendments made by this section 
shall take effect on October 1, 1981. 

DEFENSE MOBILIZATION CAPABILITY 
SEc. 504. (a) The Secretary of Defense 

shall submit to the Congress, not later than 
January 15, 1982, a plan for resolving the 
existing shortage in pretrained military 
manpower required for a mobilization. The 
plan shall outline the actions that the Sec
retary of Defense considers to be necessary 
to resolve the shortage by not later than 
January 15, 1987. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall also 
conduct a study of the potential impact on 
military capability during an emergency or 
mobilization of the use of Department of 
Defense civilian employees and of employ
ees of private contractors who are perform
ing work for the Department of Defense on 
a contractual basis who are not subject to 
the Uniform Code of Military Justice. The 
Secretary of Defense shall submit the re
sults of such study to the Congress not later 
than February 1, 1982. 

EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR CERTAIN 
RESERVE BONUSES 

SEc. 505. Sections 308d(e) and 308e(e) of 
title 37, United States Code, are amended by 
striking out "September 30, 1981" and in
serting in lieu thereof "September 30, 1985". 

TITLE VI-CIVILIAN PERSONNEL 

Defense shall report to the Congress within 
sixty days after the day of the enactment of 
this Act on the manner in which the initial 
allocation of civilian personnel is made 
among the military departments and the 
agencies of the Department of Defense 
(other than the military departments) and 
shall include the rationale for each alloca
tion. 

(c) In computing the strength for civilian 
personnel, there shall be included all direct
hire and indirect-hire civilian personnel em
ployed to perform military functions admin
istered by the Department of Defense 
<other than those performed by the Nation
al Security Agency) whether employed on a 
full-time, part-time, or intermittent basis 
b~t excluding special employment catego: 
r1es for students and disadvantaged youth 
such as the stay-in-school campaign, the 
temporary summer aid program and the 
Federal junior fellowship program and per
sonnel participating in the worker-trainee 
opportunity program. Personnel employed 
under a part-time career employment pro
gram established by section 3402 of title 5 
United States Code, shall be counted as pre: 
scribed by section 3404 of that title. When
ever a function, power, or duty, or activity is 
transferred or assigned to a department or 
agency of the Department of Defense from 
a department or agency outside of the De
partment of Defense, or from another de
partment or agency within the Department 
of Defense, the civilian personnel end 
strength authorized for such departments 
or agencies of the Department of Defense 
affected shall be adjusted to reflect any in
creases or decreases in civilian personnel re
quired as a result of such transfer or assign
ment. 

(d) When the Secretary of Defense deter
mines that such action is necessary in the 
national interest or if any conversion of 
commercial- and industrial-type functions 
from performance by Department of De
fense personnel to performance by private 
contractors which was anticipated to be 
made during fiscal year 1982 in the budget 
of the President submitted for such fiscal 
year is not determined to be appropriate for 
such conversion under established adminis
trative criteria, the Secretary of Defense 
may authorize the employment of civilian 
personnel in excess of the number author
ized by subsection (a), but such additional 
number may not exceed two percent of the 
total number of civilian personnel author
ized for the Department of Defense by sub
section (a). The Secretary of Defense shall 
promptly notify the Congress of any au
thorization to increase civilian personnel 
strength under this subsection. 

RESTRICTION ON CONTRACTING-OUT OF 
COMMERCIAL- AND INDUSTRIAL-TYPE FUNCTIONS 

SEc. 602. Section 502 of the Department of 
Defense Authorization Act, 1981 <Public 
Law 96-342; 94 Stat. 1086; 10 U.S.C. 2304 
note) is amended by striking out subsection 
(d) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

AUTHORIZATION OF END STRENGTHS "(d)(l) In addition to the requirements of 
SEc. 601. (a) The Department of Defense subsection (a) and of existing Executive 

is authorized a strength in civilian person- orders, Office of Management and Budget 
nel, as of September 30, 1982, of 1,031,900. circulars, and regulations, a contract for the 

(b) The strength for civilian personnel performance of a commercial- or industrial
prescribed in subsection (a) shall be appor- type-function of the Department of Defense 
tioned among the Department of the Army, by a private contractor <including an exten
the ?epartment of the Navy (including the . sion or renewal of such a contract) may only 
Marme Corps), the Department of the Air be made if the military commander of the 
Force, and the agencies of the Department major operating command to which the 
of Defense (other than the military depart- function is assigned certifies to the Secre
ments> in such numbers as the Secretary of tary of the military department concerned 
Defense shall prescribe. The Secretary of that the performance of such function by a 

private contractor would not have a signifi
cant adverse effect on the mobilization or 
emergency contingency missions assigned to 
that command or on the anticipated re
quirements of that command in time of war. 

"(2) The Secretary of the military depart
ment concerned shall promptly forward to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives a copy 
of each certification received by the Secre
tary under paragraph <l).". 
REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT FOR REDUCTION IN 

NUMBER OF SENIOR-GRADE CIVILIAN EMPLOY
EES IN THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
SEc. 603. Section 8ll<a) of the Depart

ment of Defense Appropriation Authoriza
tion Act, 1978 <10 U.S.C. 131 note), is 
amended-

(!) by striking out paragraph (2); and 
(2) by redesignating paragraph (3) as 

paragraph (2) and by striking out "para
graphs (1) and (2)" in such paragraph and 
inserting in lieu thereof "paragraph (1 )''. 

STUDENTS EMPLOYED IN RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT LABORATORIES 

SEC. 604. (a)(l) Chapter 139 of title 10 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sec
tion: 
" § 2360. Research and development labora

tories: contracts for services of university 
students 
"(a) Subject to the availability of appro

priations for such purpose, the Secretary of 
Defense may procure by contract under the 
authority of this section the temporary or 
intermittent services of students at institu
tions of higher learning for the purpose of 
providing technical support at defense re
search .and development laboratories. Such 
contracts may be made directly with such 
students or with nonprofit organizations 
employing such students. 

"(b) Students providing services pursuant 
to a contract made under subsection (a) 
shall be considered to be employees for the 
purposes of chapter 81 of title 5, relating to 
compensation for work injuries, and to be 
employees of the government for the pur
poses of chapter 171 of title 28, relating to 
tort claims. Such students who are not oth
erwise employed by the Federal Govern
ment shall not be considered to be Federal 
employees for any other purpose. 

"(c) The Secretary of Defense shall pre
scribe regulations to carry out this section. 
Such regulations shall include definitions 
for the purposes of this section of the terms 
'student', 'institution of higher learning', 
and 'nonprofit organization'.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new item: 
"2360. Research and development laborato

ries: contracts for services of 
university students.". 

(b) The amendments made by subsection 
(a) shall take effect on October 1, 1981. 

TITLE VII-MILITARY TRAINING 
STUDENT LOADS 

AUTHORIZATION OF TRAINING STUDENT LOADS 
SEC. 701. <a> For fiscal year 1982, the com

ponents of the Armed Forces are authorized 
average military training student loads as 
follows: 

(1) The Army, 75,728. 
(2) The Navy, 65,133. 
(3) The Marine Corps, 18,311. 
(4) The Air Force, 46,389. 
(5) The Army National Guard of the 

United States, 14,537. 
(6) The Army Reserve, 10,830. 
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<7> The Naval Reserve, 1,041. 
<8> The Marine Corps Reserve, 2,835. 
(9) The Air National Guard of the United 

States, 2,157. 
(10) The Air Force Reserve, 1,405. 
(b) The average military student loads for 

the Army, the Navy, the Marine Corps, and 
the Air Force and the reserve components 
authorized in subsection <a> for fiscal year 
1982 shall be adjusted consistent with the 
manpower strengths authorized in titles IV, 
V, and VI of this Act. Such adjustment shall 
be apportioned among the Army, the Navy, 
the Marine Corps, and the Air Force and 
the reserve components in such manner as 
the Secretary of Defense shall prescribe. 
EXTENSION OF REDUCTION IN NUMBER OF STU-

DENTS REQUIRED TO BE IN A UNIT OF THE 
JUNIOR RESERVE OFFICERS' TRAINING CORPS 
SEC. 702. Section 602 of the Department of 

Defense Authorization Act, 1981 <Public 
Law 96-34~; 94 Stat. 1087), is amended by 
striking out "August 31, 1981" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "August 31, 1982". 

TITLE VIII-CIVIL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 801. <a> There is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated for fiscal year 1982 to carry 
out the provisions of the Federal Civil De
fense Act of 1950 the sum of $174,000,000. 
Of such amount, $44,000,000 is authorized 
to be appropriated for contributions to the 
States for personnel and administrative ex
penses under section 205 of that Act, and 
any amount appropriated for such purpose 
may not be obligated or expended for any 
other purpose. 

Cb) The level of funding in the authoriza
tion of appropriations in subsection <a> rep
resents the first year of a comprehensive 
seven-year upgraded funding program for 
civil defense known as the "D-Prime" pro
gram, which is based upon the goal of 
achieving a comprehensive population relo
cation capability for time of crisis. The pro
gram originated in executive branch studies 
in the civil defense area that provided the 
basis for Presidential Directive 41, issued in 
September 1978, and is consistent with the 
action of Congress in enacting title V of the 
Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 in Public 
Law 96-342. 
AMOUNT AUTHORIZED FOR CONTRIBUTION FOR 

STATE PERSONNEL AND ADMINISTRATIVE EX
PENSES 
SEc. 802. Section 408 of the Federal Civil 

Defense Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2260) is 
amended by striking out "$40,000,000" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$47,000,000". 

DUAL-USE 
SEC. 803. <a>< 1) Title III of the Federal 

Civil Defense Act of 1950 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
section: 
"DUAL-USE FOR ATTACK-RELATED CIVIL DEFENSE 

AND DISASTER-RELATED CIVIL DEFENSE 
"SEc. 207. Funds made available to the 

States under this Act may be used by the 
States for preparing for, and providing 
emergency assistance in response to, natural 
disasters. The Administrator shall prescribe 
regulations to carry out the preceding sen
tence. Such regulations shall authorize the 
use for such purposes of civil-defense per
sonnel, materials, and facilities supported in 
whole or in part through contributions 
under this Act. Regulations prescribed 
under this subsection shall provide terms 
and conditions authorizing such use to the 
greatest extent practicable and consistent 
with the purposes of this Act as stated in 
section 2.". 

(2) Subsection <h> of section 205 of such 
Act (50 U.S.C. App. 2287) is repealed. 

(3) Regulations shall be prescribed under 
section 207 of the Federal Civil Defense Act 
of 1950, as added by paragraph (1), not later 
than the end of the 90-day period beginning 
on the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(4) The table of contents of such Act is 
amended by inserting after the item relat
ing to section 206 the following new item: 
"Sec. 207. Dual-use for attack-related civil 

defense and disaster-related 
civil defense.". 

(b) Section 2 of such Act (50 U.S.C. App. 
2251) is amended-

< 1) by striking out ", in this thermonucle
ar age," in the first sentence; 

(2) by inserting "and from natural disas
ters" after "from attack" in the second sen
tence; and 

(3) by striking out "basic" in the fourth 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"attack-related". 

<c> Section 3 of such Act (50 U.S.C. App. 
2252> is amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (b), (c), 
(d), <e>, (f), and (g) as paragraphs (c), (d), 
(e), Cf), (g), and <h>, respectively; 

(2) by inserting after paragraph <a> the 
following new paragraph <b>: 

"(b) The term 'natural disaster' means 
any hurricane, tornado, storm, flood, high 
water, wind-driven water, tidal wave, · tsu
nami, earthquake, volcanic eruption, land
slide, mudslide, snowstorm, drought, fire, or 
other catastrophe in any part of the United 
States which causes, or which may cause, 
substantial damage or injury to civilian 
property or persons and, for the purposes of 
this Act, any explosion, civil disturbance, or 
any other manmade catastrophe shall be 
deemed to be a natural disaster;" 

(3) by inserting "or by a natural disaster" 
in clause (1) of paragraph (c) <as so redesig
nated) after "attack upon the United 
States"; and 

(4) by inserting "or natural disaster" after 
"attack" each place it appears in such para
graph after clause < 1). 

(d)(l) Paragraph <c> of section 201 of such 
Act (50 U.S.C. App. 2281<c)) is amended by 
striking out "of enemy attacks to the civil
ian population" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"to the civilian population of an attack or 
natural disaster". 

(2) Paragraph (d) of such section is 
amended by inserting "and natural disas
ters" after "effects of attacks". 

(3) Paragraph (g) of such section is 
amended by inserting "or natural disaster" 
after "attack" each place it appears in such 
paragraph. 

<e> Section 205(d)(l) of such Act (50 
U.S.C. App. 2286(d)(l)) is amended by in
serting "and the areas which may be affect
ed by natural disasters" after "target and 
support areas". 

TITLE IX-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
RESEARCH GRANTS 

· SEc. 901. Section 2358<1> of title 10, United 
States Code, relating to research projects, is 
amended by inserting ", or by grant to," 
after "by contract with". 
REQUIREMENT FOR ANNUAL AUTHORIZATION OF 

APPROPRIATIONS FOR AMMUNITION AND FOR 
OTHER PROCUREMENT NOT CURRENTLY SUB
JECT TO ANNUAL AUTHORIZATION 
SEC. 902. (a) Section 138(a) of title 10, 

United States Code, relating to annual au
thorization of appropriations, is amended

(!) by striking out "or" at the end of 
clause <6>; and 

(2) by inserting after clause (7) the follow
ing new clauses: 

"(8) procurement of ammunition; or 
"(9) other procurement by any armed 

force or by the activities and agencies of the 
Department of Defense <other than the 
military departments>;". 

<b> The amendments made by subsection 
<a> shall apply with respect to funds appro
priated for fiscal years beginning after Sep
tember 30, 1982. 
INCREASES IN DOLLAR THRESHOLDS FOR CERTAIN 

DEFENSE CONTRACT REGULATIONS 
SEc. 903. <a> Sections 2304<a><3> and 

2304(g) of title 10, United States Code, are 
amended by striking out "$10,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$25,000". 

Cb> Section 2306(0(1) of such title is 
amended by striking out "$100,000" each 
place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$500,000". 

<c> Section 2311 of such title is amended 
by striking out "$100,000" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$5,000,000". 

FACILITATION OF SELECTIVE SERVICE 
REGISTRATION AND OF MILITARY RECRUITING 
SEc. 904. <a> Section 3 of the Military Se- . 

lective Service Act <50 U.S.C. App. 453) is 
amended-

(1) by inserting "(a)" after "SEc. 3."; and 
<2> by adding at the end thereof the fol

lowing new subsection: 
"(b) Regulations prescribed pursuant to 

subsection <a> may require that persons pre
senting themselves for and submitting to 
registration under this section provide, as 
part of such registration, such identifying 
information <including date of birth, ad
dress, and social security account number) 
as such regulations may prescribe.". 

(b) Section 12 of such Act (50 U.S.C. App. 
462) is amended by adding at the end there
of the following new subsection: 

"(e) The President may require the Secre
tary of Health and Human Services to fur
nish to the Director, from records available 
to the Secretary, the following information 
with respect to individuals who are mem
bers of any group of individuals required by 
a proclamation of the President under sec
tion 3 to present themselves for and submit 
to registration under such section: name, 
date of birth, social security account 
number, and address. Information furnished 
to the Director by the Secretary under this 
subsection shall be used only for the pur
pose of the ·enforcement of this Act.". 

<c> Section 15 of such Act (50 U.S.C. App. 
465) is amended by adding at the end there
of the following new subsection: 

"(e) In order to assist the Armed Forces in 
recruiting individuals for voluntary service 
in the Armed Forces, the Director of Selec
tive Service shall, upon the request of the 
Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of 
Transportation, furnish to the Secretary 
the names and addresses of individuals reg
istered under this Act. Names and addresses 
furnished pursuant to the preceding sen
tence may be used by the Secretary of De
fense or Secretary of Transportation only 
for recruiting purposes.". 

DETERMINATION OF CHARGES FOR CHAMPUS 
PAYMENTS 

SEC. 905. (a)(l) Subsection Ch) of section 
1079 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(h)(l) Payment for a charge for services 
by an individual health-care professional <or 
other noninstitutional health-care provider) 
for which a claim is submitted under a plan 
contracted for under subsection <a> may be 
denied only to the extent that the charge 
exceeds the amount equivalent to the 90th · 
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percentile of billed charges made for similar 
services in the same locality during the base 
period. 

"(2) For the purposes of paragraph (1), 
the 90th percentile of charges shall be de
termined by the Secretary of Defense, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, and the base period 
shall be a period of twelve calendar months. 
The base period shall be adjusted at least 
once a year.". 

(2) Section 1086(f) of such title is amend
ed by striking out "physician services" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "services by an indi
vidual health-care professional <or other 
noninstitutional health-care provider>". 

Cb) The amendments made by subsection 
<a> shall apply with respect to claims sub
mitt<ed for payment for services provided 
after September 30, 1981. · 

DEFERRAL OF PERSONNEL END-STRENGTH 
LIMITATIONS DURING A NATIONAL EMERGENCY 

SEc. 906. <a> Section 138Cb) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
"average" after "authorize the". 

Cb) Section 138<c> of such title is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

"(4) If at the end of any fiscal year there 
is in effect a war or national emergency, the 
President may defer the effectiveness of any 
end-strength limitation with respect to that 
fiscal year enacted by Congress for any mili
tary or civilian component of the armed 
forces or of the Department of Defense. 
Any such deferral may not extend beyond 
November 30 of the following fiscal year. 
The President shall promptly notify Con
gress of any deferral of an end-strength lim
itation under this paragraph.". 

CIVIL RESERVE AIR FLEET 

SEC. 907. (a) Chapter 931 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended-

< 1) by inserting after the chapter heading 
the following: 
"Subchapter 
"I. General.............................................. 9501 
"II. Civil Reserve Air Fleet.................. 9511 

"SUBCHAPTER I-GENERAL"; and 
(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol

lowing new subchapter: 
''SUBCHAPTER II-CIVIL RESERVE AIR 

FLEET 
"9511. Definitions. 
"9512. Contracts to modify aircraft: cargo

convertible features. 
"9513. Contracts to modify aircraft: commit

ment of aircraft to Civil Re
serve Air Fleet. 

"§ 9511. Definitions 
"In this subchapter: 
"(1) 'Aircraft', 'citizen of the United 

States', 'person', and 'public aircraft' have 
the meaning given those terms by section 
101 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 
u.s.c. 1301>. 

"(2) 'Cargo air service' means the carriage 
of property or mail on the main deck of a 
civil aircraft. 

"(3) 'Cargo-capable aircraft' means a civil 
aircraft equipped so that all or substantially 
all of the aircraft's capacity can be used for 
the carriage of property or mail. 

"(4) 'Passenger aircraft' means any civil 
aircraft equipped so that its main deck can 
be used for the carriage of individuals and · 
cannot be used principally, without major 
modification, for the carriage of property or 
mail. 

"(5) 'Cargo-convertible feature' means 
e._quipment or design features included or in
corporated in a passenger aircraft that can 

readily enable all or substantially all of that 
aircraft's main deck to be used for the car
riage of property or mail. 

"(6) 'Civil aircraft' means any aircraft 
other than a public aircraft. 

"(7) 'Civil Reserve Air Fleet' means those 
aircraft allocated, or identified for alloca
tion, to the Department of Defense under 
section 101 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2071), or made avail
able <or agreed to be made available> for use 
by the Department of Defense under a con
tract made under this title, as part of the 
program developed by the Department of 
Defense through which the Department of 
Defense augments its airlift capability by 
use of civil aircraft. 

"(8) 'Contractor' means a citizen of the 
United States <A> who owns or controls, or 
who will own or control, a civil aircraft and 
who contracts with the Secretary of the Air 
Force to modify that aircraft by including 
or incorporating cargo-convertible features 
suitable for defense purposes in that air
craft and to commit that aircraft to the 
Civil Reserve Air Fleet, or <B> who subse
quently obtains ownership or control of a 
civil aircraft covered by such a contract and 
assumes all existing obligations under that 
contract. 

"(9) 'Existing aircraft' means any civil air
craft other than a new aircraft. 

"(10) 'New aircraft' means any civil air
craft that a manufacturer has not begun to 
assemble before the aircraft is covered by a 
contract under section 9512 of this title. 

"(11) 'Secretary' means the Secretary of 
the Air Force. 
"§ 9512. Contracts to modify aircraft: cargo

convertible features 
"(a) Subject to chapter 137 of th.is title, 

and to the extent that funds are otherwise 
available for obligation, the Secretary may 
contract with any citizen of the United 
States < 1) for the modification of any new 
aircraft to be owned or controlled by that 
citizen by the inclusion of cargo-convertible 
features suitable for defense purposes in 
that aircraft, or (2) for the modification of 
any existing passenger aircraft owned or 
controlled by that citizen by the incorpora
tion of cargo-convertible features suitable 
for defense purposes in that aircraft. 

"(b) Each contract made under subsection 
<a> shall include the terms required by sec
tion 9513 of this title and the following 
terms: 

"(1) The contractor shall agree that each 
aircraft covered by the contract that is not 
already registered under section 501 of the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 <49 U.S.C. 
1401) shall be registered under that section 
not later than the completion of the manu
facture of the aircraft or the completion of 
the modification of the aircraft under the 
contract. 

"(2) The contractor shall agree to repay to 
the United States a percentage <to be estab
lished in the contract) of any amount paid 
by the United States to the contractor 
under the contract with respect to any air
craft if-

"(A) the aircraft is destroyed; 
"CB) the cargo-convertible features speci

fied in the contract are removed from the 
aircraft; 

"(C) control over the aircraft is trans
ferred to any person that is unable or un
willing to assume the contractor's obliga
tions under the contract; 

"(D) the registration of the aircraft under 
section 501 of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958 is terminated for any reason not 
beyond the control of the contractor; or 

"(E) having agreed in the contract that 
the main deck of the aircraft will not be 
used for cargo air service, the contractor 
uses, or permits the use of, the main deck of 
the aircraft for cargo air service. 

"Cc> A contract made under subsection (a) 
with respect to any aircraft may include the 
following terms: 

"(1) If the contractor agrees that the 
main deck of the aircraft will not be used in 
cargo air service, the Secretary may agree to 
pay the contractor-

"(A) an amount not to exceed 100 percent 
of the cost of modifying the aircraft to in
clude or incorporate cargo-convertible fea
tures suitable for defense purposes in that 
aircraft, as described in subsection <a>; 

"CB> an amount to compensate the con
tractor for the loss of use of the aircraft 
during the time required to make such 
modification, such amount to be determined 
by taking into consideration the fair market 
rental cost of a similar aircraft <not includ
ing crews, ground facilities, or other support 
costs) for that time, the estimated loss of 
revenue by the contractor attributable to 
the aircraft being out of service during that 
time, and such other factors as the Secre
tary considers appropriate; and 

"CC> in the case of an existing aircraft, 100 
percent of the cost of positioning the air
craft for modification, recertification of 
that aircraft after modification, returning 
that aircraft to service, and other costs di
rectly associated with the modification. 

"(2) If the contractor does not agree that 
the main deck of the aircraft will not be 
used for cargo air service, the Secretary may 
agree to pay the contractor an amount not 
to exceed 50 percent of the cost of modify
ing the aircraft to include or incorporate 
cargo-convertible features suitable for de
fense purposes. 

"(3) The Secretary may under the con
tract be authorized to contract directly with 
a person chosen by the contractor to per
form the modification of the aircraft to in
clude or incorporate cargo-convertible fea
tures suitable for defense purposes in that 
aircraft and to pay to that person chosen by 
the contractor-

" (A) if the contractor agrees that the 
main deck of that aircraft will not be used 
for cargo air service, an amount less than or 
equal to the amount to which the contrac
tor would otherwise be entitled under para
graph (l)(A); or 

"CB) if the contractor does not agree that 
the main deck of that aircraft will not be 
used for cargo air service, an amount less 
than or equal to the amount to which the 
contractor would otherwise be entitled to 
under paragraph (2). 

"Cd> In addition to any amount the Secre
tary may agree under subsection (c)(l) or 
(c)(3)<A> to pay under a contract made 
under subsection (a), the Secretary may 
agree '\lllder such a contract that, if the con
tractor agrees that the main deck of the air
craft will not be used in cargo air service, 
the Secretary shall make a lump sum or 
annual payments <or a combination thereof) 
to the contractor to cover any increased 
costs of operation or any loss of revenue at
tributable to the inclusion or incorporation 
of cargo-convertible features suitable for de
fense purposes in the aircraft. 

"(e)(l) Subject to paragraph (2), the Sec
retary may agree, in any contract made 
under subsection <a>. to pay the contractor 
an amount for any loss resulting from the 
subsequent sale of an aircraft modified 
under that contract if the sale of that air
craft is for a price less then the fair market 
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value, at the time of the sale, of an aircraft 
substantially similar to the aircraft being 
sold but without the cargo-convertible fea
tures. 

"(2) The Secretary may not agree to make 
any payment under this subsection with re
spect to the sale of any modified aircraft 
unless-

" CA> the sale is within 16 years and six 
months after the modified aircraft was ini
tially delivered by the manufacturer to its 
original owner, in the case of an aircraft 
that was modified during manufacture, or 
by the modifier to the owner at the time of 
modification, in the case of an aircraft that 
was modified after manufacture; 

"(B) the Secretary received written notice 
of the proposed sale at least 60 days before 
the sale; 

"(C) the contractor used its best efforts to 
obtain bids for the purchase of the aircraft; 

"(D) the sale is a bona fide, arm's-length 
transaction made to the highest bidder for a 
price that is less than the fair market value 
of an aircraft substantially similar to the 
modified aircraft but without the cargo-con
vertible features; and 

"(E) before the sale the Secretary was 
given an opportunity to and refused to pur
chase the modified aircraft for a price equal 
to the fair market value, at the time of the 
sale, of an aircraft substantially similar to 
the modified aircraft but without the cargo
convertible features. 

"(3) Any amount that may be payabl!'! 
under a contract provision made under this 
subsection may not exceed the difference 
between <A> the sales price of the modified 
aircraft, and <B> the fair market value, at 
the time of the sale, of an aircraft substan
tially similar to the modified aircraft but 
without the cargo-convertible features in
cluded or incorporated into the modified 
aircraft under the contract. 

"(4) The Secretary may use any funds ap
propriated for Air Force procurement for 
fiscal year 1982 or thereafter to pay any ob
ligation under a contract provision made 
under this subsection. 

"§ 9513. Contracts to modify aircraft: com
mitment of aircraft to Civil Reserve Air 
Fleet 
"(a) Each contract under section 9512 of 

this title shall provide-
"(!) that any aircraft covered by the con

tract shall be committed to the Civil Re
serve Air Fleet; 

"(2) that, so long as the aircraft is owned 
or controlled by a contractor, the contractor 
shall operate the aircraft for the Depart
ment of Defense as needed during any acti
vation of the full Civil Reserve Air Fleet, 
notwithstanding any other contract or com
mitment of that contractor; and 

"(3) that the contractor operating the air
craft for the Department of Defense shall 
be paid for that operation at fair and rea
sonable rates. 

"(b) Notwithstanding section 101 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 2071), each aircraft covered by a con
tract under section 9512 of this title shall be 
committed exclusively to the Civil Reserve 
Air Fleet for use by the Department of De
fense as needed during any activation of the 
full Civil Reserve Air Fleet unless the air
craft is released from that use by the Secre
tary of Defense.". 

(b) Effective beginning with fiscal year 
1982, there are authorized to be appropri
ated such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out subchapter II of chapter 931 of title 10, 
United States Code <as added by subsection 
<a>>. 

79-059 0-84-32 (Pt. 12) 

AUTHORIZATION OF MILITARY COOPERATION 
WITH CIVILIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICIALS 

SEC. 908. <a> Part I of subtitle A of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
after chapter 17 the following new chapter: 
"CHAPTER 18-MILITARY COOPERA

TION WITH CIVILIAN LAW ENFORCE
MENT OFFICIALS 

"Sec. 
"371. Use of information obtained by mem

bers of the Army, Navy, Air 
Force, and Marine Corps. 

"372. Use of Army, Navy, Air Force, and Ma
rine Corps equipment and fa
cilities. 

"373. Training and advising civilian law en
forcement officials. 

"374. Regulations. 
"375. Assistance by Department of Defense 

personnel. 
"§ 371. Use of information obtained by 

members of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Marine Corps 
"The Secretary of Defense may, in accord

ance with other applicable law, provide to 
Federal, State, or local law enforcement of
ficials any information collected during the 
normal course of military operations that 
may be relevant to a violation of any Feder
al or State law within the jurisdiction of 
such officials. 
"§ 372. Use of Army, Navy, Air Force, and 

Marine Corps equipment and facilities 
"The Secretary of Defense may, in accord

ance with other applicable law, make avail-
able any equipment, base facility, or re
search facility of the Army, Navy, Air Force, 
or Marine Corps to any Federal, State, or 
local civilian law enforcement official for 
law enforcement purposes. 
"§ 373. Training and advising civilian law 

enforcement officials 
"The Secretary of Defense may assign 

members of the Army, Navy,.Air Force, and 
Marine Corps to train Federal, State, and 
local civilian law enforcement officials in 
the operation and maintenance of equip
ment made available under section 372 of 
this title and to provide expert advice rele
vant to the purposes of this chapter. 
"§ 374. Regulations 

"(a) The Secretary of Defense shall issue 
such regulations as may be necessary to 
assure that the provision of any assistance, 
or the provision of any equipment or facili
ty, to any law enforcement official under 
this chapter does not-

" (1) adversely affect the military pre
paredness of the United States; or 

"(2) include or permit direct participation 
by any member of the Army, Navy, Air 
Force, or Marine Corps in any search and 
seizure, arrest, or other similar activity 
unless participation in such activity by such 
member is authorized by section 375 of this 
title or is otherwise authorized by law. 

"(b) The Secretary of Defense shall issue 
regulations providing that reimbursement 
may be a condition of assistance to any law 
enforcement official under this chapter. 
"§ 375. Assistance by Department of De

fense personnel 
"(a) Subject to subsection (b), the Secre

tary of Defense, upon request from the 
head of an agency with jurisdiction to en
force the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 801 et seq.), the Controlled Sub
stances Import and Export Act (21 U.S.C. 
951 et seq.), any of sections 274 through 278 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1324-1328), or a law relating to the 
arrival or departure of merchandise <as de-

fined in section 401 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
<19 U.S.C. 1401)) into or out of the customs 
territory of the United States <as defined in 
general headnote 2 of the Tariff Schedules 
of the United States (19 U.S.C. 1202)) or any 
other territory or possession of the United 
States, may assign personnel of the Depart
ment of Defense to operate and maintain or 
assist in operating and maintaining equip
ment made available under section 372 of 
this title with respect to any criminal viola
tion of any such provision of law and to take 
necessary action incidental to such oper
ation or assistance. 

"(b) No equipment made available under 
section 372 of this title may be operated in 
the land area of the United States <or of 
any territory or other possession of the 
United States> by or with the assistance of 
personnel assigned under subsection (a) 
except to the extent the equipment (1) is 
used for monitoring and communicating the 
movement of air and sea traffic, or (2) is en
tering or leaving the land area of the United 
States <or of any possession or other terri
tory of the United States) incidental to a 
mission assigned to be accomplished only 
outside such area. 

"(c) The Secretary of Defense, upon re
quest from the head of a Federal agency 
with jurisdiction to enforce the Controlled 
Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 801 et seq.) or the 
Controlled Substances Import and Export 
Act <21 U.S.C. 951 et seq.), may assign mem
bers of the armed forces to assist such agen
cy's drug enforcement officials in drug sei
zures or arrests outside the land area of the 
United States <or of the territories and pos
sessions of the United States) if (1) that as
sistance will not adversely affect the mili
tary preparedness of the United States, (2) 
the Secretary of Defense verifies that the 
drug enforcement operation may not suc
ceed without military personnel assistance, 
and (3) Federal drug enforcement officials 
maintain ultimate control over the activities 
and direction of any drug enforcement oper
ation.". 

(b) The tables of chapters at the begin
ning of subtitle A of such title and at the 
beginning of part I of subtitle A of such 
title are amended by adding after the item 
relating to chapter 17 the following new 
item: 
"18. Military Cooperation with Civil-

ian Law Enforcement Officials.... 371". 
<c> Effective beginning with fiscal year 

1982, there are authorized to be appropri
ated such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out chapter 18 of title 10, United States 
Code <as added by subsection (a)). 

<d> Not later than 30 days after the end of 
the 180-day period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit a comprehensive 
report to Congress on the operation 
through the end of such period of chapter, 
18 of title 10, United States Code <as added 
by subsection <a>>. Such report shall include 
findings of the Secretary concerning the 
effect of assistance provided under such 
chapter. 

ARMED SERVICES PROCUREMENT POLICY 

SEc. 909. (a) Section 2301 of title 10, 
United States Code, relating to defense pro
curement policy, is amended-

<1> by inserting "(b)" before "It is": and 
(2) by inserting after the section heading 

the following: 
"(a)(l) The Congress finds that in order to 

ensure national defense preparedness, to 
conserve fiscal resources, and to enhance de
fense production capability, it is in the in
terest of the United States to acquire prop-
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erty and services for the Department of De
fense in the most timely, economic, and effi
cient manner. It is therefore the policy of 
the Congress that services and property <in
cluding weapon systems and associated 
items) for the Department of Defense be ac
quired by any kind of contract, other than 
cost-plus-a-percentage-of-cost contracts, but 
including multiyear contracts, that will pro
mote the interest of the United States. Fur
ther, it is the policy of the Congress that 
such contracts, when practicable, provide 
for the purchase of property at times and in 
quantities that will result in reduced costs 
to the Government and provide incentives 
to contractors to improve productivity 
through investment in capital facilities, 
equipment, and advanced technology. 

"(2) It is also the policy of the Congress 
that contracts for advance procurement of 
components, parts, and materials necessary 
for manufacture or for logistics support of a 
weapon system should, if feasible and prac
ticable, be entered into in a manner to 
achieve economic-lot purchases and more ef
ficient production rates.". 

(b) Section 2306 of such title, relating to 
the kinds of defense contracts, is amended-

< 1) by striking out "to be performed out
side the forty-eight contiguous States and 
the District of Columbia" in subsection (g); 
and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(h)(l) To the extent that funds are oth
erwise available for obligation, the head of 
an agency may make contracts <other than 
contracts described in paragraph (6)) for the 
purchase of property, including weapon sys
tems and items and services associated with 
weapon systems <or the logistics support 
thereof), for periods of not more than five 
fiscal years of procurement whenever he 
finds-

"(A) that the use of such a contract will 
promote the national security of the United 
States and will result in reduced total costs 
under the contract; 

"(B) that there will be a continuing re
quirement for the items to be purchased in 
quantities consonant with current plans for 
the proposed contract period; 

"(C) that there is a low risk of contract 
cancellation; and 

"(D) that there is a stable design for the 
items to be acquired for which the technical 
risks are not excessive. 

"(2)(A) The Secretary of Defense shall 
prescribe defense acquisition regulations to 
promote the use of multiyear contracting as 
authorized by paragraph < 1) in a manner 
that will allow the most efficient use of mul
tiyear contracting. 

"(B) Such regulations may provide for 
cancellation provisions in such multiyear 
contracts to the extent that such provisions 
are necessary and in the best interests of 
the United States. Such cancellation provi
sions may include consideration of both re
curring and nonrecurring costs of the con
tractor associated with the production of 
the items to be delivered under the contract. 

"(C) In order to broaden the defense in
dustrial base, such regulations shall provide 
that, to the extent possible-

"(i) multiyear contracting under para
graph (1) shall be used in such a manner as 
to seek, retain, and promote the use under 
such contracts of companies that are sub
contractors, vendors, or suppliers; and 

"(ii) upon accrual of any payment or other 
benefit under such a multiyear contract to 
any subcontractor, vendor, or supplier com
pany participating in such contract, such 

payment or benefit shall be delivered to 
such company in the most expeditious 
manner practicable. 

"(D) Such regulations shall also provide 
that, to the extent possible, the administra
tion of this subsection, and of the regula
tions prescribed under this subsection, shall 
not be carried out in a manner to preclude 
or curtail the existing ability of agencies in 
the Department of Defense to-

"(i) provide for competition in the produc
tion of items to be delivered under such a 
contract; or 

"(ii) provide for termination of a prime 
contract the performance of which is defi
cient with respect to cost, quality, or sched
ule. 

"(3) Before any contract described in 
paragraph < 1) that contains a clause setting 
forth a cancellation ceiling in excess of 
$100,000,000 may be awarded, the head of 
the agency concerned shall give written no
tification of the proposed contract and of 
the proposed cancellation ceiling for that 
contract to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices and on Appropriations of the Senate 
and House of Representatives, and such 
contract may not then be awarded until the 
end of the 30-day period beginning on the 
date of such notification. 

"(4) Contracts made under this subsection 
may be used for the advance procurement 
of components, parts, and materials neces
sary to the manufacture of a weapon 
system,. and contracts may be made under 
this subsection for such advance procure
ment, if feasible and practical, in order to 
achieve economic-lot purchases and more ef
ficient production rates. 

"(5) In the event funds are not made avail
able for the continuation of a contract made 
under this subsection into a subsequent 
fiscal year, the contract shall be canceled or 
terminated, and the costs of cancellation or 
termination may be paid from-

"(A) appropriations originally available 
for the performance of the contract con
cerned; 

"(B) appropriations currently available 
for procurement of the type of property 
concerned, and not otherwise obligated; or 

"(C) funds appropriated for those pay
ments. 

"(6) This subsection does not apply to con
tracts for the construction, alteration, or 
major repair of improvements to real prop
erty or contracts for the purchase of proper
ty to which section 111 of the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
<40 U.S.C. 759) applies. 

"(7) This subsection does not apply to the 
Coast Guard or the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration.". 

Cc) Section 139(c) of such title, relating to 
reports on weapons development and pro
curement schedules, is amended-

O > by striking out "and" at the end of 
clause <2>; 

<2> by striking out the period at the end of 
clause (3) and inserting in lieu thereof "; 
and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"(4) the most efficient production rate 
and the most efficient acquisition rate con
sistent with the program priority estab
lished for such weapon system by the Secre
tary concerned.". 

(d) Not later than the end of the ninety
day period beginning on the date of the en
actment of this Act-

< 1) the Secretary of Defense shall issue 
such modifications to existing regulations 
governing defense acquisitions as may be 

necessary to implement the amendments 
made by subsections (a), <b>, and <c>: and 

(2) the Director of the Office ·of Manage
ment and Budget shall issue such modifica
tions to existing Office of Management and 
the Budget directives as may be necessary 
to take into account the amendments made 
by subsections <a> and (b). 

<e> Section 810 of the Department of De
fense Appropriation Authorization Act, 1976 
<Public Law 94-106; 89 Stat. 539), is re
pealed. 

<f> Section 2311 of title 10, United States 
Code, relating to delegation of authority, is 
amended-

(1) by striking out "(1)"; and 
(2) by striking out ", and (2) authorizing 

contracts in excess of three years under sec
tion 2306(g) of this title". 

PROHIBITION OF FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT 
EMPLOYEE METHODOLOGY 

SEc. 910. None of the funds appropriated 
pursuant to an authorization of appropria
tions contained in this Act may be used to 
establish or administer within the Depart
ment of Defense <or any part thereof) any 
civilian personnel management system using · 
the "full-time equivalent employee" meth-

. odology. 
EXTENSION OF SUSPENSION OF VINSON

TRAMMEL ACT PROFIT-LIMITATION PROVISIONS 

SEc. 911. Section 1005 of the Department 
of Defense Authorization Act, 1981 <Public 
Law 96-342; 94 Stat. 1120), is amended by 
striking out "October 1, 1981" each place it 
appears and inserting in lieu thereof "July 
1, 1982". 

ASSISTANCE TO YORKTOWN BICENTENNIAL 
CELEBRATION 

SEc. 912. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of Defense is 
authorized, in connection with the observ
ance on October 19, 1981, of the two hun
dredth anniversary of the surrender of Lord 
Cornwallis to General George Washington 
at Yorktown, Virginia, which date has been 
proclaimed by Public Law 96-414 (94 Stat. 
1724) as a National Day of Observance of 
that historic event-

< 1) to provide logistical support and per
sonnel services for the national observance 
of such events; 

(2) to lend and provide equipment to offi
cials of the Yorktown Bicentennial Commit
tee as requested by the Secretary of the In
terior; and 

(3) to provide such other services as the 
Secretary of Defense may consider advisa
ble. 

(b) There is authorized to be appropriated 
to the Secretary of Defense an amount not 
to exceed $750,000 for the purpose of carry
ing out subsection (a). 

(c) No funds may be obligated or expend
ed for carrying out the purposes of subsec
tion· <a> unless such funds have been specifi
cally appropriated for such purposes. 
MILITARY BASE REUSE STUDIES AND COMMUNITY 

PLANNING ASSISTANCE 

SEc. 913. <a><D Chapter 141 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sec
tion: 
"§ 2391. Military base reuse studies and· 

community planning assistance 
"<a> Whenever the Secretary of Defense 

or the Secretary of the military department 
concerned publicly announces that a mili
tary installation is a candidate for closure or 
that a final decision has been made to close 
a military installation and the Secretary of 
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Defense determines, because of the location, 
facilities, or other particular characteristics 
of the installation, that the installation may 
be suitable for some specific Federal, State, 
or local use potentially beneficial to the 
Nation, the Secretary of Defense may con
duct such studies, including the preparation 
of an environmental impact statement in ac
cordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 <42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), in 
connection with such installation and such 
potential use as may be necessary to provide 
information sufficient to make sound con
clusions and recommendations regarding 
the possible use of the installation. 

"(b)<l) The Secretary of Defense may 
make grants, conclude cooperative agree
ments, and supplement funds made avail
able under Federal programs administered 
by agencies other than the Department of 
Defense in order to assist State and local 
governments, and regional organizations 
composed of State and local governments, in 
planning community adjustments required 
<A> by the proposed or actual establish
ment, realignment, or closure of a military 
installation, or <B> . by the cancellation or 
termination of a Department of Defense 
contract or the failure to proceed with an 
approved major weapon system program, if 
the Secretary of Defense determines that 
the action is likely to impose a significant 
impact on the affected community. 

"(2) In the case of the establishment or 
expansion of a military installation, assist
ance may be made under paragraph < 1) only 
if <A> community impact assistance or spe
cial impact assistance is not otherwise avail
able, and <B> the establishment or expan
sion involves the assignment to the installa
tion of more than 2,500 military and civilian 
Department of Defense personnel or more 
military and civilian Department of Defense 
personnel than the number equal to ten 
percent of the number of persons employed 
in counties or independent municipalities 
within fifteen miles of the installation, 
whichever is lesser. 

"(3) In the case of the cancellation or ter
mination of a Department of Defense con
tract or the failure to proceed with an ap
proved major weapon system program, as
sistance may be made under paragraph < 1) 
only if the cancellation, termination, or fail
ure to proceed involves the loss of 2,500 or 
more full-time Department of Defense and 
contractor employee positions in the locali
ty of the affected community. 

"(4) Funds provided to State and local 
governments and regional organizations 
under this section may be used as part or all 
of any required non-Federal contribution to 
a Federal grant-in-aid program for the pur
poses stated in paragraph <1). 

"(5) Not more than $2,000,000 in assist
ance may be provided under this subsection 
in any fiscal year. 

"(c) The Secretary of Defense shall 
submit a report not later than December 1 
of each year to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives concerning the operation of this 
section during the preceding fiscal year. 
Each such report shall show each State, 
unit of local government, and regional orga
nization that received a grant under this 
section during such fiscal years and the 
total amount granted under this section 
during such year to each such State, unit of 
local government, and regional organization. 

"(d) In this section, the term 'military in
stallation' includes any camp, post, station, 
base, yard, or other facility under the juris
diction of the Department of Defense that 

is located within any of the several States, 
the District of Columbia, the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico, or Guam. 

"(e) The authority of the Secretary of De
fense to make grants under this section in 
any fiscal year is subject to the availabiltiy 
of appropriations for that purpose.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new item: 
"2391. Military base reuse studies and com

munity planning assistance.". 
(b) Section 610 of the Military construc

tion Authorization Act, 1977 <Public Law 
94-431; 90 Stat. 1349), is repealed. 

(c) The first report under subsection (c) of 
section 2391 of title 10, United States Code, 
as added by subsection (a), shall be submit
ted not later than December 1, 1982. 

RESTRICTION ON PURCHASE OF FOREIGN-MADE 
MOTOR VEHICLES 

SEC. 914. <a> Chapter 141 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sec
tion: 
"§ 2391. Restriction on purchase of foreign

made administrative motor vehicles 
"The Secretary of a military department 

may not make a contract or agreement for 
the purchase of administrative motor vehi
cles that are manufactured outside the 
United States of Canada unless < 1) the con
tract or agreement is for an amount less 
than $50,000, or (2) the Congress has specif
ically stated in law that it authorizes the 
purchase of such motor vehicles manufac
tured outside the United States or 
Canada.". 

(b) the table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new item: 
"§ 2391. Restriction on purchase of foreign

made administrative motor vehicles". 
SEC. 915. (a) The President shall submit to 

the Congress not later than January 15, 
1982, such recommendations as he considers 
necessary or appropriate to improve the ef
ficiency and management, and eliminate, 
waste, fraud, abuse and mismanagement, in 
the operation of the Department of De
fense. 

(b) In addition to the information re
quired by subsection (a), the President 
shall-

< 1) set forth each recommendation by the 
Comptroller General since January 1, 1979, 
for the elimination of waste, fraud, abuse, 
or mismanagement in the Department of 
Defense; and 

(2) provide a statement of-
(A) which recommendations set forth pru

suant to paragraph ( 1) have been adopted 
and the actual and projected cost savings 
from each; and 

<B> which recommendations set forth pru
suant to paragraph < 1) have not been adopt
ed and the projected costs savings from 
each and an explanation of why each such 
recommendation has not been adopted. 

RECRUITMENT OF INDIVIDUALS WITH HIGH 
SCHOOL EQUIVALENCY CERTIFICATES 

SEc. 916. (a) During fiscal year 1982, no 
gender-based distinction may be made in 
the acceptance of individuals for original 
enlistment into the Armed Forces <including 
upon attainment of a high school equivalen
cy certificate), except when the Secretary of 
Defense determines that such gender-based 
distinction is necessary to maintain readi
ness. 

Cb) The Secretary of Defense shall submit 
a report to Congress not later than January 
15, 1982, on the impact of subsection (a). 

Such report shall also compare the perform
ance and effect on readiness of male and 
female enlistees who are secondary school 
graduates, who are not secondary school 
graduates but have high school equivalency 
certificates, and who are neither secondary 
school graduates nor have high school 
equivalency certificates. 

LIMITATION ON SALES OF SILVER FROM THE 
NATIONAL DEFENSE STOCKPILE 

SEc. 917. (a) Any authority of the Presi
dent to dispose of silver now held in the Na
tional Defense Stockpile established by sec
tion 3 of the Strategic and Critical Materi
als Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) which 
has been determined to be in excess to the 
requirements of the stockpile <whether such 
authority is effective before, on, or after the 
date of the enactment ·of this Act) shall be 
terminated on September 30, 1982, unless 
the President at least 30 days before such 
date determines that the remaining silver 
authorized for disposal is excess to the cur
rent requirements of the stockpile as of the 
date of the determination. 

(b)(l) Any determination by the President 
under subsection (a) shall be based upon af
firmative consideration of the following fac
tors: 

<A> The demand requirements annually 
over the next ten years for silver as a strate
gic and critical material to supply the indus
trial, military, and naval needs of the coun
try for common defense. 

<B> The domestic supply over the next ten 
years, as a function of price, of silver avail
able to meet demand requirements estab
lished pursuant to subparagraph <A>. 

(C) Potential import dependence over the 
next ten years on foreign supplies of silver 
to meet demand requirements established 
pursuant to subparagraph <A>. 

<D> The effect of disposal on (i) the world 
silver market (in terms of price and produc
tion), (ii) the domestic and international 
silver mining industry <in terms of explora
tion and production activities), (iii) interna
tional currency and monetary policy, and 
<iv) long-range military preparedness. 

(2) Any determination by the President 
under subsection (a) shall be reported 
promptly to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives with a detailed discussion and 
analysis of the factors in paragraph ( 1) and 
any other relevant factors. 

<c> This section shall apply to the author
ity of the President to dispose of silver held 
in the National Defense Stockpile unless 
Congress by a law enacted after the date of 
the enactment of this Act specifically 
amends, supersedes, or repeals this section. 

ANNUAL REPORT ON PROJECTED ACQUISITION 
COSTS 

SEc. 918. Section 139 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(e) Each report submitted pursuant to 
subsection (a) shall include the projected 
total acquisition cost of each item for which 
funds are individually authorized and ap
propriated and for which funds are request
ed in the President's Budget for that year if 
the total projected acquisition cost of that 
item is $1,000,000,000 or more (in current 
dollars) and if that item will be in advanced 
development <or a later stage of the acquisi
tion process) during the coming fiscal year. 
Each such projected total acquisition cost 
shall be stated both the current dollars and 
in projected actual amount of outlays. 
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STUDY ON FOREIGN LANGUAGE REQUIREMENTS 

SEc. 919. (a)(l) The Secretary of Defense 
shall conduct a study on the feasibility of 
requiring each cadet and midshipmen at the 
United States Military Academy, the United 
States Naval Academy, and the United 
States Air Force Academy and each member 
of the Senior Reserve Officers' Training 
Corps program to study at least one foreign 
language and to increase existing require
ments for foreign language study at such 
academies and in such program. 

(2) The Secretary shall include in such 
study consideration of the desirability and 
feasibility of paying a bonus to each 
member of the Armed Forces stationed in a 
foreign country who is proficient in the 
native language <other than English) of 
such country. 

Cb) A report on the study conducted pur
suant to subsection (a) shall be submitted 
by the Secretary of Defense to the Congress 
not later than the date occurring 12 months 
after the date of the enactment of this sec
tion. 

SEC. 920. It is the sense of the Congress 
that the Secretary of the Army should 
strengthen his capability to verify the accu
racy of large claims made by the Federal 
Republic of Germany against the United 
States for damage resulting from official 
manuevers, operations, and other activities 
of the United States Army-

< 1) whenever possible, through the use of 
members of the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers stationed in the Federal Re
public of Germany, or 

(2) if such members are not available for 
such purpose, through the use of other per
sonnel of the Department of the Army. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be 

read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title of the Senate bill was 
amended so as to read: "A bill to au
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1982 for the Armed Forces for pro
curement, for research, development, 
test, and evaluation, and for operation 
and maintenance, to prescribe person
nel strengths for such fiscal year for 
the Armed Forces and for civilian em
ployees of the Department of Defense, 
to authorize appropriations for such 
fiscal year for civil defense, and for 
other purposes." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

A similar House bill <H.R. 3519) was 
laid on the table. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON S. 815 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the House 
insist on its amendment to the Senate 
bill, S. 815, and request a conference 
with the Senate thereon. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? The Chair hears none, and 
appoints the following conferees: 
Messrs. PRICE, BENNETT, STRATTON, 
WHITE, NICHOLS, BRINKLEY, MOLLO
HAN, DAN DANIEL, DICKINSON, WHITE
HURST, SPENCE, BEARD, and MITCHELL 
of New York, Mrs. HOLT, Messrs. 
BOLAND, MINETA, GORE, and ROBINSON 
from the Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence only when differences 

regarding intelligence-related activi
ties are under consideration; and in ad
dition, solely for consideration of sec
tion 908 of the House amendment and 
section 915 of the Senate bill: Messrs. 
HUGHES, MAZZOLI, SAM B. HALL, JR., 
SAWYER, and MCCLORY. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
<Mr. DANIELSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
was necessarily absent from the floor 
at 6:04 p.m. this evening and missed 
rollcall No. 139, the Hillis amendment, 
which carried by a vote of 231 to 187. 

If I had been present I would have 
voted "aye." 

AUTHORIZING CLERK TO COR
RECT SECTION NUMBERS, 
PUNCTUATION, AND CROSS 
REFERENCES IN ENGROSS-
MENT OF HOUSE AMEND
MENTS TO S. 815 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that in the en
grossment of the House amendments 
to the Senate bill, S. 815, the Clerk be 
authorized to make necessary techni
cal corrections, including section num
bers, punctuation and cross references, 
as may be necessary to reflect the ac
tions of the House in amending the 
bill H.R. 3519. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no obje~tion. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to review and extend their re
marks, and to include extraneous 
matter, on the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

0 1830 

URGING THAT NECESSARY 
STEPS BE TAKEN TO INSURE 
THAT SOCIAL SECURITY BENE
FITS ARE NOT REDUCED FOR 
THOSE CURRENTLY RECEIV
ING THEM 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I have 
at the desk a resolution, and I ask 
unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will 
report the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 181 
Whereas, the House Ways and Means 

Committee reported a reconciliation bill 
which did not cut benefits for current re
cipients of social security and 

Whereas, the House, by adoption of the 
Latta substitute nevertheless adopted 
changes in the Social Security minimum 
benefit which will result in reduced benefits 
for an estimated two million current recipi
ents of social security and 

Whereas, the Senate adopted a similar re
duction affecting current recipients of social 
security: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa
tives strongly urges that the necessary steps 
be taken to insure that social security bene
fits are not reduced for those currently re
ceiving them. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 

REPORT ON H.R. 4169, DEPART
MENTS OF COMMERCE, JUS
TICE, AND STATE, THE JUDICI
ARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES, 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1982 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa, from the Com
mittee on Appropriations, submitted a 
privileged report <Rept. No. 97-180) on 
the bill (H.R. 4169) making appropria
tions for the Departments of Com
merce, Justice, and State, the Judici
ary, and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1982, and 
for other purposes, which was referred 
to the Union Calendar and ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. O'BRIEN reserved all points of 
order on the bill. 

MOTION TO CLOSE CONFER
ENCE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
ON DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION BILL WHEN 
CLASSIFIED NATIONAL SECURI
TY INFORMATION IS UNDER 
CONSIDERATION 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will 
report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. PRICE moves that, pursuant to rule 

XXVIII 6(a) of the House rules, the confer
ence committee meetings between the 
House and the Senate on S. 815, the fiscal 
year 1982 Department of Defense authoriza
tion, be closed to the public at such times as 
classified national security information is 
under consideration, Provided however, 
That any sitting Member of Congress shall 
have the right to attend any closed or open 
meeting. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Illinois yield? 

Mr. PRICE. I yield to the majority 
leader. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. WRIGHT 
was allowed to speak out of order.) 
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IMPACT OF CUTS IN MINIMUM 
SOCIAL SECURITY PAYMENTS 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, the pur-

pose of my seeking recognition in this 
way is to tell the House about the res
olution which I had sought unanimous 
consent to introduce and have consid
ered, and to which objection was 
heard. 

I believe that there is a strong sense 
in the House that the House acted 
much too hastily in wiping out the 
minimum $122 a month social security 
benefits to approximately 3 million el
derly Americans, most of them poor. 
Some of them are among the most po
litically defenseless of our citizenry. 
Much of the money goes to women, 
many of them over 80. Some of it goes 
to several thousand elderly nuns; and I 
was hopeful that by the passage of 
this resolution we might avoid the in
evitability of-if Members find that 
laughable, I have something to say 
about their sense of humor. I do not 
think it is laughable when the House 
has acted hastily to do something 
which I think most Members would 
like to undo. 

Unfortunately, a simliar provision 
occurs in the Senate-passed bill, and 
under the Senate-passed bill the $122 
a month checks would end in August 
1981; whereas, under the House-passed 
bill they would end in April 1982, but 
in both cases they would end. 

Only last Sunday the Budget Direc
tor, Mr. Stockman, said on national 
television, incorrectly, that no persons 
presently receiving social security ben
efits would have those benefits cut off 
or reduced. Unless we provide some 
moral basis and some official sanction 
for conferees representing the will of 
the House to yield from that ill-consid
ered position, which I say in a kindly 
way was hasty and ill-considere~, 
along with many of the other provi
sions that came in that single package, 
and unfortunately had to be voted 
upon in one vote, unless we provide 
some basis to allow members of that 
conference to have the moral sanction 
of the House to yield from their posi
tion and then to encourage the Sena
tors to do likewise, then it is locked in. 

By reason of the hastily considered 
action that we took and the action 
taken in the other body, those benefits 
will be reduced for those many, many 
elderly Americans who are among 
some of the most cruelly helpless vic
tims of inflation. 

So I would hope, Mr. Speaker, that 
on another occasion, if this should be 
offered, that no objection would be 
heard and that consideration of this 
very simple amendment, which simply 
urges on behalf of the House that the 
necessary steps be taken to correct the 
error and to insure that social security 
benefits shall not be reduced for those 
currently receiving them, might be 
considered. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, what the 
majority leader has said is eminantly 
correct: That the House took action on 
the matter of minimum benefits and 
did not intend to, I am sure. It was 
abrupt, a cruel step to take, and it is 
going to require now social security to 
go back and try to find 2 to 3 million 
people who had qualified many years 
before. I will agree with him totally 
that should not have passed. 

Now, the resolution says that we 
should do what we could. My inquiry 
to you is, what can we do other than 
pass another bill, if we have that 
within our province, because the only 
thing to reconcile in the conference is 
the question of the effective date, 
either January or April. 

If there can be some other act that 
can be passed, then that would be in 
order, but I ask the gentleman: What 
can we do, even with this resolution, in 
view of the fact that we have already 
passed the other act? 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Illinois yield? 

Mr. PRICE. I yield to the majority 
leader. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the only thing we could do under 
these circumstances to insure that this 
effect does not occur would be the pas
sage of a resolution of this character 
which would give moral sanction offi
cially on the part of the House to our 
conferees to seek a resolution that 
would go beyond the scope of the con
ference and to ask their colleagues in 
the Senate to do so, and then to en
courage the Rules Committee to ask 
and the House to give upon the con
ference committee report a waiver of 
the point of order which otherwise 
would lie against the removal of this 
offending provision. 

So that is the reason for the pur
posely vague language that simply 
states the desire of the House that 
this matter be taken out of the recon
ciliation bill and that those people 
presently rece1vmg social security 
shall be protected from any reductions 
in their benefits. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield further to me, I 
would hope we can have some lan
guage that would give us a chance to 
do something when we go to confer
ence. I do not see what can be done. I 
would have hoped that the leadership 
would have advised the Social Security 
Subcommittee of this pending resolu
tion so that we might have had some 
opportunity to look into possible ways 
to change that unfair action that was 
taken last week. 

If nobody was going to object, I was 
going to invite those people who had 
voted for that resolution, that recon
ciliation last week, to make the objec-

tion. Before I could get their atten
tion, the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
GRAMM) had objected. 

0 1840 
Now, Mr. Speaker, I ask again-and I 

am willing to listen-I want a vehicle, 
and I do not know what can be done 
under the circumstances. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I simply reiterate 
that under the present circumstances, 
if we are to avoid reducing benefits for 
persons presently drawing social secu
rity, then we must give some sanction 
and indeed encouragement officially 
on behalf of the House to the confer
ees on the reconciliation bill to seek a 
resolution which, notwithstanding the 
rules of the conference, would elimi
nate that off ending provision which I 
think most of us did not intend and 
which those of us who might have in
tended have come to repent, so that 
we might then waive a point of order 
against the resulting conference 
report and remove that thorn from 
the flesh of the elderly. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
adoption of my motion. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Illinois yield to this 
gentleman from Illinois? 

Mr. PRICE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman's yielding. 

I want to first express my strong 
feeling and concern to the majority 
leader. I do not appreciate our side 
learning of your intention to try and 
bring up a resolution of this kind with 
no notice whatsoever. I just saw a copy 
during the consideration of the last 
rollcall. Having said that, I hope I 
have made a point. 

Second, what the gentleman implies 
in his resolution was not the position 
taken in the other body. Let me read 
the Senate resolution. 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the 
Senate that any proposals to make social se
curity benefits subject to taxation would ad
versely affect social security recipients and 
undermine their confidence in the social se
curity programs, that social security bene
fits are and should remain exempt from 
Federal taxation, and that the Ninety-sev
enth Congress will not enact legislation to 
subject social security benefits to taxation. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what their reso
lution says. It has noting to do with 
minimum benefits. I would think par
ticularly that the chairman of the sub
committee on this item would have at 
least suggested to the House that 
when one is denied access to a mini
mum benefit on social security, there 
is the supplemental security income 
program which will pay additional 
benefits over and above any minimum 
to those who are truly needy. They 
surely can capitalize on that program. 
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Is it right for us to allow anyone, re
gardless of how little they have paid 
into the system, to be allowed to re
ceive $122 a month for the rest of 
their lifetime? I surely do not believe 
that is the purpose of our social secu
rity system. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
adoption of my motion. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman 
will state it. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 
since so many things have intervened 
since the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
PRICE) offered his motion, could we 
have the motion restated again for the 
benefit of the House? 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the Clerk will rereport the motion. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk reread the motion offered 

by the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
PRICE). 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the 
Chair. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois <Mr. PRICE). 

On the gentleman's motion to close 
the conference, a rollcall vote is re
quired. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 381, nays 
2, not voting 49, as follows: 

Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
Au Coin 
Bafalis 
Bailey <MO> 
Bailey (PA) 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Biaggi 
Blanchard 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boner 
Boni or 
Bonker 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Brown <CO> 
Brown <OH> 
Burgener 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 

[Roll No. 1411 
YEAS- 381 

Byron 
Carman 
Carney 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Chisholm 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Collins <IL> 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Conte 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Craig 

Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <AL> 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Erdahl 
Erlenborn 
Ertel 
Evans<GA> 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IN> 
Fary 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fenwick 

Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
D 'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 

' Ferraro 

Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deckard 
Dellums 
DeNardis 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dornan 
Dowdy 
Downey 

Fiedler 
Fields 
Findley 
Fish 
Flippo 
Foglietta 
Ford <MI> 
Ford <TN> 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 

Ginn Marriott 
Glickman Martin <IL> 
Goldwater Martin <NC> 
Gonzalez Martin <NY> 
Goodling Matsui 
Gore Mattox 
Gradison Mavroules 
Gramm Mazzoli 
Gray Mcclory 
Gregg Mccloskey 
Grisham McColl um 
Guarini Mccurdy 
Gunderson McDade 
Hall <OH> McDonald 
Hall, Ralph McEwen 
Hall, Sam McGrath 
Hamilton McHugh 
Hammerschmidt McKinney 
Hance Mica 
Hansen <ID> Michel 
Hansen <UT> Mikulski 
Harkin Miller <CA> 
Hartnett Miller <OH> 
Hatcher Mineta 
Hawkins Minish 
Heckler Mitchell <NY> 
Hefner Moakley 
Heftel Moffett 
Hendon Molinari 
Hertel Mollohan 
Hightower Montgomery 
Hiler Moore 
Hillis Moorhead 
Holland Morrison 
Hopkins Mottl 
Howard Murphy 
Hoyer Murtha 
Hubbard Myers 
Huckaby Napier 
Hughes Natcher 
Hunter Neal 
Hutto Nelligan 
Ireland Nelson 
Jacobs Nowak 
Jeffords O'Brien 
Jeffries Oakar 
Jenkins Oberstar 
Johnston Obey 
Jones <OK> Ottinger 
Jones <TN> Panetta 
Kastenmeier Parris 
Kazen Patman 
Kildee Patterson 
Kindness Paul 
Kogovsek Pease 
Kramer Pepper 
LaFalce Petri 
Lagomarsino Peyser 
Lantos Porter 
Latta Price 
Leach Pritchard 
Leath Pursell 
LeBoutillier Rahall 
Lee Railsback 
Lehman Rangel 
Leland Ratchford 
Lent Regula 
Levitas Reuss 
Lewis Richmond 
Livingston Rinaldo 
Loeffler Ritter 
Long <LA> Roberts <KS> 
Long <MD> Roberts <SD> 
Lott Robinson 
Lowery CCA> Rodino 
Lowry <WA> Roe 
Lujan Roemer 
Luken Rogers 
Lundine Rose 
Lungren Rostenkowski 
Madigan Roth 
Markey Roukema 
Marlenee Rousselot 

NAYS-2 

Conyers Weiss 

Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Santini 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith<AL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith(NE) 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith <OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
St Germain 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Stark 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Udall 
VanqerJagt 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Wampler 
Washington 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber<MN> 
Weber(OH) 
White 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <MT> 
Williams <OH> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young(AK) 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 

NOT VOTING-49 
Addabbo 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Badham 
Beard 

Bevill I 
Bingham 
Boland 
Bolling 
Broyhill 

Campbell 
Clay 
Coleman 
Cotter 
Crockett 

Derrick 
Dixon 
Dougherty 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Evans <DE> 
Fithian 
Florio 
Foley 
Forsythe 
Gingrich 
Green 

Hagedorn 
Hollenbeck 
Holt 
Horton 
Hyde 
Jones <NC> 
Kemp 
Marks 
Mitchell <MD> 
Nichols 
Pashayan 
Perkins 

0 1900 

Pickle 
Quillen 
Rhodes 
Rosenthal 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Simon 
Whitehurst 
Wirth 
Zeferetti 

Mr. ERTEL changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

ALL THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOM
IC FORECASTS HAVE BEEN 
WRONG 
(Mr. ALEXANDER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
material.) 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, yes
terday the White House issued its mid
year economic report. To date, all of 
the President's economic forecasts 
have been wrong. 

The President has had his way, but 
his Dunkirk economic policy has pro
duced lower farm prices, food exports 
are below expectations, and U.S. man
ufactured goods have suffered a signif
icant loss on international competi
tiveness. 

The invisible policy of the adminis
tration is to maintain high interest 
rates, as accurately reported by 
Robert Samuelson in a recent article 
published in the Washington Post. 

Mr. Speaker, the article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, July 14, 19811 

DEFLATION: THE INVISIBLE POLICY 

<By Robert J. Samuelson) 
Question: What problem do French presi

dent Francois Mitterand, Brazilian coffee 
producers, oil-exporting countries and 
South Africa all have in common? 

Answer: deflation. 
Deflation is one of those awkward, anach

ronistic words that seems to belong to an
other era but soon may come back into 
style. Deflation is falling prices. More gener
ally, it refers to government policies de
signed to make prices fall-or at least stop 
rising. And deflation is the Reagan adminis
tration's invisible foreign policy. 

As leaders of the world's seven major in
dustrial countries prepare for the Ottawa 
economic summit on July 19- 21, it may 
become a lot more visible. 

The Reagan administration is gambling 
that it can destroy worldwide inflationary 
psychology by re-establishing faith in the 
dollar and in money generally. It hopes that 
this restored faith will be its own reward: 
that it will renew confidence in the future, 
promote productive investment and growth. 

Meanwhile, though, deflation hurts. 
Europeans already complain that U.S. in

terest rates have spread to the Continent 
and threaten to aggravate unemployment. 
Developing countries now pay higher rates 
on their overseas dollar loans while receiv-
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ing fewer dollars for their commodity ex
ports. And the Japanese are upset because a 
depreciating yen makes their exports even 
more competitive, further fanning tensions 
with other countries. 

All this constitutes a slippery part of for
eign policy. Countries coalesce around 
common interests. Gone is the confidence 
that the United States represents the bed
rock of world prosperity. In its place is a 
new anxiety and, consequently, U.S. eco
nomic policy becomes foreign policy. As Mit
terand said, "One cannot hope for greater 
political and military cohesion and then let 
everyone do as he pleases in economics." 

There's no escaping the connection. The 
dollar still remains the world's major trad
ing and investment currency. When interest 
rates rise in the United States, rates on Eur
odollar loans-those made with dollars on 
deposit outside the U.S.-also rise. Likewise, 
funds tend to flow from other currencies to 
take advantage of the higher rates. 

This sets off a chain reaction. Other coun
tries either can raise their own interest 
rates or let their currencies depreciate. 
Higher interest rates slow economic growth. 
but depreciated currencies reduce countries' 
purchasing power. Both lower demand and 
less purchasing power hurt commodity 
prices, many of which are priced and traded 
in dollars. 

All these side effects of high U.S. interest 
rates have occurred in the past six months. 
In Europe, countries have both raised inter
est rates and permitted currency deprecia
tions.Short-term interest rates in Germany 
average more than 13 percent now, com
pared with less than 10 percent in January. 
At the same time, the dollar is now worth 
2.4 marks, up from a 1.8-mark average for 
1980. 

The fall in commodity prices has been es
pecially sharp. Between recent highs-usu
ally attained in 1980 or early 1981-and the 
end of June, copper is down about one-half, 
tin about one-third, sugar about two-thirds, 
coffee about one-fifth and cocoa about one
third. Gold trades near $400 an ounce com
pared with a monthly high of $675 in Janu
ary 1980. Gold accounts for half of South 
Africa's exports, and Brazil depends heavily 
on coffee and cocoa exports. Even oil prices . 
are sliding. 

Americans, incidentally, are vulnerable to 
similar effects. Farm prices generally have 
drifted down, and food exports are below 
expectations. In addition, the huge dollar 
appreciation means that U.S. manufactured 
goods have suffered a significant loss in 
international competitiveness. 

Taken together, these trends could freeze 
the world economy. Developing countries 
have sustained their overseas purchases 
largely on credit. According to the Interna
tional Monetary Fund, their debt will total 
$418 billion in 1981, with about two-thirds 
owed to private lenders, mainly banks. In
terest rates generally change twice a year. A 
one-percentage-point increase costs the de
veloping countries between $1.5 billion and 
$2.5 billion. 

Protectionist pressures could accumulate. 
Steel imports already are projected to rise 
sharply in the United States. In Europe 
edgy governments-Mitterrand's in France 
Margaret Thatcher's in Britain-might at
tempt to cure unemployment with restric
tions. Developing countries could resort to 
severe import controls to conserve scarce 
foreign exchange. 

To paint this gloomy outlook is not to 
prophesy it. There are, at least in theory, 
offsetting forces. The depreciation of Euro-

pean currencies against the dollar has made 
these countries' exports more attractive; de
veloping countries could preserve their pur
chasing power and stimulate growth by 
shopping more on the Continent. In the 
United States, lower-than-expected inflation 
could lead to faster-than-expected expan
sion. 

Nobody really knows what's going to 
happen. The issue here is not the correct
ness of the Reagan administration's course 
but rather the inevitable reaction abroad 
that the United States is making economic 
policy for the rest of the world. 

Satisfying everyone all of the time is prob
ably impossible. Given the dollar's profound 
global influence, whatever we do is bound to 
be upsetting. When low interest rates led to 
a depreciating dollar, the Europeans com
plained that we were exporting inflation 
and threatening their export industries. 
Moreover, the effects of U.S. policies can be 
exaggerated. They often provide a conven
ient scapegoat for other ailments: domestic 
problems or other sources of world tension, 
such as oil. 

But that said, the Reagan administra
tion's tight credit policies represent a signif
icant change in the way America projects 
itself abroad. The underlying premises seem 
clear: that U.S. power and prestige waned as 
confidence in the dollar eroded; that global 
economic instability stemmed heavily from 
irresponsible money policies, mainly Ameri
can; and that the world economy is suffi
ciently flexible that deflation ultimately 
will promote stability and growth, not 
slump. 

These are reasonable, but untested, propo
sitions. The danger is that the true sources 
of instability lie elsewhere-in clashing cul
tures and scarcities-and that excessively 
tight money simply will aggravate the un
derlying political and social conflicts. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 3518, DEPARTMENT OF 
STATE, INTERNATIONAL COM
MUNICATION AGENCY, AND 
BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL · 
BROADCASTING AUTHORIZA
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 1982 
AND 1983 
Mr. HALL of Ohio, from the Com

mittee on Rules, submitted a privi
leged report <Rept. No. 97-182) on the 
resolution <H. Res. 182) providing for 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 3518) to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal 
years 1982 and 1983 for the Depart
ment of State, the International Com
munication Agency, and the Board for 
International Broadcasting, and for 
other purposes, which was ref erred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1520, NATIONAL SCI
ENCE FOUNDATION AUTHORI
ZATION, FISCAL YEAR 1982 
Mr. HALL of Ohio, from the Com

mittee on Rules, submitted a privi
leged report <Rept. No. 97-183) on the 
resolution <H. Res. 183) providing for 

consideration of the bill <H.R. 1520) to 
authorize appropriations for activities 
for the National Science Foundation 
for the fiscal year 1982, which was re
f erred to the House Calendar and or
dered to be printed. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2979, NATIONAL HIS
TORICAL PUBLICATIONS AND 
RECORDS COMMISSION AU
THORIZATION, FISCAL YEARS 
1982 AND 1983 
Mr. HALL of Ohio, from the Com

mittee on Rules, submitted a privi
leged report <Rept. No. 97-184) provid
ing for consideration of the bill <H.R. 
2979) to extend the authorization of 
appropriations for the National His
torical Publications and Records Com
mission for fiscal years 1982 and 1983 
which was referred to the House Cal
endar and ordered to be printed. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIV
ING CERTAIN POINTS OF 
ORDER AGAINST H.R. 4144, 
ENERGY AND WATER DEVEL
OPMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 
FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEM
BER 30, 1982 

Mr. HALL of Ohio, from the Com
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi
leged report <Rept. No. 97-185) on the 
resolution <H. Res. 185) waiving cer
tain points of order against the bill 
<H.R. 4144) making appropriations for 
energy and water development for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1982, 
and for other purposes which was re
f erred to the House Calendar and or
dered to be printed. 

TAXATION OF OVERSEAS 
AMERICANS 

<Without objection, Mr. ALEXANDER 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, in 
the next few days, this House will con
sider a tax proposal affecting every 
American citizen for years to come. 
While there are many aspects of this 
measure which deserve special atten
tion, I would like to comment on one 
which touches an extremely valuable, 
but often forgotten, segment of our 
population-American citizens living 
overseas. 

Our Nation is a nation built on com
merce. We have thrived over the years 
because we have encouraged the 
American entrepreneur to open new 
markets and create new jobs. The sons 
and daughters of the New Deal have 
struggled to insure that their families 
and communities are strong and that 
those who have not shared fully in our 
bounty are protected. Yet, for the past 
20 years we as a government have not 
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allowed our citizens living and working 
abroad to pursue fully the American 
ideal of free competition. The main 
fault lies in our policy of taxing over
seas U.S. citizens. 

We are the only industrialized 
Nation in the free world which taxes 
its citizens living in other countries. 
Companies have found it uneconomi
cal to hire Americans overseas since 
Japanese, Germans, Englishmen, or 
other nationals do not have to pay 
taxes to their home country. This has 
led to a massive exodus of Americans 
from the international economic and 
ideological marketplace and resulted 
in reduced exports, loss of jobs at 
home, and loss of influence abroad. 

America has been able to achieve its 
present high standard of living be
cause our Government has traditional
ly encouraged domestic and interna
tional trade. As a member and past 
chairman of the House Export Task 
Force, I am convinced that our policy 
of taxing Americans overseas has se
verely hampered our ability to com
pete. The GAO, the Georgetown 
Center for Strategic and International 
Studies, the President's Export Coun
cil, Chase Econometrics, the U.S. 
Trade Representative, the Commerce 
Department, and many others have 
joined me in this assessment. 

The American entrepreneur abroad 
does more to build respect and admira
tion for the free enterprise system 
than all the tanks and airplanes we 
could ever deploy. The thoughtful and 
dedicated overseas American does 
more to bring about a better under
standing of our political ideals and in
stitutions than all the information 
services we might attempt to use as a 
substitute. The economic development 
of the rest of the world, and the cre
ation of markets for American prod
ucts, are fostered more by dedicated 
U.S. entrepreneurs than by all of our 
bilateral and multilateral assistance 
programs combined. 

It is time, Mr. Speaker, for us to 
adopt the standard used by the rest of 
the world in taxing its overseas citi
zens, that is the residence principle 
which requires the individual to pay 
taxes where he lives. According to 
Chase Econometrics, this policy would 
result in a net revenue gain to the 
Treasury of over $5 billion a year 
through creation of new export-relat
ed jobs at home. Perhaps more impor
tant, this would also encourage Ameri
cans to live overseas and transmit our 
concept of freedom and worth of the 
individual to other societies. 

Adoption of the residence tax princi
ple is truly in our national interest 
and will contribute greatly to our na
tional security-at no expense to the 
American taxpayer. I, therefore, urge 
this House to support proposals such 
as H.R. 4016 which would apply the 
residence principle to income earned 
overseas. I hope that this policy will 

soon be extended to all Americans 
living abroad. 

Mr. Speaker, our 20-year experiment 
with taxing Americans overseas has 
cost us billions of dollars in lost ex
ports, millions of lost jobs, and incal
culable lost influence. It should be 
ended now. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
<Mr. PORTER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I was 
unavoidably detained on official busi
ness in my congressional district on 
Wednesday, June 10, but had I been 
present I would have voted as follows: 

Rollcall No. 71, approving the Jour
nal, "yea." 

Rollcall No. 72, rule on the Legal 
Services Corp., House Resolution 148, 
"yea." 

Rollcall No. 73, amendment to H.R. 
3413 DOE national security programs, 
seeking to prohibit use of funds for 
production, research, and development 
of enhanced nuclear weapons, "no." 

Rollcall No. 74, amendment to H.R. 
3413, DOE national security programs, 
substitute adopted by the committee, 
prohibiting expenditure of funds for 
EIS not already in the process of prep
aration unless required by statute, 
"aye." 

In addition, on Friday, July 10, I 
again was required to be in the district 
on official business. Had I been 
present for rollcall vote No. 125 on the 
rule for the HUD appropriations bill, 
H.R. 4034, I would have voted, "aye." 
On rollcall No. 126, a vote on whether 
to resolve into the Committee of the 
Whole, I would want to be recorded as 
voting "aye." 

Finally, on Wednesday, July 15, 
1981, I attended at the Department of 
State the induction of Daniel J. Terra 
as our ambassador-at-large for cultural 
affairs and unavoidably missed the 
rollcall No. 132 on procurement by 
competitive bidding of automatic data 
processing equipment and services. 
Had I been present, I would have 
voted "no." 

APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL 
CONFEREE AND CORRECTION 
OF SECTION DESIGNATION ON 
H.R. 3982, OMNIBUS RECONCILI
ATION ACT OF 1981 
Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Speaker 
be authorized to appoint an additional 
conferee, and to correct a section des
ignation on the appointment of Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries Commit
tee conferees on H.R. 3982, the Omni
bus Reconciliation Act of 1981. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? The Chair 

hears none and, without objection, 
reappoints members from the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries and adds an additional conferee 
as follows: From the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries solely 
for consideration of title XI, subtitle 
B, chaper 4, title IX, and the portions 
of section 6531 on page 349, lines 25 
through 37 and on page 350, lines 26 
through 31 of the House engrossed 
bill, of the House bill, and sections 426 
and 1101-4 of the Senate amendment: 

Messrs. JONES of North Carolina, 
BIAGGI, BREAUX, D'AMOURS, HUBBARD, 
STUDDS, SNYDER, MCCLOSKEY, FOR
SYTHE, and PRITCHARD. 

There was no objection. 

LAID LOW BY HIGH INTEREST 
RATES 

<Mr. WYDEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, interest 
rates are at near-record levels. Money 
supply growth is running below target. 
The economy is at a virtual standstill. 
The housing industry is on its knees. 
The regulator of the thrift industry is 
predicting that one out of every three 
savings and loans will be going into 
the red shortly. Unemployment is 
high, and rising. 

That is the stuff which produces 
social upheaval, the likes of which we 
are witnessing in the United Kingdom. 

Yet on Monday, Treasury Secretary 
Donald Regan announced blandly, ac
cording to the Washington Post, that, 
"You cannot get inflation under con
trol without having high interest 
rates." I find that view the ultimate of 
tunnel vision. Even Marie Antoinette 
was willing to let her minions eat cake. 

Our allies are justifiably alarmed 
that American foreign policy at the 
moment can be summed as exporting 
high interest rates-and rising jobless
ness. Misery loves company. 

The Congress should be equally 
alarmed because we will be voting in a 
few days on tax legislation that may 
very well dictate a continuation of 
tight money and high interest rates 
policies-and a continuation of eco
nomic stagnation, sluggish growth and 
huge unemployment. 

This counterproductive obsession 
with high interest rates must stop. It 
is killing my region and my State, just 
as surely as if you cut off all train, 
truck, and air traffic. 

What we need are reasoned policies 
that stimulate productivity and real 
growth-and begin to ease credit re
straint. That will permit the juices of 
our free market system to flow again, 
and our workers to get back to work. 

The place to start is with a targeted 
tax cut that encourages savings, re
wards work, and spurs increased eco-
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nomic activity-without fueling infla
tion and mandating higher and higher 
interest rates. 

A TRIBUTE TO THE LA TE 
HARRY CHAPIN 

<Mr. DOWNEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, there 
are those terrible events that bring 
perspectiv~ to all of us. Earlier this 
afternoon my friend, Harry Chapin, a 
singer-songwriter, was killed on the 
Long Island Expressway. 
. Harry had dedicated his life to the 
problems of world hunger across this 
planet. His loss is a national loss and 
an international loss. 

I know that the House and other 
Members will extend their deepest 
sympathies to his wife, Sandy, and his 
children. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to join in the gentleman's sentiments. 
This is, indeed, a loss not only in terms 
of the music world, but also, more im
portantly, the issues he was so deeply 
involved in, in terms of hunger. 

I thank the gentleman. 

ECONOMIC TRIGGERS NEEDED 
IN MULTIYEAR TAX BILL 

<Mr. LEVITAS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Speaker, we are 
now approaching the crucial decision 
about the tax reduction and tax 
reform legislation. As one who has 
long advocated multiyear tax reduc
tions to help relieve the burden on the 
American taxpayer and at the same 
time provide the stimulus for our 
economy, I want also to emphasize 
that I am greatly troubled about the 
possibility of increasing budget defi
cits, high inflation, and increasingly 
high interest rates. 

We must make certain that if we 
have a multiyear tax reduction that 
there are some safeguards, some 
safety nets, to make sure that we do 
not end up in the third year with a 
$100 billion deficit, increased inflation, 
and interest rates going through the 
ceiling. 

Consequently, I suggest and I have 
proposed since the early part of June 
of this year that any multiyear tax re
duction be linked with a trigger based 
upon the favorable economic perform
ance of our economy and lower deficits 
in the Federal budget using the exact 
same assumptions for economic recov
ery that President Reagan has submit
ted to and been adopted by the Con
gress. In this way we can provide a 
multiyear tax reduction and at the 

same time have a safety net to avoid 
high interest, high inflation, and high 
deficits by using economic triggers. 

Since the economic triggers are the 
same as President Reagan has pro
posed, no one can suggest that this 
idea is partisan. In answer to the sug
gestion that using triggers will create 
uncertainties, I can only say that it is 
as certain and predictable as these 
Reagan assumptions are valid. And, if 
the administration has any doubt 
about their validity, we had better 
know that now before we force high 
interest, high inflation, and high defi
cits locked in for the future. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
effort. 

ALLEGED SAUDI ARABIAN 
STATEMENT CONCERNING THE 
REBUILDING OF IRAQ'S NU
CLEAR REACTOR 
<Mr. BROOMFIELD asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
this morning the Wall Street Journal, 
as well as several radio news services, 
carried an article that Saudi Arabia in
tends to pay for reconstruction of the 
destroyed Iraqi nuclear reactor. The 
Saudi policy was allegedly set for by a 
spokesman for King Khaled. If this 
report is accurate, I am extremely dis
appointed by the Saudi decision. Al
though there remain opposing views 
on whether the Iraqis were attempting 
to utilize this facility to construct 
atomic weapons, the past testimony by 
experts that Iraq could have produced 
atomic weapons if they so desired 
should have caused the Saudis to 
ponder this issue at greater length. 

The question at hand is whether the 
Saudis should pursue policies that en
courage the peace process and contrib
ute to a lessening of tensions in the 
Middle East, or whether their actions 
will be counterproductive and raise 
fears of further confrontations. The 
Middle East peace process is already 
sufficiently complicated to warrant a 
cessation of activities that can only 
fan the flames of suspicion. In a vola
tile area such as the Middle East, an 
area where sabre rattling can easily 
lead to violent conflict, the world must 
preserve the policy of nonprolifera
tion. 

The United States is grateful for 
past Saudi support for the Philip 
Habib mission to Labanon. I believe 
that such support demonstrates the 
generally moderate and reasoned 
Saudi approach to the region's prob
lems. I can only believe, therefore, 
that the alleged Saudi decision to help 
reconstruct the Iraqi reactor was made 
in haste, without due consideration for 
the long-term consequences to both its 
friends and enemies. 

I urge the Saudis to reconsider their 
off er, taking into account the dampen-

ing effect such an offer will have on 
resolving pending Middle East issues. I 
also call upon the Governments of 
France and Italy, as well as other sup
pliers of nuclear technology and 
equipment, to refrain from assisting 
the Iraqis in rebuilding their reactor 
until such time as peaceful assurances 
are accepted by all the concerned par
ties. 

A SAD RECORD FOR THE HOUSE 
<Mr. BLILEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, as of 
June 30, this House had been in ses
sion for only 231 hours, 5 minutes. 
Since the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
began publishing this information on 
a monthly basis in 1947: 

There has not been a year in which 
the House has spent less time in ses
sion than it has this year; 

The House has been in session more 
than 150 hours less than the average 
for that period; 

There have been only 2 other years 
in which the House has been in session 
fewer than 300 hours. 

If this is not foot-dragging, what is? 
To put this in perspective, let us re

flect back only 4 years to 1977, the 
first year of President Carter's term in 
office. This House had been in session 
467 hours, 33 minutes by the end of 
June. That, Mr. Speaker, is more than 
twice as much as this year. 

I share these numbers with you in 
hope that you will agree the American 
people deserve better. 

TIME HOUSE WAS IN SESSION THROUGH JUNE 30; 1947-81 

Year Time in 
session 

1981.............. ........ 231 hrs. 05' 
1980 ........................... 465 hrs. 33' 
1979 .. .... .......... ... ........ 408 hrs. 42' 
1978 ........................... 515 hrs. 14' 
1977. ................ ..... ..... 467 hrs. 33' 
1976 ........................... 510 hrs. 05' 
1975 ........................... 419 hrs. 44' 
1974 ........................... 391 hrs. 19' 
1973 ........................... 349 hrs. 50' 
1972 .... ....... .. .............. 393 hrs. 48' 
1971... ................. ....... 318 hrs. 27' 
1970 ............ .. .......... ... 383 hrs. 49' 
1969 ........................... 242 hrs. 23' 
1968 ...................... ..... 390 hrs. 45' 
1967 ........................... 363 hrs. 37' 
1966 ....... .. ......... ..... .... 334 hrs. 50' 
1965 .......... ................. 381 hrs. 32' 

Year Time in 
session 

1964 .......... .. ........ ..... 420 hrs. 57' 
1963 ........................... 278 hrs. 28' 
1962 ........................... 350 hrs. 24' 
1961... ....... .. ............... 300 hrs. 43' 
1960 ....... .. .. .. .............. 430 hrs. 51 ' 
1959 ...... .. ................... 335 hrs. 31' 
1958 ........................... 374 hrs. 28' 
1957 ........................... 381 hrs. 27' 
1956 ................. .. ........ 315 hrs. 47' 
1955 ..................... .. .... 345 hrs. 39' 
1954 ... ... ................. .... 350 hrs. 24' 
1953 .................. ........ 346 hrs. 21' 
1952 ........ 416 hrs. 16' 
1951... ...... .................. 378 hrs. 06' 
1950 ..................... ...... 484 hrs. 19' 
1949 ..... .............. ........ 442 hrs. 27' 
1948 ..... ..................... 514 hrs. 49' 
1947 ..... . .... 459 hrs. 16' 

D 1910 

TAX CUTS NOW 
<Mr. WEBER of Ohio asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. WEBER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
for the past 2 weeks I have been wear
ing a lapel pin that says, "Swerve 
With the Curve-Tax Cuts Now." 
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On the pin there is a curved red line 

that represents the Laffer curve, 
named after economist Arthur Laffer. 

Mr. Laffer relies on an ancient prin
ciple-the more you tax something, 
the less you will get of it. The more we 
tax income, the less income we get. 

Going one step further, we have 
reached the point where the more we 
raise tax rates, the less tax revenue 
the country will receive, because the 
increase in tax rates forces taxable 
income to go down. 

Therefore, if we will cut tax rates 
across-the-board, for all Americans, 
the end result will be greater economic 
activity, greater national income, 
greater tax revenues, and a balanced 
budget. 

That is why we need the President's 
tax cuts now. 

TRIBUTE TO DONALD L. 
JACKSON 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California <Mr. BUR
GENER) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

GENERAL LEA VE 

Mr. BURGENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and to 
include therein extraneous material 
on the subject of my special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BURGENER. Mr. Speaker, I 

take this special order to give all of 
our colleagues the opportunity to 
honor our former colleague, the late 
Donald L. Jackson, from what was 
then California's 16th District. 

Don Jackson passed away on May 
27, 1981, at Bethesda Naval Hopital, 
after a long and courageous bout with 
cancer. 

I never had the privilege of serving 
in this House with Don Jackson, but I 
knew him as a distinguished California 
Congressman and became better ac
quainted with him later, when I joined 
him in 1973 as a member of the Chow
der and Marching Club, an organiza
tion of Republican Members of this 
House, now in its 33d year. 

I persent here a brief resume of his 
background for the benefit of the 
Members and the readers of the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD: 

Donald L. Jackson, Republican, of 
Pacific Palisades, Calif.; born in Ip
swich, S. Dak., January 23, 1910; pro
fession: public relations, U.S. Marine 
Corps, 1927-31 and 1940-45; overseas 
combat service, 2d Marine Division, 2 
years; married former Shirley Connell 
of Santa Monica Calif., January 9, 
1932; one son, Donald Cyrus; elected 
to the 80th Congress on November 5, 
1946, reelected to 81st, 82d, 83d, 84th, 

~ 85th, and 86th Congresses. 

This terse, but vital, resume, in no 
way describes the warmth, the vitality, 
the courage, or the wit of this remark
able man. It was a joy to know him 
and our Nation is the richer for his 
having served us-both as a U.S. 
Marine and as a Member of the House 
of Representatives. I am honored to 
now submit for the RECORD tributes 
and observations from distinguished 
former Members of this body: 

First, Hon. John Davis Lodge, 
former Member of the House of Rep
resentatives from Connecticut, Gover
nor of Connecticut, and U.S. Ambassa
dor to Spain and Argentina: 

CONGRESSMAN DONALD L. JACKSON 

Don Jackson has left us. Don, our en
chanting friend, with his contagious sense 
of humor and his gift for playful camarade
rie, has gone. Our brave, light-hearted 
Marine who waded ashore at Tarawa; our 
delightful colleague, who was one of the 
founders of the Chowder and Marching 
Club, has departed this life. He has gone 
where, beyond these voices, there is peace. 

It is hard for his many friends to conceive 
of this distraught world without Don Jack
son. It is hard for us to imagine our restless, 
engaging friend "at rest". He was always 
overflowing with conviviality. 

And underneath his gay wit he was a most 
effective legislator. We sat next to each 
other for some years on the Foreign Affairs 
Committee of the House. I can testify to his 
effectiveness. He had vision. He anticipated 
the Korean War and he spoke out firmly in 
support of aid to Formosa <Taiwan) and to 
the off shore islands. He was wonderfully, 
dramatically right, but he was never pre
sumptuous, pretentious or heavy handed; he 
was never one to show off. 

At his request, when I was Governor of 
Connecticut, I went to California to speak 
for him in the campaign of 1952. He never 
really had trouble getting reelected. 

Don Jackson understood with a sure
footed instinct the dynamics of geopolitics, 
the issues of war and peace. He met life 
with gusto, with optimism, with courage/ and 
humor, and with a lively spirity of adven
ture. 

In the Presidential election of 1952 when 
our colleague and fellow C & Mer, Richard 
M. Nixon, was being attacked with respect 
to an $18,000 fund, formed quite properly 
by his friends in California to help with his 
Congressional expenses, there were some 
who wanted to drop Nixon off the ticket as 
General Eisenhower's running mate. It was 
Don Jackson who was at the airport in Los 
Angeles to meet his California colleague 
when he landed. Don Jackson understood 
friendship. With him friendship was uncon
ditional. 

Don Jackson was the life of every party. 
He was a statesmanlike Congressman, con
scientious and creative. He was a most con
structive member of the House Foreign Af
fairs Committee. He was a true patriot. He 
was a decorated Marine combat veteran. He 
was respected. 

Above all, he was loved, and in a very spe
cial way by those of us who are members of 
the Chowder and Marching Club. We 
mourn the disappearance of Don Jackson. It 
makes us infinitely sad to realize that we 
shall not see our incomparable friend again. 

"The elements so mixed in him that 
nature might stand up and say to all the 
world, 'This was a man'". 

Good bye, Don. 

We shall not look upon your like again. 
JOHN DAVIS LoDGE. 

WESTPORT, CONN. 

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE LATE CON
GRESSMAN DONALD L. JACKSON BY FORMER 
CONGRESSMAN PATRICK J. HILLINGS 

Member of Congress, combat veteran of 
the United States Marine Corps, Member of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
father, television commentator, author, 
poet, raconteur, outstanding public speaker, 
and a compassionate man who was respect
ed and admired by his colleagues and all 
who knew him-that was Donald L. Jack
son. 

Don Jackson's friendship, advice and wise 
counsel helped me in many ways during my 
service in the Congress. His consistent good 
humor helped us all through hours of crisis. 

My wife, Celia, and I visited him last year 
at his home near Sosua in the Dominican 
Republic. We all knew he had terminal 
cancer, but he never discussed it, and never 
mentioned the pain we knew he was suffer
ing. He continued to make the lives of his 
children and all around him pleasant and 
happy. 

I remember his Dominican medical doctor 
saying to me, "Your friend, Colonel Jack
son, is a very brave man." 

Congressman Jackson was a very brave 
man who enriched the lives of all of us who 
shared his friendship. We will miss him very 
much. So will our country. 

PATRICK J. HILLINGS, 

Member of Congress, 25th District, 
California, 1951-59. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURGENER. I yield to my col
league, the 'gentleman from Illinois 
<Mr. MICHEL), the distinguished Re
publican leader. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate very much. the gentleman yield
ing to me and for taking this special 
order to pay special tribute to one of 
our former colleagues, and more im
portant a dear friend of ours who has 
recently passed away. I simply want to 
embrace the remarks of the gentleman 
from California (Mr. BURGENER). 

Don Jackson was one of those indi
viduals who was a Member of Con
gress when I was simply an AA. But he 
always treated me as a coequal in the 
days before I was actually elected on 
my own to serve in this body. 

He served with such distinction on 
the Foreign Affairs Committee, on the 
former House Un-American Activities 
Committee at a very troublesone 
period of time in this country when 
there was, in fact, a Communist con
spiracy that needed to be rooted out 
and exposed. He made a mark for him
self in the manner in which he acquit
ted himself in the deliberations of 
that committee. 

Then too, to have gained such emi
nent respect in the foreign policy field, 
particularly with our neighbors to the 
south where he was so fluent in Span
ish and able to communicate with 
those of our friends and neighbors to 
the south. 
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Again, as one whom we remember 

~nd we knew as an individual, as a per
sonal friend, one who was, as a matter 
of fact, the one when I was first elect
ed to Congress who nominated me for 
membership in what some of us have 
come to know around here as the 
Chowder and Marching Society. I 
shall always be in debt to our old 
friend, Don Jackson, for the confi
dence that he reposed in me at that 
particular time. 

My only regret is through all of 
these many years we have not been 
able to give him the just tributes that 
he so well deserved. Now to have him 
succumb to cancer as another one of 
those victims, we certainly feel for 
those who he has left behind, and I 
extend my unbounded sympathy to 
those members of his family and ap
preciate the gentleman yielding to me. 

Mr. BURGENER. I thank my good 
friend from Illinois and our distin
guished minority leader, Mr. MICHEL, 
for his contribution. I know of h,is 
close personal friendship and the 
warmth that existed between the two 
of you. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

EUROPEANS AS WELL AS AMERI
CANS ARE CONCERNED WITH 
THE ADMINISTRATION'S DE
STRUCTIVE HIGH INTEREST 
RATE POLICIES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin <Mr. REuss) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 
e Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, the July 
8, 1981, Paine Webber newsletter, The 
Liberty Street Review, contains an in
structive report on why European 
leaders regard the Reagan administra
tion's high interest rates policies as de
structive. The issue will come up at 
Ottawa this weekend, with no yielding 
by the U.S. administration in prospect. 
The excerpt from the newsletter fol
lows: 

The view that foreign criticism of U.S. 
policy is hypocritical misses the European 
perspective and distorts the actual objec
tions our allies have with our economic 
policy. Germany, Japan and the other 
Ottawa participants are not censuring the 
Reagan Administration's fight to slow U.S. 
inflation. Nor are they against the use of 
tight monetary policy, overall. Rather, they 
object to what they see as the Administra
tion's sole reliance on monetary policy. 
Why? Because over the past 18 months the 
U.S. has whipsawed its way through high 
interest rates, but with only erratic effects 
on real growth. And the foreign critics seem 
to be saying that a prolonged period of eco
nomic weakness is a prerequisite to lowering 
inflation. Thus, the foreign call will be for 
added anti-inflationary measures <a tighter 
fiscal package, incomes policy) strong 
enough to bring U.S. interest rates down for 
a sustained period, and allow other Western 
economies to lower their interest rates. 

It is extremely doubtful, however, that 
Mr. Reagan and his advisers will bend under 

any pressure exerted in Ottawa. Mr. Rea
gan's economic program is well on its way 
towards being fully implemented, after the 
Republican victory in the House. It is not 
expected that the Administration's all-or
nothing approach to its economic package is 
about to be undone by Mr. Reagan's foreign 
peers. 

More likely, Mr. Reagan's advisers will try 
to convince the conference participants that 
U.S. growth is slowing currently and that a 
drop in interest rates is just around the 
corner. Also, but much more difficult, they 
will try to persuade Mr. Schmidt, et al. that 
the remainder of the economic package is 
dis-inflationary. Essentially this is the 
center of contention between the U.S. and 
other Western countries, and it does not 
appear that the difference can be resolved 
in Ottawa. The current Administration still 
holds to its belief that it can defy main
stream economic thought, having strong 
real growth and less inflation.e 

ORDER WITHOUT LAW: THE 
BRITISH RESPONSE IN NORTH
ERN IRELAND 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. WIL

. LIAM J. COYNE), is recognized for 30 
minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAM J. COYNE. Mr. 
Speaker, as a member of the newly 
formed Friends of Ireland in the 
United States Congress, and as an 
American of Irish descent, I would like 
to take this opportunity to express my 
support for the efforts of this group to 
contribute to a peaceful resolution of 
the conflict in Northern Ireland. 

The Friends of Ireland came togeth
er primarily out of concern over the vi
olence prevailing in Northern Ireland. 
Our objective is not only to develop a 
close working relationship with the 
Republic of Ireland, but also to inform 
the American public of all aspects of 
the conflict, working toward a solution 
which will respect the rights and tradi
tions of all the inhabitants of North
ern Ireland. 

Two recent events relating to North
ern Ireland seem to me to hold out 
hope for an end to the fighting. The 
first is the result of a poll conducted 
by the London Sunday Times among 
the people of Northern Ireland, which 
offers a revealing glimpse of the mood 
and aspirations of both Catholics and 
Protestants. More important, it sug
gests promising directions for future 
talks. 

The Sunday Times poll shows that, 
contrary to the stereotypes arising out 
of the endless violence, the vast major
ity of the people of Northern Ireland 
are strongly opposed to the use of vio
lence to achieve political ends. Even 
the tiny violent-minded minority has 
declined radically in the past few 
years. Negotiations toward an ade
quate political solution would receive 
overwhelming popular support right 
now. 

Furthermore, the results of the poll 
show that although the majority and 

minority have radically different views 
of the ideal settlement, there is 
common ground between them. Two
thirds of all respondents, representing 
a cross-section of the population, indi
cated that they would accept a settle
ment based on an independent assem
bly with power-sharing guarantees for 
the Catholic minority-the principle 
embodied in the Sunningdale agree
ment in 1973 which was blocked at the 
time by extremist elements. Eight 
years of violence are a powerful argu
ment against extremists on both sides. 
Other poll results indicate that the po
litical polarization which led to the 
election of Irish Republican Army ter
rorists and Protestant hardliners in 
the last election has decreased, and 
may diminish further if moderation 
results in progress toward a settle
ment. 

However, continuation in the status 
quo may cause this conciliatory mood 
to evaporate, especially among the 
Catholic minority. The Sunday Times 
poll notes "a vast and growing gulf be
tween the Catholic community and 
the British Government." The British 
Army, originally welcomed as protec
tors by an embattled minority, have 
earned the fear and dislike of most 
Catholics-not just the IRA and its 
sympathizers. This gulf, however, 
could narrow if the government dem
onstrates a willingness to make conces
sions to the minority point of view, 
abandoning the narrowminded ap
proach which is leading to increased 
tension in the province. 

A second event may provide a 
chance to end the current stalemate. 
Members of the Irish Commission on 
Justice and Peace, an agency of the 
Catholic Church in the Republic, have 
succeeded in drafting a settlement 
which would end the hunger strikes in 
the Maze Prison and lessen the ten
sion between the two sides brought on 
in part by the propaganda victories of 
the IRA. I join many of my colleagues 
in Congress in urging that Prime Min
ister Thatcher and her government 
review the opportunities presented by 
this draft and consider the advantages 
of waiving their insistence on points 
which serve only to limit British op
tions in pursuing an end to the vio
lence. 

In its approach to the conflict in 
Northern Ireland, Mrs. Thatcher's 
government has concentrated on con
trolling the activities of the IRA. Brit
ish Government officials in Northern 
Ireland appear to view their role as 
that of the forces of law battling ter
rorists criminally masquerading as po
litical dissidents. In this light, better 
policing may seem to be the key to 
suppressing the violence. However, the 
Catholic community has been under
standably uncooperative with this 
effort. In the bloody context of Irish 
history, the Catholic minority cannot 
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see British attempts to stabilize an un
satisfactory social order as anything 
but continued oppression. 

For the Catholics, the army brought 
British rule without British justice. 
Due process and protection of individ
ual rights, Britain's most revered 
legacy to America, are notoriously 
absent from proceedings against al
leged terrorists in Northern Ireland. 
The right to trial by jury, protections 
against self-incrimination, the right to 
counsel-all are abridged or suspend
ed. In the so-called Diplock courts set 
up under the Prevention of Terrorism 
Act, accused terrorists are tried, and 
usually convicted, by a single judge. As 
many as 90 percent of convictions are 
obtained solely on the basis of confes
sions-elicited after an average of 3 
days of detention followed by months 
of waiting for trial, in an atmosphere 
tainted by repeated charges of physi
cal abuse and psychological torture. 
Under the Judges' Rules prevailing in 
the rest of the United Kingdom, or 
under any reasonable judicial system, 
these confessions would be considered 
highly suspect; in the Diplock courts 
they result in a conviction rate of 94 
percent. Most of those arrested and 
convicted under these procedures are 
Catholic. 

The British Government dismissed 
Bobby Sands and his compatriots as 
common criminals. Perhaps they were. 
But they were not convicted under 
common conditions. Bobby Sands, it is 
said, had a string of murders and ter
rorist attacks on his conscience. He 
was convicted only of being present in 
a car in which a gun was found, for 
which he was sentenced to 14 years in 
jail-a term which anywhere else in 
England would be considered prepos
terous. The British Government 
claims he was just a common thug; but 
it has never adequately proved that to 
a jury of his peers, let alone the world. 
Is it any wonder that men convicted 
under special procedures demand spe
cial treatment? Mrs. Thatcher has re
fused to negotiate with the prisoners 
in the Maze, in her words "one of the 
most humane and liberal prison sys
tems in the world," on principle; one 
does not negotiate with terrorists. 
Since the British Government has al
ready waived so many of the basic 
principles of British justice in North
ern Ireland, however, one may wonder 
why this particular principle is of such 
overriding importance that it must be 
upheld at the cost of continuing blood
shed. 

At any rate, the British Government 
does not object as a rule to negotiating 
with terrorists; Lord Carrington, the 
British Foreign Minister, recently 
stated that he was willing to meet 
with noted terrorist Yasir Arafat in 
the interests of peace in the Middle 
East. Inspired negotiations with Rho
desian terrorists led to the birth of the 
nation of Zimbabwe, a proud achieve-

ment of British foreign policy. Howev
er, suppose the British, instead of ne
gotiating with Mugabe and his associ
ates, had instead cordoned off the sub
urbs of Salisbury and announced that 
they would defend forever the inhabit
ants' right to remain within the Brit
ish empire meanwhile allowing this 
little enclave to govern itself in a fash
ion repugnant to the principles of 
British democracy? Would they be as 
eager to denounce the violent response 
of black dissidents as terrorism? 

Terrorism cannot be condoned under 
any circumstances. The vicious behav
ior of the IRA and of the Ulster Vol
unteer Force serves no legitimate pur
pose; it only poisons the atmosphere 
and adds to the fear and suffering of 
the people whose rights these organi
zations supposedly champion. As Mrs. 
Thatcher has accurately pointed out, 
these terrorist groups are engaged 
chiefly in denying others their first 
right: the right to life. Random vio
lence and brutal, often misdirected re
taliations have taken the lives of thou
sands of innocents since the fighting 
began in 1969. I am proud that the ef
forts of prominent Irish-American 
politicians have succeeded in diminish
ing the American base of support for 
IRA operations, and I hope that by 
participating in the activities of the 
Friends of Ireland, I will help to di
minish that support still further. 
Americans of Irish descent must un
derstand that support for the IRA, 
whether direct or channeled through 
organizations such as the Irish North
ern Aid Society, recently ordered by a 
Federal district court to register as an 
agent of the IRA, can only inflict fur
ther suffering on the people of North
ern Ireland, Catholic as well as Protes
tant. Aid to extremists will only 
thwart any efforts to moderate the 
conflict and end the violence. 

Mrs. Thatcher's government has 
stated that it considers its prime re
sponsibility in Northern Ireland to be 
protection of the lives of its citizens. 
All other considerations are second
ary. This is an approach made in good 
faith to a tragic and seemingly intrac
table political impasse, and it is true 
that the violence has abated-at least 
outside the detention centers-since 
the terrifying days when the British 
Army first marched in to rescue the 
Catholics of Bogside from their fell ow 
citizens. However, the authoritarian 
attitude carries with it certain risks. 
Selective protection of rights, under 
an arbitrary system of justice, 
amounts at best to order without law: 
in short, tyranny. Clearly the Catholic 
community sees it that way. The 
Sunday Times poll shows that the 
Catholic community in Belfast over
whelmingly disapproves of the British 
Government's handling of the situa
tion in Northern Ireland. Their pro
found and increasing alienation is 
demonstrated, in the same poll, by in-

creasing despair about the prospect of 
peace in the future, especially among 
the young. 

After hundreds of years of oppres
sion, and 50 years of gerrymandering, 
discrimination, and the hostility of the 
ruling class, the Catholic minority 
took its cue from the American civil 
rights movement of the sixties and 
began to march for civil rights and an 
equitable share of power in the local 
government. This movement was met 
almost immediately with violence; in 
1969, as in 1914, the extremists of the 
ruling order were the first to arm. 
Mrs. Thatcher's government, in de
nouncing the undeniable atrocities of 
the IRA, should keep in mind what 
the Catholics of Belfast and Bogside 
have never forgotten-that the Provi
sional IRA was born out of Catholic 
fear, to def end the minority against 
the Ulster police and their auxiliary 
thugs. Mrs. Thatcher justifies her atti
tude toward the IRA by saying that 
"* • •If the bomb is seen to succeed, 
then (the terrorist) has beaten the 
ballot box.• • *" But the Catholics of 
Northern Ireland have never had 
much success with the ballot box. 
People who cannot turn to statesmen 
for protection will inevitably turn to 
terrorists. The IRA will continue, how
ever unjustly, to win the propaganda 
war until the British Government can 
off er its citizens more than the unpa
latable choice between repression and 
lawlessness. 

In 1969, the Catholic minority de
manded civil rights and found itself in 
danger of mass violence. The British 
Government has protected their lives 
to a certain extent; but their originai 
aspirations, civil rights, and equitable 
representation have been all but for
gotten in the drive to impose order on 
an unresolved conflict. Most Catholics 
now identify the British Army as an 
ally of the other side. The claim that 
British rule weighs equally heavy on 
the Protestant majority is hardly cred
ible to a people who remember that 
the arrival of the army was followed 
by mass internment, a barbaric action 
directed almost exclusively against the 
Catholic community, or who listen to 
the pronouncements of a government 
which alternates assurances to the ma
jority that their wishes will forever be 
respected with denunciations of the 
IRA as the root of all evil in the prov
ince. 

More years of military rule in North
ern Ireland will have anything but a 
stabilizing effect. Continuation of the 
present order can only result in fur
ther alienation of the Catholic com
munity, perpetuate violence, and in
crease despair. It is time to stop wast
ing the lives of British soldiers and 
Irish civilians trying to maintain an 
unworkable status quo. 

The settlement drafted by the Irish 
Commission for Justice and Peace 
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offers a ray of hope in the grim im
passe between British prison authori
ties and IRA prisoners. I urge the gov
ernment to seize this opportunity. It is 
rare for the IRA to show signs of mod
eration; such concessions must be re
warded if northern Irish politics are to 
recover from their sectarian paralysis. 
The people of Northern Ireland are 
weary of violence; most would be 
ready to accept a reasonable settle
ment. Concessions on both sides would 
improve the climate for achieving such 
a settlement, and lighten the despair
ing view of the future held by most of 
the Catholic minority. This chance is 
too important to be thrown away for 
the sake of a hypocritical and incon
sistent principle. 

Sidney Smith, a British essayist of 
the 19th century, once observed sourly 
that-

The moment the very name of Ireland is 
mentioned, the English seem to bid adieu to 
common feeling, common prudence, and 
common sense, and to act with the barbar
ity of tyrants, and the fatuity of idiots 

Unfortunately, the history of British 
rule in Ireland bears out this bitter 
view. The British Government is no 
mere impartial peacekeeping force; 
the army bias in favor of one side has 
become so obvious that one observer 
has characterized its role as that of 
the third combatant. Britain bears a 
heavy responsibility for the distrust 
and hatred prevailing in Northern Ire
land today. 

So far, the response of the British 
Government to the Irish Commission 
proposal has been discouraging. While 
British authorities remain intransi
gent even on symbolic concessions, an
other hunger striker has died. The ter
rorists of the IRA, in abandoning the 
demand for political status, have 
shown themselves more willing to 
make concessions than the Govern
ment which holds them prisoner, cast
ing doubt on Mrs. Thatcher's claim to 
flexibility and putting the Govern
ment at a severe disadvantage in its ef
forts to discredit the IRA. Dr. Garret 
Fitzgerald, the Irish Prime Minister, 
has pointed out that "the greatest re
sponsibility must, as always, rest on 
those with the greatest power. • • *"I 
am encouraged by Dr. Fitzgerald's de
termination to make a settlement in 
Northern Ireland the highest priority 
of his new government, and I urge the 
President of the United States to join 
with the Government of Eire in calling 
upon the British Government to act 
now, in good faith, to end the crisis 
before a new wave of violence ravages 
Northern Ireland. · 

The world hailed the British settle
ment in Zimbabwe under equally diffi
cult circumstances. I hope and pray 
that, at this crucial juncture, Mrs. 
Thatcher's government will act with 
equal clear-sightedness and compas
sion. 

MICHIGAN BLITZED 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Michigan <Mr. CROCKETT) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. CROCKETT. Mr. Speaker, in 
the latest issue of Freedomways, a 
quarterly review of the freedom move
ment, the editors have published an 
article I wrote entitled "Michigan 
Blitzed: A Reagan Budget Case 
Study." In this article I sought to 
point out some of the disastrous ef
fects the Reagan budget proposals 
would have on Detroit and its citizens. 
Although some of the budget cuts 
have been blunted by the Congress, 
the Gramm-Latta II package offers 
little solace from governmental with
drawal from its commitment to the 
people in need. 

I insert this article in the RECORD at 
this point: 
[From Freedomways, Second Quarter, Vol. 

21, Nov. 2, 1981] 
MICHIGAN BLITZED: A REAGAN BUDGET CASE 

STUDY 
<By George W. Crockett, Jr.) 

DETROIT.-Home of the automobile, site of 
innovation and technology for much of the 
last century, world capital of transportation 
and home for over one million people-is 
nearly bankrupt. 

In my Congressional District, nearly a 
quarter of our workforce is unemployed. 
Among minorities, that percentage is dou
bled. And among the young people, it is tri
pled. Unemployment benefits, meant to 
assist during times of economic downturn, 
are running out. And the automobile indus
try is in the biggest decline in its history. 

In the midst of this economic depression, 
Detroit faces further massive losses under 
the Reagan Administration's economic for
mula. If one were to go by the headlines, 
much of the U.S. electorate is prepared to 
accept such losses in the name of fiscal re
straint by the government. 

However, my election to Congress gives 
testimony to what I believe is an important 
and abiding sentiment in Detroit and in 
other parts of the country, that the liberal/ 
progressive tradition is not dead. On the 
contrary, I believe that in the end the 
people of this country will not give in to the 
simplistic answers now offered by the con
servative platform. The liberal/progressive 
tradition will not be cast aside in the name 
of military "superiority" or budget-balanc
ing. 

I have been asked several times since 
President Reagan's election what I think it 
all means. I don't think his election means 
quite as much as some would have us be
lieve. The "Conservative Era" may not be as 
philosophically deep-seated nor as highly 
charged a movement as it seems. Recent 
polls, for example, show that many Ameri
cans are already disillusioned with the 
Reagan budget proposals and think that he 
has gone "too far" in cutting domestic pro
grams for the poor, the elderly, and the dis
advantaged. 

Nevertheless, the results of the 1980 elec
tion will make a difference in the govern
ment's activities in the next few years. The 
conservatives now hold the power of the Ex
ecutive and have the upper hand in the 
Senate. Only in the House of Representa
tives do the Democrats with their slight nu-

merical margin have a chance to stop the 
destructive actions of the conservative ele
ment. As the budget is brought before the 
House, our fragile coalition is being tested 
to see if it can indeed stop the Republican 
push for immediate cuts in our domestic 
programs and increases in military outlays. 

No one disputes the fact that our govern
ment and our nation's economy need to be 
redesigned for the needs of the 21st Centu
ry. But not enough care and thought have 
gone into the President's budget package to 
make it our one and only chance to survive 
our present economic situation. 

The Reagan plan involves a four-point 
"program for economic recovery" that con
sists of massive cuts in government spending 
on social programs; a three-year reduction 
in taxes; cutbacks in government regulation; 
and a tight monetary policy. In addition, 
Reagan asked for sharp increases in the 
military budget. 

Mr. Reagan's underlying philosophy for 
his tax policy was stated in his address to 
the Congress in January: 

The taxing power of government must be 
used to provide revenues for legitimate gov
ernment purposes. It must not be used to 
regulate the economy or bring about social 
change. We've tried that and surely must be 
able to see it doesn't work. 

In fact, tax policy has historically been 
used very successfully to achieve economic 
and social ends-from the earliest days of 
the Republic, when federal tariffs were im
posed to protect fledgling domestic indus
tries from foreign competition, to the enact
ment in the past few years of the tax credits 
to encourage energy consumption, home 
ownership, charitable contributions and 
other goals. Indeed, through such methods 
as tax policy the federal government has 
been the most consistent and potent force 
for peaceful social change in our society for 
more than 50 years, dating back to the New 
Deal of Franklin Delano Roosevelt. Instead 
of following this tradition, President 
Reagan proposes to "get government off our 
backs." 

For Detroit, such a policy means drastic 
cutbacks in services, from child nutrition to 
education, from unemployment to urban de
velopment. Today, nearly 60 percent of De
troit's population is receiving some form of 
government financial assistance. Our city 
and state governments cannot possibly 
absorb the tremendous costs of caring for 
the needs of these unemployed and disad
vantaged citizens. The retreat of the federal 
government from its commitment to Detroit 
and its people could literally mean a death 
blow. 

Overall, the Administration proposes to 
cut over $20 billion from programs affecting 
the cities, including $674 million for the 
Economic Development Administration, $6.1 
billion for CETA <Comprehensive Training 
and Employment Act> programs, and over 
$10 billion for assisted housing. For the Eco
nomic Development Administration, the 
funding cuts would totally eliminate the 
program. The CET A programs would be cut 
by 63 percent, resulting in the elimination 
of 310,000 public service jobs nationwide
many of which are specifically targeted to 
disadvantaged and minority youth, and 
which benefit the social service, education 
and other local function entities. Housing 
assistance programs would be reduced by 34 
percent in fiscal year 1982 under the 
Reagan plan, with the result that 85,000 
fewer assisted housing units would be avail
able to the needy. Housing assistance recipi
ents would also be required to pay more out 
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of their meager income as their share of the 
housing costs. The Consumer Cooperative 
Bank would be eliminated by fiscal year 
1982, meaning the loss of $136 million in 
available capital for eligible individuals and 
groups. Wastewater treatment programs 
would be cut by $1.3 billion in fiscal year 
1982, a cut of 35 percent. Urban transporta
tion would lose $1.4 billion in fiscal year 
1982, meaning the elimination of funding 
for new rail transit systems that are not cur
rently under construction. Also scheduled 
for phaseout would be Section 5 grants, 
which assist in operating expenses for urban 
transit systems. 

Besides bringing to a halt all efforts to re
vitalize urban areas, such cuts will place a 
tremendous strain on the residential and 
commercial taxpayers of urban areas and 
will necessitate severe cutbacks in services. 
Not to mention the widespread concern that 
the heavy concentration of cuts in programs 
that benefit the poor will stir social unrest 
and violence. 

In my Congressional District, which con
tains much of the City of Detroit, such cuts 
will be devastating. Three out of four work
ers are now on some form of social aid. 
Many depend on food stamps, Medicaid and 
Trade Adjustment Assistance to meet their 
daily needs; many others, whose jobs have 
been terminated, exist on unemployment as
sistance and other federal programs for 
their income. They depend on education 
funding to teach their children with special 
needs; they count on school lunch programs 
for nutrition; and CET A public service jobs 
are needed to maintain city services and 
income for marginal families. 

Detroit, of course, is not the only city 
which will bear the losses of the Reagan 
program. But our city will be particularly 
devastated, since so much of our economy is 
now in decline. 

Some specific programs whose losses will 
directly affect my constituents include: 

Welfare: It is estimated that one in every 
five Michigan families now receiving Aid to 
Dependent Children would be eliminated 
from the rolls or receive reduced benefits 
under the Reagan budget, and many of the 
State's 200,000 welfare families live in the 
Detroit area. Michigan will lose $30 million 
in general social services funding. Thus, 
6,300 children will be denied day care serv
ices and 10,000 elderly and disabled resi
dents will not receive home care services. 
The loss of $7 million in rehabilitation serv
ices for the disabled will result in 1,900 
people being cut from the rolls. Child wel
fare and foster care programs will be sharp
ly reduced, and the low-income energy as
sistance program will lose $25 million. 

CETA: The loss of CETA funding will 
pose a double threat to Detroit-not only 
the loss of income for thousands of termi
nated CET A workers, but also the loss of 

. services now being provided by those work
ers in the city's education and social service 
departments. At the end of March, 1,600 
CETA employees were scheduled for termi
nation. Community-based organizations 
with CETA workers serve youth, senior citi
zens and the handicapped, as well as sub
stance abusers in rehabilitation programs 
and offenders. These services, under the 
Reagan budget, are not expected to be car
ried out after September 1981. <The State of 
Michigan projects that there will be a $31 
million increase in welfare costs to the state 
due to CETA layoffs alone.) 

Health care: The Reagan Administration 
proposes to eliminate many categorical pro
grams in health services and combine their 

functions, with decreased funding, into two 
block grants-one for the delivery of health 
services, the other for preventive services. 
This would result in a loss to Michigan of 
close to $11 million in federal funding. The 
Administration also plans to phase out 
funding for health planning, HMOs <Health 
Maintenance Organization) and PSROs 
<Professional Standards Review Organiza
tion>. 

Food stamps: President Reagan proposes 
$1.8 billion in food stamp cuts, a 15 to 20 
percent cut in the total program. Such a cut 
would affect Michigan more severely than 
most other states, given our present eco
nomic situation. For the first three months 
of this fiscal year, Michigan has averaged 
more than 360,000 families participating in 
the federal food stamp program. This 
means a total of 900,000 individuals receiv
ing food stamp aid. A total of $25 million 
worth of business is enjoyed per month by 
the Michigan food stores due to the food 
stamp program. Under the Reagan plan, 5 
percent of households presently receiving 
food stamps would be eliminated entirely 
and 35 percent of the remaining households 
will lose more than five dollars per month 
in benefits. 

Low-income energy assistance: As resi
dents of the "Frostbelt," Michigan's poor 
suffer disproportionately during the winter 
months. The Home Energy Assistance Act 
of 1980 provided Michigan with $96.5 mil
lion for Low-Income Energy Assistance Pro
gram funds, with which the state funded 
three different energy relief programs. The 
Reagan Administration has proposed an 
Energy Assistance block grant, with federal 
funding decreased by 25 percent. It is un
clear whether each state would absorb a 25 
percent funding cut or whether a new for
mula for state funding would be worked out. 
In any case, Michigan would receive far less 
funding for these programs in the future. 

Education: It is estimated by the State of 
Michigan that the state's losses under the 
Reagan education budget would be more 
than $172 million-$35 million in Detroit 
alone. Programs that would be directly af
fected include public school funding, school 
lunch and child nutrition and funding for 
the state Department of Education. Voca
tional education would be cut by $20.6 mil
lion. The special educational needs of urban 
disadvantaged children would compete with 
all other programs in the block grants pro
posed to encompass educational programs at 
the federal level. Under the Reagan formu
la, all of Michigan's efforts to meet special 
needs in education and to equalize the reve
nue-raising abilities of individual school dis
tricts would be destroyed. Funds that previ
ously went directly into programs for handi- · 
capped children, underachieving children, 
disadvantaged children and others most in 
need would end up going in equal amounts 
to wealthy "out-of-formula" districts and 
low-tax-base districts. 

Housing-The federal government, 
through the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, owns more property in 
Detroit than any other entity. The Detroit 
Housing Department currently operates 
11,000 housing units, 9,000 of which are oc
cupied. The Administration's cuts of $10.1 
billion in assisted housing and public hous
ing programs would result in a national re
duction of 34 percent in subsidized housing 
assistance. The Reagan proposals also call 
for a phased-in increase in the percentage of 
income a family would have to contribute 
toward assisted rental housing. The maxi
mum contribution level would be increased 

from 25 percent to 30 percent over a five
year period. The Administration's proposals 
would reduce the number of subsidized 
housing units in only two years from 
250,000 to 175,000, seriously impairing the 
ability of the public housing agencies to 
build and maintain adequate housing. 

The litany is endless-program after pro
gram proposed for elimination or drastic re
duction. 

More importantly, the list of people who 
will suffer under the Reagan Administra
tion grows-the poor, the children, the el
derly, the handicapped, the educationally 
impaired, the unemployed, the underem
ployed, the public service worker, the city 
dweller, and on and on. Can we really afford 
to ignore these segments of our society in 
the name of budgetary quick-fixes and Pen
tagon toys? I think not. 

Congress can and should take another 
look at our national priorities and rediscov
er where our national resources truly lie.e 

RESOLVING THE VIETNAM 
VETERAN HUNGER STRIKE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California <Mr. PANETTA) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very pleased to announce that a reso
lution has been found to the very dis
turbing hunger strike staged by a 
number of Vietnam veterans con
cerned about medical care and psycho
logical readjustment programs of the 
Veterans' Administration. At a press 
conference held Tuesday, a spokesman 
for the striking veterans announced 
that four hunger strikers would end 
their fast immediately and that the 
entire fast would cease. on July 18, 
1981. 

I am very relieved that this fast will 
have been brought to an end without 
adding any more casualties to the list 
of those who served in Vietnam. It is 
truly unfortunate that these veterans 
felt they had to resort to a hunger 
strike to gain the attention of the ad
ministration and the Congress. But we 
can all be thankful that the peaceful 
fast will end in the very near future. 

Mr. Speaker, I want my colleagues to 
know that the fast is being brought to 
an end as a result of numerous meet
ings between the strikers and certain 
Members of Congress. As a result of 
these meetings and discussions, a re
sponse was drafted clarifying existing 
law, current legislative provisions, and 
stating certain commitments for 
future action. I have reprinted below a 
copy of the response sent to the Viet
nam veterans. That response was 
signed by 20 Members of the House 
and 1 Senator: TOM DASCHLE, LEON PA
NETTA, DON BAILEY, JOHN BURTON, TOM 
HARKIN, DOUGLAS BEREUTER, TIM 
WIRTH, PETE MCCLOSKEY, CHARLES 
DOUGHERTY, DAVE BONIOR, TOBY MOF
FETT, BOB EDGAR, MICHAEL BARNES, 
DON EDWARDS, ALLEN ERTEL, PAT WIL
LIAMS, SHIRLEY CHISHOLM, JIM JONES, 
MARTIN FROST, JOHN LAFALCE, and 
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Senator JoHN HEINZ. More signatures 
on this response welcome. 

One component of this response 
which was a key to resolving the 
hunger strike is a hearing held today 
in the Veterans' Affairs Committee 
room-334 Cannon. That hearing is an 
official select subcommittee hearing 
. chaired by Congressman ToM 
DASCHLE, who is also chairman of the 
Caucus of Vietnam Era Veterans in 
Congress. Sitting on the panel were in
terested Members of Congress who 
sought to hear firsthand the testimo
ny of the striking veterans, comments 
from representatives of the Veterans' 
Administration, and the views of other 
interested veterans' organizations, in
cluding the Vietnam Veterans of 
America and the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars. 

I want to express a personal word of 
thanks to a number of Members of 
Congress and staff who helped enor
mously in bringing this hunger strike 
to an end. Congressman ToM DASCHLE, 
and his aide, Ryan Krueger, deserve 
high praise. My own assistant, Mat
thew Cossolotto worked hard to re
solve this problem. Representatives 
DON BAILEY, JOHN BURTON, BOB EDGAR, 
and DON EDWARDS should be singled 
out for their excellent help in finding 
a solution. Their assistants, Becky 
Halkias, Mary Lansing, Richard 
Fuller, and Roberta Haeberle, respec
tively, deserve special thanks for their 
hard work. In addition, Representative 
SONNY MONTGOMERY, chairman of the 
House Veterans' Affairs Committee, 
has been very forthcoming and help
ful during this entire process, and I 
want to thank him and the chief coun
sel of the committee, Mack Fleming, 
for their fine cooperation during the 
past few weeks. 

Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of my 
colleagues I have included below the 
full text of our response to the Veter
ans Coalition: 

RESPONSE TO THE VIETNAM VETERANS 
COALITION 

As a result of numerous meetings and in
formal discussions with representatives of 
the hunger-striking coalition of Vietnam 
veterans, we have come to understand more 
fully their concerns and grievances. In gen
eral, we find their complaints about inad
equate medical treatment justified and their 
overall proposals for redress quite reasona
ble. The concerns of these veterans, who 
have chosen fasting as a means of demon
strating their plight, are shared by many 
Vietnam veterans. Out of concern for all 
Vietnam veterans, we have sought below to 
clarify provisions of existing law, of recent 
legislation, and of future initiatives which 
we feel adequately address these concerns. 
Significant steps have already been taken or 
are in the process of being taken to improve 
health care and psychological readjustment 
counseling for Vietnam era veterans. We 
summarize these steps and other initiatives 
in an effort to avert serious and irreparable 
harm being done to the protesters for lack 
of nutrition. In no way do we imply that our 
work on behalf of Vietnam veterans is com
plete. Much remains to be done. 

We have organized our response on the 
basis of six major subject areas: 

Cl) Agent Orange: In this category, the co
alition has asked for progress in research, in 
treatment, and in compensation. We are 
pleased that both the House and the Senate 
have unanimously adopted legislation <H.R. 
3499) providing expeditious health care for 
veterans suffering from agent orange expo
sure and expanding the scope of the Agent 
Orange study mandated by Congress in 
1979. The Senate version directs the VA to 
develop regulations for resolving veterans' 
claims resulting from agent orange expo
sure. The coalition also seeks VA establish
ment of specific medical protocols for treat
ment and regulations for compensation; 
these points are also addressed in the 
Senate version of H.R. 3499. We share the 
view that the study be conducted by a non
V A entity. Furthermore, we urge the estab
lishment of a non-VA advisory panel to 
oversee the research. 

(2) Post-Traumatic Stress Disorders: In 
the face of Administration opposition, both 
the House and the Senate passed without 
dissent legislation reauthorizing for three 
years the 92 storefront psychological read
justment counseling centers. This was a 
very significant step. We also endorse the 
coalition's position that the VA establish 
medical protocols for the treatment of de
layed stress problems. We urge House con
ferees to accept the Senate language amend
ing the VA epidemiology study to include 
the detection and treatment of psychologi
cal effects of exposure to agent orange and 
other toxic substances. Moreover, we urge 
the VA to increase its efforts to assess and 
to treat Post-Traumatic Stress Disorders 
among Vietnam veterans. 

(3) Patient Ombudsmen at VA Medical 
Facilities: In order to address the general 
concerns of the coalition about the inad
equacy of health care at VA medical facili
ties, we stronly endorse legislation intro
duced by Congressman Panetta <H.R. 3971) 
to establish patient ombudsmen at VA medi
cal facilities. These ombudsmen, appointed 
by the Comptroller General of the United 
States, would report to the VA hospital ad
ministrator and to the Comptroller General 
on their activities. The Comptroller is di
rected to report to the Congress as often as 
necessary, but not less than once a year, on 
the activities of the ombudsmen and on rec
ommendations for improving VA health 
care. We endorse the coalition's idea that 
these ombudsmen be Vietnam combat veter
ans or specially trained to recognize the 
problems of Vietnam combat veterans. We 
pledge our support for swift passage of this 
legislation. 

(4) Hearings: We strongly support the 
right of all Americans to petition the gov
ernment for redress of grievancs. While we 
cannot speak for the Administration or the 
President concerning the coalition's desire 
to meet with President Reagan, we will en
deavor to establish, at the earliest possible 
date, a panel of interested Members of Con
gress to hear the concerns of Vietnam Vet
erans. 

(5) Extension of GI Bill: We strongly sup
port the provision passed in H.R. 3423 ex
tending for two years GI Bill benefits for 
certain Vietnam veterans in need of employ
ment assistance. Moreover, we restate our 
support for Section 1662 of Title 38 USC 
which provides for an extension of GI Bill 
eligibility. We pledge our continued efforts 
to work with the Veterans Administration 
in this area. 

(6) Delayed reentry: In light of severe 
budget restraints, the fullscale delayed re-

entry program advoc~ted by the coalition 
does not appear feasible at this time. How
ever, we feel that provisions of H.R. 3499 de
scribed above represent a significant step 
forward. Moreover, passage of H.R. 3971, 
the patient ombudsmen legislation, would 
assist veterans in obtaining quality medical 
attention at VA fac;ilities. 

Conclusion: Given the progress already 
made and given our pledge to pursue addi
tional initiatives in response to the concerns 
raised by the coalition, we feel strongly that 
the hunger-strikers would be justified in 
ending their protest, knowing that their sac
rifices have been effective in focusing atten
tion on the plight of Vietnam era veterans.e 

RECIPROCITY IN TELECOM-
MUNICATIONS AND INFORMA
TION SERVICES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Oklahoma <Mr. ENGLISH) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing legislation to clarify 
and enhance the authority of the Fed
eral Communications Commission to 
consider questions of reciprocity in 
permitting entry by foreign telecom
munications services and carriers into 
the domestic U.S. market. A provision 
similar to the bill introduced today 
was part of the telecommunications 
legislation reported out of the Com
merce Committee in the last Congress 
<H.R. 6121). That provision was intro
duced by my distinguished predecessor 
as chairman of the Government Infor
mation and Individual Rights Subcom
mittee, Richardson Preyer. 

The United States must be sensitive 
to the implications of foreign activity 
in its domestic market for its interna
tional trade in information goods and 
services. While no single agency of 
Government has exclusive power to 
decide the fate of American telecom
munications and data processing in 
the world market, the FCC is the key 
player. Its actions provide a critical 
element in deciding whether U.S. com
panies will be at a disadvantage in for
eign markets. At the moment, this 
Nation has the most mature and 
sophisticated telecommunications 
market in the world; entry to the U.S. 
market will, for a considerable time to 
come, be essential for the rapid and 
healthy growth of foreign enterprises 
in the emerging information indus
tries. Most foreign governments are re
stricting the entry of American tele
communications and data · processing 
into their markets. 

Under sections 203, 204, and 205 of 
the Communications Act of 1934, all 
carriers are required to file tariffs 
with the FCC setting out their charges 
for services and the terms, practices, 
and conditions under which those 
services will be offered. The FCC may 
then review these tariffs to determine 
if they are in the public interest, and 
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if the services offered under them are 
in the public interest. 

In section 214 of the 1934 act, the 
FCC has similar powers of review for 
the establishment of facilities. 

Under these provisions of the exist
ing law, it has been strongly argued 
that the FCC can consider questions 
of reciprocity in determining whether 
to permit a foreign carrier to enter the 
U.S. market or to establish facility. 

Both NTIA and the FCC testified 
last year before the Government In
formation and Individual Rights Sub
committee of the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations that existing pro
visions of the Communications Act of 
1934 should permit the FCC to consid
er questions of reciprocity. Imposing 
reciprocity would involve permitting 
foreign enterprises entry into the do-

. mestic U.S. market upon terms which 
will provide fair and equitable treat
ment when compared to that provided 
to American enterprises in the home 
country of the foreign enterprise. 

Unfortunately, the 1934 act is lesa 
than crystal clear, at best providing 
certain authority to the Commission. 
Testifying before the Government In
formation Subcommittee in April, 
FCC Commissioner Robert E. Lee, 
then acting Chairman of the Commis
sion, testified that the Congress might 
want to clarify the law. This bill is in
tended to do just that. 

A substantial need exists for a lever 
such as the Commission's reciprocity 
authority for the United States. 
Indeed, the FCC authority may be the 
only legal weapon the United States 
has to point to in trade negotiations 
on telecommunications services. 

This legislation will revitalize and 
enhance the single effective legal lever 
the United States has to insure the 
fair treatment of its businesses in 
world telecommunications markets. 

The bill does not apply to trade in 
telecommunications and data process
ing hardware. Clear-cut authority for 
imposing reciprocity for trade in these 
sorts of products already exists in the 
Trade Act. The bill adds a new subsec
tion to section 2 of the Communca
tions Act of 1934-section 2 of the act 
outlines the broad authorities of the 
Commission. In its first paragraph, 
the subsection provides the FCC with 
authority to place reciprocity restric
tions on the entry of foreign enter
prises into U.S. telecommunications 
markets. The second paragraph per
mits the FCC to gather the necessary 
information to make its determina
tions under paragraph ( 1 ). The third 
paragraph establishes the Commis
sion's authority to adopt any rules or 
regulations needed to carry out its re
sponsibilities under the subsection. 
The fourth, and final, paragraph de
fines two terms which are unique to 
this subsection-"foreign telecom
munications carrier" and "foreign tele
communications service." 

I urge the members of the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce to give 
this legislation and the question of the 
reciprocity authority of the FCC their 
full and careful attention. I off er this 
bill as a starting point for their delib
erations, as well as the support and as
sistance of the Government Informa
tion and Individual Rights Subcom
mittee in their efforts. 

The text of the bill follows: 
H.R. 4177 

A bill to amend the Communications Act of 
1934 to authorize the Federal Communica
tions Commission to regulate the entry of 
foreign telecommunications carriers into 
domestic United States telecommunica
tions markets upon terms which are recip
rocal with terms under which United 
States telecommunications carriers are 
permitted entry into the foreign markets 
involved 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 2 of the Communications Act of 1934 
(47 U.S.C. 152) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(c)(l) The Commission shall have au
thority to conduct inquiries, and establish 
policies, rules, regulations, and require
ments, applicable to permitting the entry of 
foreign telecomunications services and for
eign telecommunications carriers into do
mestic United States telecommunications 
markets upon terms and conditions which 
are reciprocal with the terms and conditions 
under which United States telecommunica
tions services and United States telecom
munications carriers are permitted entry 
into-

"(A) the foreign nation in which the oper
ations of such foreign telecommunications 
service or such foreign telecommunications 
carrier are based; or 

"(B) the foreign nation under the laws of 
which such foreign telecommunications 
service or such foreign telecommunications 
carrier is established. 
No other provision of this Act shall be con
strued to limit or otherwise restrict the au
thority of the Commission established in 
this paragraph. 

"(2) In carrying out its authority under 
paragraph (1), the Commission shall have 
the authority to inquire into any charge, 
practice, classification, requirement, or pro
vision of a service, facility, or product by 
any carrier in order to determine if such 
charge, practice, classification, requirement, 
or provision of a service, facility, or product 
by any carrier in order to determine if such 
charge, practice, classification, requirement, 
or provision of a service, facility, or product 
is just and reasonable, promotes the public 
convenience and necessity, and ensures the 
equitable treatment and competitive posi
tion of United States enterprises in interna
tional markets. 

"(3) The Commission shall adopt such 
rules, regulations, policies, requirements, 
and procedures, and may impose such re
strictions upon a foreign telecommunica
tions carrier or a foreign telecommunica
tions service, as it determines to be neces
sary or appropriate to carry out the provi
sions of this subsection and to carry out its 
determinations under this subsection. 

"<4><A> In conducting any inquiry under 
paragraph < 1 ), the Commission shall request 
and consider the views of the Secretary of 

State and the United States Trade Repre
sentative. 

"(B) The President may, not later than 45 
days after any final determination of the 
Commission regarding the imposition of re
ciprocal restrictions upon a foreign telecom
munications carrier or a foreign telecom
munications service, veto such final determi
nation if the President determines that 
such final determination will injure the for
eign policy interests of the United States. 

"(C) If the President decides to take any 
action under this paragraph, he shall pub
lish notice of his determination, including 
the reasons for the determination, in the 
Federal Register. Unless he determines that 
expeditious action is required, the President 
shall provide an opportunity for the presen
tation of views concerning the taking of 
such action. 

"(5) For purposes of this subsection: 
"(A) The term 'foreign telecommunica

tions carrier' means any common carrier 
which is-

"(i) an alien or the representative of an 
alien; 

"(ii) a foreign government or representa
tive of a foreign government; 

"(iii) a corporation, partnership, joint ven
ture, or other legal entity organized or es
tablished under the laws of a foreign nation; 
or 

"(iv> a corporation more than 20 percent 
of the capital stock of which is owned of 
record or voted by or on behalf of, an alien 
or the representative of an alien, a foreign 
government or representative of a foreign 
government, or a corporation, partnership, 
joint venture, or other legal entity orga
nized or established under the laws of a for
eign nation. 

"(B) The term 'foreign telecommunica
tions service' means any telecommunica
tions service or related service, more than 20 
percent of the revenues or profit of which 
accrues <or would accrue if disbursements 
were made) to-

"(i) an alien or the representative of alien; 
"(ii) a foreign government or representa

tive of a foreign government; 
"(iii) a corporation, partnership, joint ven

ture, or other legal entity organized or es
tablished under the laws of a foreign nation; 
or 

"<iv> a corporation more than 20 percent 
of the capital stock of which is owned of 
record or voted by or on behalf of, an alien 
or the representative of an alien, a foreign 
government or representative of a foreign 
government, or a corporation, partnership, 
joint venture, or other legal entity orga
nized or established under the laws of a for
eign nation. 

"CC> The term 'telecommunications' 
means any transmission, emission, or recep
tion of signs, signals, writings, images, and 
sound or intelligence of any nature by wire, 
radio, optical, or other electromagnetic sys
tems. Such term includes radio communica
tion or communication by radio, as defined 
in section 3(b)."e 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. HALL of Ohio) to revise 
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and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. WILLIAM J. COYNE, for 30 min-
utes, today. 

Mr. GONZALEZ, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ALEXANDER, for 10 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. CROCKETT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PANETTA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ENGLISH, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. RICHMOND, prior to a vote on the 
Weiss amendment to H.R. 3519 in the 
Committee of the Whole today. 

Mr. YOUNG of Missouri, immediately 
following the remarks of Mr. SKELTON 
on the Vento amendment to H.R. 3519 
in the Committee of the Whole today. 

Mr. LOWERY of California, to revise 
and extend his remarks in support of 
H.R. 3519 in the Committee of the 
Whole today. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD, to insert his re
marks prior to the Hillis-Brodhead 
amendment on the DOD authorization 
bill. 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. DANNEMEYER) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida in five in-
stances. 

Mr. NELLIGAN. 
Mr. HORTON. 
Mr. LEBOUTILLIER. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio in three in-

stances. 
Mr. FRENZEL in three instances. 
Mr. ASHBROOK in two instances. 
Mr. BEREUTER. 
Mr. GUNDERSON. 
Mr. DERWIN SKI in two instances. 
Mr. STANGELAND. 
Mr. MICHEL. 
Mr. TAUKE. 
Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE. 
Mr. SHUMWAY. 
Mr. EMERY. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. HALL of Ohio) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. VENTO. 
Mr. GUARINI. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. 
Mr. RICHMOND. 
Mr. HAMILTON in three instances. 
Mr. HUBBARD. 
Mr. PEYSER. 

Mr. GARCIA. 
Mr. CROCKETT. 
Mr. GAYDOS in two instances. 
Mr. OTTINGER in two instances. 
Mr. SOLARZ. 
Mr. DINGELL. 
Mrs. BOGGS. 
Mr. CONYERS. 
Mr. ECKART. 
Mr. FOLEY. 
Mr. MINETA. 
Mr. RODINO. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. 
Mr. DELLUMS. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. WILLIAM J. COYNE. Mr. 

Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly <at 7 o'clock and 21 minutes 
p.m.) the House adjourned until to
morrow, Friday, July 17, 1981, at 10 
a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 

1825. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Army <Civil Works), transmit
ting a draft of proposed legislation to pro
vide for the recovery of capital and oper
ation and maintenance costs assignable to 
commerical water transportation for certain 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers inland water
way projects, and to authorize construction 
in specified circumstances; jointly, to the 
Committees on Public Works and Transpor
tation and Ways and Means. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 

ETC. Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- of committees were delivered to the 

tive communications were taken from Clerk for printing and reference to the 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol- proper calendar, as follows: 
lows: Mr. FASCELL: Committee on Foreign Af-

1817. A communication from the Presi- fairs. H.R. 1957. A bill to reorganize the 
dent of the United States, transmitting pro- international communications activities of 
posed supplemental appropriations for the Federal Government; <Adverse Rept. 
fiscal year 1981 and a budget amendment No. 97-100, Ft. ID. Referred to the Commit
for fiscal year 1982 CH. Doc. No. 97-76); to tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
the Committee on Appropriations and or- Union. 
dered to be printed. Mr. WHITTEN: Committee on Appropria-

1818. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- tions. Report on technical adjustments to 
cation, transmitting proposed final regula- section 302 report for fiscal year 1982. 
tions to govern the law school clinical expe- <Rept. No. 97-178). Referred to the Commit
rience program, pursuant to section tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
431(d)(l) of the General Education Provi- Union. 
sions Act, as amended; to the Committee on Mr. MONTGOMERY: Committee on Vet-
Education and Labor. erans' Affairs. H.R. 3995. A bill to amend 

1819. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- title 38, United States Code, to provide a 
cation, transmitting proposed final regula- cost-of-living increase in the rates of disabil
tions to govern the library research and ity compensation for disabled veterans and 
demonstration program, pursuant to section in the rates of dependency and indemnity 
431(d)(l) of the General Education Provi- compensation for survivors of disabled vet
sions Act, as amended; to the Committee on erans, and for other purposes; <Rept. No. 
Education and Labor. 

1820. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 97-179). Referred to the Committee of the 
cation, transmitting proposed final regula- Whole House on the State of the Union. 
tions for the State student incentive grant Mr. SMITH of Iowa: Committee on Ap
program, pursuant to section 431(d)(l) of propriations. H.R. 4169. A bill making ap
the General Education Provisions Act, as propriations for the Departments of Com
amended; to the Committee on Education merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and 
and Labor. related agencies for the fiscal year ending 

1821. A letter from the Director, Defense September 30, 1982, and for other purposes; 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting a <Rept. No. 97-180). Referred to the Commit
report covering the quarter ended June 30, tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
1981, listing the price and availability esti- Union. 
mates provided to countries and the re- Mr. UDALL: Committee on Interior and 
quests for issuance of letters of offer re- Insular Affairs. H.R. 4083. A bill to desig
ceived, pursuant to section 28 of the Arms nate certain public lands in the State of 
Export Control Act, as amended; to the California as wilderness, and for other pur
Committee on Foreign Affairs. poses; with amendments <Rept. No. 97-181). 

1822. A letter from the Director, Office of Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
Personnel Management, transmitting a House on the State of the Union. 
report on the effects on employees of the Mr. HALL of Ohio: Committee on Rules. 
reorganization under the Department of House Resolution 182. A resolution provid
Education Act, pursuant to section 403(d) of ing for the consideration of H.R. 3518. A bill 
Public Law 96-88; to the Committee on Post to authorize appropriations for fiscal years 
Office and Civil Service. 

1823. A letter from the Assistant Secre- 1982 and 1983 for the Department of State, 
the International Communication Agency, 

tary of the Army <Civil Works), transmit- and the Board for International Broadcast
ting a draft of proposed legislation to re-
quire recovery of certain expenditures of ing, and for other purposes <Rept. No. 97-
the u.s. Army corps of Engineers for oper- 182). Referred to the House Calendar. 
ation, maintenance, and construction of Mr. BONIOR: Committee on Rules. House 
deep draft channels and ocean and Great Resolution 183. A resolution providing for 
Lakes ports of the United States and to au- the consideration of H.R. 1520. A bill to au
thorize such construction in specified cir- thorize appropriations for activities for the 
cumstances; to the Committee on Public National Science Foundation for the fiscal 
Works and Transportation. year 1982 <Rept. No. 97-183). Referred to 

1824. A letter from the Acting Comptrol- the House Calendar. 
ler General of the United States, transmit- Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
ting a report on the manpower effectiveness House Resolution 184. A resolution provid
of the All-Volunteer Force <FPCD-81-38, ing for the consideration of H.R. 2979. A bill 
July 15, 1981); jointly, to the Committees on to extend the authorization of appropria
Government Operations and Armed Serv- tions for the National Historical Publica
ices. tions and Records Commission for fiscal 
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years 1982 and 1983 <Rept. No. 97-184). Re
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DERRICK: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 185. A resolution waiving 
certain points of order against H.R. 4144. A 
bill making appropriations for energy and 
water development for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1982, and for other 
purposes <Rept. No. 97-185). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
f erred as follows: 

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa: 
H.R. 4169. A bill making appropriations 

for the Departments of Commerce, Justice, 
and State, the Judiciary, and related agen
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1982, and for other purposes. 

By Mr. BAILEY of Missouri: 
H.R. 4170. A bill to terminate authoriza

tion of the Meramec Park Lake portion of 
the authorized comprehensive plan for the 
Meramec River Basin, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation. 

H.R. 4171. A bill to terminate the authori
zation of the Union Lake flood control 
project, Missouri; to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. BEDELL: 
H.R. 4172. A bill to deauthorize the con

struction of the irrigation project for the 
Oahe unit, James division, Missouri River 
Basin project in South Dakota, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Interi
or and Insular Affairs. 

By Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois: 
H.R. 4173. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to impose an addi
tional tax on handguns, to establish a pro
gram for the compensation of victims of 
handgun crimes, and to use the proceeds of 
such additional tax to fund victim compen
sation under such program; jointly, to the 
Committees on the Judiciary and Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE: 
H.R. 4174. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to repeal the limita
tions on industrial development bonds; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DELLUMS (for himself and 
Mr. McKINNEY): 

H.R. 4175. A bill to amend the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Govern
mental Reorganization Act and the District 
of Columbia Redevelopment Act to allow 
salary rates to be established for the city 
administrator of the District of Columbia 
and the members of the District of Colum
bia Redevelopment Land Agency; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DOWNEY: 
H.R. 4176. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow taxpayers to 
value any excess inventory of books and 
other published material at its net realiz
able value; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. ENGLISH: 
H.R. 4177. A bill to amend the Communi-· 

cations Act of 1934 to authorize the Federal 
Communications Commission to regulate 
the entry of foreign telecommunications 
carriers into domestic U.S. telecommunica
tions markets upon terms which are recipro
cal with terms under which U.S. telecom-

munications carriers are permitted entry 
into the foreign markets involved; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. FIELDS: 
H.R. 4178. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow the credit for 
production of natural gas from certain non
conventional sources only if such natural 
gas was sold at a lawful price without regard 
to section 107 and subtitle B of title I of the 
Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GLICKMAN (for himself and 
Mr. STANGELAND): 

H.R. 4179. A bill to amend the Agricultur
al Act of 1949 to authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to guarantee certain loans made 
by private lenders to producers who are eli
gible to receive loans for wheat and feed 
grains under such act; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. GUARINI: 
H.R. 4180. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a tax 
credit for hiring unemployed individuals in 
redevelopment areas; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LANTOS: 
H.R. 4181. A bill to provide compensation 

for certain injuries caused and certain costs 
incurred in connection with actions taken 
by the United States, States, and units of 
local government for the purpose of eradi
cating the Mediterranean fruit fly; and to 
provide for a deductible loss of such injuries 
and costs; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

Mr. MINETA (for himself, Mr. 
HOWARD, Mr. CLAUSEN, and Mr. 
SNYDER): 

H.R. 4182. A bill to extend the airport de
velopment aid program through fiscal year 
1981; to the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H.R. 4183. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 

Disposal Act to provide assistance to States 
for certain hazardous waste facilities; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

H.R. 4184. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide penalties for 
the misuse of social security numbers; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STUMP: 
H.R. 4185. A bill to amend the National 

Trails System Act to designate the General 
Crook Trail in Arizona and the Beale 
Wagon Road in Arizona for study to deter
mine the feasibility and desirability of their 
designation as national historic trails; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SANTINI (for himself, Mr. 
MARRIOTT, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. KAZEN, 
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. HUCK
ABY, Mr. KOGOVSEK, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. MARTIN of 
New York, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. STATON of 
West Virginia, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. 
BONIOR of Michigan, Mr. AUCOIN, 
Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. BAILEY of Mis
souri, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. 
HOLLAND, Mr. MOTTL, Mr. ALBOSTA, 
Mr. LUKEN, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. CoRRADA, 
Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. PA
NETTA, Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. ANTHONY, 
Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. STUMP, 
Mr.VANDERJAGT, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr. 
PEPPER, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. FAZIO, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. BLANCHARD, Mr. 
WHITTAKER, and Mr. SYNAR): 

H.R. 4186. A bill to amend the Mineral 
Lands Leasing Act of 1920 to provide for a 
review of the policy relating to mineral 
leases on public lands; jointly, to the Com-

mittees on Interior and Insular Affairs and 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GOLDWATER: 
H.J. Res. 307. Joint resolution in support 

of the "Guidelines Governing the Protec
tion of Privacy and Transborder Flows of 
Personal Data" adopted by the Organiza
tion for Economic Cooperation and Develop
ment; jointly, to the Committees on Gov
ernment Operations and Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. DERWINSKI, (for himself, 
Mr. BAILEY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
CORCORAN, Mr. COURTER, Mr. EMERY, 
Mr. FISH, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. GREGG, 
Mrs. HoLT, Mr. KEMP, Mr. LAGOMAR
SINO, Mr. LEBOUTILLIER, Mr. 
MCCLORY, Mr. McEWEN, Mr. PRITCH
ARD, Mr. RITTER, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SOL
OMON, Mr. WINN, and Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska): 

H. Con. Res. 157. Concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of Congress that the 
executive branch will recognize the tradi
tional commitment of the United States to 
the right of all peoples to independence and 
autonomy as it applies to the situation in 
Afghanistan; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. RITTER: 
H. Con. Res. 158. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the support for the proposal of 
the European Economic Community to con
vene an international conference for the 
purpose of effecting the withdrawal of 
Soviet troops from Afghanistan and the res
toration of Afghanistan's sovereignty, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WRIGHT: 
H. Res. 181. Resolution providing for the 

restoration of social security minimum ben
efits; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

ByMr.FARY: 
H.R. 4187. A bill for the relief of Edward 

L. Simanek; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

H.R. 4188. A bill to permit the vessel Man
atra II to be inspected, licensed, and operat
ed as a passenger-carrying vessel, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 27: Mr. ALBOSTA. 
H.R. 33: Mrs. ROUKEMA. 
H.R. 39: Mr. 0BERSTAR. 
H.R. 63: Mr. TRIBLE. 
H.R. 168: Mr. 0BERSTAR. 
H.R. 200: Mr. 0BERSTAR. 
H.R. 1313: Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 

ALBOSTA, Mr. FITHIAN, Mr. LEACH of Iowa, 
Mr. MITCHELL of New York, Mr. GUNDERSON, 
and Mr. Nowak. 

H.R. 1335: Mr. HUTTO. 
H.R. 1339: Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. 
H.R. 1454: Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. OTTINGER, and 

Mr. HOWARD. 
H.R. 1505: Mr. NAPIER. 
H.R. 1600: Mr. CHENEY, Mr. YOUNG of 

Alaska, Mrs. BouQUARD, and Mr. COLLINS of 
Texas. 
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H.R. 1603: Mr. SMITH of Oregon. 
H.R. 1711: Mr. LIVINGSTON. 
H.R. 1730: Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. SCHEUER, 

and Mr. McKINNEY. 
H.R. 1822: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LOWRY of 

Washington, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. 
RICHMOND, Mr. ALBOSTA, and Mr. NEAL. 

H.R. 1919: Mr. LEACH of Iowa. 
H.R. 2120: Mr. LENT, Mr. MARKS, Mr. 

LUKEN, and Mr. PRITCHARD. 
H.R. 2310: Mr. BARNARD, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 

GINGRICH, and Mr. ROBERT w. DANIEL, Jr. 
H.R. 2471: Mr. TAUKE, Mr. NAPIER, and 

Mr. FITHIAN. 
H.R. 2507: Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. BEILENSON, 

Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. COLLINS of 
Illinois, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. CROCKETT, Ms. 
FERRARO, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. GORE, 
Mr. GRAY, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. MITCHELL of 
Maryland, Mr. MoTTL, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. SuNIA, Mr. 
WoN PAT, and Mr. YATRON. 

H.R. 2530: Mr. LUKEN. 
H.R. 2588: Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. PATTER

SON, and Mr. OTTINGER. 
H.R. 2828: Mr. BADHAM, Mr. BONKER, Mr. 

BURGENER, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mrs. COLLINS of Il
linois, Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. 
DUNCAN, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. 
HATCHER, Mr. HAWKINS, Mrs. HECKLER, Mr. 
HIGHTOWER, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, 
Mr. KAZEN, Mr. McDONALD, Mr. MITCHELL of 
Maryland, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. MURTHA, 
Mr. NELLIGAN, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. PARRIS, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. SHANNON, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. 
WHITLEY, and Mr. WoLF. 

H.R. 2907: Mr. OTTINGER. 
H.R. 2963: Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. OTTINGER, 

Mr. STOKES, Mr. WOLPE, and Mr. DORGAN of 
North Dakota. 

H.R. 3008: Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. OBERSTAR, 
Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. EDGAR, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. 
OTTINGER, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. CROCKETT, 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. STOKES, Mr. 
FOGLIETTA, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. MITCHELL of 
Maryland, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. SIMON, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. MARKEY, and 
Mr. BEDELL. 

H.R. 3143: Mr. MINETA, Mr. GARCIA, and 
Mr. SuNIA. 

H.R. 3427: Mr. SILJANDER and Mr. ROE. 
H.R. 3600: Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 

SCHEUER, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. FORD of Michi
gan, Mr. TRAXLER, Mrs. SCHNEIDER, Mr. 
BROOMFIELD, Mr. BONIOR of Michigan, Mr. 
BRODHEAD, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. 
DUNN, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. WOLPE, 
Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. ECKART, Mr. ERDAHL, 
Mr. FARY, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. HORTON, Mr. 
LAFALCE, Mr. LoWRY of Washington, Mr. 
LUNDINE, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. YATES, and Mr. 
CARNEY. 

H.R. 3709: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RICHMOND, 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. 
MITCHELL of Maryland, Mr. COELHO, Mrs. 
FENWICK, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. 
CHISHOLM, Mr. NAPIER, Mr. SABO, Mr. 
RODINO, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
BURGENER, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. VENTO, Ms. MI
KULSKI, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. 

LEHMAN, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. 
DOWNEY, and Mr. FLORIO. 

H.R. 3722: Mr. STANGELAND, Mrs. 
BouQUARD, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. WHITTAKER, 
Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. MITCHELL of New York, 
Mr. BAILEY of Missouri, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. 
CHENEY, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. BEVILL, Mrs. 
HOLT, Mr. COLLINS of Texas, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
WEBER of Minnesota, Mr. EDWARDS of Ala
bama, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. 
BAILEY of Pennsylvania, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, 
Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr. DER
WINSKI, Mr. LENT, Mr. LOEFFLER, Mr. TRAX
LER, Mr. GREGG, Mr. BONER of Tennessee, 
Mr. SUNIA, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BARNARD, and 
Mr. ROTH. 

H.R. 3907: Mrs. SCHNEIDER and Ms. MI-
KULSKI. 

H.R. 4048: Mr. GEPHARDT. 
H.R. 4139: Mr. MURPHY. 
H.R. 4140: Mr. WYDEN, Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. 

DOUGHERTY, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. MITCHELL 
of Maryland, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. RoE, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
RODINO, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. 
PRICE, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. 
FOGLIETTA, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. GEPHARDT, Ms. 
OAKAR, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. WILLIAMS of Mon
tana, Mr. BEARD, Mr. MATSUI, and Mr. TRAX
LER. 

H.J. Res. 30: Mr. HUTTO. 
H.J. Res. 241: Mr. BENEDICT. 
H.J. Res. 260: Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. BOWEN, 

Mr. WALKER, Mr. LOWERY of California, 
Mrs. HOLT, and Mr. WINN. 

H. Con. Res. 118: Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. 
DICKS, Mr. EMERY, Mr. FARY, Mr. GONZALEZ, 
Mr. HYDE, Mr. JONES of Oklahoma, Mr. 
LEWIS, Mr. MCCURDY, Mr. NATCHER, Mr. 
OBEY, Mr. RITTER, Mr. SHARP, Mr. SHELBY, 
Mr. SILJANDER, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. SMITH of 
Alabama, Mrs. SNOWE, Mr. WALKER, and Mr. 
WHITTAKER. 

H. Res. 173: Mr. GUARINI, Mr. CoRRADA, 
Mr. CLINGER, Mr. MOLLOHAN, and Mr. RICH
MOND. 

H. Res. 177: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. FORSYTHE, 
Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland, 
Mr. EDGAR, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. SHAMANSKY, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. DWYER, Mr. SCHEUER, 
Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. COELHO, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, 
Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. BONKER, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. 
YATRON, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. 
BARNES, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. LEACH of Iowa, 
and Mr. JEFFORDS. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIll, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 4034 
By Mr. DANNEMEYER: 

-Page 15, line 4, strike the period and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: ": Pro
vided further, That none of these funds may 
be expended for the purpose of requiring 
any State to adopt, implement, or enforce a 

vehicle em1ss1on control inspection and 
maintenance program.''. 
-Page 16, line 4, strike out the period and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: ": Pro
vided further, That none of these funds may 
be expended for the purpose of requiring 
any State to adopt, implement, or enforce a 
vehicle emission control inspection and 
maintenance program.". 

By Mr. ERTEL: 
-Page 46, immediately after line 15 insert 
the following new sections: 

SEC. 415. Except as otherwise provided in 
Section 406, none of the funds provided in 
this Act to any Department or Agency shall 
be obligated or expended to provide a per
sonal cook, chauffeur, or other personal 
servants to any officer or employee of such 
Department or Agency. 

SEc. 416. None of the funds provided in 
this Act to any Department or Agency shall 
be obligated or expended to purchase pas
senger automobiles as defined in 15 U.S.C. 
2001 with an EPA estimated miles per 
gallon average of less than 22 miles per 
gallon. 

By Mr. LEVITAS: 
-Page 46, after line 15, insert the following: 

SEC. 415. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall be available to 
implement, administer, or enforce any regu
lation which has been disapproved pursuant 
to a resolution of disapproval duly adopted 
in accordance with the applicable law of the 
United States. 

H.R. 4035 
By Mr. ERTEL: 

-Page 54, immediately after line 8, insert 
the following new sections: 

SEc. 307. None of the funds provided in 
this Act to any Department or Agency shall 
be obligated or expended to provide a per
sonal cook, chauffeur, or other personal 
servants to any officer or employee of such 
Department or Agency. 

SEC. 308. None of the funds provided in 
this Act to any Department or Agency shall 
be obligated or expended to purchase pas
senger automobiles as defined in 15 U.S.C. 
2001 with an EPA estimated miles per 
gallon average of less than 22 miles per 
gallon. 

By Mr. LEVITAS: 
-Page 54, after line 8, insert the following: 

SEc. 307. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall be available to 
implement, administer, or enforce any regu
lation which has been disapproved pursuant 
to a resolution of disapproval duly adopted 
in accordance with the applicable law of the 
United States. 

By Mr. LUJAN: 
-On Page 2 after line 15, insert the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES 
"For expenses necessary to carry out the 

provisions of Public Law 94-565, including 
administrative expenses, $100,000,000, to 
remain available until expended.". 
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