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ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION OF 
MR. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. TOMOR
ROW 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that immedi
ately after the disposition of the ap
proval of the Journal and the prayer, 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. be recognized 
under the order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

the Senate will come in at 9 a.m., and 
after two orders for the recognition of 
Senators the Senate will resume its con
sideration of S. 14. 

The pending question at that time will 
be on the adoption of amendment No. 
402. There is still 35 minutes to run on 
that amendment. and unless time is 
yielded from the bill, or an amendment 
is offered to the amendment, or some 
motion on which time is allowed into the 
agreement is made, the vote will occur 
at around 10 o'clock, and the yeas and 
nays have been ordered on the amend
ment. 

I would expect several other rollcall 
votes to occur tomorrow in relation to 
amendments or motions with respect to 
the bill, S. 14. 

It is the intention of the leadership to 
complete action on the bill tomorrow, so 
this would mean that the Senate may be 
in late. 

If not tomorrow, then the Senate 
would be expected to complete action 
on the bill on Saturday. I hope a Satur
day session will not be necessary. 

RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

if there be no further business to come 
before the Senate, I move, in accordance 
with the previous order, that the Senate 
stand in recess until the ho.ur of 9 o'clock 
tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 6: 44 
p.m., the Senate recessed until Friday, 
September 14, 1979, at 9 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate September 13, 1979: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Thomas W. M. Smith, of Maine, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Ghana. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

John C. Sawhill, of New York, to be Deputy 
Secretary o! Energy, vice John F. O'Leary, 
resigned. 

BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING 

Thomas H. Quinn, of RhOde Island, to be 
a member of the Board for International 
Broadcasting for a term expiring April 28, 
1982 (reappointment). 
GENEP.AL AsSEMBLY OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

REPRESENTATIVES 

The following-named pexsons to be repre
sentatives of the United States of America to 
the 34th session of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations: 

Donald F. McHenry, of Illlnois. 
Benjamin S. Rosenthal, U.S. Representative 

. from the State of New York. 
Larry Winn, Jr., U.S. Representative from 

the State of Kansas. 
Esther L. Coopersmith, of Maryland. 
The following-named persons to be alter

nate representatives of the United States of 
America to the 34th session of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations: 

Richard W. Petree, of Virginia. 
William L. Dunfey of New Hampshire. 
Howard T. Rosen, of Nt:w Jersey. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, September 13, 1979 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Reverend Dr. Harvey L. Duke, 

pastor, First Baptist Church, Cary, N.C., 
offered the following prayer: 

Eternal God, our Heavenly Father, we 
thank You for Your love and kindness 
to us and for life with its joys and happi
nesses, its challenges and responsibilities; 
even when it brings us sadness and sor
row, stress and strain, we are grateful. 

In these difficult days of our Nation 
and world we pray for the Members of 
this body as they struggle with the hard 
problems before them. Give them wis
dom and guidance in their deliberations 
and decisions. And when they leave this 
assembly each day may they feel confi
dent they have done their best in serving 
those they represent and the God in 
whom they trust. Grant unto them Your 
divine grace, power, and strength. 

In Your holy name we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

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

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed a bill and a 
concurrent resolution of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested. 

S. 1403. An act to amend the Surface Min
ing Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 
(Public Law QS-87) to provide an exten.sdon 
of time for the submission and approval of 
State orogra.ms or the implementation of a 
Federal program, to clarify the contents of a 
State program, to provide for increased co
operation between the Secretary of the In
terior and the States with respect to the reg
ulation of surface coal mining operations, 
and for other purposes; and 

S. Con. Res. 29. Concurrent resolution re
garding the restoration o! Olympic records of 
the late James (Jim) Thorpe. 

REV. HARVEY L. DUKE 

<Mr. CHAPPELL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman who led this House in prayer 
this morning, the Reverend Harvey L. 
Duke, is well qualified to seek divine guid
ance for this House. I have known him 
for a good long while. He was a mem
ber of my Reserve squadron back in 
Jacksonville, Fla., for a while and, of 
course, he had a very fine opportunity 
there to work with those of us who 
needed the benefit of daily prayer. We 
were all good candidates then as we 
are here today. Reverend Duke is a dedi
cated Naval Reservist, an outstanding 
American with a deep love for his coun
try. 

I join the House in welcoming him to 
be with us this mornfng. We wish him 
Godspeed in all that he does. 

REV. HARVEY L. DUKE 
<Mr. ANDREWS of North Carolina 

asked and was given permission to ad
dress the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. ANDREWS of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, ladies and gentlemen, I would 
just like to join my colleague, the gen
tleman from Florida <Mr. CHAPPELL) in 
welcoming our guest chaplain this 
morning. 

I would like to say that our district, 
the Fourth District of North Carolina, 
is honored that this distinguished gen
tleman has moved from Florida to Cary, 
N.C., a very vibrant and growing com
munity adjacent to Raleigh, N.C. Being 
from there I especially welcome you 
here, sir, and I am sure all Members 
do likewise. 

HOUSE ACTION ON SELECTIVE 
SERVICE REGISTRATION 

<Mr. ROUSSELOT asked and was 
given permission to address the House for 
1 minute and to 1·evise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I be
lieve the House should be complimented 
Jor the very complete debate which it 
carried on yesterday relating to draft 
registration. I have always vigorously op
posed the mandatory draft legislation 
except in time of a declared war. I think 
this House is to be complimented for the 
manner in which it conducted this de
bate. I supported the Schroeder amend
ment very vigorously because I think 
there was simply no need to reinstate 
mandatory registration. The President 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House Proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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already has the power to renew registra
tion at the stroke of a pen should we be 
faced with a national emergency. 

By its action yesterday the House has 
saved the American taxpayer nearly $70 
million, the estimated cost to resurrect 
the registration system. 

Our military manpower needs are be
ing well served by the highly trained and 
dedicated men and women of our All-Vol
unteer Forces. Should the situation ever 
arise where we are faced with a, national 
defense emergency, we can institute draft 
registration on a moments notice given 
the highly sophisticated informational 
retrieval systems available to us in to
day's complex technological world. Our 
goal should not be the forced conscrip
tion of more young men to shoulder rifles, 
but rather the upgrading of training and 
benefits for those who have volunteered 
to serve our Nation in the Armed Forces. 

Studies have pointed out that we can 
save between $5 and $10 billion in taxes 
annually from our defense budget 
through the more efficient and effective 
manpower utilization of our current Vol
unteer Force. 

The All-Volunteer Force has proved 
successful in 6% years operation. Re
cruitment levels have held basically 
firm. The quality and fighting power of 
our forces has gone up. I have confidence 
in the men and women who man the 
mm.parts of this Republic. 

Mr. Speaker, clearly no such emer
gency exists today, and clearly no such 
need for a registration renewal exists. 

THE PRESENCE OF SOVIET 
TROOPS IN CUBA 

(Mr. BAUMAN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been out in the open for some time now 
that 3,000 Soviet combat troops are sta
tioned less than 90 miles from the 
beaches of Florida. Reports of Soviet 
submarines and advanced military 
equipment pouring into Cuba bas also 
been heard in recent days. Nicaragua has 
fallen into pro-Communist bands and 
the last 2 days have seen repeated press 
reports of armed revolutionary activities 
in Guatemala, Honduras, and El Sal
vador, all sponsored by the Moscow pup
pet, Fidel Castro. 

Mr. Speaker, I must say the response 
of the President has been less than reas
suring. Despite the fact that more than 
30 percent of America's oil supplies 
travel through the Caribbean, Jimmy 
Carter says, "Be calm," and the Secre
tary of State lunches with Communist 
Ambassador Dobrynin and nothing hap
pens. 

Mr. Speaker, I a,m sure that the spirit 
of James Monroe is troubled, but even 
more, the people of this Nation ought 
to be frightened at the complete lack of 
response of our Government. I am also 
sure that the awards committee of the 
Neville Chamberlain school of diplomacy 
this year will have no problem in making 
its awards. 

TABLJNG OF HOUSE RESOLUTION 
398 DIRECTING SECRETARY OF 
STATE TO PROVIDE INFORMA
TION ON USE OF AIRCRAFT BY 
ISRAEL 
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs be discharged from 
further consideration of the resolution 
<H. Res. 398> directing the Secretary of 
State to provide to the House of Rep
resentatives certain information with re
spect to the use in hostilities by Israel of 
aircraft of U.S. origin, and that the 
resolution be tabled. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. RES. 398 
Resolved, That not later than ten days 

after the adoption of this resolution, the Sec
retary of State shall provide to the House of 
Representatives the following: 

( 1) Information in the possession of the 
Secretary concerning Israeli use of military 
aircraft of United States origin in host111ties 
outside Israeli borders during 1979. 

(2) Documents in the possession of the 
Secretary which contain or describe commu
nications between the United States Govern
ment and the Government of Israel with re
spect to the instances listed pursuant to 
pa.ragra ph ( 1) . 

(3) Documents in the possession of the 
Secretary which conta.ln o,;:- describe commu
n1cations between the Government of Israel 
and the Un1ted States Government during 
1979 with respect to the circumstances in 
which Israel wm or wm not in the future use 
m111tary airc..""aft of United States origin. 

(4) Documents prepared since January 1, 
1979, ln the possession of the Secretary which 
relate to Israeli compliance with section 3 (c) 
( 1) of the Arms Export Control Act. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I would ask the gen
tleman from Indiana <Mr. HAMILTON) to 
explain the purpose of his request. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle 
East held a hearing September 11, 1979, 
to consider House Resolution 398, a res
olution of inquiry introduced August 2 
directing the Secretary of State to pro
vide the House of Representatives certain 
information with respect to the u~ in 
hostilities by Israel of aircraft of U.S. 
origin. 

Morris Draper, Deputy Assistant Sec
retary of State in the Bureau of Near 
Eastem and South Asian Affairs, testi
fied and provided useful and informative 
answers to many questions posed by 
members. The State Department further 
agreed to provide addi tiona! material 
promptly in reply to questions submitted 
for the record of the hearing and specific 
requ~ made during the hearing for 
summary tables listing 1979 raids by 
Palestinians into Israel and raids by 
Israeli troops against targets in Lebanon. 
This material will be available in the sub
committee's offices next week, I am told. 

Because of the sensitive nature of the 
material to be discussed, the subcommit
tee voted to go into executive session and 
the entire hearing w~ closed. 

Following the testimony of the State 
Department the subcommittee, by voice 
vote, voted to table the resolution. Mem
bers seemed satisfied by the responses 
they received and the sponsor of House 
Resolution 398, the gentleman from Dli
nois, concurred in the tabling motion. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States is cur
rently involved in extensive efforts to try 
to bring a lasting truce to southern 
Lebanon. The cycle of violence and coun
terviolence between Palestinians resid
ing in I..ebanon and Israelis and their 
Lebanese Christian militia allies in 
southern Lebanon is a matter of grave 
concern to all of us and a constant source 
of instability in the Middle East, it has 
the potential of threatening the entire 
peace process. Innocent people in Israel 
and in Lebanon have suffered greatly 
from the events of the last few months. 
Our attention, at this time, is appropri
ately focused on bringing a stop to the 
cycle of violence. We should all hope for 
success. 

Mr. Speaker, in view of the action 
taken by the subcommittee and the con
currence on the part of the resolution's 
sponsor, I urge that the resolution be 
tabled. 

D 1010 
Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, further 

reserving the right to object, I want to 
express my gratitude to the gentleman 
from Indiana, the chairman of the Sub
committee on Europe and the Middle 
East, for having hearings on this resolu
tion of inquiry. That was the purpose I 
had. in mind when I filed the resolution, 
feelmg that a careful examination of 
what is available in the executive branch 
concerning Israeli use of U.S.-supplied 
military equipment against southem 
Lebanon was entirely in the public 
interest. 

Immediately subsequent to filing that 
resolution of inquiry, the Secretary of 
State did respond to inquiries I had made 
with a letter to Chairman ZABLOCKI in 
which he stated that an Israeli violation 
of U.S. law may have occurred. 

The hearings that were held under the 
direction of the gentleman from Indiana 
I feel, helped to clear up the issue, t~ 
settle a good many questions, and I would 
like to express the hope to the gentleman 
from Indiana that as soon as the sub
committee does get the full response 
from the executive branch, that an effort 
will be made to develop a summarized 
version that can be declassified and made 
available to the public. 

I wonder If the gentleman could give 
me his comments on that prospect. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Yes. First, I think 
the gentleman's resolution of inquiry 
was must useful in this instance as was 
the hearing itself, and a sanit~ed ver
sion of the hearing, I would think, would 
be an appropriate measure and also 
useful. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In
diana? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
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SOLAR ENERGY INCENTIVE TAX 
ACT OF 1979 

<Mr. LUKEN asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. LUKEN. Mr. Speaker, today, I am 
introducing legislation to increase the 
solar energy tax credits to 50 percent. 

Currently, businesses are permitted an 
inadequate 20-percent solar tax credit--
10 percent for solar energy property and 
10 percent for the regular investment 
credit. My legislation would up the per
missible tax credit to 50 percent-40 
percent for solar energy property and 10 
percent for the regular investment credit. 

For residences, current law grants a 
30-percent tax credit for renewable en
ergy sources---solar, wind, and geother
mal--on the first $2,000 and 20-percent 
credit on the next $8,000. My legislation 
simplifies this by permitting one credit--
50 percent of the cost expenditures up 
to $10,000. 

The proposed increased tax credits are 
needed to spur the commercialization of 
solar energy equipment. According to a 
recent study by the Harvard Business 
School, solar energy can replace the 
equivalent of 2.5 million barrels of oil 
per day by the year 2000. This consti
tutes over 10 percent of our current daily 
oil usage. Solar technology is here now
it is ready for widespread commerciali
zation. My legislation provides for the 
necessary incentives to accomplish this 
goal. 

The higher solar tax credit is not new 
to the country. Since 1976, California 
has allowed a 55-percent solar tax credit. 
The credit has been a tremendous suc
cess: Over 40,000 solar installations in 
the first 3 years. Revenue losses are far 
below projections-the impact being 
minimal on the State's budget. 

If we are to lessen our dependency on 
foreign oil, we must look toward solar 
energy-my legislation provides the in
centives to accomplish this. 

CARL YASTRZEMSKI REACHES TOP 
OF ONE OF BASEBALL'S HIGHEST 
MOUNTAINS 
<Mrs. HECKLER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her 
remarks.) 

Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this time this morning to bring to the 
attention of our colleagues a great event 
in American athletic history. 

The lights at Fenway Park blazed with 
special brilliance last night when Carl 
Yastrzemski reached the top of one of 
baseball's highest mountains-3,000 base 
hits. 

He honors baseball and all American 
sports. He is a genuine American hero 
whC' has set a magnificent example of 
good sportsmanship for our children and 
grandchildren. 

May the hits and home runs for Yaz 
go on and on for many, many seasons to 
come. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1980 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the further considera
tion of the bill <H.R. 4040) to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 1980 for 
procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval 
vessels, tracked combat vehicles, tor
pedoes, and other weapons, and for re
search, development, test, and evalua
tion for the Armed Forces, to prescribe 
the authorized personnel strength for 
each active duty component and the 
Selected Reserve of each Reserve com
ponent of the Armed Forces and for 
civilian personnel of the Department of 
Defense, to authorize the military train
ing student loads, to authorize appropri
ations for fiscal year 1980 for civil de
fense, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. WHITE). 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject 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 de
vice, and there were yeas 370, nays 2, 
not voting 62, as follows: 

Abdnor 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Ambro 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Andrews, N.c. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 

[Roll No. 463] 

YEAS-370 
Boner Corman 
Bonior Cotter 
Banker Coughlin 
Bouquard Courter 
Bowen Crane, Daniel 
Brademas D'Amours 
Breaux Daniel, Dan 
Brinkley Daniel, R. W. 
Brodhead Danielson 
Brooks Dannemeyer 
Broomfield Daschle 
Brown, Calif. Da'Vis, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio Deckard 
Broyhill Dellums 
Burgener Derrick 
Burlison Devine 
Burton, Phillip Dickinson 
Butler Dicks 
Byron Dodd 
Campbell Donnelly 
Garney Dornan 
Carr Dougherty 
Cavall.81Ugh Downey 

Evans, Del. 
Evans, Ga. 
Evans, Ind. 
Fary 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fenwick 
Ferraro 
Findley 
Fish 
Fisher 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foley 
Ford, Tenn. 
Forsythe 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gwydos 
GephiaTdt 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Ginn 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gore 
Gradison 
Gramm 
Gmssley 
Gray 
Green 
Grisham 
Guarini 
Gudger 
Guyer 
Hagedorn 
Hall, Ohio 
Hall, Tex. 
Hamilton 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Hance 
Hanley 
Hansen 
Harkin 
Harsha 
Heckler 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Hightower 
Hillis 
Hinson 
Holland 
Hollenbeck 
Holt 
Holtzman 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Howard 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hutto 
I chord 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Jenrette 
Johnson, Calif. 
Johnson, Colo. 
Jones, Okla. 
Jon1es, Tenn. 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kogovsek 
Kostmayer 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach, Iowa 

Lloyd 
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Leach, La. 
Leath, Tex. 
Lederer 
Lee 
Lehma.n 
Leland 
Lent 
Levitas 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Loemer 
Long, La. 
Long,Md. 
Lott 
Lowry 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lundine 
Lungren 
McCloskey 
McDade 
McEwen 
McHugh 
McKay 
McKinney 
Madigan 
Maguire 
Markey 
MarJcs 
Marlenee 
Marriott 
Martin 
Mathis 
Matsui 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
Mica 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Mikva 
Millier, Calif. 
Mill.Jer, Ohio 
Mineta 
Minish 
Mitchell, N.Y. 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, 

CaJif. 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Mottl 
Murphy, Pa. 
Murtha 
Myers, Ind. 
Myers, Pa. 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nedzi 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oaka.r 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Pashayan 
Patten 
Patterson 
Paul 
Pease 
Perkins 
Petri 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Prioe 
Pritchard 
Purseil 
Quayle 
Quillen 
Ra.hall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 

NAY8-2 
Wilson, Bob 

Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rose 
Roth 
Rousselot 
Royer 
Rudd 
Russo 
Saba 
Satterfield 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrennet 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Skelton 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, Nebr. 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Sol!Wrz 
Solomon 
Spellman 
Spenoe 
StGermain 
Stack 
Staggers 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Steed 
Stenholm 
Stewart 
Stockman 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Symms 
Synar 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Trwxler 
Trible 
Ullman 
Vanik 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams, Mont. 
Williams, Ohio 
Wilson, C. H. 
Wilson, Tex. 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wya.tt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Mo. 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Only 14 other 'men in the history of 
baseball have stood on that peak. And 
only three others have scaled the other 
baseball Everest which Yaz conquered 
last. night--3,000 hits and 400 home runs. 

Annunzio 
Anthony 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
Bad ham 
Bafalis 
Baeey 
Baldus 
Barnard 
Bauman 
Beard, R.I. 
Beard, Tenn. 
Bedell 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 

NOT VOTING-62 
Chappell Drinan 
Cheney Duncan, Oreg. 

For almost two decades, and that is a 
century in baseball annals, Carl Yas
trzemsk.i has made millions of us proud 
to be Red Sox fans. Day after day during 
this season he has broken one after an
other of baseball's sound •barriers. 

Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 

Clausen Dunoan, Tenn. 
Cleiy Early 
Cleveland Eckhardt 
Clinger Edgar 
Coelho Edwards, Ala. 
Coleman Edwards, Callf. 
Collins, Dl. Emery 
Collins, Tex. English 
ConaJble Erdahl 
Conte Erlenborn 
Corcoran Ertel 

Adda.bbo 
Anderwn, Ill. 
Applegate 
Ashley 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
BeilJenson 
Buchanan 
Burton, John 
Carter 
Chisholm 

Conyers 
Crane, Philip 
J.:J&vis, S.C. 
de la Garza 
Derwinski 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dixon 
EdWMds, Okla. 
Fithian 
Flood 

Ford, Mich. 
Ga:rcia 
Goldwater 
Goodling 
Harris 
Hawkins 
Huckaby 
Hyde 
Jones, N.C. 
Kemp 
Kindness 
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McClory 
McCormack 
McDonald 
Maa:zoli 
Mitchell, Md. 
Moffett 
Murphy, Ill. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Nolan 
Pepper 

Preyer 
Ralls back 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Runnels 
Santini 
Simon 
Stark 
Swift 

0 1030 

Tauke 
Treen 
Udall 
Van Deerlin 
Van:ier Jagt 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolff 
young, Alaska 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
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. 4040, with 
Mr. MINETA <Chairman pro tempore) in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When 

the Committee of the Whole rose on 
Wednesday, September 12, 1979, sections 
812 through 815 had been considered as 
having been read and open for amend
ment, and all time for debate on these 
sections and all amendments thereto 
had expired. 

Are there any further amendments to 
section 815? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROOKS 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BROOKS: Page 

31, line 3, strike out "(a)", and beginning on 
line 9, strike out subsection (b) through 
line 15. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair will ask the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BROOKS) , has this amendment been 
printed in the RECORD? 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment was printed in the RECORD 
this morning. I submitted it yesterday 
for printing in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Texas is recognized for 
5 minutes in support of his amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I have a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. I was under the impression that 
when we completed sections 812 through 
815 we would then revert back to title I. 
Are we going to complete title VIII be
fore we go back to title I? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Only 
section 815, since sections 812-814 have 
been amended. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. We completed that? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Only 
debate. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. I thought that we closed that off 
last night when the chairman asked if 
there were any further amendments, and 
that those three sections were completed 
at that time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Only 
the debate on those sections and on 
amendments thereto had been completed 
last evening. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. I am in error, then. 

I thank the chairman. 
Mr. STRATI'ON. Mr. Chairman, I 

have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman will state it. 
Mr. STRATI'ON. Mr. Chairman, is it 

my understanding that any action with 
regard to sections in title VIII prior to 
section 812 will come up at the conclu
sion of the consideration of the re
mainder of the bill? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When 
the remainder of title VIII is read, the 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. STRATTON. So that the amend
ment which the gentleman from Texas 
<Mr. BROOKS) is offering is to either sec
tion 812, 813, 814 or 815? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from New York is correct. It 
is to section 815. 

Mr. STRATI'ON. I thank the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Since 

his amendment is in the RECORD the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. BROOKS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes in support of 
his amendment. 

0 1040 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I am 

offering this amendment in order to re
move a prohibition on executive reor
ganization authority, which was in
cluded in the military authorization bill 
as it passed the Armed Services Com
mittee. Section 815 (b) of the committee 
bill provides that the Selective Service 
System and its personnel and functions 
shall not be subject to any reorganiza-:
tion plan under the President's current 
reorganization authority. 

Executive reorganizations by plan are 
within the exclusive jurisdiction of the 
Government Operations Committee. If 
this restriction on reorganization of the 
Selective Service System had been in
cluded in the original authorization bill, 
the bill would have been subject to a 
joint or sequential referral to Govern
ment Operations. However, because the 
section was included in a clean bill, Gov
ernment Operations did not learn of the 
provision until after the bill was reported 
and it was too late to request a sequen
tial referral. 

In addition to these jurisdictional con
siderations, it would be unwise to impose 
a piecemeal restriction on the Presi
dent's reorganization authority in this 
manner. The present Reorganization 
Act, Public Law 95-17, places clear limi
tations and conditions on the President's 
reorganization authority. It is customary 
to consult with the congressional com
mittees of substantive jurisdiction before 
proposing any reorganization plan. We 
should not upset these formal and in
formal procedures by restricting indi
vidual agencies from reorganization au
thority. For these reasons, I urge an 
affirmative vote on my amendment. 

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

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to the gentle
woman from Maryland. 

Mrs. HOLT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I certainly understand the purpose 
behind the amendment, but I was the 
author of the committee language which 
was put in, because I have some real con
cern about the Selective Service System 
losing its independence and being placed 
under the Department of Defense. 

I would just like to ask the gentleman 
some questions, if I may, about remov
ing this limitation on the President's 
reorganizat:on authority. 

Does this imply any likelihood that 
the Selective Service System will be con
solidated in another executive agency? 

Mr. BROOKS. Not to my knowledge. 
I have no indication of that whatsoever. 
It is not the genesis of this amendment 
whatsoever. 

Mrs. HOLT. I certainly appreciate the 
gentleman's assurance as chairman of 
the Committee on Government Opera
tions. 

I would like to ask the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Military Personnel if 
he feels that there is any danger in any 
effort to reorganize the Selective Service 
System under the Department of De
fense? I would like his assurance that if 
there is, that our committee will con
sider it and try to put a stop to it. 

Mr. WHITE. The committee has no 
plans whatever to make any such adjust
ment. I might advise the gentlewoman 
that we have been advised informally by 
the Office of Management and Budget 
this morning there is no plan under 
active consideration in the executive 
branch to combine the Selective Service 
System with another agency, and, in fact, 
the President's reorganization authority 
terminates next spring. ' 

Mrs. HOLT. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. ASP IN. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BROOKS. I yield to my distin

guished friend from Wisconsin. 
Mr. ASPIN. I thank the chairman of 

the Committee on Government Opera
tions for yielding. 

I would like to commend the gentle
woman from Maryland <Mrs. HOLT) for 
her amendment, and for her concern. I 
think that is a real concern about keep
ing this as an independent agency. I 
know the gentleman from Mississippi 
<Mr. MoNTGOMERY) has been concerned 
about it. I appreciate the words of the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. WHITE) 
about this, and I understand his con
cern about the jurisdictional problem 
and the problem of putting this kind of 
language in the bill. I think we ought to 
vote for the gentleman's amendment, 
and I appreciate his assurances on this 
matter, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BROOKS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BROOKS. I yield to my friend, 

the gentleman from Texas. 
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment was presented to the com
mittee several months ago by the chair
man of the Government Operations 
Committee, Mr. BROOKS. 

Mr. BRooKS' position is that subsection 
(b) of section 815 provides an exception 
to the President's reorganization au
thority and the Government Operations 
Committee is wary of providing such 

' 
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exceptions as an inroad to that commit
tee's jurisdiction. 

The Committee on Armed Services is 
anxious to insure that the Selective Serv
ice System remain an independent 
agency. However, we appreciate the con
cerns of the Government Operations 
Committee and are willing to accept the 
amendment to strike subsection (b) in 
section 815 as originally reported by the 
committee. This amendment does not 
change the expression in subsection <a> 
of section 815 declaring Congress' view 
that the Selective Service System should 
remain administratively independent of 
any other agency. including the Depart
ment of Defense. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. C"nairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to my distin
guished friend from Mississippi <Mr. 
MoNTGOMERY). 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman from Texas 
for yielding. 

Through World War I, the War De
partment or other military authority had 
responsibility for military conscription. 
Up to and including the Spanish Amer
ican War, the uniformed troops actually 
went in to the communities and con
ducted a "muster" or registration of 
males in specified age groups and deter
mined who would be sworn into service 
"on the spot." At times provisions were 
made for individuals to "buy out" by pay
ing a specified swn of money and allow 
someone else to take his place. Although 
this provision that favored the afHuent 
members of our society had been abol
ished and more civilian control of reg
istration was allowed at the local level 
during World War I, responsibility for 
conscription was still vested in the Pro
vost Marshal General of the War De
partment. 

Based on the experiences of World 
War I, the Provost Marshal General in 
his postwar reports, recommended, 
among other things, that should there 
ever be a need for another draft, the 
agency responsible for its operation 
should be independent and responsible 
directly to the President. 

The Provost Marshal's recommenda
tions were followed when the Selective 
Service Act of 1940 was passed by the 
Congress. The wisdom of this action was 
evident by the success of the Selective 
Service System's operation during World 
War II. 

What must be remembered is that dur
ing a war when there is need for con
scription, the fabric of society and pro
duction capability must be maintained
and in fact production must be intensi
fied. This brings on a competition for 
manpower and womanpower between the 
Armed Forces and civilian production. 
Because of a natural self interest that 
will exist in those circwnstances, the best 
interests of national security would not 
be served by allowing either the Armed 
Forces or a civilian labor department to 
be responsible for conscription. The best 
alternative is for a separate agency such 
as Selective Service to handle this func
tion. Past experience has shown this is 
the proper way for this delicate and 

personal function to be administered to 
the highest degree of objectivity. Like a 
democracy, the administration or the 
conscription agency is difficult and will 
not be perfect, but a separate agency will 
be the better of the alternatives. 

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

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

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

Will there be any attempt at all by 
the Committee on Government Opera
tions, if the President requests such an 
action, to fold the Selective Service into 
the Department of Defense? 

Mr. BROOKS. We have no indication 
they have any request to do that. We 
have no tendency to do that at all. 

ThP. CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
BROOKS) has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. ROUSSELOT and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. BROOKS was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. If the President did 
make such a request, would the inclina
tion of the chairman of the committee 
be to fold it into the Department of De
fense or would the gentleman resist that 
effort? 

Mr. BROOKS. I do not think it would 
be much for moving it into the Depart
ment of Defense. They have their hands 
full spending about $120 billion or $130 
billion. I believe that they seem to be 
fully occupied doing that fairly well, just 
fairly well. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate the 
gentleman's comments. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas <Mr. BRooKs). 

'I'he amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are 

there any further amendments to sec
tion 815? If not, the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Depanment of De
fense Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1980". 

TITLE I-PROCUREMENT 
SEc. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to 

be appropriated for fiscal year 1980 for the 
use of the Armed Forces of the United States 
for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval 
vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, 
and other weapons, as authorized by law, in 
amounts as follows: 

.URCRAFT 

For aircraft: for the Army, $1,049,400,000; 
for the Navy and the Marine Corps, $4,610,-
104,000; for the Air Force, $7,816,190,000. 

MISSILES 

For mlsslles: for the Army, $944,800,000; 
for the Navy, $1,605,600,000; for the Marine 
Corps, $20,500,000; for the Air Force, $2,268,-
800,000. 

NAVAL VESSELS 

For naval vessels: for the Navy, $7,515,-
500,000. 

TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES 

For tracked combat vehicles: for the Army, 
$1,797 ,200,000; for the Ma.rlne Corps, $13,-
000,000. 

TORPEDOES 

For torpedo£:s and related support equip
ment: for the Navy, $267,200,000. 

OTHER WEAPONS 

For other weapons: for the Army, $196,-
400,000; for the Navy, $158,000,000; for the 
Marine Corps, $18,700,000. 

RESTRICTION ON OBLIGATION OF AIRCRAFT 

MODIFICATION FUNDS 

SEc. 102. Of the amounts authorized to be 
appropriated under section 101 for the pro
curement of a.ircraft-

(1) $454,700,000 of the amount authorized 
to be appropriated for the Army; 

(2) $681,400,000 of the amount authorized 
to be appropriated for the Navy and the 
Marine Corps; and 

(3) $1,495,100,000 of the amount author
ized to be a.ppropria.ted for the Air Force; 
shall be available only for aircraft modifica
tion, and none of the sums specified in 
clauses (1), (2), and (3) may be obligated or 
expended for any other purpose. 

REPORT ON B-52 MODIFICATION PROGRAM 

SEc. 103. Of the amount authorized to be 
appropriated under section 101 for procure
ment of aircraft for the Air Force, $431,900,-
000 is authorized for the procurement of 
avionics and cruise missile integration for 
the B-52 modification program subject to 
the condition that the Secretary of Defense 
provide to the Congress at the earliest possi
ble date, and not later than September 30, 
1979, a. report on-

(1) all uncertainties in the effectiveness 
of the B-52 as a. cruise missile carrier over 
the next decade, including any degradation 
of defense penetration capabilities of the 
B-52 which could result from possible air de
fense advances by the Soviet Union; and 

(2) the requirement for maintaining the 
defense penetration capability of the B-52 
and the options available during the n£:xt 
decade to maintain such capability. 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR NORTH 

ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION AIRBORNE 
EARLY WARNING AND CONTilOL SYSTEM 

SEo. 104. There is authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal year 1980 $250,200,000 for 
contribution by the United States as its 
share of the cost for such fiscal year of the 
acquisition by the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization of the Airborne Early Warning 
and Control System, as such system is speci
fied in the Multilateral Memorandum of Un
derstanding Between North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) Ministers of Defence 
on the NATO E-3A Cooperative Programme, 
signed by the Secretary of Defense on De
cember 6, 1978. 
CERTAIN AUTHORITY PROVIDED SECRETARY OF 

DEFF.NSE IN CONNECTION WITH THE NORTH 
AT!..ANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION AIRBORNE 

EARLY WARNING AND CONTROL SYSTEM PRO
GRAM 

SEc. 105. (a.) During fiscal year 1980, the 
Secretary of Defense, in carrying out the 
Multilateral Memorandum of Understanding 
Between the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion (NATO) Ministers of Defence on the 
NATO E-::3A Cooperative Programme, signed 
by the Secretary of Defense on December 6, 
1978, may-

(1) waive reimbursement for the cost of 
work performed by personnel other than 
personnel employed in the United States 
Air Force Airborne Warning and Control 
System (AWACS) program omce for-

(A) auditing; 
(B) quality assurance; 
(C) codification; 
(D) inspection; 
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(E) contract administration; 
(F) acceptance testing; 
(G) certification services; and 
(H) planning, programming, and manage

ment services; 
(2) waive any surcharge for administra

tive services otherwise chargeable; and 
(3) in connection with the NATO E-3A 

Cooperative Programme for fiscal year 1980, 
assume contingent liabillty for-

(A) identifiable taxes, customs duties, and 
other charges levied within the United States 
on the program; and 

(B) the unfunded termination llabil!ty of 
the United States to any contractor whose 
contract is terminated. 

(b) 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. 

AUTHORIZATION OF REAPPROPRIATION 
SEc. 106. There is authorized to be reap

propl·iated for fiscal year 1980 for an addi
tional SSN-688 nuclear attack submarine 
$55,000,000 of unobligated funds previously 
appropriated for the DDG-2 destroyer mod
ernization program. 

Mr. PRICE (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
title I be considered as read, printed in 
the REcoan, and open to amendment at 
any point. 

The CHAIRl\fAN pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the first committee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 2, line 13, 

strike out "$4,610,104,000" and insert in lieu 
thereof "$4,670,004,000". 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the next commit~ 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 3, line 2, 

strike out "$7,515,500,00" and insert in lieu 
thereof "$7,515,400,000". 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PRICE TO THE 

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the committee amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PRICE to the 

committee amendment: On page 3, l!ne 2, 
in lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted by the committee amendment, insert 
"$6,790,400,000". 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, the purpose 
of the amendment is to reduce the naval 
vessel count by $725 million. That is the 
price of the two Iranian destroyers. They 
were included in the fiscal 1979 supple
mental bill, and the money is no longer 
needed in this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment to the 
committee amendment. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFE..'RED BY MR. FAZIO AS A 

SUBSTITUTE FOR THE COMMITTEE AMEND
MENT, AS AMENDED 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment as a substitute for the com
mittee amendment, as amended. 

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

stitute for the committee amendment as 
amended: Page 3, llne 2, strike out "$7,515,-
500,000" and insert in lieu thereof "$6,456,-
400,000". 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from New York will state his 
point of order. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
understood that the gentleman from 
Dlinois <Mr. PRICE) had just offered an 
amendment that changed the figure of 
$7,515,500,000 to $6 billion-something 
else, and that was accepted by the 
committee. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
committee amendment, as amended, has 
not yet been agreed to, and it is open and 
subject to a substitute amendment. 

Mr. STRATTON. The gentleman from 
Illinois <Mr. PRICE) offered an amend
ment that begins with $6 billion? 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Illinois <Mr. PRICE) 
offered an amendment to the committee 
amendment, and that figure was for 
$6,790,400,000. 

0 1050 
Mr. STRATrON. And that has not 

been accepted? 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. And 

that was agreed to. 
Mr. STRATTON. That was agreed to, 

so the amendment of the gentleman 
from California is to what figure then? 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman is substituting for the orig
inal committee amendment, as amended. 

The Chair has overruled the point of 
order. 

Mr. STRATTON. It was a parliamen
tary inquiry. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, a point 

of order. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman will state the point of order. 
Mr. !CHORD. I want to make sure in 

making my point of order that I under
stand what is going on. I distinctly heard 
the chairman announce that the amend
ment of the gentleman from Dlinois, 
without objection, is adopted. 

Then the gentleman from California 
arose saying he had a substitute amend
ment. If the amendment of the gentle
man from Dlinois was adopted, that fig
ure has been amended and would be sub
ject to a point of order, and I make that 
point of order that he is amending a fig
ure already amended by the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair has indicated that the technical 
amendment offered by the chairman of 
the committee to the committee amend
ment has been accepted. 

The committee amendment, as amend
ed, has not yet been accepted and, there
rare, is subject to a substitute amend
ment. That is what the gentleman from 
California is offering at the present time. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair has overruled the point of order. 

Mr. STRA'ITON. Mr. Chairman, par
liamentary inquiry. Is the amendment 
of the gentleman frcm California to the 
committee amendment or to the com
mittee amendment as amended by the 
gentleman from illinois? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is a 
substitute for the committee amendment 
as amended by the gentleman from llii
nois. The gentleman from California is 
recognized for 5 minutes in support of 
his substitute amendment. 

Mr. FAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am very pleased that we are going 
to have the opportunity to debate an 
issue which I thiP..k is of great impor
tance and which the House has been 
anticipating some discussion on. I am 
certainly acting in concert with the 
chairman of the committee who has 
guided me in the method by which we 
could bring this before the Hou..c;e. 

This amendment is straightforward 
and has really no strings attached. It 
simply presents us with the option of 
adopting, instead of a nuclear propelled 
carrier, as the committee has recom
mended, or instead of going along with 
the administration and supporting a 
smaller carrier, a compromise Kennedy 
class conventionally powered large deck 
carrier which will have the same air 
power as the nuclear carrier, but for 
$478 million less in initial outlays, and 
over the life of the ship, a reduced price 
tag of $1 billion for the American tax
payer. 

This is offered ree.lly in a spirit of 
compromise. The administration has 
written the chairman of the Seapower 
and Strategic and Critical Materials 
Subcommittee, Mr. BENNETT, and indi
cated to him that for many years they 
have opposed the nuclear carrier and 
will continue to oppose it to the extent 
recommending another veto of the De
fense authorization bill, if it passes the 
Congress with the nuclear carrier in it. 
They have now indicated that they are 
willing to compromise; they are no 
longer rigidly holding to the CVV, the 
smaller carrier. They are now willing 
to agree that the large deck carrier has 
merit, that the potential capability of 
that carrier, the larger decked ship is 
something .that our Navy needs, and 
as a result of that they are willing to 
sign a Defense authorization .bill with 
that change. 

I think it is most important that in 
this very difficult period we are going 
through, as we debate the level of our 
defense spending, trying to develop a 
consensus for new Defense authoriza
tions emerging from the SALT debate, 
we not get hung up on the method of 
propulsion of this one ship. I have been 
convinced, and I may add, I did not 
come to the committee with this cer
tainty in mind, but I have become con
vinced that we need this carrier. In a 
few months the first carrier will be go
ing into Philadelphia Naval Shipyard 
for an 18-month SLEP overhaul. In the 
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next 20 years we will at all times have 
one carrier out of our carrier fleet in 
drydock going through this program, 
and we need to have another carrier 
available to us simply to maintain the 
commitments we have and the various 
treaty agreements we have entered into 
around the world. 

There is no question that this ship 
will not be ready until 1987, even if we 
build the Kennedy class carrier, which 
is a design that has already been con
structed and proven to be useful. I am 
very hopeful that the Members of this 
body, including the members of the 
Armed Services Committee, will join in 
the spirit of compromise that the admin
istration has been willing to enter into 
so that we can finally put aside this issue 
which had been so divisive and has done 
really nothing more than prevent the 
Navy from having this ship they have 
been asking for such a long period of 
time. 

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

Mr. FAZIO. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. TRIBLE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I agree that we must pro
cure an additional large deck carrier for 
our Navy. Our carriers give us that slim 
margin of superiority over the Soviet 
Navy and we need at least one additional 
carrier to meet our minimum force re
quirements of 12 carriers in the years 
ahead. 

I would, however, argue to the House 
that we should procure another nuclear 
carrier. 

May I ask the gentleman from Cali
fornia if he would relate to the House 
how he arrived at the conclusion that 
the Kennedy carrier would be a better 
buy than the nuclear carrier? It is my 
judgment after reviewing both the ini
tial cost of the Kennedy and the nuclear 
carrier and then adding the substantial 
cost to procure, and store and deliver 
the fuel oil necessary to propel the Ken
nedy carrier, that the nuclear carrier is 
the better buy. 

Mr. FAZIO. I will be happy to answer 
the gentleman's question. 

I might point out that I followed the 
gentleman's leadership in the Seapower 
and Strategic and Critical Materials 
Subcommittee when at that time he took 
the lead in the effort to get a large deck 
carrier for the Navy, and was willing to 
support a conventionally powered Ken
nedy-class carrier. His leadership has 
led me to this point today, I might in
dicate, and I am sorry that at this point 
the gentleman is not joining me once 
again in taking the kind of stand that 
I am taking. 

The differences are $477 million 1n ini
tial procurement and that relates to the 
one time costs of the nuclear fuel. Also 
we incur midlife conversion costs of $275 
million. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from California 
has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. TRIBLE and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. FAZIO was al
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. FAZIO. We also incur $204 million 
in additional costs of personnel who are 
needed to man a nuclear carrier, people 
who have higher grades and, therefore, 
higher compensation. So it comes to a 
very significant amount of money over 
the life of the ship. 

I might point out that we are calculat
ing the acquisition, storage, and distribu
tion, at a $52-a-barrel figure. We are not 
underestimating the cost of oil. We an
ticipate that the oil will increase in cost. 

Mr. TRIBLE. If the gentleman will 
yield further, the $51.85 a barrel figure 
advanced by the gentleman is the cost of 
procuring, storing, and delivering that 
fuel oil today. Does the gentleman antic
ipate that there might be an increase in 
the cost of that fuel oil in the days 
ahead? 

Mr. FAZIO. Well, I would say to the 
gentleman that the Navy, in testifying 
before our subcommittee, made it very 
clear that this was an acceptable ship 
to them. When the issue of fuel was 
raised they indicated that this would be 
a very, very small incremental increase 
in their total requirement and they did 
not seem to believe that this should be an 
impediment in terms of going ahead with 
this particular proposal. 

The gentleman was very helpful in 
pointing out that the fact we need an 
oiler, for example, to accompany thi,s 
carrier when the fleet is moving from one 
part of the globe to another is already a 
requirement, and the fact that we have 
an additional need for carrier fuel capac
ity among the existing oiler fleet is really 
not going to be an excessive requirement 
and is going to be really no impediment 
in terms of the ability. 

Mr. TRIBLE. Will the gentleman yield 
for one further point? 

Mr. FAZIO. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. TRIBLE. I am concerned more 

about the price of that petroleum and 
the way that petroleum costs affects the 
overall price of this ship that is so vital 
to our national defense. Using today's 
price for the purchase, storage, and de
livery of that fuel oil, it will cost $1.2 bil
lion to propel a Kennedy-class ship dur
ing its 30-year life. 
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That is a fact that must be considered 

by the Members of this House. If we use 
today's rate and we consider that $1.2 
billion figure, the nuclear carrier pro
duces the better buy. If we factor in a 
reasonable rate of inflation, even 5 per
cent, which would be clearly a reason
able rate of inflation, over the term of 
the life of that ship, we multiply the 
total cost of that petroleum by the 
factor of four or five. That is a factor 
that must be considered. I appreciate 
the gentleman yielding. 

Mr. FAZIO. There is no question that 
there will be an increase in the cost of 
fuel oil, but also it has been stated that 
the $1 billion difference in the cost of 
the Kennedy-class and the Nimitz-class 
carrier is a rather large difference, and 
it will take a great deal of time for that 
to be made up even with that incre
mental increase in the cost of fuel. 

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

Chairman, I am always delighted to hear 
that this is a simple little adjustment. 
I went through that simple little adjust
ment for the last 3 or 4 years, and I 
want to tell the folks here who may not 
have remembered that it was a whale 
of a donnybrook the last time we dis
cussed the nuclear carrier. Here it is 
again. We are going to compromise the 
very essence of carrier operation if we 
vote this amendment. 

Indeed, the Kennedy-class carrier is 
a good carrier. It was a great carrier 
when it was designed back in the 1950's. 
I ought to know, because I operated off 
one of them. As a matter of fact, I had 
the glorious opportunity in my lifetime 
to have operated off 14 carriers, and I 
remember the very first one, which was 
a Jeep carrier, which is smaller than the 
Trident submarines of today. Just as 
that was a quantum jump, then going to 
what we call the Essex-class carrier, and 
from there to the FDR-class, so too was 
the jump to the Kennedy-class, and may 
I say it immeasurably expanded our 
capability to operate. 

But, it was always tied to main fleet 
elements, and we always had to travel at 
the rate of the slowest ship. Finally, we 
had a nuclear carrier, the Enterprise, and 
for the first time we were freed of hav
ing to stay with the fleet and all of its 
antisubmarine activities which were at
tendant, because these ships could oper
ate at such speeds that they were better 
off almost in using speed rather than the 
normal submarine screens that were sur
rounding these ships which, by the way, 
take a great deal of fuel for all these 
ships which the author of this amend
ment has not even presented by this 
amendment. 

Do not fool yourselves. If you operate 
conventional ships, you have to have 
conventional vessels and conventional 
supports, which mean antisubmarine 
programs which go far beyond what is 
required for nuclear ships. I have also 
heard re:Peatedly that what we need are 
nuclear support ships for nuclear car
riers. Well, that has a nice ring to it, but 
in reality it restricts, because by the very 
essence of the aircraft they have on board 
they have their own antisubmarine ca
pability. They do not need those surface 
vessels. They have what they need on 
board as an integral function of the total 
weapons system, which is the ship and 
its aircraft. 

We also hear, "Well, we have to have 
more people because we have nuclear 
power we have to work with." 

Well, the answer is that I have worked 
on the old eight-boiler ships, and I want 
to tell the Members that we have been 
sailing short in the fleet for years because 
we do not have an adequate number of 
people, and this powerplant demands 
time, particularly in the in-port time 
required for maintenance. They require 
more time than do nuclear ships. The 
dockside periods for nuclear ships are 
shorter. 

We do not bring out the fact that we 
free up our activities to conduct aviation 
opemtions, which in the final analysis 
is the only reason for a carrier. We are 
going to talk about the economies that 
are presented, but maybe we are going 
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to save a few bucks on oil. My good 
friend from Virginia <Mr. TRIBLE) is ab
solutely right. We have no way of pro
jecting what the year 2000 is going to 
bring. Remember, the vessel we are talk
ing about will indeed be operating in the 
year 2000 and beyond. 

I want to tell the author of this bill 
that I was willing to compromise. I sat 
there and fought with myself, and finally 
said, "As a person who has spent his life 
as a professional aviator on carriers, I 
would be less than honest-less than 
honest-with myself if I were to allow 
this kind of folly to be perpetrated on 
the Navy." 

I said, "As far as I am concerned, as a 
Navy person and an officer of the deck 
underway," I said, "I wlll not do any
thing which gives somebody the oppor
tunity to operate equipment which is 
inferior." 

Mr. CHARLES H. W~SON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

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

Mr. CHARLES H. W~SON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I want to compli
ment the gentleman on his statement. 
I join him in his position, but in addition 
to the arguments he has presented today, 
I wonder if it is really appropriate, in 
deference to our President, to discuss a 
Kennedy-class carrier this morning. 

Mr. LLOYD. I thank the gentleman 
for his comment. 

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

Mr. LLOYD. I do indeed yield to my 
colleague from California. 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I would like 
to associate mvself with the gentleman's 
remarks, because they are absolutely 
true. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from California has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. BADHAM and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. LLOYD was 
allowed to proceed for 4 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BADHAM. The gentleman who 
proposed the amendment was not here 
last year. I will say that at least this 
amendment is superior to the one last 
year, and going along with the conten
tion that there is a little bit of good in 
everything and nothing is absolutely bad, 
at least the gentleman in his amendment 
proposes to exchange this CVN for a 
carrier that we do have, that we do 
know about. It has got size, it has got 
shape, it has got reality, it has got planes. 

Mr. LLOYD. Taking my time back for 
just a moment, I want to say that the 
gentleman is absolutely right. Talk about 
insanity, that was the presentation of 
something called a CVV, which no one 
had ever seen. We had never seen it on 
the drawing boards and had no idea 
what its operability was, and they told 
us that was going to be cheaper. 

Mr. BADHAM. It was cheaper because 
there was not such a thing, and it was 
what we would have wanted it to be. 

I would like to say that we have got 
to remember that the CVN Nimitz-class 
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carrier, for which plans are available. 
which is up-to-date technology, comes 
with a 13-year gas tank already loaded. 
In other words, it comes with built-in 
13 years' worth of fuel so that it does 
take no tankers. It takes no support 
ships. It is perfectly flexible, as the gen
tleman from California has said, and so 
it is something that is really appropriate 
for a naval power. The Kennedy-class 
carrier is a fine carrier, as the gentle
man said, but it is old and it is not up
to-date technology. If we are going to 
have one, in the words of the President, 
"Why not the best?" 

I think that this amendment is unfor
tunate, and I join with the gentleman 
from California in opposing the amend
ment. 

Mr. LLOYD. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. LLOYD. I yield to my colleague. 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to ask the gentleman, who I know 
has a great deal of experience with naval 
carriers, did he imply that the CVN had 
larger capability in terms of air power? 

Mr. LLOYD. Which? The Nimitz
class? Oh yes, I think there is a differ
ence, and I will tell the gentleman why. 
It is because they do not have to take 
the time for replenishment and refuel
ing at sea. That is one of the major rea
sons which really makes conventional 
carriers vulnerable. Eo, indeed I think 
nuclear carrier is a much more capable 
operating platform. 

Does the gentleman have another 
question? 

Mr. FAZIO. I think they have an equa1 
number of planes. 

Mr. LLOYD. That has no bear;ng on it. 
The gentleman does not understand car
rier operations. I am not trying to put 
the gentleman down, but if the gentle
man will let me have a minute, I would 
like to explain. The gentleman does not 
understand carrier operations if he does 
not understand that any time you have 
to take time out for handling your screen, 
orienting your screen, moving the screen, 
whatever it may be; handling your re
plenishment ships, and you have to do it 
every 4 days when you ·are operating 
heavily, oh yes, you debn;tate those 
planes because you cannot do flight op
erations. This is normally on a 4-day 
schedule. If the gentleman does under
stand that it is not just numbers in the 
program, it is the operability of that 
weapons system that counts. That is 
what we are talking about. 
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We are not talking about just numbers. 

We are talking about the flight deck. 
The gentleman talks about the space that 
is available to work on an aircraft car
rier. It is about the same for each ship 
type. We do not have as much fuel for 
aviation, but then that is not the issue. 

Mr. FAZIO. Equal numbers of cata
pults. Equal numbers of elevators. 

Mr. LLOYD. Yes. But the fact remains 
that in operating that catapult you even 
have to break down if you are operating 
heavily because you might have to take a 
boiler off the line to operate the steam 

catapults on a conventional type. There 
are a lot of little nuances that go into it. 

Mr. FAZIO. If the gentleman will yield 
further, a lot of little nuances amount
ing to a billion dollars are really some
thing that this committee should take 
into consideration. 

Mr. LLOYD. In response to the gentle
mzn, I am saying in the nuances the 
gentleman is talking about, he is simply 
not bringing out the facts of this case. 
He is simply trying to add apples and 
oranges. This is entirely a different ves
sel. This is entirely different even in its 
method of operation. As a matter of fact, 
if the gentleman wants to know the 
truth, the Russians are now seriously 
considering building a nuclear carrier. 
They are not doing that just because we 
have nuclear carriers: they are doing 
that because they think it is the best. 

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

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

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. I want to commend 
the gentleman for his statement. He has 
hit the nail right on the head. It appears 
to me that the choice is very simple. On 
the one hand we can build a very capa~le 
nuclear-powered carrier that will not 
rely on fossil fuels, that will cut down 
not only our costs but the use itself of 
petroleum products which are go~g to 
conttnue to be in short supply. On the 
other hand, we can select a conventional 
carrier that will cost more. 

In line with what the gentleman from 
California (Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON) was 
saying about Kennedy carriers, I think 
we should also avoid the temptation, to 
perhaps, substitute a Brown carrier that 
would be paddled, mostly on the left
hand side, with perhaps auxiliary-pow
ered wind machines, or something of 
that kind. 

I would hope that whatever carrier 
is constructed it would have an adequate 
rodent repellent system. 

Mr. LLOYD. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re

mainder of my time. 
Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words, and 
I rise in opposition to the amendment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Tht: Chair announces that pursuant 
to clause 2, rule XXIII, he will 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. 
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A 

quorum of the Committee of the Whole 
has not appeared. 

The Chair announces that a regular 
quorum call will now commence. 

Members who have not already re
sponded under the noticed quorum call 
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will have a minimum of 15 minutes to 
report their presence. The call will be 
taken by electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic 
device. 

The following Members responded to 
their nS~mes: 

[Roll No. 464) 
Abd.nor Downey Kazen 
Addabbo Duncan, Oreg. Kelly 
Akaka Duncan, Tenn. Kemp 
Albosta Early KUd~e 
Alexander Eckhardt Kindnoess 
Ambro Edgar Kogovsek 
Anderson, Edwards, C11Uf. Kostmayer 

09.11!. Edwards, OKla. Kramer 
Andrews, Emery La.Falce 

N. Dak. English Lagomarsino 
Annun.zlo Erdahl Latta 
Anthony Erlenborn Leach, Iowa 
Archer Ertel Lee.ch, La. 
Ashbrook Evans, Del. Leath, Tex. 
Aspln EV'ans, Ga. Lederer 
Atkinson Evans, Ind. Lee 
AuCoin Fary Lehman 
Badham Fascell iLeland 
Bafalis Fazio Lent 
Bailey FeiliWick Levitas 
Baldus Ferraro Lewis 
Barnard Findley L1 vlngston 
Barnes Fl.sh Lloyd 
Bauman Fisher Loemer 
Beard, R.I. Fithian Long, La. 
Beard, Tenn. Flippo Lott 
&dell Florio Lowry 
Beilenson Ford, Tenn. Lujan 
Benjamin Forsythe Lungren 
Bennett Fountain McCloskey 
Bereuter Fowler McCormack 
Bethune Frenzel McDade 
Bevill Garcia McEwen 
Biaggi Gaydos McHugh 
Bingham Gephardt McKay 
Blanchard Gl.a.lmo McKinney 
Boggs Gibbons Madigan 
Boland Gilman Maguire 
Bolling Gingrich Ma.rkey 
Boner Ginn Marks 
Bon1or Glickman Mlarlenee 
Banker Goldwater Marriott 
Bouquard Gonzalez Martin 
Breaux Gore Mathis 
Brinkley Gradlson Matsui 
Brodhead Gramm Mattox 
Brooks Grassley Mavroules 
Broomfield Gray Mazzoll 
Brown, Calif. Green Mica 
Brown, Ohio Grisham Michel 
BroyhUl Guarini Mikulski 
Burgener Gudger Mikva 
Burlison Guyer Miller, Calif. 
Burton, John Hall, Ohio Miller, Ohio 
Burton, Phillip Hall, Tex. Mineta 
Butler Hamilton Minish 
Byron Hammer- Mitchell, N.Y. 
Campbell schmidt Moakley 
Carllley Hance Mollohan 
Carr Hanley Montgomery 
Oavanaugh Hansen Moore 
Chappell Harklin Moorhead, 
Cheney Harris Calif. 
Clausen Hawkins Mottl 
Cleveland Hefner Murphy, lll. 
Clinger Hettel Murphy, N.Y. 
Ooelho Hightower Murphy, Pa. 
Ooleman Hillis Murtha 
Colllns, Tex. Hinson Myers, Ind. 
Conable Holland Myers, Pa. 
Conte Hollenbeck NaJtcher 
Corcoran Holt Neal 
Connan Holtzman Nedzl 
Cotter Hopkins Nelson 
Coughlin Horton Nichols 
Courter Howa.rd Nowak 
Cran~. Daniel Hubbard O'Brien 
Daniel , Dan Hughes Oakar 
Daniel, R. w. Hutto Oberstar 
Danielson Hyde Obey 
Dannemeyer !chord Panetta 
Daschle Ireland Pashayan 
Davis, Mich. Jacobs Patten 
Dellu.ms Jeffords Patterson 
Derrick Jeffries Paul 
Devine Jenkins Pease 
Dtcktnson Jenrette Perkins 
D icks Johnson. Calif. Petri 
Dingell Johnson, Colo. Peyser 
Donnelly Jones, Okla. Pickle 
Dornan Jones, Tenn. Price 
Daugherty Kastenmeier Pritchard 

Pursell Shumway 
Quayle S!.mon 
Qu11len Skelton 
Rahall Slack 
Railsback Smith, Iowa 
Rangel Smith, Nebr. 
Ratchford Snowe 
Regula Snyder 
Rhodes Sola.rz 
Richmond Solomon 
Rinaldo Spellman 
Ritter Spence 
Roberts St Germain 
Robinson Stack 
Rodino Staggers 
Roe Stangeland 
Rose Stanton 
Roth Stenholm 
Rousselot Stewart 
Royer Stockman 
Rudel Stokes 
Russo Stratton 
Sabo Studds 
Satterfield Stump 
Sawyer Swift 
Schroeder Sy~ 
Schulze Synar 
Sebelius Tauke 
Seiberling Taylor 
Sensenbrenner Thomas 
Shannon Thompson 
Sha.rp Traxler 
Shelby Trible 
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Ullman 
Van1k 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
WaX!IIlan 
Weaver 
Weiss 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitl~y 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams, Mont. 
Wllllams, Ohio 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, C. H. 
Wilson, Tex. 
Wolpe 
Wrtghlt 
Wya.tt 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Mo. 
Zablocki 
Zeferettl 

The CHAmMAN pro tempore. Three 
hundred and sixty-nine Members have 
answered to their names, a quorum 1s 
present, and the Committee w111 resume 
its business. 

The gentleman from Virginia <Mr. 
TRIBLE) , a member of the committee, is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TRIDLE. Mr. Chairman, let me 
.say to my colleagues that once again 
the issue before us is the question of one 
additional carrier for our Navy. 

Specifically, an amendment has been 
proposed by our colleague, the gentle
man from California <Mr. FAZio), that 
would substitute a nonnuclear Kennedy
class carrier for the nuclear carrier au
thorized by the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not the time for 
extended debate. This issue has been 
discussed at great length in this House. 
Rather, it is my purpose this morning to 
set this debate in perspective and sum
marize the issues for my colleagues. 

The carrier debate today is far dttrer
ent than it was in the 95th Congress. 
Today all parties agree that we need at 
least one additional carrier for our Navy. 
The President, the Pentagon, the Com
mittee on Armed Services, and the Com
mittee on Appropriations unanimously 
agree that we need at least one addi
tional carrier in order for this Nation 
to meet its minimum force requirements 
throughout the world. 

The question then becomes: What 
kind of a carrier do we procure? There 
are three choices: A repeat Nimitz-class 
nuclear carrier; a nonnuclear large-deck 
Kennedy-class carrier; or a smaller non
nuclear ship that I call affectionately the 
Carter carrier. 

Now, there are certain points on which 
there is little disagreement. First of all, 
everyone will concede that the nuclear 
carrier is more capable and more sur
vivable. What questions, then, must be 
resolved here today? 

My esteemed colleague, the gentleman 
from California <Mr. FAZIO), suggests, in 
supporting his amendment to substitute 

a nonnuclear Kennedy-class carrier, 
two arguments: First, that it 1s more 
cost effective to buy the nonnuclear 
Kennedy-class carrier; and second, that 
as a matter of tactics this is the best way 
to procure a vital ship for our Navy. 

I would like to respond to ·those ques
tion.s. First of all, I will say to my col
leagues that with regard to the matter 
of cost, the CVN, the nuclear carrier, is 
cheaper to build and procure than the 
nonnuclear carrier. The decisive point 
in the coot computation.s is the cost of 
procuring and transporting the fuel oil 
necessary to propel the nonnuclear car
rier. 

When we buy a nuclear carrier, we buy 
nuclear propulsion for 15 years. There
fore, if we are to accurately compare the 
cost of the nuclear carrier with that of 
the nonnuclear carrier, we have to fac
tor in the cost of procuring and storing 
and tran.sporting fuel oil for the period 
of those 15 years. 

I have done that on the chart to my 
left, and I would ask my colleagues to 
look at these figures. 

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

Mr. TRIBLE. I will be happy to yield 
in just a moment, but I will ask the gen
tleman to please let me complete this 
summary of coots first. 

The Kennedy-class carrier is in the 
column on my far left. The estimated 
cost of construction of the Kennedy car
rier is $1.8 billion. The cost of procur
ing, storing, and delivering the fuel oil, at 
current costs, at today's prices, would be 
$570 million for that 15-year period. That 
means the total price of procuring and 
propelling that nonnuclear Kennedy
class carrier would be $2.385 billion. 

Let us compare that to the cost of the 
nuclear Nimitz carrier. The total cost of 
that carrier, is $2.398 billion. To date 
this Congress, the House and the Senate, 
have appropriated and expended funds 
in the amount of $268.4 million. Those 
are dollars that are spent and gone and 
will be lost unless we dedicate those to 
the building of a nuclear carrier. 

So if we con.sider those appropriated 
funds we find that from this point on 
it would cost us $2.129 billion to build 
a nuclear carrier. That shows us very 
clearly thwt the nuclear carrier is less 
costly than the Kennedy carrier. 
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Indeed we can procure a nuclear car

rier for $556 million less than we could 
procure a Kennedy carrier. So the nu
clear carrier, I say to my colleagues, is a 
quarter of a billion dollars less expensive, 
based on the current cost of buying fuel 
oil for the nonnuclear Kennedy-class 
carrier. 

But let me hasten to add that we can
not realistically assume that today's 
price will hold constant in the days 
ahead. Indeed, it will not. OPEC will 
dramatically increase those costs. We 
know that well. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Virginia 
<Mr. TRIBLE) has expired. 

<Bv unanimous consent, Mr. TRIBLE 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

' 
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Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. Chairman, if we 

compute a 5-percent inflation increase 
each year over that 15-year period for 
the price of petroleum-and I would 
suggest that is an eminently fair and 
perhaps totally unrealistic figure-then 
the total cost of procuring and storing 
and transporting the fuel oil for the 
Kennedy carrier over the 15-year period 
would not be $570 million but it would 
be $1.2 billion. 

So the bottom line is this: If you will 
fairly look at the cost of a nuclear car
rier and compare that with the cost of 
procuring the nonnuclear carrier pro
posed by my colleague, the gentleman 
from California <Mr. FAZIO), and you add 
as you must necessarily do, the cost of 
procuring and storing and transporting . 
the incredibly expensive fuel oil to propel 
that nonnuclear ship, it becomes very 
clear that the nuclear ship is the best 
investment. 

In summary then, the nuclear ship is 
the most capable, the moot survivable, 
and the most cost-effective 8hip that we 
can procure, and it 1s vitally needed for 
our NavY. 

The additional point made by my col
league in favor of his Kennedy proposal 
is an argument that I made to olir com
mittee 6 months ago, and it was a tacti
cal argument. I recognized the need to 
procure an additional, large-deck carrier 
for our NavY. I reallzed full well that the 
President had seized on that nuclear car
rier as a symbol of all that was wasteful 
and unnecessary in Federal spending. 
I realized, therefore, that the President 
might very well veto the nuclear carrier 
once again and deny that vital ship to 
our NavY. As a matter of tactics, 6 
months ago I said, "Let us compromise. 
The Kennedy ship is a good ship. It is not 
as good as a nuclear shtp, but let us com
promise so that we can procure a ship for 
our NavY." 

But times have changed, I suggest to 
my colleagues. I do not believe that the 
President of the United States can veto 
any defense bill at this point in our his
tory. I do not believe that today he could 
veto a nuclear carrier, a ship that is so 
highly capable and so necessary to our 
national defense. At this time, when we 
recognize the relentless and substantt~J. 
increase in military strength of the So
viet Union, and we are debating as a 
nation the provisioiliS of a SALT treaty, 
no President can possibly veto a defense 
blll. 

For those reasons, I would sug!lec;t that 
the nuclear caTrier is the ship that we 
should buy. It is the better investmf.nt 
for us to ma.ke with our limited tax dol
lars and ft will better serve our national 
defense. Finally, as a matter of tactics, 
it is a shio t.hat we can procure. 

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

Mr. TR.mLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Cal1fomia. 

Mr. FAZIO. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point 
out one thing which may be somewhat 
misleading and some of the Members 
may, from the gentleman's presenta
tion, assume that the money which has 
already been appropriated for a nuclear 

carrier would be wasted. The gentleman 
has counted those dollars in order to 
reach the conclusion that the CVN 
would be cheaper. 

Mr. TRIBLE. Those dollars will be 
spent, if not used for the procurement of 
an additional nuclear carrier. 

Mr. FAZIO. They could very easily 
retrofit into other carriers that come in 
to drydock and need to have their fuel 
cells replaced. 

Mr. TRIBLE. The gentleman is ab
solutely right. Those dollars have been 
expended and nuclear parts have been 
procured. 

Mr. FAZIO. Absolutely. 
Mr. TRIBLE. They are now waiting for 

this Congress to have the courage to 
build another large nuclear carrier. But 
if we fail to take that action, those parts 
will be used ultimately as replacement 
parts for our other existing nuclear 
carriers. 

Mr. FAZIO. I would not want the 
Members to think we would be wasting 
those dollars we have spent for those 
parts, the dollars that have been invested 
in them, if we did not vote for a Nimitz 
nuclear carrier. I think it is more im
portant that they realize that we can 
make a direct comparison on the initial 
cost of either of these ships, and it is 
indisputable that the Defense Depart
ment statistics indicate that it is a $477 
million savings on the up-front costs. 

Mr. TRIBLE. I will have to reclaim 
my time and suggest that there is no 
way anyone can seriously suggest that 
the Kennedy nonnuclear ship is a better 
bargain. The figures-and these are 
Navy fi.gures I present to the Mem
bers here today-are indisputable. I 
would urge my colleague if he can con
vince us that the Kennedy is a better 
bargain, that he take time to come into 
the well and do it. But the fact is that 
glib conclusions about cost forced by our 
general view that nuclear propulsion is 
very expensive simply do not hold water, 
in view of the dramatically increasing 
cost of petroleum that would be neces
sary to propel that nonnuclear carrier. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Virginia 
<Mr. TRIBLE) has again expired. 

<On request of Mr. DORNAN and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. TRIBLE was al
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min
utes.) 

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

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

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman made this case just as ef
fectively in the 95th Congress, but now 
I believe the gentleman's figures are 
even more critical, if that is possible, be
cause of the fuel crisis that the gentle
man mentioned. 

I would like to ask my colleague from 
California if he accepts these figures, 
and if we do accept the point that he 
brought out, that the nuclear parts are 
transferable as spares, then that would 
change the cost saving from a quarter 
of a billion dollars to $12 million more, 
only $12 million more for the nuclear 
carrier. And that, to me, is an incredible 

bargain, given the nuclear capabiMty 
over the petroleum prices. 

So I would like to ask my colleague 
from California, does the gentleman ac
cept those figures? 

Mr. FAZIO. If the gentleman will yield, 
I have not had an opportunity to view 
those figures. The gentleme.n from Vir
ginia <Mr. TRIBLE) presen·,ed them on 
the floor after I made my initial pres
entation. I am standing by the statistics 
that I presented prior to the quorum, 
which indicate that it is a $1 billion sav
ing over the life of the ship and an ini
tial $400 million saving because of the 
cost of the nuclear fuel. 

I will admit that, even though we have 
a $52-per-barrel cost factored in here 
for acquisition, storage and disposal, 
fueling of the fleet, the carrier, we really 
do not, I think, reach a conclusion that 
nuclear fuel will not increase as well. 

We have had talk about nuclear cartels 
in the world. Who knows, 20 years from 
now we may be as worried about them as 
we have been about OPEC. So I am not 
particularly willing to look too far down 
the road in estimating relative fuel costs. 

Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. Chairman, I will 
simply respond to that point by saying 
that in procuring the nuclear carrier, 
we will be paying on a one-time basis 
the total-cost for nuclear propulsion for 
15 years. 

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

Mr. TRIBLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, that is for 
15 years. The $570 million, is that just 
fuel for 15 years, or is that fuel for the 
life cycle, 30 years? 

l\fr. TRIBLE. That is the fuel price for 
the first 15 years. 

Mr. DICKS. So it is a pure comparison, 
that is the point I was making. 

Mr. TRIBLE. It is a pure comparison 
of the cost of those ships. 

Mr. DICKS. So the cost of procuring 
the Nimitz includes the cost of procuring 
the fuel? 

Mr. TRIBLE. Exactly. 
Mr. DICKS. Although the gentleman 

did not separate out the fuel cost, it is 
included in that? 

Mr. TRIBLE. Yes. The total procure
ment cost of the Nimitz nuclear carrier 
includes the cost for propulsion for 15 
years. If we are going to compare apples 
to apples and get a true cost comparison, 
then we must consider the price of pro
pelling the nonnuclear carrier. That is 
what I have endeavored to do here with 
statistics offered by the Navy Depart
ment. 

Mr. DICKS. The point I was trving to 
make is: It is not a 30-year figure? 

Mr. TRffiLE. This is a 15-year figure. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

time of the gentleman from Virginia 
<Mr. TRIBLE) has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. DOUGHERTY and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. TRIBLE was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

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

Mr. TRIBLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 
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Mr. DOUGHERTY. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, as a followup to the 
question of the gentleman from Cali
fornia. <Mr. DoRNAN), is it not true that 
the nuclear-powered carrier would be 
cheaper, even cheaper, taking in that 
$13 million difference the gentleman's 
chart shows, dropping out the cost of 
spare parts? If the gentleman projects a 
5-percent inflation growth over that 15-
year period, what would the Kennedy
class carrier cost? 

Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. Chairman, this is 
an important question. I think that 5-
percent increase per year is a very 
reasonable one. Indeed, it is a very con
servative estimate. The cost of procur
ing and storing and transporting the 
fuel oil for the 15-year period with a 
5-percent annual inflation increase will 
be $1.2 billion; $1.2 billion instead of the 
$570 million figure which is based on 
today's rates. 

So what we are saying is this: The 
figures show clearly that the cost of the 
Kennedy-class carrier is more today. 
But when one looks into the future, it 
will be dramatically more expensive 
than the nuclear ship, which is also more 
capable and more survivable. 

Mr. DOUGHERTY. To be specific, 
what the gentleman is saying is that if 
you have 5-percent inflation growth 
over 15 years, the Kennedy-class carrier 
is going to cost $3 billion, the Nimitz 
class, even if we drop out the spare 
parts, will cost $2.4 billion. So in effect, 
with a. 5-percent inflation factor, the 
nuclear carrier would be $600 million 
cheaper than the Kennedy-class carrier? 

Mr. TRIBLE. That is exactly correct. 
Mr. DOUGHERTY. Mr. Chairman, I 

would like to associate myself with the 
comments of the gentleman in the well. 

Mr. TRIBLE. I thank the gentleman 
for making that point. 

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

Mr. TRIBLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make 
one comment on the point that was 
made here a moment ago in this dis
cussion, and that is about the avail
ability or the price of uranium. 

D 1200 
Is it not correct that the gentleman's 

figures assume the original loading of 
the carrier with fuel, which would last 
for a number of years? Is that not 
correct? 

Mr. TRIBLE. No. Those figures in
clude the cost of the core and also the 
fuel installation and refueling as well 
as for the 15-year period. 

Mr. McCORMACK. All of the fuel 
for the 15-year period? 

Mr. TRIBLE. Yes, Mr. MCCORMACK 
I want to make that r.oint. I think it 
is important to understand that the 
administration claims we have 2.4 mil
lion tons of uranium in the United 
States. I think that figure is optimistic. 
There is obviously ample fuel for air-
craft carriers. 

The more important point is the total 
price of uranium is a very, very small 
portion even of the cost of the nuclear 
propulsion part of the ship, and dou
bling the price of the uranium. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. TRIBLE) has expired. 

<At the reauest of Mr. McCORMACK 
and by unanilnous consent, Mr. TRIBLE 
was allowed to proceed for 30 additional 
seconds.) 

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

Mr. TRIBLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Even doubling of 
the price of uranium would have prac
tically no effect at all, measurable effect 
at all, on the cost of the aircraft carrier 
and its fuel. 

Mr. TRIBLE. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

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

Mr. TRIBLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

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

I want to commend the gentleman. 
It is one of the best explanations, best 
analysis, I think we h'3.ve had in the 
com~arison of the two ships. 

It is unthinkable to me that anybody 
who has examined the two cases, that 
they could opt for the Kennedy-class 
ship. I want to comm~nd the gentleman. 

Mr. TRIBLE. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not blame the 
gentleman from California <Mr. FAzio) 
for being a little bit confused in this par
ticular matter of a carrier for the NavY, 
as a new member of the Committee on 
Armed Services, because when we started 
out in the spring of this year, the chair
man of the subcommittee was pushing 
for a CVV-that is the midget carrier
which the administration wanted. 

The gentleman from V1.rginia <Mr. 
TRIBLE), who has just made this very 
eloquent proposal here, was pushing for 
a Kennedy-class carrier, and I was the 
only member of the subcommittee, I 
think, who still stuck to the guns of the 
1978 and insisted on a nuclear carrier. 
We had a tough job getting a majority 
on that subcommittee. I might add, for 
the nuclear carrier. 

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

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I never supported the CVV at any time. 
I wanted the nuclear carrier or at least 
the Kennedy-class carrier and always 
preferred the nuclear carrier-! voted !or 
the nuclear carrier. 

Mr. STRATTON. I think, if I was in 
error, I stand corrected. 

Mr. BENNETT. The record speaks for 
itself. I never spoke for that. 

Mr. STRA'ITON. I did get the impres-

sion the gentleman was supporting the 
administration. 

Mr. BENNETT. That is not the case. 
Mr. STRATTON. I accept the gentle

man's statement. 
In any case, I think this confusion 

demonstrates one of the flaws of our 
defense policy over the past year or so, 
because there has been so much confu
sion. The administration, with or with
out the support of the gentleman from 
Florida <Mr. BENNE'IT) -and I certainly 
accept his statement-the administra
tion has been trying to buy things in 
defense on the cheap for a long time 
and never mind the quality and never 
mind the performance. 

They came up with the fantastic idea 
that if we had a lot of small carriers, 
they would do much better than several 
big carriers with increased fuel capacity. 
That concept was the CVV. CV stands 
for carrier, and the last V stands for 
vertical landing and takeoff, a. capability 
which we do not even have in the NavY 
and probably will never have. Yet, that 
was the type of carrier that the admin
istration wanted, because it cost a. lot 
less. That was the theory of the Office 
of Management and Budget. 

Those of us on the committee who have 
been around for a while and knew the 
score, certainly believed-and that in
cluded, I think, almost every member of 
the committe~that the nuclear carrier 
was obviously the best and could obvi
ously do the job best. We pushed for 1t, 
although some people said, "Well, you 
just cannot get a nuclear carrier, because 
the President is going to veto it, and 
therefore we ought to get some kind of a 
carrier and why jeopardize it by going 
for the best?" 

The uniformed personnel in the NavY, 
who, of course, have been tyrannized by 
this idea that if they open their mouths 
before Congress too much, they are going 
to end up in retirement like General 
Singlaub, tried to steer a safe middle 
course by saying: 

Well, of course, the CVV is a. great carrier, 
but 1f you fellows want to force something 
down our throats, we will let you force down 
the Kennedy-class carrier, which is a. great 
carrier. 

It bears a distinguished name, particu
larly at this time of the season, and the 
only trouble is that it is hopelessly out
of-date and was hopelessly out-of-date 
when it was built, because in a nuclear 
age, it was an oil-fired -carrier. 

It is, I think, the recognition that this 
kind of confusion has characterized the 
Defense Department for all too many 
months, that finally led the Senate of the 
United States to the position that they 
have taken, that if we hope to try to com
pete with the Soviet Union, whether it 
be in terms of nuclear power or anything 
else, we have got to stop this business 
of trying to buy the cheapest trinkets on 
the store floor and instead must increase 
our defense budget by 3 percent or even 
5 percent. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. STRATTON) has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. STRATTON 

' 



September 13, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 24433 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. STRATTON. We have got to stop 
this effort to buy on the cheap. We have 
got to restore at least 5 percent, or 4 
percent, or 3 percent to our national de
fense budget. Already the President has 
insisted on a 3 percent increase. 

This, hopefully, is the change in atmos
phere that the gentleman from Virginia 
<Mr. TRIBLE), was talking about a mo
ment ago. 

If there is such a change of atmos
phere, and I still am a little cautious as 
far as this House is concerned, partic
ularly after what happened yesterday, I 
would like to list four reasons why I 
think the nuclear carrier, is the only way 
that we should go. 

First of all, the nuclear carrier repre
sents one of the few areas where the 
United States of America· clearly has a 
technological lead over the Soviet Union. 
The technological lead has been slipping, 
but we do not possess it in many fields, 
but we do possess it in some. The nuclear 
carrier is the one edge we have over 
the Soviet Union when it comes to naval 
power. 

Unfortunately, the administration, in 
its last couple of years, has been uni
laterally eliminating many of these tech
nological edges that we have had over 
the Soviet Union, like the B-1, the neu
tron bomb and the nuclear carrier. But 
if we assume there has come some real 
change of heart, and apparently there 
has, this is one item we ought to put back 
in; and we have a much better chance of 
reviving the nuclear carrier than we 
have, unfortunately, of reviving the B-1. 

The second point is that we have been 
told that if carriers, nuclear carriers, 
were so darn good, why do not the Rus
sians have one? Well, as has already been 
indicated, the Russians do have. They 
are embarking now on building a nuclear 
carrier. 

I am also told, by the way, that since 
they know that we do not want to use 
the B-1, they are building their own B-1. 
Do you worry about the Backfire bomber? 
They are going to have their own B-1 too. 
We did not want it, so the Russians are 
going to have it. 
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I do not think we ought to let the 

Russians get ahead of us in nuclear car
riers and we ought, therefore, to make 
sure that our nuclear carrier is in the 
fleet and that it will continue to provide 
us with an edge over the Soviets. 

The third point is that with the recent 
upheaveals in the Middle Eas~. we have 
begun to recognize that we have a very 
important military responsibUity in the 
Middle East to protect our oil lifeline, to 
protect Israel and also other states that 
are associated with us, and that current
ly control the oil wells, like Saudi Arabia, 
Kuwait and the others. Even the Secre
tary of Defense has admitted that we 
need a new military presence in the In
dian Ocean area to protect these very 
strategic areas. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from New York 
has expired. 

<By unanimous consent Mr. STRATTON 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. STRATTON. The Indian Ocean, if 
anyone has looked at a map lately, the 
Indian Ocean is a heck of a large place. 
We have only one U.S. installation in all 
of that Indian Ocean area. Unfortunate
ly we had an opportunity to get another 
one but so far we have not taken it. 
That one installation, Diego Garcia, is 
right in the middle of the Indian Ocean; 
and if there were ever a place where we 
needed a carrier that could proceed from 
point A to point B, 5,000 miles away, 
without having to worry about keeping 
its speed low so as not to run out of fuel, 
the Indian Ocean is it. If we are to put a 
task force in the Indian Ocean, then we 
must have a nuclear carrier as a part of 
that task force. At the present time we 
simply do not have enough nuclear car
riers to station one nuclear carrier per
manently and steadily in the Indian 
Ocean. 

If we had a Kennedy-class carrier that 
was in Bangkok, and suddenly the Rus
sians moved in on Saudi Arabia, and 
President Carter ordered that carrier to 
proceed immediately to Saudi Arabia, 
they would have to limp along for a cou
ple of weeks, with oilers following after 
them, to get there. And by then it would 
be too late. 

So, we need the nuclear carrier to meet 
our responsibilities in the Indian Ocean. 

Finally, is the point that Mr. TRIBLE 
has already made so very dramatically, 
that with the increasing cost of oil, going 
up as it is, the lifetime cost of fueling a 
Kennedy-class carrier would be much 
greater than the lifetime cost of fueling 
a nuclear carrier. And let us not forget 
what the President has told us, that in 
every conceivable way we ought not be 
using oil, we ought to be conserving oil, 
and we ought to be substituting some 
other source of supply. I believe we ought 
to follow that advice from the President's 
energy message. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from New York 
has again expired. 

<At the request of Mr. SoLOMON and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. STRATTON was 

. allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

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

Mr. STRATTON. I am glad to yield to 
my colleague from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I just want to commend the 
gentleman and I want to associate my
self with his remarks. The gentleman 
from New York is the third ranking 
member on the Armed Services Commit
tee and he is one of the most highly re
spected and informed members of that 
committee. I want to thank him for 
clarifying the confusion on this issue 
along with Congressman TRIBLE, who 
has done an outstanding job. I want to 
associate myself with the remarks of the 
gentleman. 

Mr. STRATTON. I thank the gentle
man very heartily for his most generous 
remarks. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, as the ranking member 
of the Seapower and Strategic and Criti
cal Materials Subcommittee, I have al
ways been in favor of the nuclear carrier 
over the conventional carrier. 

Think with me for 1 minute about a 
cartoon that I saw not long ago in a 
newspaper. If you have had to stand in 
line for gasoline, or your constituents 
have had to stand in line for gasoline, 
you might be more sympathetic. This 
cartoon depicted a lineup of four con
ventionally powered aircraft carriers 
standing in line at sea waiting in turn 
to get gasoline from a pump. I do not 
think I could better express the problem 
we have confronting us today. 

Even though people may have to stand 
in line with automobiles to get gasolme, 
somehow or another we can work it out. 
In time of war, aircraft carriers simply 
cannot stand in line for their !uel oil. 

We have heard all kinds of cost figures 
being thrown around here today. Even if 
one concedes the initial cost of a nuclear 
carrier as being more than the conven
tionally powered carrier, it is still more 
cost-effective over the life' of the ship. 
If we consider the life-cycle cost of the 
carrier, the 30- or 35-year life-cycle cost 
rather than the 15-year cost for one 
core, we find that the cost of two nuclear
core propulsion systems which will carry 
a nuclear carrier over its entire lifetime, 
will cost $390 million. Incidentally, we 
have already bought one of these nu
clear-propulsion systems. If we count 
the life-cycle cost of fuel for a conven
tional carrier, 22 million barrels of oil, 
the cost will be $1.14 billion, if we can 
get the fuel oil at any price in the future. 
Here alone we have a savings of $700 
million if we buy the nuclear carrier. 

In addition to that saving, people for
get that we have to add in the cost of the 
tankers which must supply this carrier 
for 30 or 35 years, plus the men required 
to run these tankers. And we are short 
in supply of tankers right now. 

In addition to that, other replenish
ment ships will have to be provided with 
the men to run those ships, in order to 
replenish the conventional carrier. The 
nuclear carrier can carry more of the 
stores, more of the aviation fuel and 
those kinds of things necessary to sus
tain the carrier for a longer period of 
time since they do not need this extra 
space for fuel oil. Therefore, it does not 
require replenishment as often. 

Also, we must consider the additional 
capability of a nuclear carrier. The con
ventional carrier has to refuel every 
3 or 4 days. If the tanker can obtain the 
necessary fuel oil and find its way safely 
to where the carrier is, that is one thing. 
If the tanker never gets there, the air
craft carrier is dead in the water, cannot 
even operate, cannot fly airplanes. It is 
just dead in the water. 

The conventional carrier has to with
draw from battle every couple of days to 
refuel. When competing with a nuclear 
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carrier in a battle, the issue can be 
forced, the conventional carrier is on the 
ropes, she cannot withdraw to refuel, and 
can be sunk at will. 

I want to say one more thing about 
the fact that the additional ammunition 
and the additional aviation fuel that can 
be carried on the nuclear carrier, is con
tained in storage spaces situated below 
the water line and, therefore, makes the 
nuclear carrier more capable and less 
vulnerable. 

The Defense Subcommittee of the 
House Appropriations Committee has 
voted for the nuclear carrier. The Con
gressional Budget Offi.ce has also been in 
favor of the nuclear carrier. 

Two studies by this administration, 
Sea Plan 2000, and the sea-based plat
form assessment study have also come 
out in favor of the nuclear carrier. Even 
former Secretary McNamara chose the 
nuclear carrier over the nonnuclear car
rier. 

Even the Russians are reportedly going 
to 'build a nuclear carrier. I will quote 
Admiral Stalbo who says that the nu
clear carrier is good for all missions in a 
nuclear war; and that the total opera
tional cost of the nuclear carrier is less 
than the conventional carrier. He gave 
the example of the U.S.S. Enterprise on 
a round-the-world voyage returning to 
port with more aviation fuel on board 
than the conventional carrier has when 
it leaves port. 

If some of our colleagues do not believe 
us, maybe they will believe the Russians. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to first 
state where we are at the moment. In 
the President's fiscal year 1980 military 
budget he asked for a CVV, a small air
craft carrier. The Armed Services Com
mittee in its deliberations decided to 
delete the small aircraft carrier and put 
in a large nuclear aircraft carrier, and 
that is what has been brought to the 
floor of Congress. 
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My distinguished colleague from Cali

fornia <Mr. FAZIO) in his amendment is 
attempting to substitute for this super 
nuclear carrier a super nonnuclear car
rier, and that is where we are; so that 
the committee itself disagreed with the 
President's assertion that we need a 
small carrier. My distinguished colleague 
from California is suggesting that we do 
not need a nuclear carrier, but we need 
a large super carrier, so the amendment 
says, "Let us have a large nonnuclear 
carrier." 

In the few moments I have before the 
Members, I would like to comment briefly 
with respect to my thoughts about a 
super carrier; and second, to address 
myself to the issue of the lifetime cost, 
specifically of the super nuclear carrier. 
A number of my colleagues who have 
preceded me in the well have spoken 
to the lifetime fuel cost. but that is a 
very small aspect of the incredible cost. 
The figures that I will use are figures that 
have been confirmed by the Defense In
formation Agency and by research from 
the Library of Congress. 

To the question of the super carrier 
this is my assertions, Mr. Chairman and 
members of the .committee: That the 
Navy must be weaned from these large 
super carriers. U.S. naval policy, In my 
estimation, is based on yesterday's wars, 
not today's realities and the realities of 
the future. It is not rational in my esti
mation to expect widespread and ex
tended conventional surface warfare 
with the Soviet Navy. I think that is an 
absolute flight into fantasy. 

The cutting edge in any future global 
conflict will be submarines, not giant 
aircraft carriers as sitting ducks on the 
high seas. If we indeed eliminate our 
outmoded carrier orientation, the Navy 
would have more than enough capacity 
for a very significant mission, and that is 
maintaining our sealanes to Europe. 

The administration and the Navy 
leadership, in my estimation, must ham
mer out some new policy on the issue of 
naval air. New warships must be 
designed to cope with long-term changes 
occurring in naval weaponry, particular
ly the development of long-range anti
ship cruise missiles. That is something 
that we have to address. This gung ho, 
tenacious clinging to this nuclear suoer 
carrier in no way addresses that reality. 

Now, I would like to turn my remarks 
to the issue of lifetime cost. On yester
day I made an assertion that 99.44 per
cent of the American people have no 
idea of the incredible magnitude of the 
economics of modern warfare, and for a 
'few moments I would like to dramatize 
what that means in terms of this super 
nuclear carrier. We must remember that 
the $2.1 billion construction cost is only 
the beginning-$2.1 billion. In a $500-
some odd billion budget, what is $2.1 
billion? 

The point I am going to make to the 
Members is, that is only the beginning. 
In rather round terms, the aircraft car
rier costs us, not just $2.1 billion to 
build a modern Nimitz-class nuclear 
carrier, but another $4.1 billion for the 
15-year life cycle of its complement of 
approximately 90 aircraft of various 
types, most of them designed to defend 
the carrier itself. Now. we have to double 
that figure because the lifetime of the 
carrier is approximately 35 years. The 
lifetime of those 90 airplanes is only 15 
years. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
BREAUx) . The time of the gentleman 
from California has expired. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 
additional Ininutes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from California? 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, I will not object, but 
I would like to have an opportunity to 
make a unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the distin
guished chairman. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tilinois? 

Mr. EMERY. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I amend 

that request and make it 1 o'clock. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

unanimous-consent request is that all 
debate on this amendment and all 
amendments thereto end at 1 o'clock. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from illinois? 

Mr. BURLISON. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, I am very 
reluctant to object but I want to observe 
that only members of the committee 
have spoken at this point, and it is ob
vious that there are a number of other 
Members who would like to be heard on 
the issue. 

Mr. PRICE. I hope the members of the 
cominittee would cooperate and make it 
possible for other Members to address 
themselves on the amendment. 

Mr. BURLTSON. Unless the distin
guished chairman is withdrawing the 
request, I would object. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Objec
tion is heard. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw 
the request. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the reQuest of the gentleman 
from California <Mr. DELLUMS) to pro
ceed for an additional 5 minutes? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. Chairman, I indicated that it is 

not just $2.1 billion for the construction 
cost, but $4.1 billion over the 15-year life 
span of the 90 various aircraft. It is dou
ble that figure because the lifetime of an 
aircraft carrier is 35 years. Now, there 
will be an additional $3 billion for about 
six escort ships, which without the car
rier task force could be used elsewhere. 
Now, some people challenge the $3 bil
lion for the six escort ships on the ground 
that a nuclear carrier may not need six 
ships. I am willing to give the $3 billion 
back, and we will get to that when we 
get to my final estimation. 

There is another $1.5 billion for re
plenishment vessels and support ships, 
and perhaps at least $1.5 bi1lion more for 
a carrier's share of shore facilities. When 
they have to be overhauled, each carrier 
is billed for that $1.5 billion. 

The total is now over $16 billion just 
to buy this hardware. If we add some 
$22.6 billion-$22.6 billion-to operate 
this nuclear carrier over the lifetime of a 
nuclear carrier, we come to the figure of 
$38.6 billion that the American people 
are committed to pay over the 35 years 
of a nuclear aircraft carrier that started 
off as a $2.1 billion obscure item in a 
$100-some odd billion military budget. 

Now, that is not all. For each carrier 
task force on line-that is, out on the 
sea on active duty-we have to allow for 
two more in the rear. That has been 
checked out by the NaVY. That is one in 
reserve and one tn overhaul. So, the 
grand total to sustain one carrier task 
force forward over its lifetime is well 
over $100 billion, just to keep one carrier 
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floating on the high seas, one in reserve, 
one in overhaul. These figures, as I said. 
have been verified by the Defense Infor
mation Agency and the Library of Con
gress. It will cost the American people 
well over $100 billion. 

I will give you the $3 billion back for 
the six escort ships, and grant that per
haJPS a nuclear carrier does not need six 
ships. That is still a hundred billion dol
lars for a 35-year period. If that is not 
shocking enough, we must refiect on what 
this $100 billion is able to give us in terms 
of ability to project at sea or at some dis
tant shore. That is about 35 attack sor
ties a day. That is 35 individual fiights 
carrying perhaps 6 tons of bombs, and 
even that presumes that each will fiy its 
mission to the target, hit its target, and 
returns safely. We are not talking about 
fat, inefficiency, goldplating, or mal
feasance. What I am trying to assert 
here is about something much more basic, 
much more intractable than that. 

0 1230 
What I am talking about is the in

credible level of economics of modern 
warfare that we are not dealing with on 
the fioor of this Congress. That 1s the 
most, 35 sorties, that we are going to get 
for $100 billion that we are committing 
the American people to over the next 35 
years. I do not think that we need it. I 
think that this 1s an incredible amount 
of money. No. 2, the day of the super
carrier is over. That is yesterday's war. 
I appreciate my colleague's offering an 
amendment to get us out of the restraint 
of this new nuclear carrier, but I would 
simply suggest that by replacing it with 
a big nonnuclear carrier also does not 
address many of these long-term costs, 
and it certainly does not deal with the 
implication of supercarriers being rem
nants of yesterday's war. 

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

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

Mr. CARR. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. I thank the gentleman for his 
statement, and I would like to associate 
myself with his remarks. I think the last 
thing he sa.id is even pertinent to those 
who are in favor of sea-based air in the 
future. If we invest in a Nimitz-class 
carrier or a Kennedy-class carrier, we 
are investing in the past. We are not 
investing in new technology. We are not 
investing in the wave of the future. If 
you favor se:1.-based air, everyone on 
this committee knows that while we are 
not exactly there, we do know that we 
are going to be going to V/STOL aircraft 
with large thrust-to-weight ratios. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. CARR, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. DELLUMS was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.> 

Mr. CARR. If the gentleman would 
yield further, we know that we are going 
to go to aircraft, light aircraft. with 
composite materials and high thrust
weight ratios, and that the entire look 
of the air fieet at sea is going to be a lot 
di1ferent. Yet we are making a mitStake 
by committing all of this money to ships 

af the ·past ·which have a 35-year-plus 
life. That means we are committing our
selves and we are digging ourselves into 
a hole and making sure that we are not 
even going to grow with the new tech
nology that is coming down the line. So 
this is a terrible waste of money. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gentleman 
for his remarks. 

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

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

Mr. LLOYD. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. I would just like to respond to 
the comment of my good friend, the gen
tleman from Michigan <Mr. CARR) on 
V/STOL aircraft. That we are consider
ing it is certainly true, but that the tech
nology is here presently being encoun
tered, even considering the AV-8B, is 
simply not true. It is not a viable weap
ons system ongoing in application on air
craft carriers where they have tried it. 
It just simply will not work as a total 
system. 

Mr. CARR. If the gentleman from Cal
ifornia will yield, I completely agree with 
my friend, the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. LLOYD). The only point I 
am making 1s that we are not that far 
away from something that is a reality, 
and we are certainly not 35 years away. 
So what we are buying here is not really 
a 35-year aircraft carrier; we are buy
ing an aircraft carrier which will last 35 
years, which will not have currency, that 
is, appropriate technology for more than 
10 years. I think that we can afford the 
risk to wait to build the aircraft carrier 
to fit the need. We are not here to justify 
the aircraft carrier. What we are trying 
to do is figure out a way to get reasonable 
sea-based air out there. 

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

Mr. DELLUMS. In the interest of this 
stimulating colloquy, I will certainly yield 
to my colleague, the gentleman from Cal
ifornia. 

Mr. LLOYD. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. I would remind my good friend, 
the gentleman from Michigan <Mr. CARR) 
that the technology that we are dealing 
with is not V/STOL aircraft. We are 
dealing with the F-14. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. LLOYD, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. DELLUMS was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional min
ute.) 

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

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

Mr. LLOYD. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

The point I am trying to make is that 
we are dealing with F-18's, the F-14's, 
and with that type of aircraft that goes 
out beyond the year 2000. No matter 
what we do in the V/STOL area, we still 
have to operate these aircraft, and if you 
operate an F-14, you simply must have 
the big carrier. There 1s simply no other 
way to do it. 

Mr. ROBERT W. DANIEL, JR. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

' Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERT W. DANIEL, JR. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I would just like not to let this figure 
of 35 sorties a day slip by unchallenged, 
because the Navy has told me that the 
average number of sorties per day in a 
wartime scenario from such a carrier 
would be 120 sorties a day-probably 
more. Of these 120 sorti~s from that ship, 
90 would be attack-oriented. I think that 
this 35 figure is a highly unrealistic fig
ure. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank my colleague. 
I am simply dealing with figures that 
have been given to me that have been 
confirmed, whether it is 105 or 125 or 
135. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. DOUGHERTY, 
and by unanimous consent, Mr. DEL
LUMS was allowed to proceed for 2 addi
tional minutes.> 

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

Mr. DELLUMS. Let me just simply 
respond briefly first. I think that the 
basic thrust of my argument is that, No. 
1, the supercarriers are remnants of the 
past and that the Navy has to address 
the present and future in much more 
realistic terms. The second argument I 
am making is that it is a sham for us 
here to simply discuss $2.1 billion costs, 
or a few hundred million dollars on fuel 
costs. If we are really going to talk about 
the incredible cost of these weapons, 
then let us look at them over the 35-year 
period and say to the American people, 
"For this $2.1 billion you are committed 
to a hundred billion dollar expenditure 
over the next 35 years. Are you prepared 
to pay that?'' I do not think that they 
are justified. I have heard-and I have 
listened very carefully-the debate on 
the fioor of this Congress today and in 
our committees and last year when we 
debated this question. I do not think 
the justification is there. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. DOUGHERTY. I think the point 
I would like to make, in response to the 
gentleman's comments, is that he is try
ing to blame the carrier, or charge the 
costs against the carrier for the entire 
surface Navy. I think the gentleman 
should say for the record, we do not need 
a surface Navy, because he is trying to 
pin the cost of the destroyers that are 
going to escort the carriers to the cost of 
the carrier. In fact he is saying, we do 
not need a surface Navy. That is the 
question I think he should present in 
this instance. Do not blame the carrier 
for the cost of the destroyers. Say either 
we are going to have a surface Navy or 
we are not going to have a surface Navy. 
He obviously does not think we are going 
to need a surface Navy. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Let me respond to that. 
I think it is important for us to debate 
this here. There are not many people 
here listening, and maybe we can take a 
little more time to talk. I do not agree 
with the gentleman. I am capable of 
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expressing myself very clearly and suc
cinctly. I do not challenge the surface 
Navy. I do not blame the nuclear carrier 
for all of the costs. If I were challenging 
the surface Navy, I would say that. 

Let me talk about the gentleman's 
argument a little further. The gentleman 
can assert, for example, that the cost of 
manpower should not be charged. So you 
have got a big carrier sitting in the water. 
Do not put any food on it; it might be 
charged against the carrier. Do not put 
personnel on it; it might be charged 
against the carrier. Do not put fuel on it; 
it might be charged against the carrier. 
Do not put airplanes on the carrier; it 
might be charged against the carrier. Do 
not put on the escorts that_ would keep 
it survivable in the water; it might be 
charged against the carrier. 

I would suggest to my colleague that 
that is absurd. Some kind of way you are 
going to pay for it, whether it is on this 
ledger or the other ledger. I simply 
brought them all together to show in 
dramatic terms that to put one on the 
sea, you have got to have two 1n back, 
and to put one of them on the sea for 
35 years will cost $38.6 billion. 

Mr. DOUGHERTY. The point the 
gentleman is making about the cost of 
the nuclear carrier and its auxiliary ships 
and manpower applies equally to a CVV 
because you are not going to send that 
out without escorts. I want to clarify that 
in this debate. How many airplanes do 
you want to be able to deliver on the site? 
Whether you talk about V/STOL air
craft or whether you talk about tradi
tional F-18 fixed-wing aircraft, the fact 
of the matter is it is still the same. 

A Kennedy-class carrier or a Nimitz
class carrier is a big-deck carrier. There
fore you can carry more airplanes. And 
if it is a V/STOL aircraft carrier, you 
can carry more V/STOL aircraft on it. 

The fact of the matter, in response to 
the gentleman from Michigan is we 
should judge this on the basis of what 
is the number of aircraft we want to be 
able to deliver in a given area in a time 
of crisis. If it is going to be a V/STOL 
aircraft or a fixed-wing aircraft, that is 
the question. A CVV does not carry the 
same number of airplanes as a CV or 
CVN. Indeed, I think the point being 
missed here is that not only is there a 
difference in the number of aircraft, but 
any aircraft carrier that you send out 
has to have a certain number of planes 
on board for defense purposes. 

I have a study here that points out 
that with the CVV you are going to have 
60 aircraft on board. Thirty of them 
must be used to defend the carrier, 
which means you are only going to de
liver 30 planes on target. If you go to 
a CV or CVN which the gentleman in the 
well cannot support, you can deliver 
58 planes on target in both instances 
using only 32 planes for the defense of 
the carrier. 

So in effect the bigger the deck of the 
carrier, the more planes you have avail
able to strike to meet whatever your 
mission is. But when you go to that 
small-deck carrier, you in effect are 
having onlv 50 percent of the aircraft on 
board available for the mission. When 

you go to a big-deck carrier, you have 
two-thirds of the aircraft available to 
deliver on a mission. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Let me respond briefly 
to my colleague. I think the bottom line 
in response is, who is the ostensible 
enemy in any kind of surface exchange 
using a nuclear carrier? 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

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

Mr. DELLUMS. I guess that is where 
we differ, because obviously it is the So
viet Union. I think it is a flight into fan
tasy to assume we are going to have any 
conventional, long-term, surface naval 
exchange with the Soviet Union. I do not 
think that is the case. I believe if we go 
to war with the Soviet Union-God help 
us if we ever dO--it will be a nuclear 
war, and in that regard a huge nuclear 
aircraft carrier sitting on the high seas, 
I would submit to my colleagues, is a 
$2.1 billion sitting duck or a hundred 
billion dollar turkey that would be blown 
out of the water. 

Mr. DOUGHERTY. If the gentleman 
will yield for 10 seconds, we have dis
agreed in this respect on whether it is 
going to be a nuclear war or any other 
kind of war, and we will continue to do 
so. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I am sure we will. 
0 1240 

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

Mr. Chairman, I have been very inter
ested in this debate. I have heard a lot of 
words on the question of nuclear carriers 
over the years. I hate to take opposition 
to my good friend and colleague from 
California <Mr. FAZIO) who is one of the 
bright new members of our committee 
but I think he is wrong in this instance 
in backing the idea of substituting a 
Kennedy carrier for a Nimitz-class nu
clear-powered carrier. 

I participated in the debate in 1962 
or 1963 when this committee had already 
approved the first nuclear carrier, the 
Enterprise. Perhaps it was on its test 
runs at the time we got into another de
bate just like this on the floor as to 
whether we could afford a nuclear 
carrier. 

Mr. Chairman, although the commit
tee that year opposed the idea of making 
the Kennedy a nonnuclear carrier, the 
House prevailed and it was made a non
nuclear carrier. 

Mr. McNamara and his systems ana
lysts were much interested in the cost 
effectiveness of the nuclear carrier. Mr. 
McNamara that time supported the idea 
of a nonnuclear carrier. Later he came 
in and admitted-it was perhaps the 
first time and one of the only times he 
admitted he made a mistake. He said he 
selected another nuclear carrier for the 
follow-on to the Kennedy carrier which 
later became the Nimitz. He supported 
the Nimitz-class carrier because the life 
cycle costs were only 2 to 3 percent more 
for the nuclear carrier than they were 
for the Kennedy. 

Today, Mr. Chairman, the cost differ
ence is only 1 percent. Mr. McNamara 
was advocating a nuclear carrier when it 
was 2 to 3 percent over the life cycle. 
Today it is less than 1 percent. Who 
knows what the cost of oil will be in the 
years ahead? We have seen about a 300-
percent increase in the cost of oil in the 
past 5 years. We are trying to project 
what the cost of oil will be in 15 years. 
There is no question in my mind that the 
nuclear carrier will be more cost effec
tive, will be more energy effective. If you 
want to vote for an oil guzzling super 
carrier, go ahead, this is the way to do 
it, support the Kennedy carrier. If you 
want a more combat effective and other
wise effective carrier, support the CVN-
71 which we are advocating in the com
mittee and which I hope the House will 
be wise enough to support this year. 

We have had some threats of a Carter 
veto, as he vetoed the nuclear carrier 
last year, but I think we should give back 
to him his campaign slogan, "Why not 
the best?" He can get the best for less 
cost this year than he could have gotten 
it last year. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me if we 
have a choice between a fuel guzzler or 
a more combat-effective, more cost-ef
fective, more energy-effective aircraft 
carrier there is only one way to go and 
that is with the Nimitz-class CVN-71. 

I have some notations from the 
skipper of the U.S S. Eisenhower which 
is a Nimitz-class which, had a couple of 
operations over the last year, one in the 
6th Fleet where he said in a report to 
the CNO that he had bad weather 
transit, wind 25 to 45 knots, swells 18 
to 24 feet, rolls up to 15 degrees, pitch 
up to 11 degrees. yet they continued 
their flight operations with the Eisen
hower when it was impossible for other 
carriers to operate in that kind of a 
condition. 

He even backed down at hi~h speed to 
recover aircraft that would have other
wise been lost. 

In the Caribbean they had a fleet ex
ercise with 2 nuclear submarines and 600 
U.S. Air Force sorties attacking. They 
kept away from the subs through high
speed maneuvering, there were very few 
aircraft engagements and all U.S. Air 
Force aircraft were intercepted. They 
used deception, radio silence, electronic 
emission control. They had 17 days of 
intensive operation at consistent high 
speed and yet they were able to return 
to port with two-thirds of their aviation 
fuel left. This is more than the Kennedy 
class can carry fully loaded. 

Mr. Chairman, the most important 
point, it seems to me, in this whole 
operation, the fact we have a very small 
nuclear reactor as a powerplant and all 
of those big fuel storage tanks that have 
to be used normally are not needed. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BoB WIL
soN was allowed to proceed for 3 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. BOB WILSON. Instead of having 
those huge fuel tanks to store the oil to 
power the carrier, they can put aviation 
fuel in part of the space where those 
tanks would have been and can operate 
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for much longer periods of time without 
need for refueling. 

Mr. Chairman, it is when carriers are 
refueling, as the gentleman !rom Cali
fornia (Mr. FAZIO) knows, that they are 
vulnerable. That is when a carrier be .. 
comes a sitting duck, when it has to 
slow down and become vulnerable to sub
marine attack and to missile attack in 
order to take on fuel and supplies. 

The fact that the Nimitz-class carrier 
can operate for 17 to 21 days without 
even seeing an oiler is evidence enough 
for the combat effectiveness of this par
ticular class of carrier. 

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that the 
Congress again will see the wisdom of a 
nuclear carrier. I think it is the only 
way to go. 

Mr. BURLISON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words 
and will speak in support of the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to discuss 
one point that was alluded to earlier by 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
DELLUMs). I think it was not focused in 
on with the specificity required in this 
debate. 

The Chief of Naval Operations has 
testified a number of times on the Hi11 
that the Navy requires in a combat situ
ation three nuclear-powered cruisers in 
support of a nuclear-powered carrier. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out 
to my colleagues that as of this moment 
we only have nine nuclear-powered 
cruisers. Eight are now operational. The 
last that has been authorized and 
funded, the Arkansas, will become opera
tional next year. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact we 
have four carriers authorized and pro
gramed at the present time, at this 
moment we are three cruisers short of 
the necessary ships. That means if the 
Congress and the President approve this 
additional carrier, we will be six nuclear 
cruisers short. We have not authorized 
a nuclear cruiser since 1974. The obvious 
reason for that is because of the cost. 
It is enormously expensive. The CGN is 
drastically more expensive than the DDG 
destroyer that is characteristically the 
escort in the conventional task force. 

Mr. Chairman, the point is, obviously 
we are not going to provide the nuclear 
cruisers necessary for the carrier task 
force. 

Mr. Chairman, if that be so, then we 
give away the advantages of the nuclear 
carrier because it is held back by the 
same strictures that are obstacles for a 
conventional ship or conventional task 
force. 

D 1250 
If the Congress were willing to pro

gram the additional cruisers which it 
has shown it is not willing to do it would 
cost between $2 and $3 billion more for 
each nuclear carrier. 

So the bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is 
that if we continue to fund the nuclear 
carriers without the necessary escorts, 
we are going to be denied the advantages 
that go with a nuclear carrier, that is, 
the added speed, the longer survivability, 
a longer period of time without refueling 
a.nd without taking on supplies, and so 

forth. Those advantages can all be dis
carded because we are not going to have 
the necessary task force to accompany 
that nuclear carrier. 

Therefore, I think the gentleman is 
eminently correct in suggesting that if 
we are going to have another carrier, and 
I am among those that believe we need 
12 operational carriers, and that we are 
going to need another carrier to replace 
the Midway in the mideighties, that 
carrier ought to be a Kennedy-class 
carrier. 

Mr. Chairman, I will be delighted to 
yield to my colleague, the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman very much. The gentleman 
knows how much I appreciate the gen
tleman yielding and the gentleman's 
support on the position that he has taken 
on this issue. 

It does lead, I think, to a correction 
that I would like to make on a point 
that has been made several times in 
prior presentations, and that is to the 
effect that we are going to have to go 
out and build a large number of oilers 
to accompany a conventionally pow
ered carrier. 

I would like to read from the record 
of our Sea Power Subcommittee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Missouri <Mr. BURLISON) 
has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. LLOYD, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. BuRLISON was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. BURLISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from California 
(Mr. FAZIO). 

Mr. FAZIO. To quote Mr. TRmLE: 
It is my understanding that the Navy has 

testified here that it would not be necessary 
to procure an oiler simply to serve this new 
oil fired carrier, but rather that the oil would 
be carried by ships that would be part o! 
the fleet under any circumstances. 

Admiral Turner in response said: 
Yes, the existing oiler fleet that services 

the 12 carriers would be there with routine 
replacements in order to service. 

So we are going to be mixing this 
carrier into a fleet that will have a 
variety of kinds of ships with different 
modes of propulsion among them. It can 
fit very well into our existing fleet. It is 
going to be possible to meet the fuel needs 
of this large deck carrier with existing 
shipping we currently have on the high 
seas without going into an expensive new 
procurement program. I fully appreciate 
the gentleman's comments but I would 
Eke also to make the point that the Sen
ate Committee on Armed Services which 
has been mentioned in glowing terms to
day for its position in favor of an in
crease of 3 or 5 percent in the Defense 
budget is, I think, giving us some lead
ership by having already passed through 
its house a Defense authorization bill 
which includes a Kennedy-class large 
deck carrier, not a nuclear carrier. 

So there is no question about the fact 
that the most forward looking commit
tee, perhaps at this time in the minds 

of those Americans interested in a strong 
defense has already made this compro
mise, gone halfway with the administra
tion. I believe we can, as the gentleman 
in the well has indicated, provide the 
Navy with another ship that it clearly 
needs, a carrier that we can begin build
ing this year, because as I indicated in 
my opening remarks, the gentleman from 
Florida <Mr. BENNETT) is in receipt of a 
letter that says that there will be no 
veto of the defense authorization bill if 
we go to a Kennedy-class carrier. This is 
I think a proper compromise which I 
hope the Members of the House will join 
us in voting for today. 

Mr. BURLISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from California. 

I yield to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. LLOYD). 

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I have the 
utmost esteem for my colleague, the 
gentleman from Missouri. I know also 
that the gentleman has based his com
ments on things that he believes are 
absolutely essential. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri <Mr. BuRLI
soN) has again expired. 

<At the request of Mr. LLOYD, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. B'URLISON was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

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

Mr. BURLISON. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. LLOYD. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. The gentleman firmly believes 
that his statement of the requirement 
for a nuclear cruiser to operate with the 
carrier is a correct statement; but I am 
here to tell the gentleman that there is 
no requirement whatsoever for a nuclear 
cruiser or any other vessel to operate in 
conjunction with the carrier, other than 
replenishment vessels. 

As a matter of fact, a carrier by itself 
is a better shot, or excuse me, is a better 
weapons system than in conjunction with 
other ships wherein in heavy seas and 
o,I;erating where at high speeds it has to 
slow itself down in order to accommodate 
the other smaller vessel. Clearly that is 
the Navy's position. 

I am sure the gentleman probably 
either asked the question and was told 
that if we could have everything we 
wanted we would love to have cruisers 
operating in conjunction with the car
riers. I am sure that statement was 
made. 

Mr. BURLISON. Mr. Chairman, may I 
reclaim my time so that I may respond 
to the gentleman before our time ex
pires? 

The gentleman is probably correct. In 
a peacetime scenario, it is certainly not 
as necessary to have a task force with a 
carrier, but certainly in a wartime 
period, there would be few Navy experts 
to suggest sending out the carrier with
out its escorts. 

Certainly the Chief of Naval Opera
tions would not, because he so testified 
last year before our Subcommittee on 
Defense Appropriations. That is the 
source of my statement. 
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The CNO-and I have not heard any 

Navy authorities contradicting-strongly 
recommends thalli with a nuclear carrier 
we need a CGN, a nuclear-powered CGN, 
three of them, in fact, to accompany 
thalli nuclear carrier. 

To be more specific, Secretary of De
fense McNamara in 1969 said that four 
nuclear-powered escorts were required 
for each carrier. Much more recently the 
CNO, Admiral Holloway, testified that a 
carrier-supported task group should in
clude two or three cruisers and one to 
three submarines. These facts are from 
a Congressional Research Service study 
made in March 1978. 

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

Mr. BURLISON. I yield. 
Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I appre

ciate what the gentleman is saying; but 
even in a wartime situation if you are 
pressed for ships, they do not need to 
operate with the nuclear-type carriers. 
They do need them to operate with the 
conventional carriers. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

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

Mr. Chairman, as I am listening to the 
debate, the words "why not the best?" 
continue to haunt me as we discuss the 
issue of nuclear versus conventional air
craft carriers. Many of us are leaning 
toward a conventional Kennedy-class 
aircraft carrier as a compromise with 
the administration, simply to insure this 
bill against a Presidential veto. 

It is a poor compromise. The men who 
will live, work, and may, God forbid, fight 
on this ship deserve the best. Even more 
important, our Nation deserves the best 
for its defense. 

Let us review the facts inherent in 
this issue. The military facts are: 

The large deck aircraft carrier remains 
the most potent power projection plat
form we have-for sea control or to exert 
our influence internationally. Moreover, 
it is our most effective antisubmarine 
platform, equaled only by the nuclear 
attack submarine. 

We need another large deck aircraft 
carrier to meet our NATO commitments, 
our training and maintenance schedules, 
and to maintain our capability to meet 
international contingencies. Out of the 
13 aircraft carriers we now have, the 
Navy says it needs a minimum of 7 
aircraft carriers for the Atlantic Fleet 
to sustain its peacetime operations. Even 
this force is stretched so thin that car
rier deployments have had to be ex
tended. Next year at least one of these 
ships will be in a shipyard undergoing 
the long term and complex ship life ex
tention program. 

Nuclear power expands the capabilities 
of the large-deck aircraft carrier. The 
U.S.S. Enterprise returned from an 
around the world cruise, having covered 
a course of 35,000 nautical miles in 65 
days, at a constant speed of 22 knots, her 
aircraft having fiown more than 29,000 
hours, with more aviation fuel on board 
than conventionally powered aircraft car
riers carry when they leave port to join 

the fieet. This unparalleled ability to car
ry out protracted combat operations 
without replenishment of stores is being 
cited by the Soviet Navy as the basis of 
its rationale for developing a nuclear 
navy. 

We are all painfully aware of our di
minishing oil reserves and our depend
ence on oil imports for some 50 percent 
of our fuel. A conventional aircraft car
rier burns a prodigious amount of fuel 
during normal operations. On a calm day 
when an aircraft carrier must generate 
its own wind to launch and recover her 
aircraft by steaming at fiank speed of 25 
to 30 knots, it consumes some 7,500 gal
lons of fuel an hour. Already, the Navy 
has been forced to restrict its operations 
to the absolute minimum to train person
nel due to fuel conservation efforts. In 
spite of a 30-percent reduction in energy 
use since 1973, the Department of De
fense's fuel bill of over $4 billion, was 
double its 1973 bill. It is difflcult to imag
ine where the fuel for a conventional 
aircraft carrier is going to come from, or 
how much this fuel will cost, in 10 years 
when the ship is ready to go to sea. The 
political facts are: 

Today, America needs a vote of con
fidence-a confidence based on a strong 
national defense, made up of the most 
effective systems we can produce. 

There is no dispute here that a nuclear 
aircraft carrier is a more effective com
bat system than an oil powered carrier. 
There is no dispute that over the long 
term, 10 and 20 years, that a nuclear air
craft carrier is cheaper to operate. What 
is in dispute is the administration's ap
proach to our national defense. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time that we dem
onstrate the courage of our convictions. 
If we do not have the courage to pro
vide for the best in our Nation's interests, 
then it is up to us to have that courage. 
We must insure that our Navy remains 
the strongest in the world. 

D 1300 
Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Chairman, I 

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

Mr. Chairman, I never cease to be 
amazed at those who speak of the air
craft c~urier as something out of the 
past. If indeed the aircraft carrier is 
obsolete, then so is every airfield ever 
built. 

The aircraft carrier is nothing more 
than the platform, the airfield, by and 
through which we extend our air power. 
When we talk about the aircraft car
rier, we are talking about air power, not 
surface sea power. We are talking about 
the extension of our air arm. That is 
what we are talking about. 

The only issue before us today-be
cause I think it is now generally con
ceded that we have to have another car
rier-the real issue before us today is: 
How are we going to move this airfield 
about? How are we go~ng to propel it? 
It seems to me commonsense for us to 
propel it with that kind of fuel which is 
now, and in the future will be, available 
to us in the most accessible way and the 
most expeditious form. 

Can we imagine our having a fossil 
fueled fieet in the Indian Ocean and 
having the Soviets cut our sources of 
the fuels to propel it? What would 
happen if we have an aircraft carrier 

· there that is totally dependent upon 
fossil fuel? Imagine for a moment one 
of our aircraft carriers attempting to 
round the Horn of Africa out of danger, 
or trying to execute its mission in the 
Indian Ocean, which depending upon 
fossil fuels transported by sea from our 
homeland because its availability has 
been denied by hostile forces in Africa 
and the Middle East. Such a situation 
would be disastrous. 

It seems to me that such a disaster 
would be eliminated by the use of nu
clear fuel contained aboard the carrier 
in 13-year quantities. 

An interesting feature of the nuclear 
carrier is that it runs more emciently 
at full speed than at slower speeds. The 
nuclear aircraft carrier, as a weapons 
system, is more emcient at high speed 
than at low speed. It can attack or 
withdraw from peril at top speed with
out fear of running out of fuel and at 
no greater cost than at slow speed. 

With that capability to move the air
field in and out of danger, with its hard
hitting air arm and its defensive 
umbrella, we increase our ability to ex
tend our power in a far more substantial 
manner than we could with the oil burn
ing platform 

We can imagine what kind of control 
the Soviets are going to have around 
Africa if we get into a shooting war 
with them. The advantage of the nu
clear carrier is that it only needs fossil 
fuel to propel its aircraft, and under 
heavY combat conditions it has to be 
refueled only about once a week, where
as the nonnuclear carrier has to be re
fueled for itself and its aircraft every 
other day, which means it is going to 
require only about a third of the re
fueling effect it required for the non
nuclear carrier. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, it seems to 
me that given the circumstances of this 
day and the circumstances of this day 
and the circumstances we can reason
ably project for the future, with the oil 
situation being what it is and what it 
is likely to be in the future, we would 
be extremely foolish to build a non
nuclear carrier. It would be extremely 
foolish to attempt to fuel it with other 
than nuclear fuels. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I, therefore, op
pose the amendment and hope we will 
sustain in the bill the provision for the 
nuclear carrier. 

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

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the 
Armed Services Committee and the Sea 
Power Subcommittee, I have had the op
portunity to· study in depth the argu
ments for and against the nuclear
powered aircraft. In fact, for the past 3 
years this House has engaged in spirited 
debate over this very issue. 

After giving much consideration to this 
issue, I have again concluded that the 
constructi.on of a nuclear-powered air-
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craft carrier is in the best interest of the 
Navy and the country. 

Let me discuss some of the arguments 
as I see them. 

ARGUMENT 1 

Should the Navy continue to build the 
fleet around the aircraft carrier, and, is 
the current number of carriers sufficient 
to accomplish the Navy's missions? 

The aircraft carrier is and will con
tinue to be the focal point of the fleet 
well into the future. The aircraft carrier 
is our first line of both offensive and 
defensive capability. \Vhether in the sea 
control or power projection role, the car
rier, and its associated airwings, is our 
No. 1 naval weapon system. 

The carrier is really an airbase that 
can be moved around a great deal of the 
Earth's surface. This capability gives our 
forces three advantages. 

First, it allows the Navy to cover parts 
of the world oceans which we cannot 
cover through land-based air power. A 
good example of this capability was ~een 
last spring when in the face of the tur
moil in Iran and the border fighting be
tween North and South Yemen, the 
President ordered first the carrier Con
stellation and then the Midway into the 
Indian Ocean to keep an eye on events 
taking place and to be prepared to meet 
any problems which might arise fro:ill 
those tensions. Since the United States 
has no land bases from which to oper
ate in that region of the world, only the 
aircraft carrier could have been called 
upon to protect our interests there. Even 
our permanent Persian Gulf squadron of 
destroyers could not have been as e1fec
tive as the carrier if called to assist. 

Second, the modern air wing associ
ated with the carrier can quickly estab
lish the necessary air superiority needed 
to protect the fleet and allow it to con
duct o1fensive, long-range operations 
against hostile surface, subsurface, and 
air forces. Cruisers and destroyers simply 
cannot guarantee hostile-free airspace. 

Nowhere is this requirement for air 
superiority so critical as on the flanks 
of NATO. The ability to maneuver mobile 
air bases into positions in the North, 
Norwegian, and Mediterranian Seas to 
prevent Soviet flanking movements can 
only be accomplished by the carrier. 
Again, destroyers and frigates, no matter 
how capable, simply cannot meet the 
threat of Backfire bombers or Soviet 
missile cruisers equipped with antiship 
missiles capable of far greater ranges 
than missiles presently deployed on our 
surface warships. 

Third, the carrier gives our military 
planners the ability to move a complete 
airbase--with all its people, aircraft, and 
spares-to remote areas and begin opera
tions until land bases can be established 
or made combat ready. 

Again, I refer to the events of the 
Indian Ocean/Persian Gulf. 

The Soviets already have air facilities 
available to them in Aden, Ethiopia, and 
even Mozambique. In a matter of a few 
hours, Soviet warplanes could be on those 
bases ready to strike at crude-laden 
tankers exiting the Persian Gulf and 

destined for the United States or Europe. 
In addition, air power can increase Soviet 
and Cuban military pressure on Oman 
or Saudi Arabia and could prove decisive 
unless matched by comparable air power 
provided by the United States. Again, 
since the United States has no air bases 
in that region, only an aircraft carrier 
could provide that valuable air power 
until the United States could establish 
an air base or be granted landing rights 
in Saudi Arabia or Oman. 

Finally, the U.S. Navy now deploys 13 
carrier task forces. I believe, as do many 
in the Navy, that this number is not suf
ficient to accomplish all of the require
ments established for the Navy. A good 
example of how thinly the Navy is cur
rently stretched is again the recent de
ployments into the Indian Ocean. In 
order for the Navy to send the Con
stellation or the Midway in the Indian 
Ocean, it had to draw down its force in 
the western Pacific. In wartime, this 
would not be desireable as the large 
Soviet Pacific fleet would be very active 
in both the Indian Ocean and the west
ern Pacific, including the South China 
Sea where it would utilize the former 
American naval base at Cam Rahn Bay. 
In addition, any naval conflict in the 
NATO theater which results in high at
trition rates would necessitate that addi
tional carriers from the Pacific Fleet be 
rerouted to Europe. Under these circum
stance, I believe the Navy should be 
deploying at least 16 carrier task forces. 

ARGUMENT 2 

The aircraft carrier is a symbol of 
power pro'ection. Given the emphasis 
placed on the likelihood of a NATO war, 
should this mission remain a priority? 

The answer to this is quite simply, 
"Yes." A brief review of World War II 
will show how important the carrier was 
to the American e1fort to break the back 
of the Japanese Imperial Navy and to 
the ground war in helping to clear many 
of the Pacific islands occupied by the 
Japanese. Many of these islands, cap
tured with the help of sea-based air
power, later became staging bases for 
land-based air attacks on the Japanese 
mainland. 

Aside from World War II, history will 
show that the aircraft carrier contrib
uted heavily to operations against enemy 
forces in b:>th Korea and Vietnam. 

In a NATO confrontation, it is un
likely that U.S. aircraft carriers would 
be sent to conduct operations against 
targets within the borders of the Soviet 
Union. However, the Soviets are sure to 
seek control of several strategic areas in 
Norway, the Bosporus Straits and Aegean 
Sea, the Red Sea, Persian Gulf, and 
South China Sea. To match this, the 
United States must be prepared to go on 
the offensive and the carrier, with its 
long-range aircraft, is the only ship 
capable of meeting these threats. 

ARGUMENT 3 

The aircraft carrier is a hiJ!'h-value 
target and will be extremely vulnerable 
to Soviet submarines, antiship missiles 
and Backfire bombers. Why put "all our 
eggs in such large baskets?" 

This argument has some merit because 
the Soviets have a vast array of effective 
long-range, antiship weapons. However, 
the same Soviet antiship missiles make 
all surface ships vulnerable. Should we 
accept this argument and stop building 
surface ships altogether? And if the car
rier, with all its ability to defend itself as 
no other ship can, is considered so vui
nerable, what about those oilers and am
munition ships which are much slower 
and cannot defend themselves? Should 
we cease construction of those as well? 

The fact is, all ships are vulnerable. 
The Soviets know it, yet they are not 
only building more ships, but they are 
also building aircraft carriers. I think 
we have to ask ourselves why. Why do 
the Soviets feel they need aircraft car
riers when they have such a modern and 
potent surface and subsurface fleet al
ready? I believe it is because they have 
finally recognized the value of sea-based 
air power and its influence on the out
comes of any naval engagement. As a 
caveat to this, I would submit that the 
Soviets have watched the deterioration 
of our own carrier fleet and the re
luctance of this Nation to build the best 
and most effective type of carrier and 
are now preparing to fill the vacuum 
of sea power being created by the de
cline of the U.S. Navy. 

Mr. Chairman, I have outlined what 
I consider the main arguments against 
building any more carriers and why I 
feel those arguments cannot stand up 
to the historical evidences which have 
time and time again proven the value 
and need for the aircraft carrier. I 
would now like to turn my attention to 
why we need a nuclear carrier of the 
NimHz class rather than the CVV pro
posed by the administration or the re
p~at Kennedy-class carrier cleared by 
the Senate as a compromise measure. 

Basicallv. there are three considera
tions which lend support to the nuclear
powered carrier. These include the ca
P':tbilities of the ship itself. the co'5t of 
the CVN with respect to the fiscal year 
1980 defense budget, and the issue of 
fuel availability and cost for the CVV. 

First, I would briefly like to deal with 
the most important element in this en
tire debate, the capability of the ships 
under consideration. 

Last year, the Navy released its long
awaited sea-based platform study which 
addressed the issue of the carrier and 
its future. In that study, as well as in 
the testimony of the Secretary of the 
Navy and the Chief of Naval Operations, 
the nuclear-powered carrier was judged 
the best ship available to the Navy. Even 
those who oppose its procurement con
cede it to be the best ship. 

I do not need to spend valuable time 
arguing the merits of the CVN. We have 
all been through this before, this House 
has repeatedly approved the CVN, and 
I do not believe anyone who has studied 
this issue can deny the facts which sup
port the CVN as the most capable of all 
carriers. The following table compares 
the CVN and the CVV in certain critical 
areas. 
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Category CVN 1 

Aviation payload (tons)_ 15, 000 
Air wing size____________ 89-94 
Catapults -------------- 4 
Aircraft elevators_______ 4 
Aircraft ammunition 

(ratio) --------------- 2 
Aircraft fuel (ratio)----- 2. 8 
Propulsion power (ratio)_ 2 
Propulsion endurance___ • 13 

to 
to 
to 

CVV 

6,200 
50-64 

2 
2 

1 
1 
1 

•3-4 

1 Statistics for a repeat Kennedy-class car
rier are similar to the CVN with the excep
tion of propulsion endurance which 1s 
ba.sica.lly the same a.s the CVV. 
~Years. 

•Days. 

At this point, I would like to briefly 
address two factors which I feel must be 
given consideration. Those are: Crisis 
response time and vulnerability. 

With respect to response time, consider 
the fact that it took 13 days for the oil
fired aircraft carriers to arrive onstation 
in the Indian Ocean when the Iranian 
and Yemeni problems broke out. If either 
of these crises were significant threats 
to our national security, the 13-day tran
sit time for our response may well have 
been too late. In 13 days, the Soviets with 
their bases in the Indian Ocean region, 
and with the help of their Cuban stooges 
already present in South Yemen and 
Eth\opia, could have launched an inva .. 
sion of the Saudi Arabian oil fields. occu-· 
pied the important country of Oman, and 
closed the straits of Hormuz to U.S. and 
allied oil tankers. A nuclear carrier could 
have made the transit in significantly 
less time and may have been able to 
prevent any disaster from occurring. 
Response time which will be critical in 
certain scenarios, definitely lies with the 
CVN rather than the CVV or any oil-fired 
warship. 

With respect to vulnerability, I submit 
that the CVV is more fuel vulnerable 
than it would be missile vulnera:ble. The 
carrier, with its built-in defense systems, 
can successfully defend itself against the 
most likely Soviet threats, the submarine 
and the Backfire bomber with long
range, air-to-surface missiles. However, 
in the case of the oil-fired carrier, it is 
not the carrier itself that is vulnerable 
but the oiler ships which must accom
pany the carrier which is vulnerable. If 
the opposition can sink the oiler, which 
cannot defend itself, the carrier wil! 
really be in trouble. 

Consider the recent Indian Ocean de
ployments of the Constellation and the 
Midway. It took each ship approximately 
13 days to transit from the Subic Bay to 
the Indian Ocean. Along the way, the 
carriers were restricted to speeds of about 
23 knots to allow the oilers and support 
ships to keep up with the task force. On 
at least four occasions, the carriers had 
to slow even more to receive fuel from the 
oilers. Each time a carrier would hook up 
to the oiler, it did become the sitting duck 
many claim carriers to be. A nuclear
powered ship without the constraint of 
having to refuel, avoids those moments 
when it presents itself as a fat target. -

The second factor which supports the 

construction of the CVN deals with the 
important question of fuel avallability. 

My colleagues know full well that this 
Nation is in the midde of a fuel crisis. 
Gasoline lines, rocketing gasoline prices, 
and a Presidential call for energy belt
tightening should convince us all of the 
folly of ordering another oil-fired air
craft carrier. This House itself, over the 
past few months has turned its attention 
to providing alternatives to our depend
ence on foreign oil. We have seen all 
kinds of plans from the approval of gas 
rationing to passage of legislation which 
is designed to increase our future use of 
synthetic fuels, especially within the De
partment of Defense. Even others have 
suggested that we shift auto fuel em
ciency research and development to 
NASA in order to speed up the acquisi
tion of more fuel efficient automobiles. 
I ask my colleagues whether it is some
what ridiculous to take all these meas
ures and yet approve an oil-fired aircraft 
carrier. 

Many of my colleagues argue that the 
$2.2 billion cost of the CVN is much too 
much to spend. Yet, included in that $2.2 
billion cost is the fuel necessary to pow
er the CVN for at least 13 years. The cost 
of the $1.6 billion CVV or the $1.7 billion 
CV do not include a 13-year supply of 
oil. Now, I realize that the Navy and the 
opponents of the CVN possess charts 
showing the 13 year expected fuel expen
diture of the CVV. And, if the right fig
ures are used, it can be shown how the 
life-cycle cost of the CVV will always 
come out lower than the CVN. However, 
I am sure that when the administration 
put these figures together last year to 
support the cost of the CVV, they had no 
idea that the price of oil would jump 
from $13 per barrel to $22 per barrel in 
1 year. Therefore, it is critical that the 
cost of the oil for the CVV be based on 
likely prices of oil in 1990 and the year 
2000 rather than on what oil cost today. 
I submit that if that true :figure is cal
culated, the life-cycle costs of the CVV 
will come closer to the CVN. In that case, 
it is much better to build the better ship. 

Life-cycle costs are based on the nor
mal operation of a ship. But let us review 
the recent Indian Ocean deployments as 
a case where the normal routine of a task 
force is altered rather dramatically. 

According to the Navy, the round trip 
from the Subic Bay in the Philippines 
to the northern Indian Ocean is about 
4,500 nautical miles. The cost of the 
round trip transit portion of the Con
stellation and Midway deployments was 
approximately $1,509,000 for each ship. 
A total of $3,018,000. I remind my col
leagues that this cost was for the transit 
portion of the deployment and does not 
include the fuel expended for the car
riers while on station in the Indian 
Ocean or for the fuel needed by the 
escort ships which accompanied the 
carriers. 

Now if we break that single-ship cost 
of fuel into its components, we will see 
some interesting statistics. For instance, 
by diViding the transit cost of one carrier 
deployment by the distance traveled, we 

can see that the Navy was spending 
about $335 for each mile traveled. Now if 
we assume that the Navy was burning 
oil it purchased at bargain-basement 
prices, say $0.70 per gallon, we might 
conclude that the carrier was burning 
about 478 gallons per mile. I dare say my 
colleagues can recognize the terrible fuel 
efficiency of the oil-:fired carrier. 

In fact, just to send one oil-burning 
carrier to the Indian Ocean from the 
Subic Bay, and not even from the west 
coast of the United States, the Navy con
sumed 2,160,000 gallons of oil. That fig
ure represents an expenditure of 45,000 
barrels of oil in 13 days. Think what our 
States could do with respect to gasoline 
lines and home heating oil shortages if 
they could split 2,160,000 gallons of gaso
line over a 13-day period. 

Mr. Chairman, at a time when this 
Nation, and this House, are trying to 
come to grips with the energy crisis, I 
feel one place where a positive impact 
can be made is by building more nuclear
powered ships like the CVN rather than 
by constructing inferior gas guzzlers like 
the CVV or CV. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, there is the 
question of cost with respect to the CVN 
and the :fiscal year 1980 Defense budget. 
As you recall, last year the Congress 
added $2.2 billion to the Defense bill for 
the CVN. The President, claiming that 
the cost of the carrier would prevent the 
expenditure of funds on other more 
critically needed items, vetoed the bill. 
This year, however, the administration 
has requested $1.6 billion for the inferior 
CVV. The Armed Services Committee 
realizing the extra benefits gained by 
the CVN added an additional $500 mil
lion for the CVN. 

The issue before us is no longer $2.2 
billion for a carrier but $500 million for 
a carrier. I believe that since the Presi
dent has requested at least a $1.6 billion 
carrier, which we know is inferior, thf' 
additional $500 million should be con
sidered a bargain for the type of ship 
we really need. Besides, now that the 
Congress has authorized four Iranian 
destroyers for the fiscal year 1979 sup
plemental budget, the $750 million ear
marked in this bill for two Iranian 
destroyers can be deleted. Thus, the 
committee can, by deleting the $750 mil
lion, buy the nuclear carrier and still 
save $250 million in the fiscal year 1980 
budget. 

Mr. Chairman, one final note. Some 
have suggested that the inclusion of a 
nuclear carrier would almost assuredly 
be "veto bait." I happen to disagree with 
this assessment. For one, I cannot see 
how the President or this Congress can 
call for control of our oil appetites and 
then turn around and build a gas guzzler 
like the CVV. And, second, I really can
not see how a President so concerned 
about his present image could risk 
tarnishing it any more by vetoing a de
fense bill right in the middle of the 
SALT debate and knowing full well the 
attitude of the American people with re
spect to the SoViet/ American military 
balance of power. I believe any veto of 
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this defense bill will be a disaster for the 
President's SALT agreement. 

In sum, the CVN is the best ship for 
the Navy. It is cost effective and fuel ef
ficient and provides the kind of military 
power this Nation needs to protect its 
interests abroad. I urge my colleagues to 
support the committee and the CVN. 

01310 
Mr. ROBERT W. DANIEL, JR. Mr. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this would be a false 
economy, if there ever was one, and it 
would further erode the future power of 
the U.S. Navy which might already be 
incapable of carrying out certain mis
sions it might be called upon to perform. 

The edge in military capability of the 
nuclear carrier, which could mean the 
difference between winning and losing in 
combat, is not always susceptible to pre
cise cost effectiveness comparisons. 

The committee considered as an op
tion, procurement of a CV-71, repeat 
Kennedy-class aircraft carrier, an oil
fired ship of about 80,000 tons. That ship 
has nearly all the characteristics of the 
Nimitz class except for nuclear propul
sion. It is estimated cost in fiscal year 
1980 dollars is $1,815 million, only $279 
million less than the CVN. The CV-71 is 
according to Navy testimony, an accep~ 
table compromise. It is a fine ship. 

Why then, in the face of national budg
et constraints, did the committee oot for 
the CVN-71 at a procurement cost of 
$2,094 million? 

Some brief answers are: 
First. The advantages of nuclear pow

er are of inestimable strategic and tac
tical value in wartime. 

Second. There is a significant increase 
in aircraft fuel capacity in the CVN 
since conventional fuel oil space can be 
used for aviation fuel-a factor that 
markedly increases air combat sustaina
bility between replenishment operations. 

Third. The nuclear carrier is more in
dependent of its logistics train. In other 
words, the nuclear ship is capable of 
more sustained operations and has the 
unique capability to retire to relatively 
safe replenishment areas without con
cern over propulsion fuel. 

Fourth. The life-cycle costs for the 
Kennedy or Nimitz carriers with their 
associated air wings are nearly even, 
favoring the Kennedy by about 1 percent. 

For these fundamental reasons, par
ticularly the last. the committee chose 
the Nimitz over the Kennedy class car
rier at a front-end cost differential of 
$279 million. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to associ
ate myself with the remarks of my very 
eloquent colleague, the gentleman from 
Maine <Mr. EMERY) in putting this nu
clear versus oil-powered carrier in con
text with our present shortage of oil. 

In addition, I would like to reflect on 
what I have heard on the floor of this 
House during this debate. I happen not 
to be on this committee, but I am in
terested in how this body deals with the 

subject of "technology." It has been 
said-and I hear it so often said-in this 
body-"Let us not go forward today. To
morrow the very latest technology will be 
available." Or, "Tomorrow we can do it 
better." Or, "There is a better technol
ogy waiting on the horizon." 

It reminds me of a thirsty man cross
ing a desert, and he comes across a 
little pool of water. It is there; it is 
drinkable. It will save him from the 
ravages of the becoming very, very 
thirsty, perhaps even fatal thirst. And 
he passes it up because on the horizon 
there is this beautiful, glistening pool 
water. It looks a lot better. There is a 
lot more. So he leaves the quenching of 
his thirst to some future day. Then he 
moves on and he goes miles and miles, 
and stumbles on yet another small pool. 
It is drinkable, it is there, but instead of 
quenching his increasing thirst, he looks 
out, see's again on the horizon the beau
tiful, large, and glistening pool and 
moves on. The man died of thirst and ob
viously the glistening pool was a mirage. 

It is the same with the "new tech
nology" that tomorrow will be superior 
to the nuclear carrier; V/STOL aircraft, 
cruise-missile-firing ships, electronic na
val war strategies of the future, and so 
forth. However, they too are still on the 
horizon. In passing up presently availa
ble, buildable, pragmatic technology we 
end up doing nothing. And by doing 
nothing, we take the greatest of risks. 

This debate is also reminiscent of the 
kind of argument you hear on the floor 
of this House regarding energy. Many 
in this body are reluctant to go ahead 
with energy potential that is here to
day, that is available now. They say 
that out there is a wonderful new, per
fectly clean technology from which we 
are going to get umpteen quadrillion 
Btu's if we only just hold off, and wait. 
It is like the mirage. Tomorrow only 
brings new tomorrows and we suffer then 
for not acting today. 

Mr. Chairman, I say, for the health 
and for the well-being of a Nation faced 
with incre%~ng Soviet pressure in po
tential limited-scale war theaters all 
over this globe, we need an airbase 
that we can move around as quick as 
possible, without having to refuel, and 
one that is not dependent on some coun
try saying to us, "No, you can't land 
here." 

The fact is, listening to these argu
ments, the nuclear-powered ship is so 
vastly sur-erior to this oil guzzler that 
there should not be any doubt in the 
minds of the Members of this House as 
to how to vote on the amendment before 
us. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to reject this amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I thought I would wait 
to the last to make some remarks. The 
debate has been a very fine debate. It has 
brought out a lot of good points. I am not 
going to try to bring any degree of sta
tistics before the Members. They have 
already had them presented. 

As I listened to the debate, it seems 
to me that it is rather clear that the cost 

of these two types of carriers is essen
tially the same, with the possibility of a 
few millions of dollars more for the nu
clear carrier over all the life cycle; or 
the possibility of the Kennedy class, the 
nonnuclear carrier, being infinitely more 
expensive, perhaps by hundreds of mil
lions of dollars, depending upon how 
much oil goes up. 

So you have a chance of maybe spend
ing a little bit more, a few million, not 
billions, but a few million more for a 
nuclear carrier in the lifespan, or you 
have a chance of spendng hundreds of 
millions of dollars more for our inferior 
carrier if the oil situation gets as bad 
as most of us think that it probably will. 

So you can just wipe all that out and 
say the cost is about the same. 

Then there is no evidence at all sup
porting having the nonnuclear carrier 
over the nuclear carrier from the stand
point of combat utility. All of the mili
tary authorities, both abroad and in this 
country, everybody who has studied this 
question, says that the nuclear carrier is 
infinitely more valuable as a method of 
winning a conventional war and can 
thereby limit the probability of having 
a nuclear war, because we might be able 
to win a nonnuclear war. So it has its 
thrust against presenting a nuclear war. 
It has a great possibility of winning in 
anything it enters into. 

I might address one matter that was 
brought up about whether or not you 
have to buy up all of these cruisers with 
it. In view of the fact that comments 
like that were made a year or so ago 
when the veto was up, I interrogated 
the CNO. I do not have his language be
fore me now, but my memory is, in the 
reply I got back, there was no require
ment for three cruisers or destroyers to 
be with these carriers which are able 
military ships by themselves. 

0 1320 
First of all, I repeat that the cost of 

this nuclear carrier is not greatly in ex
cess of the nonnuclear carrier. As a 
matter of fact, it mav be much, much 
c:1eaper than the oil-burning carrier, 
over the life cycle. 

Second, the military value of the 
carrier is infinitely greater. It is a quali
tative jump of great magnitude. 

The final thing I would like to say to 
everybody here, it seems to me in 1979, 
this is a thrust we can make for our na
tional will, a declaration of a will to be 
strong and to prevent, if we can, wars 
and prevent, if we possibly can, nuclear 
wars by being sufficiently strong. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge very much this 
amendment, before us at this moment, 
be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
FAZIO) as a substitute for the commit
tee amendment, as amended. 

The question was taken, and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

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

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-
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vice, and there were-ayes 96, noes 309, 
not voting 29, as follows: 

(Roll No. 465] 

AYES-96 
Aspin Forsythe 
AuCoin Frost 
Baldus GaTcla 
Bedell Gephardt 
BeUenson Giaimo 
Bingham Gray 
Bolllng Guarini 
Bonior Halll, Ohio 
Brademas Hamilton 
Broomfield Hawkins 
Brown, CaUf. Holtzman 
Burllson Jacobs 
Burton, John Kastenmcier 
Burton, Phllllp Klldee 
C81Vanaugh Kogovsek 
Clay Kostmayer 
Cotter LaFalce 
Daschle Lederer 
Dodd Lowry 
Donnelly Lundine 
Drinan Maguire 
Early Markley 
Eckh 1rdt Marks 
Edgal' Matsui 
Edwa rds, Qa[lf. Mavroules 
ErleJ.~.born Mikulski 
Fascflll MUler, Ce.llf. 
F!I.ZiO Mineta 
Fenwick Mitchell, Md. 
Ferraro Moa.ki.ey 
Fithian Motrett 
Florio Moorhead, Pa. 

Abdnor 
Adda.bbO 
Akaka 
Albosta. 
Alexander 
Ambro 
Anderson, 

Callf. 
Andrews, N .C. 
Andrews, 

N. Dalk. 
Annunzio 
An tho~ 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Atkinson 
Bad ham 
Ba.fa.Us 
Batley 
BaTnard 
Barnes 
Bauman 
Beard, R .I. 
Bea-rd, Tenn. 
BenJamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
BethUDJe 
Bevm 
Biaggi 
Blanchard 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonker 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhlll 
Bucheman 
Burgener 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carr 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Chisholm 
Clausen 
Cleveland 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Col.Jeman 
Collins, Ill. 
Colllns, Tex. 
Conable 
Conte 
Corcoran 

NOE8--309 
Corman 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Crane, Daniel 
D 'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
DanDJemeyer 
Dalvis, Mich. 
Davis, S.C. 
Declta.rd 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Devine · 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Diggs 
Dlngell 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Downey 
Dunce.n, Oreg. 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Edwards, Okla. 
Emery 
English 
Erdahl 
Ert.el 
Evans, Del. 
Evans, Ga. 
Evans, Ind. 
Fary 
Findley 
Fish 
Fisher 
Fllppo 
Ford, Mlch 
Ford, Tenn. 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frenzel 
Fuqua 
Gaydlos 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Ginn 
Gllckman 
Goldwa.ter 
Gonzalez 
Gore 
Gradlson 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Green 
Grisham 
Gudger 
Guyer 
Hagedorn 
Hall, Tex. 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Hance 

Nolan 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Pickle 
RahaJl 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Richmond 
Rodino 
Sabo 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Shannon 
Sha.rp 
Simon 
Solarz 
Spellman 
Stokes 
Studds 
Thompson 
Udall 
Vento 
Walgren 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wllliams, Mont. 

. wirth 
Wolpe 
Young, Mo. 

Hanley 
Hansen 
Harkin 
HaaTiS 
Harsha 
Heckler 
Hefner 
Hettel 
Hightower 
Hlllis 
Hinson 
Holland 
Hollenbeck 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Howard 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hyde 
I chord 
Ireland 
Jetrords 
Jetrries 
Jenkins 
Jenrette 
Johnson, Callf. 
Johnson, Colo. 
Jones, Okla. 
Jones, Tenn. 
Kazen 
Kelly 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach. Iowa 
Leach, Le.. 
Leath, Tex. 
Lee 
Lehman 
Leland 
Lent 
Levitas 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Loeffler 
Long, La. 
Long, Md. 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lungren 
MCCloskey 
McCormack 
McDade 
McDonald 
McEwen 
McHugh 
McKay 
McKinney 
Madigan 
Ma.rlenee 

Marriott 
Martin 
Mathia 
Mattox 
Mazzoll 
Mica 
Michel 
Mlk.va 
MUler, Ohio 
Minish 
Mitchell, N.Y. 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Mottl 
Murphy, Dl. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murphy,Pa. 
Murtha 
Myers, Ind. 
Myers, Pa. 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nedzi 
Nelson 
Nichols 
O'Brien 
Panetta. 
Pasha.yan 
Patten 
Patterson 
Paul 
Pease 
Perkins 
Petri 
Peyser 
Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 

Anderson, Dl. 
Applegate 
Carter 
Conyers 
Crane, Phlllp 
de laGarza 
Derwinskl 
Dixon 
Edwa.rds, Ala. 
Flood 

Quayle 
Qu1llen 
Ralls back 
Regul'a 
Reusa 
Rhodea 
Rinaldo 
Rltter 
Roberta 
Robinson 
Roe 
Rose 
Roth 
Rou.sselot 
Royer 
Rudd 
Runnels 
Russo 
Santini 
Sutterfield 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
SchUlze 
Sebellua 
SenaeJllbrenner 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sltelton 
Sla.ck 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, Nebr. 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stack 
Staggers 
Stangeland 
Stall!ton 

Steed 
Stenholm 
Stewart 
Stockman 
Stratton 
Stump 
Swift 
Symma 
Synar 
Tauke 
Twylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Ullman 
Vanlk 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
WaXDl&Il 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wllllams. Ohio 
Wilson, Bob 
WUson, C. H. 
Wllson, Tex. 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yllltron 
Young, Fla. 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

NOT VOTING-29 
Foley 
Goodling 
Huck&~by 
Hutto 
Jones, N .C. 
Lott 
McClory 
Pepper 
Preyer 
Rosenthal 
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Rostenkowsk.i 
Roybe.l 
Stark 
Treen 
'•an Deerltn 
Vander Jagt 
Winn 
Woltr 
Young, Alaska 

Mr. STOKES changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

Mr. GLICKMAN and Mr. RUSSO 
changed their votes from "aye" to "no." 

So the amendment offered as a sub
stitute for the committee amendment, 
as amended, was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

D 1340 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELLUMS AS A 

SUBSTITUTE FOR THE COMMITl'EE AMEND• 
MENT, AS AMENDED 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I of
fer an amendment as a substitute for the 
committee amendment, as amended. 

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

substitute for the committee amendment, as 
amended: Page 3, llne 2, strlke out "$7,-
515,500,000" and Insert tn 11eu thereof "$4,-
696,400,000". 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairm81Il, we 
have heard a long and extended debate 
with respect to the question of whether 
we shall or shall not have a nuclear
powered aircraft carrier or a nonnuclear
powered aircraft carrier. I will not try 
to prolong that debate, but let me try 
to set the parameters of where we are. 

First of all, for those Members who 
were not here on the fiow participating 
in the debate, the President in his :fiscal 
year 1980 budget presented to the United 
States congress asked for a CVV, which 
is the nomenclature for a small aircraft 
carrier. The Armed Service Commit
tee 1n its deliberations chose to strike 

the small aircraft carrier 'and insert 1n 
lieu thereof a nuclear aircraft carrier. 
a very large one. A few moments ago, 
Members just had a vote on 'Wil. amend
ment offered by my distinguished col
league from California <Mr. FAZIO), who 
attempted to substitute a large non
nuclear carrier for the large nuclear car
rier that was in the btll. That amend
ment did not succeed, and so where we 
are a.t this moment is back to the original 
version of the bill, and that is with a 
large nuclear aircraft carrier. 

I know th'at most of my colleagues 
would like very much to be able to vote 
up or down on whether we ought to have 
a carrier at all. What this amendment 
does, simply, is strike the nuclear car
rier, period, from this bill. So, those who 
want to vote against the nuclear carrier 
will have an opportunity to do it. 

To quickly summarize I am suggest
ing, first, that super carriers, whether 
nuclear or nonnuclear, are an aspect of 
yesterday's war; and second, that to 
suggest that we are only spending $2.1 
billion to construct a nuclear aircraft 
carrier really belies the reality of the 
economics of modem warfare. I laid out 
in an earlier presentation how we are 
not simply talking about the $2.1 billion, 
but over the 35-year life span of a nu
clear aircmft carrier we are committing 
the American people to a figure of $38.6 
billion, because for each carrier force to 
fioat on the high seas we need two in 
backuJ>-<)ne in reserve and one in over
haul, which means thS~t we 'are talking 
about over a hundred million dollars' 
expenditure commitment on the part of 
the American people over the next 35 
years. 

I would conclude simply by suggesting 
to those Members who want a straight 
up-or-down vote on knocking the nuclear 
carrier out, that this is an opportunity 
to do so. I offer this amendment to pro
vide Members that opportunity. I do not 
think we need these super carriers. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 1n 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the Committee has just 
had the opportunity to do what the gen
tleman suggests the House have the right 
to do. The Committee has just expressed 
its will. I ask the Members to confirm 
that expression by rejecting the amend
ment now before us. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Thf• 
question is on the amendment offeree• 
by the gentleman from California <Mr 
DELLUMS) as a substitute for the COil\· · 
mittee amendment, as amended. 

The question was taken; and tb• · 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote w.as taken by electronic de

vice, and tnere were-ayes 112, noes 286, 
not voting 36, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Aspln 
AuCoin 
Baldus 
Barnes 
Bedell 

[Roll No. 466] 

AYE&-11~ 

Bellenson 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boland 
Bolllng 
Bonlor 

Bonker 
Brodhead 
Brown, Callf. 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phtlllp 
CaTr 
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Cavanaugh 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Coll1ns, Ill. 
Conable 
Conte 
Da.schle 
Dellums 
Ding ell 
Drlnan 
Dunca.n, Oreg. 
Early 
Eckhardt 
Edgar 
Edwa.rds, Call!. 
Erdahl 
Fascell 
Fenwick 
Fithian 
Ford, Mich. 
Ford, Tenn. 
Frenzel 
Garcia 
Gephardt 
Gllckman 
GraJY 
Green 
Hall, Ohlo 
Harkin 
Heckler 
Holtzman 
Jacobs 

Abdnor 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Ambro 
Anderson, 

Callt. 
An'<lrews, N.C. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Atkinson 
Bad ham 
Bad'alla 
Bail ley 
Barnard 
Bauman 
Beard, R.I. 
BeMd, Tenn. 
B1mjamln 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevlll 
Blaggl 
Boggs 
Boner 
BouquMd 
Bowen 
Brademas 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohto 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burlison 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carney 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Cla'tlsen 
Cleveland 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins, Tex. 
Corcoran 
Corman 
Cotter 
Coughlln 
Courter 
Crane, Daniel 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Davis, Mich. 
Davis, S.C. 
Deckard 
Derrick 

Johnson, Colo. 
Kastenmeler 
Klldee 
Kogovsek 
Kostma.yer 
Leach, Iowa 
Lehman 
l-eland 
Lowry 
Lundlne 
McEwen 
McHugh 
Maguire 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mlkvc. 
M1ller, Cali!. 
Min eta 
Mitchell, Md. 
Moakley 
Motrett 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Nedzi 
Nolan 
Oa:kar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Panetta. 
Paul 
Pease 
Petrt 

NOE8-286 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dodd 
Donnelly 
Dorll8n 
Dougherty 
Downey 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Edwards, Okla. 
Emery 
Engllsh 
Erlenborn 
Ertel 
Evans, Del. 
Evans, Ga. 
Eva.ne, Ind. 
Fary 
Fazio 
Ferraro 
Findley 
Fish 
Fishier 
Fllppo 
Florio 
Fountain 
FowlJer 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gaydos 
Gibbons 
Gtlman 
Gingrich 
Ginn 
Goldwatet 
Gon.za.Lez 
Gore 
Gradlson 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Grisham 
Guarini 
Gudger 
Guyer 
Ha~edorn 
Hall, Tex. 
Hamtlton 
Hatntner-

achmldt 
Ha.nce 
Hanley 
Hansen 
Harris 
Ha-rsha 
Hawkins 
Hefner 
Hettel 
Hightower 
HUlls 
Hinson 
Holla.nd 
Hollenbeck 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Howard 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hyde 
I chord 

Pritchard 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Richmond 
Rodino 
Russo 
Sabo 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shannon 
Simon 
Smith, Iowa 
Solarz 
Stokes 
Studda 
Thompson 
Udall 
Vanlk 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Williams, Mont. 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Yates 
Young, Mo. 

Ireland 
Jetrorda 
Jetrriea 
Jenkins 
Jellirette 
Johnson, Callf. 
Jones, Okla. 
Jones, Tenn. 
Kazen 
Kelly 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Kraaner 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Latta. 
Leach, La. 
Let>th, Tex. 
Lederer 
Lee 
Lent 
Levitaa 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Loemer 
Long, La. 
Long,Md. 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lungren 
McCloskey 
McCormack 
McDade 
McDonald 
McKay 
McKinney 
Madigan 
Marks 
Marlenee 
Marriott 
Martin 
Mathis 
Mattox 
Mavroulea 
Ma.zzoll 
Mica 
Michel 
Mikulski 
M1ller, Ohio 
Minish 
Mitchell, N.Y. 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, 

Call!. 
Mottl 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murphy, Pa. 
Murtha 
Myers, Ind. 
Myers, Pa. 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichola 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Paahaya.n 

Patten 
Patterson 
Perkins 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rallsbaclt 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rousselot 
Royer 
Rudd 
Runnels 
Santini 
Satterfield 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schulze 

Sebelius 
Sh~WP 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Skelton 
Slack 
Smith, Nebr. 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spellman 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stack 
Staggers 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Steed 
Stenholm 
Stewart 
Stockman 
Stratton 
Stump 
Swl!t 
Symms 
Synar 

Tauke 
'taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
TribLe 
tnlma.n 
Walker 
Wampler 
Waltkins 
Waxman 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
W11liams, Ohlo 
Wllson, Bob 
Wilson, C. H. 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young, Fla. 
Zablocki 
Ze!eretti 

NOT VOTING--36 
Anderson, Dl. 
Applegate 
Carter 
Conyers 
Crane, Phlllp 
dela Garza 
Derwin ski 
Diggs 
Dixon 
Edwards, Ala. 
Flood 
Foley 

Forsythe 
Giadmo 
Goodling 
Huckaby 
Hutto 
Jones, N.C. 
Lott 
McClory 
Murphy, Ill. 
Pepper 
Preyer 
Quayle 

0 1400 

Roe 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Roybal 
Stark 
Treen 
Van Deerlln 
V81Ilder Ja.gt 
Wllson, Tex. 
Winn 
Wo11f 
Young, Alaska 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Stark !or, wlth Mr. Preyer against. 
Mr. Dixon !or, with Mr. Murphy o! Dllnols 

against. 
Mr. Diggs !or, with Mr. Hutto against. 
Mr. COnyers !or, with Mr. Pepper against. 

Mrs. COLLINS of minois and Mr. 
PETRI changed their votes from "no" 
to "aye." 

So the amendment offered as a sub
stitute for the committee amendment, as 
amended, was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the committee amend
ment, as amended. 

The committee amendment, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CHARLES H. 
WILSON OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Chairman I offer an amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CHARLES H. 

WILSON o! California: Page 2, llne 14, strike 
out "$7,816,190,000" and insert in lleu thereof 
"$7 ,473,990,000". 

Page 4, strike out llne& 6 through 11 and 
Insert in lleu thereof the following: 

SEc. 103. The Secretary of Defense shall 
provide to the COngress at the earliest prac
ticable date, and not later than the end o! 
the 120-day period beginning on the date of 
the enactment o! th!s Act, a report on-

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak in 
support of, and to urge adoption of the 
amendment I have just offered. Simply 
put, the amendment deletes $342.2 mil
lion in procurement authorization for 
modifications to the B-52 aircraft. The 
amendment further requires that the 
modification program be restructured, 

so that the costs of the B-52 modiftca
tion program can be more carefully 
monitored and controlled. 

My purpose in offering thb amend
ment is to bring the attention of this 
body, and to debate and examine, a $14 
to $20 billion program which will only 
questionably enhance the capability of 
the B-52 aircraft. 

At the same time, I would like to make 
it clear that this amendment will not 
restrict, hinder, or slow the develop
ment and deployment of the cruise mis
sile. In fact my amendment allows the 
authorization of $79.7 million for pro
duction of cruise missile integration 
equipment. 

Some may argue against my amend
ment, and claim that my motive is to 
"kill the B-52 so as to revive the B-1." 

This is simply not true. 
When the Carter administration de

cided not to proceed with the B-1, they 
announced a program to accelerate the 
development of cruise missiles. Under 
their plan, when operational, the cruise 
missiles would be carried by B-52 bom
bers until a cruise missile carrier was 
available. 

While I disagreed with that decision, 
I am a realist, and have accepted the 
judgment of the Congress. The B-1 is 
dead. 

Now, I am trying to make the B-52 
cruise missile system work as cost em
ciently as is possible. 

My amendment in no way affects the 
development or testing of the cruise mis
sile. As a matter of fact, three B-52 air
craft, modified to carry cruise misslles, 
have been operational at Edwards Air 
Force Base since early May. 

I accept the need for cruise missiles 
to be carried by the B-52 in the short 
term; for the next 5 to 7 years. However, 
I believe that the Congress must now 
decide whether it wants to commit it
self to spend bil11ons of dollars on other, 
future modifications to the B-52. Modi
fications which are not necessary for 
deploying the cruise missile. 

Earlier this year, Lt. Gen. Thomas 
Stafford, the Air Force Vice Chief of 
Staff, told the Armed Services Committee 
that the cost of modernizing and modify
ing the B-52 G and H aircraft, for a 
mixture of cruise missile launchers and 
penetrating bombers, would cost $14 bil
lion during the next decade. 

I believe that the $14 billion figure used 
by General Stafford is an extremely con
servative estimate. The $14 billion esti
mate, while in itself excessive represents 
only those costs which the Air Force 
classifies as "programed or probable." 

As presently planned, the B-52 modi
fication program includes not only a pro
gram for cruise missile integration, 
which is the development and produc
tion of the hardware which launches the 
cruise missile from the B-52; the MOD 
program also includes a complete avion
ics overhaul, new electronic counter 
measures, and a "life extension pack
age" including $3.1 billion for new en
gines. 

Alone, phase 1 of the cruise missile in
tegration package is budgeted at $1.07 
billion. Although this represents an in-
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crease from the administration's orig
inal estimate that the cruise missile inte
gration package would cost $440 million, 
standing alone, the cruise missile inte
graton package appears reasonable. Yet, 
when all MOD costs are calculated, they 
will total $14 to $20 billion. 

This is where I believe the Congress 
must draw the line. Let us take the time 
to get the facts, and more carefully 
determine whether these modifications 
are necessary and whether they justify 
the billions of dollars involved. I believe 
the Congress must add all the costs up, 
and let the taxpayers know what they 
will be getting for their dollars. 

Will these multibillion-dollar modifi
cations maintain or enhance the capabil
ity of the B-52 aircraft? The experts say 
no. 

In January of 1966, then Air Force 
Secretary Harold Brown testified that it 
was not "desirable'' to extend the life of 
the B-52 G and H aircraft beyond 1975. 

Before the Budget Committee in late 
February, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, Gen. David Jones, expressed his 
concern that the B-52's will not main
tain their capabilities through the 1980's. 

Earlier this year, and most recentlY 
during testimony on the SALT II treaty, 
Gen. Richard Ellis, Commander of the 
Strategic Air Command, recommended 
that the Air Force "discontinue B-52 
modifications." In his recommendation, 
General Ellis stated that;....-

"Based on the Soviet defensive environ
ment projected for the late 1980's tt wm be 
extremely expensive--perhaps prohibitively 
so-to modify the B-52 sumctently to pro
vide it with a. reasonable penetra.tton capa.
bntty beyond the late 1980's. 

Further, General Ellis has urged the 
Air Force and the Congress to "face the 
reality that an aircraft which repre
sents aviation technology of the 1940's 
and 1950's cannot compete with the 
technical advances that will be inherent 
in the defensive systems of the Soviet 
Union" by the end of the 1980's. 

I hope the House will join with me in 
requiring that all the fine print in the 
contract be read before we sign a blank 
check for billions of dollars in question
able and unnecessary modifications to 
the B-52. 

By adopting the Wilson amendment, 
the House will authorize those B-52/ 
cruise missile mods which are essential 
to our national defense. However, we 
must delete and delay, until the Air 
Force restructures them into a total 
package, other requested modifications 
involving life extension and penetration 
effectiveness. 

At a minimum, we should be able to 
afford the time to stop and consider the 
ramifications of the modifications, and 
the magnitude of their expense. 

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

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. I yield to the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I recall 
that in the full committee the gentleman 
sought to amend the bill with a similar 
amendment which at that time I op
posed. It is now my understanding, how-

ever, that this amendment differs from 
that amendment in that the modifica
tions required to the B-52 to carry the 
cruise missile, including cruise missile 
avionics, including what are known as 
FRODS-that is functionally related ob
servable differences-for the purpose of 
SALT verification, will not be hindered 
by this gentleman's amendment and 
that his amendment only drops those 
modifications that go to essentially the 
penetration and some update rolls. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Chairman, I had an original 
amendment which was adopted in the 
Subcommittee on Procurement which 
was for $431 million. I have eliminated 
the $79.7 million which is for the ac
tual integration, the carriage for the 
cruise missile and which is to carry 
out the integration work for the B-52 
to carry the cruise missile and do the 
mission for which the President said he 
wanted it to be used for. The $10 million 
takes care of the functionally related 
observable differences that must be add
ed to the tail or some part of the B-52 
so that it can be identified as a cruise 
missile carrier. 

Mr. CARR. I thank the gentleman for 
his explanation and clarification. We 
have learned that these modification ac
counts are frequently used as slush 
funds for the military services to have 
money to reprogram and to have the ex
tra money that they cannot get through 
the Congress and our committee and the 
Subcommittee on Defense of the Com
mittee on Appropriations. I think the 
gentleman in offering this amendment 
is offering a real service to the House for 
which I commend him. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the House to 
support the Wilson amendment which 
is before us at this time. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the 
support of the gentleman. I think this 
gives us an opportunity to reduce a sig
nificant amount from the budget that is 
not required and is not necessary. The 
President has made the decision that 
the cruise missile carrier replace the 
B-1, the penetrating bomber. 

I recognize that the Air Force would 
like to put all of this extra money into 
modi~ying the B-52 so that they can up
date It as a penetrator, but its function 
is strictly for cruise missile carrying un
til such time as a more modern aircra!t 
would be created and produced that will 
take us beyond the 1980's. What we now 
ask for will do the job, will take us 
through the 1980's and get started on the 
program of doing the integrations re
quired. 

Mr. Chairman, I know the gentleman 
f~om Missouri <Mr. !CHORD) has reserva
tiOns and possibly is opposed to the 
amendment. He is introducing an 
~mendment which I intend to support 
m the next title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. CHARLES 
H. WILSON of california was allowed to 
proceed for 2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Califor-

nia. The amendment which the gentle
man from Missouri <Mr. !cHORD) will be 
introducing I think is a good amend
ment which I shall support. I believe the 
gentleman from Michigan <Mr. CARR) 
will also support the amendment. It is 
one that will beef up the testing program 
and will assure that every possible plane 
that anyone has talked about will be con
sidered in the eventual decision on the 
cruise missile carrier. 

0 1410 
Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali

fornia. I would be happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman stating that he is 
going to support my amendment in re
gard to the cruise missile carrier. I do 
not want the gentleman wrong on both 
counts. I am glad that the gentleman at 
least is going to be right 50 percent of 
the time. 

My problem is, though, I would state to 
the gentleman from California, I do not 
understand what the gentleman is doing 
here in the House. The gentleman has 
jumped around with his figures. At one 
time in the committee the gentleman was 
defeated on a $431.9 million cut; is that 
right? 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Yes. 

Mr. !CHORD. Now the gentleman is 
cutting it down to $342.2 million, but the 
gentleman is leaving in, as the gentle
man from Michigan pointed out, and I 
cannot understand the alliance there, 
the gentleman is leaving $10 million in 
for FROD. If there is anything that I 
think is rather silly about this whole pro
gram, that is it. I would support the gen
tleman on the elimination of the $10 mil
lion for FROD. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Well, apparently this is some
thing that is going to be required accord
ing to SALT in order that cruise missile 
carriers can be identified as such. Both 
sides are supposed to be playing the same 
game. 

Mr. !CHORD. That may be true, but 
I think that oart of SALT is absolutely 
silly. We might as well paint FRODS on 
the tail of the airplane. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Well, I think SALT is rather 
smr. but we are going through some ex
P.rcises and there are some things that 
we are doing the best to comply with 
that we possibly can. The gentleman and 
myself have identical feelings as far as 
S&\LT is concerned. 

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
OP.POSition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I sympathize a great 
deal with the gentleman from California. 
I, too, was a great supporter of the B-1 
bomber. I think we made a tremendous 
mistake in eliminating the B-1 bomber 
after spending almost $7 billion to bring 
that weapons system into being. I did 
think very strongly that we needed a 
manned penetrator and I still believe 
there is a need. 

I cannot help but think that the gen-
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tleman from California, and I know how 
strong the gentleman was for the B-1 
bomber, is really crying over spilled milk, 
and I will yield later to the gentleman 
from California. I cannot help thinking 
that. I say to the gentleman from Cali
fornia, the B-1 bomber is gone. The gen
tleman does not offer anything in place 
of the B-1 bomber and that is why I 
must reluctantly oppose the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Now, the only thing we are going to 
have between now and the 1990 time 
frame is the B-52 as a cruise missile 
carrier. With all due respect, the gen
tleman has jumped around all over the 
lot with this amendment. In the com- · 
mittee, as I pointed out, the gentleman 
wanted to cut $342.2 million out for the 
avionics, which the gentleman is now 
cutting on the floor of the House, as well 
as $79.7 million for integrating the cruise 
missile into the B-52-G, and the gen
tleman also wanted to cut out $10 mil
lion for FRODS, which I happen to agree 
with. His amendment cut out $431.9 mil
lion in the committee. 

I will yield in just a minute. 
Now, the gentleman comes back and 

offers a $342.2 million cut with the hope, 
I suppose, of winning. 

I cannot understand the alliance be
tween the gentleman and the gentleman 
from Michigan <Mr. CARR). 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Califor
nia. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will 
yield, we have come to an understand
ing. 

Mr. !CHORD. I will yield in just a 
minute. 

Let me state to the gentleman from 
California that the avionics that has to 
be developed here is not only for the 
B-52-G, but also for the B-52-H. 

Now, the B-52 is all we have. I agree 
with the gentleman from California. We 
should have had a B-1 bomber, but all 
we have as a possible penetrator today 
is the B-52. 

I say to the gentleman from Califor
nia, we just cannot continue to cry over 
spilled milk. All the gentleman is doing 
is perpetuating our stop, start and delay 
mentality. We have got to do something. 

I think we should have proceeded with 
the B-1 also, but we cannot knock out 
our only alternative, which is the B-52. 

For that reason, I would trust that the 
House would defeat the amendment of 
the gentleman from California. 

I yield to the gentleman from Califor
nia. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that 
the gentleman considers my amendment 
as a B-1 amendment. It is nothing of the 
kind. That is the furthest from the 
truth. 

I recognize what has happened. I am 
realistic about it, but the President has 
decided that the cruise missile carrier 
will take the place of the penetrating 
bomber. 

The avionics that is included in the 
$332 million that I am trying to have re
moved from this is new avionics to im
prove the G and H versions of the B-52 
as penetrating bombers. 

CXXV--1538-Pa.rt 19 

Mr. !CHORD. OK, let me ask the 
gentleman, can the gentleman identify 
to this House how much is for any 
avionics for the B-52-G, which is going 
to be the cruise missile carrier, and how 
much is for the B-52-H? The gentleman 
from California cannot, can he? The 
gentleman does not even know what this 
amendment is going to do. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Califor
nia. Yes, I do. General Stafford told us 
that the eventual cost of the new avionics 
would be $14 billion. I have taken 50 
percent of that and added to it and made 
it close to $20 billion. 

Mr. !CHORD. That is not my question. 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Califor

nia. Because every figure that the Air 
Force comes up with, you can figure it is 
going to be 50 percent higher than what 
they tell you. 

Mr. !CHORD. That is not my ques
tion. I did not bring this all about. This 
will have to be for the gentleman from 
Michigan <Mr. CARR), and those who are 
in opposition to the B-1 to explain. 

My question to the gentleman from 
California is, how much avionics is the 
gentleman knocking out for the B-52-G 
and how much for the B-52-H? I did 
not ·hear it. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Califor
nia. Three hundred forty-two million 
dollars is the amount of money that 
would be used. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Missouri <Mr. !CHORD) has 
expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. !cHORD 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. !CHORD. How much is for the 
B-52-H and how much for the B-52-G? 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. I do not know how much is in
volved in the G and how much for the H. 

Mr. !CHORD. That is my point, and 
for that reason, I must adamantly oppose 
the amendment. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Califor
nia. But it is all money, though, that we 
should not commit ourselves to at this 
time, because we are going to be getting 
into a program that is so expensive for 
something that is not worth anything. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Ohairman, let me 
state to the gentleman from California 
and the other Members, this is one of the 
places where the Congress is just as re
sponsible as DOD and as OMB. We have 
got to make a decision. We made a deci
sion on the B-1. I was opposed to our 
action of canceling the B-1 but we have 
got to go along with the B-52-G or H, 
like it or not. We have got to have some
thing. We cannot continue to disarm this 
country and watch the capability of our 
potential adversaries increasing and ours 
going down. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend
ment be defeated. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I feel compelled to rise 
in very strong opposition to this amend
ment for a number of reasons. I find my
self very much in agreement with the 

final conclusion of my colleague, the gen
tleman from Missouri <Mr. !CHORD) who 
just preceded me in the well. 

A week ago last Tuesday I had the 
opportunity to visit the Boeing Co. at 
Wichita and spend a full day viewing 
various activities that are taking place 
there, one of which is the modification 
for the B-52. 

Now, certainly none of us wants to 
spend another dollar in the defense of 
our country that is not necessary; but 
the B-52's, you see, have been chosen as 
the prime intermediate candidate to 
carry the cruise missile, that is the 
B-52-G. There are going to be 173 of 
them outfitted as cruise missile carriers. 
They have to begin to be prepared to 
operate in an environment of increasing 
hostility, hostility · of electronics. The 
border of the air space which they must 
penetrate to get to the point to release 
their cruise missiles is going to become 
more and more under hostile radar 
surveillance. · 

0 1420 
The thing we are considering here is 

a program to permit them to function in 
these intermediate years with B-52G's, 
153 of them, as cruise missile carriers. 
There is no sense in building the pylons 
and modifying the bomb bays in the 
B-52 carrying cruise missiles on an air
plane that cannot get any place. That is 
what we are talking about. 

The genesis of this modification equip
ment is this: This equipment was devel
oped by Boeing as part of the B-1 
program. We are able to take advantage 
of the B-1 technology and update the 
25-year-old technology-and that is 
what the B-52's have in their electronics, 
their navigation, and so forth-and it is 
going to have to be replaced. This defi
nitely is necessary for the G's. 

The 96 B-52H's are still considered to 
be penetrating bombers, and they abso
lutely have to have this equipment. 

The language on page 4 of the bill, 
section 103, clearly denotes that if we 
go forward with this part of the program 
this year, with the $431 million, the Sec
retary of Defense is to provide a report 
back to us concerning the effectiveness 
of the B-52 as a cruise missile carrier, 
not only today but over the next decade, 
and also with the options that are avail
able over the next decade to maintain 
its capacity as a penetrating bomber. 

If we do not do this thing and take 
this action today, I think-and my col
league. the gentleman from Missouri 
<Mr. IcHoRn), had it right-it is an ac
tion of unilateral disarmament. It is an 
act of sending our people out from SAC
and they are well trained, first-class 
pilots, probably the best trained avia
tors in the world today-in obsolete air
craft. That is the choice that is presented 
here. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I do oppose the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. HILLIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas. 
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Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I as• 
sociate myself with the gentleman from 
Indiana's remarks. 

I was out in the Boeing plant at Wich
ita when my friend from Indiana eame 
to Kansas. I think the gentleman is ab
solutely correct on this subject, and I 
urge my colleagues to oppose the unwise 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CHARLES H. Wn.
SON). 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
manyield? 

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

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Chainnan, is the gentleman 
aware that General Ellis, the SAC com
mander, is opposed to any more modifi
cation of the B-52? 

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I have not 
talked to General Ellis on this matter, 
but from the letter I saw here at the 
counsel's desk, I did not interpret it that 
way. I did not understand that he was 
opposed. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. He testified that way before the 
Senate on the SALT hearings, and he 
is also on record as being opposed to it. 

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Chairman, let me say 
to my colleague that my purpose here is 
to point out that the B-52 is the only 
thing we have, and until we have some
thing better-and that is not going to 
come along for 10 years-! think it is 
highly inappropriate to rely on technol
ogy that is some 20 years old when we 
can take advantage of the B-1 technol
ogy and the modern electronic defenses 
which are now available to us. 

For that reason, Mr. Chairman, I have 
to oppose this amendment. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chainnan, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I join the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. HILLIS) and the gen
tleman from Missouri <Mr. !cHORD) in 
opposition to this amendment. 

The one thing to remember is that 
the B-52 is the only bomber we have, 
and there is not anything on the horizon 
for the next 10 years. In the meantime 
we have to keep the B-52 as effective as 
we possibly can. 

I do not know of any other way to do 
that than to go along with the modifica
tion program that would be approved if 
we adopt the language in the bill and 
provide the amount of money in the bill 
for it. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Committee 
to reject the amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, just very briefly, let me 
state that I would like to associate myself 
with the remarks of the gentleman from 
Indiana <Mr. HILLIS), because I think he 
stated it very succinctly, and with the 
remarks of the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. !CHORD). 

I have been to the Boeing plant and 
talked to the program manageT. This 
was before the cancellation of the B-1, 
as a matter of fact. He was very proud 

of the B-52 at the time, and he told me 
they would be flying-and Boeing has 
said this-in the year 2000, with or with
out the B-1. 

The B-1 is gone now. The B-1 has gone 
and the reason it is gone we are told, is 
that we are going to shift our emphasis 
and we are going to a cruise missile. 

But what are we going to use for a 
cruise missile carrier? We have to de
cide what will be the platform that will 
carry the cruise missile. We do not know. 
There is money in here to develop a plat
form or to provide a study and a test and 
R. & D. to come up with the best solu
tion for a cruise missile carrier. But in 
the meantime the only thing that we 
have that is viable and that will pose any 
threat at all and that can actually do the 
job is the B-52. 

With the ever increasing sophistica
tion in the electronic warfare field, it is 
necessary to equip whatever plane will 
carry the cruise missile or any conven
tional weapon for that matter, with the 
ability of getting closer to the launch 
point. That launch point, because of the 
electronic environment, is growing fur
ther and further away from the enemy 
lines. 

We must have the capability, whether 
there is going to be an actual penetration 
or whether they are just going to be able 
to get closer to the launch point, to coun
ter the electronic threat we see in the 
immediate future. 

Besides that, this money not only pro
vides for the penetration capability but 
it has to do with conventional weaponry, 
with bombing aids, with navigation and 
other things that will be needed even if 
we were not going to use cruise missiles. 

So what is the alternative if we do not 
equip and upgrade the B-52? Do we use 
a Piper Cub? The only thing that could 
possibly be considered as an alternative 
would be the F-111, which has a much, 
much shorter range. The only way we are 
going to lengthen its range would be to 
build a stretch version. But in this we 
are getting into a multibillion-dollar 
item. A whole new development program. 

So this is an interim step. It is a neces
sary step. We want to go into it in some 
detail in our Subcommittee on Research 
and Development. We see no alternative 
that would oe preferable to this, since we 
have been denied what we thought would 
be the most effective aircraft, the B-1. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I earnestly and very 
seriously urge the House to vote down 
this amendment and keep this money in 
here for the upgrading of the B-52's. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to get the 
attention of the Members who have al
ready spoken out on this amendment and 
get into a little bit of colloquy, because 
I am a little puzzled about the amend
ment and am still undecided as to how 
to vote. 

There are three questions that I have. 
First of all, what are we striking out 
with this $342 million? 

Second, if we do this, are we strength
ening or weakening the case for the Air 
Force to come back at another time and 

want money for the resurrected B-1 or 
another penetrating bomber? 

Third, do we need some penetration 
capability for a cruise missile carrier? 

Let me start with the first question, 
if I may. The gentleman's amendment 
knocks out $342.2 million, as I under
stand it. In the little sheet here, the fact 
sheet or the handout from the Commit
tee on Armed Services, it tells us what 
the $342 million is for, but the last sen
tence is this: "and to integrate electroni
cally the ALCM capability on the B-
52-G's." 

I would have thought that was not 
what we wanted to be knocking out 
money for. There are two parts to this. 
The money in this part of the bill is: 
~irst, to improve penetration; and sec
ond, to make the B-52 into a cruise mis
sile carrier. Apparently some of the 
money being taken out, some of the $342 
mill~on, is to go to this second purpose, 
to mtegrate electronically the ALCM 
capability on the B-52-G's. 

I thought that we would not want to 
knock that out if we were interested in 
the cruise missile carrier. 

Mr. Chainnan, can either the author 
of the amendment or the gentleman 
from Michigan respond? 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Califor
nia. Mr. Chainnan, will the gentleman 
yield? 

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

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Califor
nia. Mr. Chairman, it is my understand
ing there has to be no improvement in 
the B-52 avionics system in order to 
carry the cruise missile. The cruise mis
sile has its own guidance system. It does 
not rely upon anything that is in the 
B-52 to take it to whatever its mission is. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chainnan, I would 
very strongly disagree with the gentle
man from California <Mr. CHARLES H. 
WILSON). I think the gentleman from 
Wisconsin <Mr. AsPIN) will similarly 
agree that we have to have defense sup
pression avionics aboard a B-52 carry
ing cruise missiles. This is the reason 
why we need avionics modifications to 
the B-52-G, which will be the cruise
misslle carrier, as the gentleman from 
Wisconsin points out. 

0 1430 
Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, wlll the 

gentleman yield? -
Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 

from Michigan. 
Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, this was a 

point of some confusion prior to the 
offering of the amendment. Certainly 
money for the integration in any way 
of cruise missiles to the B-52 ought to 
remain in the bill. 

In my colloquy with the gentleman 
from California, to enhance my under
standing of his amendment, I thought I 
got an affirmative answer on that point. 
If perhaps the amendment as drawn 
did not do in fact what the gentleman 
intended, we ought to nail that down. 
But my position on the issue is that all 



. 

September 13, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 24447 
modifications in whatever way related 
to cruise missiles, as distinguished from 
penetration, ought to be financed. 

Mr. ASPIN. Is that the understanding 
of the gentleman from california? 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. That is the understanding I have, 
that money included in the $342 million 
does not involve anything involved in 
the integration. 

My staff has been working directly 
with the staff of the gentleman from 
Missouri <Mr. !cHORD) in trying to de
velop the facts on this matter, and we 
are depending on the expertise of the 
same people who are advising the com
mittee on this. 

I know there is some commitee oppo
sition, some staff opposition in some 
areas to it, but I absolutely have no in
tention of striking anything that would 
be involved in the integration of the 
B-52 as a cruise missile carrier. 

Mr. ASPIN. I think that answers the 
question. That is the intent of the au
thor of the amendment. 

Let me raise the second question, if I 
may, and again engage in a colloquy with 
the same three Members. That is this 
question about whether, if we knock out 
capability of the penetration of the B-52, 
does that resurrect the possibility that 
the Air Force will come in later either 
for money to resurrect the B-1 or some 
other penetration bomber? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Wisconsin 
<Mr. ASPIN) has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. AsPIN was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. CARR. If the gentleman will yield, 
my view is that, to some extent, it is a 
salvage operation on the part of B-1 
proponents, and I would congratulate 
the gentleman from California, because 
it certainly is not he who is crying over 
spilled milk in this matter. What it is, 
however, is that an airplane can be de
fined in many ways. There is the air
frame and there is the avionics. As the 
gentleman from Califcmia said, the 
effort here is to try to put the B-1 avi
onics into the B-52 airframe. 

We have made a decision, the Presi
dent has made a decision and this House 
has supported it, that we are not going 
the penetration route. That is no longer 
our strategy and, therefore, any deploy
ment of penetration capability is a waste 
of money. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman 
will yield, I will just add to that that 
this is a decision that was made by the 
administration. The Air Force supported 
them in their decision to drop the B-1 
and to go with the crUise missile. 

Mr. ASPIN. Is it the intention of the 
gentleman from California to push for 
the resurection of the B-1 or to push 
for the resurrection of a penetrating 
bomber sometime in the future? 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. No. It is my understanding that 
the B-1 will be a candidate for the cruise 
missile carrier when we determine who 
all will be the candidates for it. I would 
hope that the B-1 would have a good 

chance of becoming the carrier for that. 
I will certainly be honest about that. I 
think it would be the finest one that we 
could have. I cannot predict what I will 
do in the future at this time, but I am 
certainly not involved in anything to try 
to put together again a penetrating 
bomber. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, let me say to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, first of all, 
that the gentleman from California, 1n 
regard to the B-52-G, stated he had been 
working with the staff of the Subcom
mittee on Research and Development, 
and that certainly is true. But I think 
there has been some misunderstanding. 
The staff has just reaffirmed to me that 
of this $342.2 million, part of it is for 
the purpose of integrating electronically 
the ALCM capa-bility on the B-52-G. 
That was my great concern. I do not 
know how much is for the H and how 
much is for the G. The money for the H 
is to improve the penetrating capability 
of the B-52. I think it logically follows
and possibly the gentleman from Michi
gan, not being a member of the Sub
committee on Research a-nd Develop
ment, as is the gentleman from Wiscon
sin-the gentleman from Wisconsin will 
remember that we deleted $5 million for 
a new manned penetrating bomber. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Wisconsin 
<Mr. AsPIN) has again expired. 

<On request of Mr. !CHORD and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. AsPIN was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.> 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, if you de
lete this money to improve the penetrat
ing capability of the B-52-H, then I 
think you are automatically driven to
ward the development of a- new penetrat
ing bomber, and I will candidly state to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin that I 
still think we need the penetrating 
bomber. 

What we are trying to do is play gen
eral on the floor of the House, and this 
is no time to play general, I will say to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman 

· will yield, may I say tha.t I have honest
ly tried to present this program in a way 
that would do what I hoped to do with 
it. Apparently there is an honest differ
ence of opinion and confusion over these 
figures. I would hope that the commit
tee will keep a close observation on the 
development of the B-52 modification 
program. I know they will do that any
way, without my asking for their assur
ance. 

Mr. Chairman, because of this con
fusion that has come up, I ask unanimous 
consent that my amendment be with
drawn. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are 

there further amendments to title I? If 
not, the Clerk will read title n. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE II-RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, 
TEST, AND EVALUATION 

SEc. 201. Funds are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated !or fiscal year 1980 !or the use 
o! the Armed Forces o! the United States !or 
research, development, test, and evaluation, 
as authorized by law. in amounts as follows: 

For the Army $2,757,322,000, o! which $3,-
000,000 is authorized only !or the perform
ance and completion o! a. !ea.sib111ty demon
stration o! launching Heliborne Missiles 
(HELLFIRE), !rom UH-60 helicopters. 

For the Navy (including the Marine Corps), 
$4,569,544,000, o! which (1) $180,000,000 is 
authorized only !or the full-scale engineer
ing development o! the Marine Corps Harrier 
AV8-B aircraft, (2) $100,000,000 is authorized 
only !or the continued research, develop
ment, test, a.nd evaluation o! the 3,000-ton 
prototype Surface Effect Ship (SES). (3) $32,-
000,000 is authorized only !or the pllot pro
duction, shipboard lnsta.lla.tion, test, and 
evaluation o{the MK-71 Major Caliber Light
weight Gun, (4) $30,844,000 1s authorized 
only !or joint Navy/Air Force !ull-sca.le engi
neering development o! the Air-to-Ground 
Standoff Missile system which is to be availa
ble !or production on or before December 31, 
1984, and (5) $13,197,000 is authorized only 
!or joint Navy/Air Force development of a. 
common electronic self-protection system !or 
integration into, but not llmtted to, the Navy 
F-18 and Air Force F-16 aircraft. 

For the Air Force, $4,940,265,000, o! which 
(1) $670,000,000 is authorized only !or the 
concurrent full-scale engineering develop
ment o! the missile basing mode known as 
the Multiple Protective Structures (MPS) 
system a.nd the MX mlsslle, as provdded in 
section 202 o! this Act, a.nd (2) $30,000,000 
is authorized only !or the research, develop
ment, test, and evaluation required !or com
petitive flight demonstration o! the Stra
tegic Weapons Launcher and the Advanced 
Medium STOL Transport (AMST) a.lrcra.!t 
in order to esta.bllsh the utlllty o! these a4r
cra!t a.s cruise misslle carriers. 

For the Defense Agencies, $1,106,618,000, of 
which $42,500,000 is authorized !or the ac
tivities o! the Director o! Test and Evalua
tion, Defense. 

BASING MODE FOR THE MX MISSILE 

SEc. 202. (a.) It 1s the sense o! the Con
gress that ma.inta4ning a. survivable land
based intercontinental ba.lllstic missile sys
tem is vital to the security o! the United 
States a.nd that development o! a new bas
ing mode !or la.nd-ba.sed intercontinental 
ballistic missiles is necessary to assure the 
survdva.b111ty o! the land-based system. To 
this end, the development of the MX misslle, 
together with a. new basing mode !or such 
misslle, should proceed so a.s to achieve 
Initial Operational Capablllty !or both such 
missile a.nd such basing mode at the earllest 
practicable date. 

(b) In accordance with the sense o! Con
gress expressed dn subsection (a). the Secre
tary o! Defense shall proceed Immediately 
with full-scale engineering development of 
the missile basing mode known a.s the Mul
tiple Protective Structures (MPS) system 
concurrently with full-scale engineering de
velopment o! the MX misslle, unless a.nd 
until the Secretary o! Defense certifies to 
the Congress that a.n alternative basing mode 
1s m111tar1ly or technologtca.lly superior to, 
and is more cost effective than, the MPS sys
tem or the President informs the Congress 
that in hls view the MPS system 1s not con
sistent with United States national security 
Interests. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to prohibit or restrict the study of 
alternative basing modes !or la.nd-ba.sed in
tercontinental ba.ll1stic missiles. 

(d) The Secretary o! Defense shall submit 
to the Congress 1n writing, not later than 
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March 1, 1980, a report evaluating in detaU 
the abUlty of the Multiple Protective Struc
tures (MPS) system to survive foreseeable 
attempts by the Soviet Union to neutraldze 
such system. 

Mr. PRICE <during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
title II be considered as read, printed 
in the RECORD, and open to amendment 
at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ICHORD 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. !cHORD: Page 

8 line 10 of section 201, delete the following: 
"(2) $30,000,000 is authorized only !or the 

research, development, test, and evaluation 
required !or competitive 1llght demonstra
tion o! the Strategic Weapons Launcher and 
the Advanced Medium STOL Transport 
(AMST) aircraft in order to establish the 
utlllty o! these aircraft as cruise missile 
carriers." and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 

"(2) $30,000,000 is authorized only for the 
research, development, test, and evaluation 
required for competitive hardware demon
stratton o! the Strategic Weapons Launcher 
and a derivative o! a mllltary and/or com
mercial medium or intermediate-sized air
craft in order to establish the ut1Uty of these 
aircraft as cruise missile carriers not later 
than September 30, 1981. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment I offer modifies the cruise 
missile carrier language proposed by the 
Armed Services Committee by substitut
ing commercial and/or military medium 
or intermediate-sized aircraft as opposed 
to only the advanced medium STOL air
craft to compete against the strategic 
weapons launcher in order to establish 
the feasibility of these aircraft as cruise 
missile carriers. 

At the time the language was proposed 
by the committee, the Department of De
fense had not yet completed its analyti
cal studies concerning the relative cost 
and performance effectiveness of various 
aircraft including the strategic weapons 
launcher, the AMST and commercially 
available aircraft such as the Boeing 707, 
the Lockheed L-1011, among others. The 
preliminary findings of these studies are 
that the strategic weapons launcher and 
medium-sized derivative of a military 
and/or commercially available aircraft 
are the most likely candidates to meet 
our cruise missile carrier requirements. 

The subject of cruise missile carrier 
aircraft has been under study by the De
partment of Defense for over 2 years. 
One purpose of this amendment is to 
bring these costly analytical studies to a 
close and initiate a competitive hardware 
demonstration program to be completed 
by September 30, 1981. 

The amendment requires that at least 
$30 million be made available for this 
competition. 

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

Mr. !CHORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. who I know does have 
a great interest in this subject. 

0 1440 
Mr. CARR. I thank the gentleman 

from Missouri for yielding. 
At the risk of attaching myself to his 

amendment and causing the same fate 
that it did when I attached myself to the 
amendment of the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON), I 
would like to let the House know that 
this is in essence the very amendment 
that I attempted to pass in the commit
tee, and it was narrowly defeated. I am in 
complete agreement with the gentleman 
from Missouri, and I congratulate him 
for his amendment and urge its adoption. 

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

Mr. !CHORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

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

Just to make sure I understand it and 
all the Members understand it, as the 
bill was written and came out of com
mittee, it limited the number of the types 
of aircraft that would be tested for a 
carrier. The gentleman's amendment 
simply broadens the number of planes 
by allowing commercial planes to be 
added to that number, and this is done 
at the request of the Air Force; is that 
correct? 

Mr. !CHORD. The gentleman is cor
rect. The competitive demonstration in 
the amendment originally drawn by the 
committee was limited to a competitive 
demonstration between the SWL and the 
AMST. 

This will broaden it to admit commer
cial planes. 

Mr. DICKINSON. To allow it to go to 
or at least include any commercial plane 
also, and it does not mandate any par
ticular plane? 

Mr. !CHORD. That is right. The Air 
Force will have to choose a candidate to 
compete against the SWL. 

Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. !CHORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BOB WILSON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

I have polled the Members on our side. 
We have no opposition to the gentle
man's amendment. 

Mr. !CHORD. I thank the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

I just want to commend the gentleman, 
who is the chairman of the Subcommit
tee on Research and Development of the 
Committee on Armed Services, for the 
fine work he has done, and I would like 
to point out to this body that he has in 
his leadership saved literally hundreds 
of millions of dollars in the area of re
search and development. 

I would like to point out, in doing this, 
he has done it in such a way as to in no 
way debilitate our defense standing. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri <Mr. 
!CHORD). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PRICE 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PRicE: Page 8, 

Une 10, strike out "this Act" and insert in 
lleu thereof "the Department of Defense 
Supplemental Appropriation Authorization 
Act, 1979 (Public Law 96-29) ". 

Page 8, strike out line 20 and all that 
follows down through line 24 on page 9 
and insert in lleu thereof the following: 
REPORT ON NEW BASING MODE FOR INTER

CONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILES 
SEc. 202. The Secretary of Defense shall 

submit to the Congress in writing, not later 
than March 1, 1980, a report evaluating in 
detail the ab111ty of the basing mode for 
land-based intercontinental ballistic mis
siles known as the Multiple Protective Struc
ture (MPS) system to survive foreseeable 
attempts by the Soviet Union to neutralize 
such system. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, this merely 
takes out unnecessary language as the 
language is already in the Department 
of Defense fis :al year 1979 Supplemental 
Appropriation Authorization Act, which 
has been signed into law. The supple
mental was signed subsequent to report
ing of the bill. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. !CHORD. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I do think that perhaps a record should 
be made on this. The committee in the 
supplemental bill mandated that the 
Air Force proceed simultaneously with 
the advanced engineering of the MX 
missile system and also the MX basing 
system. This language was written by 
the Subcommittee on Research and De
velopment, and was approved over
whelmingly by this House. 

I know the gentleman from California 
<Mr. DELLUMS) endeavored to take the 
language out at that time. 

I think that language is still good, and 
especially in view of the decision made 
by the President, except there was some 
reporting language that is definitely sur
plus, but I would like to ask the gentle
man from Illinois, just to make a rec
ord-! see the gentlewoman from Colo
rado <Mrs. ScHROEDER) who may be 
rising for the same purpose, but the 
gentlewoman from Colorado did offer 
an amendment in committee, which 
would require the Secretary of Defense 
to report upon the status and effective
ness of the MX system. Is the gentleman 
retaining that? 

Mr. PRICE. Anticipating what the 
gentleman said, we leave in the lan
guage of the gentlewoman from Colo
rado, and the language that was in the 
gentlewoman's recommendation. 

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

Mr. PRICE. I yield to the gentlewoman 
from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank both the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PRICE) and 
the gentleman from Missouri <Mr. 
!CHORD), and if the gentleman from Mis
souri <Mr. !cHORD) will yield, and if I 
may ask another question of the chair-



September 13, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 24449 
man, does that mean, too-I want to 
make it perfectly clear that the language 
that ts in there, since we did not men
tion the racetracks, that it would really 
include the racetracks as the basing 
mode, because I think we want to make 
that clear legislatively that those would 
be incorporated. 

Mr. PRICE. It does. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Dlinois <Mr. PRICE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELLUMS 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DELLUMs: Page 

8, line 5, strike out "$4,940,265,000" and all 
that follows through "and (2)" on line 10 
and Insert In lleu thereof "$4,270,265,000, of 
which". 

Page 8, strike line 20 and all that follows 
down through Une 24 on page 9. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, the MX 
is a $30 to $40 billion waste of the tax
payer's money. We are being asked today 
to put down a $670 million partial pay
ment on a system that is expensive, un
necessary, and dangerous. A weapon 
that we do not need, that will stimulate 
the arms race and will reduce the chances 
for arms control. Thirty to forty billion 
dollars to disrupt our environment in 
peacetime and to increase the destruc
tiveness of a nuclear war. And why? Why 
theMX? 

Is it because the Pentagon wants a 
:first strike weapon? We know the mili
tary has sought a hard silo killer for two 
decades. Air Force planners have wanted 
to make it creditable that under some 
circumstances the United States would 
initiate a strategic exchange. 

Why the MX? Is it part of a domestic 
SALT bargain? There is a feeling by 
many that the President feels that SALT 
II is only obtainable by ransoming it 
with the MX. 

Why the MX? Is it a question of per
ception? Many say, "the Soviets are 
building," so we must build also. 

I believe the real reason for the MX 
lies somewhere in these questions, and 
these cannot justify this multibillion 
expenditure. 

But the defenders say that we need the 
MX because the Minuteman III is vul
nerable. Two questions come to mind: 
First, is the Minuteman vulnerable; and 
second, if the Minuteman should be re
placed, is the MX the only or the best 
answer? 

Let us look at vulnerability, any vul
nerability is theoretical. The Soviets 
must be as uncertain, as we are, as to 
whether in fact strategic weapons will be 
as accurate, as reliable and as techni
cally capable in actual use as they appear 
on paper. Even if the systems worked as 
predicted, the Soviets face great risks. 
We may attack on warning. We may 
launch an all out retaliation. 

Even if the Minuteman ill's were all 
destroyed, we would retain upwards of 
7,000 strategic nuclear weapons. These 
weapons 8lre capable of a wide range of 

responses. There are enough weapons to 
destroy the Soviet Union as a modern 
industrial society. 

There are alternatives to the MX. The 
MX, as advocated by the Air Force, would 
not cure the "Minuteman vulnerability 
problem" for many years to come. Given 
the hypothetical nature of the problem 
and the unlikelihood of the Soviets gam
bling all on "one cosmic throw of the 
dice," it might well be asked whether 
the "problem" really requires a "solu
tion." 

One alternative to the MX would be 
simuly to leave our ICBM's as they are. 
In the unlikely event of a limited tit-for
tat nuclear war, they would still be avail
able for accuracy and precise command 
and control. In the event that the ma
jority of them were destroyed in a large 
nuclear attack, the United States would 
retain thousands of retaliatory weapons 
in submarines and on aircraft. In fact, 
even with the MX, in the coming years 
nuclear weapons on ICBM's will consti
tute a declining percentage of U.S. nu
clear forces. 

If we really fear a Soviet gamble on an 
attack on our ICBM's alone, then an
other alternative is to remove the ICBM's 
altogether, thus eliminating the "coun
terforce" limited nuclear war option 
from Soviet capabilities. 

Another choice would be to leave only 
about 200 or so Minutemen III missiles 
in place. Those who believe in the possi
bility of limited tit-for-tat nuclear war 
would still have ICBM's available for 
that purpose. At the same time, the mis
sile force would be too small to tempt a 
Soviet "counterforce only" strike. 

On the other hand, if it is decided that 
the United States must have a guaran
teed survivable ICBM, other possibili
ties have been suggested. For example, 
we could deploy a missile in numbers 
large enough to match oresent Minute
man capabilities but still small enough 
not to threaten the Soviet ICBM force 
and thereby escalate the arms race. In 
order to insure survivability and to allow 
the number deployed to be easily moni
tored by the Soviet Union, this missile 
could be placed on small, cheap subma
rines based in the waters of the U.S. Con
tinental Shelves. 

We must remember, the MX will do 
more than just replace the Minuteman. 
It will be a vastly different weapon with 
dangerous implications. The MX is a new 
and dangerous weapon. Before the emer
gence of the purported need to compen
sate for Minuteman vulnerability, the Air 
Force already wanted a new "Missile 
X"-a silo killer. The MX is not being 
designed to duplicate strikes against all 
the civilian and military targets we can 
now hit. It does not make sense to use it 
against empty silos. Therefore it is a 
first strike weapon. 

With 10 Mark 12A warheads, with an 
accuracy of 50 percent better than the 
Minuteman missile, the MX would be 
primarily a Soviet missile silo killer. Such 
a missile is intended to serve strategies 
of fighting and winning nuclear war. 
<The current Air Force definition of vic
tory in nuclear war is that our country 

takes fewer years to recover its economic 
capacity than the other side.> Two 
thousand or more 350-kiloton nuclear 
warheads with accuracies approaching 
300 feet would pose a significant threat 
to the Soviet ICBM force. Air Force plan
ners want to make it credible that the 
United States would under some circum
stances initiate a strategic nuclear 
exchange. 

A second purpose of the MX would be 
to destroy Soviet missiles remaining in 
silos after a Soviet :first strike. The sup
posed need to do this is based on bizarre 
scenarios of limited nuclear war which 
even the Secretary of Defense finds im
plausible. The reason Secretary Brown 
hesitates to endorse a large scale ICBM
launched silo attacking capability is as 
follows: 

As the growing Soviet threat to our ICBM 
force indicates, this kind of targeting by 
forcing the other side to respond with re
designed capabllltles Is bound to affect long
term stab111ty in what could be (but need 
not be) a negative way. 

Let us try to translate that into Eng
lish. While about 20 percent of U.S. 
strategic nuclear warheads are on 
ICBM's, about 70 percent of the Soviet 
warheads are on ICBM's and their other 
forces are on lower day-to-day alert 
status. If some in the United States feel 
a need to do something about Minute
man vulnerability, what do we suppose 
the Soviets will do about the emergence 
of a major threat to the largest part of 
their nuclear forces? They will certainly 
take countervailing measures. 

First, they may institute a launch-on
warning policy. According to those who 
worry about Minuteman vulnerability, 
this is a destabilizing and dangerous pol
icy. Next, the Soviets will probably move 
to a land-mobile ICBM system. When 
they do so, we will most likely no longer 
have confidence in our ability to count 
Soviet missile launchers. There will be 
great pressures in the United States to 
react to worst case estimates of Soviet 
missile numbers by building more mis
siles of our own. 

Even if mobile missile deployments re
mained within SALT II limits, both sides 
would fear the possibility of a rapid 
"breakout" of many additional missiles. 

Let us go so far as to suppose that 
instead of going to land-mobile missiles 
the Soviets were to take the more stabi
lizing course of sending their nuclear 
deterrent to sea. Whatever steps the So
viets take to make their ICBM's mobile, 
they remove the major set of targets 
of the MX. The MX will force some re
action from the Soviets. When they re
act-and they will have 6 to 11 years 
in which to do so-the whole point of 
the MX will have been obviated. As soon 
as the MX is on line, the Soviets will 
be able to nullify its major military func
tion. Thirty or forty million dollars will 
have been spent on a weapon without 
a mission. 

There are serious questions regarding 
the environmental soundness of the pro
posed "racetrack" basing mode. 

The MX is expensive, unnecessary and 
dangerous. I urge you to support the 
amendment. 



24450 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE September 13, 1979 
0 1500 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from California 
has expired. 

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

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

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to my colleague. 
Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 

pay my highest commendation to the 
gentleman in the well for the very elo
quent and learned note of sanity that 
he has lent to these proceedings. We have 
been listening for the last couple of days 
in this Chamber, and for the better part 
of a year, to a national debate which 
seems to have totally overlooked the very 
purpose and very intent of the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks. 

The gentleman focuses clearly on the 
fact that what we really are debating, 
or should be debating is the survival of 
humanity. We seem to be adopting Or
well's "newspeak" when in the guise of 
arms limitations, we engage in this mas
sive arms acceleration race. As a Con
gress, as elected representatives of the 
most powerful Nation in the world, we 
seem to have forgotten that our prime 
obligation is to make sure that the world 
and its people survive. 

I want to extend my appreciation to 
the gentleman for bringing us back to 
face this very real crisis of humanity's 
survival. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank my colleague 
for his kind and generous remarks. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite nlimber of words, 
and I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I w111 not take 15 min
utes or 16 minutes, as did the gentleman 
from California, in opposition to his 
views. I do agree with the gentleman 
from California that this matter should 
be debated. I would point out to the 
Members of the House that I doubt if 
there is much more that we can say on 
this issue that was not said in the RECORD 
of May 31, 1979, when the gentleman 
from California made substantially the 
same remarks as he made today, and I 
perhaps will make almost identical re
marks today. 

But, I would like to take just a little 
different approach. May I say to the 
Members of the House that the gentle
man from California usually differs with 
me on defense matters, but I think the 
gentleman from California plays a very 
valuable part, makes an important con
tribution, to the subcommittee that he 
serves on, the Research and Development 
Subcommittee, because we can always 
count on the gentleman from California 
to give the antidefense argument. As a 
Member who has been serving in a par
liamentary body for now 27 years, I rec
ognize the desirability of having that 
argument on the other side. There are 
always two sides, as all of us, I am sure, 
recognize-there are two sides to every 
question. 

But, I wish that I could afford the lux
ury that the gentleman from California 

affords himself. As I understand the 
logic, the reasoning of the gentleman 
from California, it goes like this, and· I 
think this is where he differs from the 
overwhelming majority of the Members 
of this House: He thinks about the hor
rors, the devastating effects, of a nuclear 
war, and I agree with the gentleman that 
it would be a horrible event not only for 
western civilization, but for all civiliza
tion. Then, he states that no one but an 
insane man would ever engage in a nu
clear war, and then assumes that our 
potential adversaries are reasonable peo
ple-they are not insane, anyway. They 
may be tough, but they are not going to 
start a nuclear war. 

I wlsh that I had the clairvoyance of 
the gentleman from California, or the 
clairvoyance which I think that he 
has, because I would prefer, as the gen
tleman from California, not to spend a 
dime for defense. I think we could spend 
it for a lot better purposes, but the gen
tleman, I submit, does not have the 
clairvoyance to say that we are not go
ing to have a nuclear war. 

I will agree with the gentleman from 
California, I do not think we are going 
to have a nuclear war. I do not know 
what the scenario will be. I do not have 
the clairvoyance to say how it is going 
to come about. I see perhaps another 
Kennedy-Khrushchev confrontation 
somewhere in the future. I see a greater 
possibility of a conventional war rather 
-than any nuclear war. 
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Jimmy Carter, does not have the repu
tation for frivolously spending money on 
defense, and he has made the decision 
to proceed with the MX missile-and an 
MPS basing system. I think what we 
really are facing, I would state to the 
gentleman from California is-and I 
think this is where he differs from the 
overwhelming majority of the Members 
of this body, and perhaps the gentleman 
from Michigan-if we do not watch it, 
we are going to get the President of the 
United States into a position where he 
is going to have to surrender vital Amer
ican interests or risk a nuclear holocaust. 
No President should ever be placed in 
that position. We must retain our nu
clear deterrence capability. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. !cHORD 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. !CHORD. This is the real issue, I 
would submit to the gentleman from 
California. I hope and I pray that there 
will not be such a thing as a nuclear 
war, but if I am going to err-I would 
prefer not to spend a dime for defense, 
but if I am going to err-I want to err 
on the side of defense. This is what we 
are doing. Our policy is to deter a nu
clear war. 

Let me state to the gentleman from 
California that the experts in this field 
tell us-the more pessimistic tell us
that the ICBM leg of our Triad will be 
vulnerable in 1 or 2 years. That is the 
more pessimistic view. The more opti-

mistic view of the experts is 3 or 4 years. 
And the real pessimistic view states that 
our ICBM leg is already vulnerable. Re
gardless of which one of those views is 
correct, we cannot let ourselves get in 
the position of having our ICBM leg 
vulnerable. This is why the gentleman's 
President and my President made this 
decision, and I would state that it is 
right in line with the position that the 
overwhelming majority of the R. & D. 
Committee has been holding now for 
several months. We mandated in the 
Supplemental Bill that they proceed 
simultaneously with the advanced engi
neering of the MX missile and the MX 
basing system. I think we cannot con
tinue to argue these things forever. We 
must proceed in a way that w111 deter 
nuclear war. I have respect for the gen
tleman's views, and I think that he has 
respect for my views. But we have got to 
make a decision one way or the other. I 
know the gentleman from California 
<Mr. DELLUMs) knows that he does not 
have the clairvoyance to see what is 
going to happen out there in the future. 

Mr. DELLUMS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I appreciate his remarks, 
and I have tried to listen very care
fully. I would only make two responses: 
No. 1, as to the question of ICBM vul
nerability, my response is, <a> that is 
highly theoretical, and, <b> , even if it 
is real, there are other options that are 
available to us that are less expensive 
and less dangerous than building an MX 
missile. 

The second point I would like to make 
is simply that if we are suggesting that 
the role of strategic nuclear weapons 
in our lives is for deterrence, I am say
ing to the Members that our deterrence 
is not threatened at this moment. The 
Soviets have over 4,000 weapons. We 
have over 9,000 strategic weapons. Five 
thousand of those weapons are on sea
based submarines with such highly so
phisticated technology that the Soviets 
do not even know where they are. 

Mr. !CHORD. I decline to yield fur
ther at this point. I will yield later on 
to the gentleman if he wants me to. I 
refuse to accept the view that all of 
these are, as the gentleman says, theo
retical. I think it is very practical. The 
Members of the Senate opposed to the 
SALT treaty are not holding SALT, 
hostage for an MX missile system. It is 
because of the imbalance in the SALT 
treaty that they demand the MX system 
to protect this country and to maintain 
a credible nuclear deterrence. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. !cHORD 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. !CHORD. That is the reason why 
we are asking that the MX system be 
built if SALT is ratified. Let us deal in 
theory. The· gentleman talks about 
theory. What would the gentleman do if 
he were president of the United States 
and he were confronted by a potential 
adversary in a position where if a nuclear 
war would result he would lose over 100 
million Americans and the enemy would 
lose 10 million? Would he hold tight to 
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vital American interests: or would be 
back down under that situation? He is 
the President of the United States. I do 
not want to put the President of the 
United States in that position. What 
would the gentleman do? 

Mr. DELLUMS. If the gentleman will 
yield, I think the question is highly 
theoretical. 

Mr. !CHORD. I do not think it is 
highly theoretical. The experts tell me, 
and I concur, that if we do not take steps 
to protect our ICBM leg, the Soviet Union 
in the mid-1980 timeframe because of 
tremendous throw weight capability, 
could with a first strike destroy our ac
curate ICBM and have enough missiles 
remaining to deter us from retaliating. 
That is, if we did retaliate, the Soviets 
would probably lose 10 million people 
while we lost over 100 million. The gen
tleman has been giving a lot of theoreti
cal arguments on the fioor of this House, 
and we have heard them time and time 
and time again. Why does he not answer 
that question? Does he want his Presi
dent in that position? 

Mr. DELLUMS. If the gentleman will 
yield, I do not think that is the issue here. 
What I am suggesting to the gentleman 
is that the reason why I said that the 
ICBM vulnerability is highly theoretical 
is because, I believe, first of all, we have 
got to deal with this question. The whole 
notion of deterrence--mutual destruc
tion or deterrence-is based upon the no
tion that you are sane enough and ra
tional enough to see the strength that I 
have and, likewise, on my side I see the 
same. What I am suggesting is that what 
we are doing when we engage in these 
arguments is to preclude the notion of 
rationality. I am saying that the whole 
notion of deterrence in a nuclear war is 
based upon rationality and intelligence 
on both sides. 

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

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

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

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I would simply like to con
clude my point. I am saying that if one 
stops and thinks for a moment, the whole 
basis of the concept of nuclear deter
rence is based on some rational notion 
that both sides are capable of under
standing the repercussions of each 
other's acts. It would seem to me that 
when you come to the fioor to argue in 
support of increasing nuclear weapons, 
we all know our new generation of weap
ons, and then the argument is, the other 
side is irrational, when the whole notion 
of deterrence is based on rationality. If 
we are living in a world where there are 
no rational roles, then none of these 
weapons we can develop will keep us from 
devastating ourselves. That is why, while 
I am saying on paper we might figure out 
some vulnerability of the Minuteman, 
there is a way of dealing with it, but that 
does not mean the Soviets are mad 
enough to say on paper the ICBM's are 
vulnerable. Therefore, push the button 
and release the weapons. I do not think 
they are that mad, and I do not think 
we are that mad. What I am suggesting 

is that the whole notion of nuclear weap
ons needs to be discussed by the Amer
ican people. What is the role? If it goes 
beyond the question of deterrence, we 
are marking the devastation of human
kind. I am saying <a> our deterrence is 
not threatened; and <b> the whole basis 
of deterrence is based on rationality on 
both sides. If we preclude rationality, 
then we are just harming ourselves. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank the gentleman for his 
contribution and for raising this issue, 
which is absolutely the gut issue in terms 
of competition between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. President Carter 
apparently has made the decision to go 
ahead with the MX and the basii'lg point 
mode for it, on the basis of advice of 
experts. Of course, the experts have been 
wrong before. 

I believe it was Clemenceau who said, 
"War is much too important a matter 
to be entrusted to the generals." And that 
is true of other kinds of experts, includ
ing strategic military experts. The job of 
the Congress is to subject the experts 
views to the collective wisdom of this 
whole body and ultimately to the wisdom 
of the American people. The experts rec
ommended the ABM, and we finally saw 
that was an egregious and dangerous 
waste of money and scrapped it after 
spending a billion or two dollars. 
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bomber. After spending about $2.8 bil
lion we scrapped that one. They now 
recommend another costly "Rube Gold
berg" contraption which will actually 
endanger us by creating a hair-trigger 
situation in the arms race. 

Mr. Chairman, just consider one little 
aspect of it: It will require building 6,000 
miles of roads just for these 200 "race 
tracks" they propose to create for the 
MX. That is one-sixth the mileage of 
the entire interstate highway system, 
which we have spent 20 years building. 

Mr. Chairman, the argument for the 
MX has been focused on the increasing 
vulnerability of land-based ICBM's to a 
first strike by the prospective new gen
eration of super accurate Soviet mis
siles. However, the solution to the vul
·nerability problem does not appear to 
require the deployment of a new ICBM 
but simply the redeployment of existing 
ICBM's in a less vulnerable mode. Con
versely, without such an invulnerable 
basing mode the new MX missile will 
be just as vulnerable as the existing 
Minuteman. In other words, Minuteman 
vulnerability is not a logically valid 
justification for the deployment of MX. 

Mr. Chairman, it also seems clear that 
the proposed basing mode for the MX 
will not eliminate the ability of the So
viets to knock out the 200 MX missiles 
which would be deployed, even though 
each MX missile will be covertly shifted 
among 23 separate launching points. 
Once the Soviets develop missiles of 
sufficient accuracy to inactivate one of 
our missiles at any particular launching 
point--and that is a fear that gives rise 
to the argument for the MX-then they 
could achieve the destruction of prac
tically all of the 200 MX missiles by di-

recting one of their warheads to each 
of the 4600 potential MX launching 
points. While this may stretch out the 
invulnerable period a little longer until 
the Soviets produce a sumcient number 
of highly accurate warheads, and while 
it would mean the Soviets would have 
to waste over 4,000 warheads, they could 
st'll do the job and have 5,600 warheads 
left over, assuming the SALT II ceiling 
of 10,000 warheads is applicable. Of 
course, if there is no SALT ceiling then 
they can make any number of warheads 
they want. 

In any event, Mr. Chairman, 5,600 
warheads is quite a sufficient number to 
destroy all of our other land-based 
ICBM's and to wipe out all of our urban 
population centers several times over. 

Mr. Chairman, a second argument 
that has been advanced to justify the 
MX is that if the Russians are going 
ahead with their deployment of first
strike capability then we must do it, too, 
in order to maintain equivalence. This 
may have some superficial political ap
peal but I think it will eventually be
come apparent to most Americans that 
our acquiring first-strike capability is a 
colossal waste and, in fact, it will make 
us less secure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. SEIBER
LING was allowed to proceed for 3 addi
tional minutes.> 

Mr. SEIDERLING. Mr. Chairman, the 
Soviets are obviously not going to take 
the risk of launching a first strike against 
U.S. land-based ICBM's so long as our 
submarine launched missiles remain in
vulnerable and can destroy all of Russia's 
major population centers and military 
bases. Therefore, I see no strategic jus
tification for us to create a hair-trigger 
balance of nuclear terror by deploying 
our own array of missiles capable of 
taking out Soviet ICBM's in their launch
ing silos. Any idea that we or the Soviets 
could launch a nuclear attack on the 
other side's missile silos without trig
gering a full-scale nuclear war 1s a 
dangerous delusion. 

Now, in a larger sense one of the rea
sons we find ourselves in this predica
ment is the failure of the SALT process 
thus far to produce an agreement freez
ing the continued technological drive by 
both United States and Soviet military 
establishments toward ever more sophis
ticated strategic weaponery. It is un
doubtedly too late to do anything about 
this as part of SALT II. However, it may 
not be too late to offer to freeze deploy
ment of MX if the Soviets will agree to 
halt deployment of their new generation 
of strategic missiles and will agree to 
include a permanent freeze as one of the 
subjects for negotiation in SALT m. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call 
attent!on to an article I placed in the 
RECORD of September 10, 1979, page 
23830. The article was by Richard Barnet, 
formerly with the Arms Control Agency. 
He is a well-recognized expert in foreign 
affairs and arms control. He points out 
that a rough balance of nuclear forces 
now exists which, according to the ad
mi.nistration, sti.ll favors the United 
States, but that the next round of the 
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strategic arms race can only work to the 
economic and strategic disadvantage of 
this country and create new perils for the 
entire world. 

As he says, it hardly makes sense to 
destroy old weapons systems while re
placing them with even more dangerous 
systems. 

Senator MARK HATFIELD has proposed 
a moratorium, along the lines I have 
mentioned, as an amendment to the 
SALT treaty. 

The Soviet Union has made several 
proposals in the past few years for a ban 
on all new weapons systems. This has 
usually been dismissed as propaganda. 
But, as Mr. Barnet points out, we have 
never put them to the test. It is time, 
as he says, to stop guessing about Soviet 
intentions and put forward agreements 
which require them to choose between 
the road to peace or further preparation 
for war. 

Mr. Chairman, the only road to na
tional security, Mr. Barnet points out, is 
to reverse the arms race, but that can
not be done without first calling it to a 
halt. We have the capability to match 
technologically any buildup the Soviets 
undertake but we cannot continue to 
spend hundreds of billions of dollars on 
the military without risking mortal dan
ger to our economy which, after all, 1s in 
the end the foundation of our strategic 
strength. 

He notes that, in times of austerity, in
creasing the military budget while 
domestic programs are slashed raises the 
issue not of guns versus butter but of 
missiles versus the local pollee and fire
fighters. The distortion of priorities, as 
Mr. Barnet points out, has become so 
acute that as the administration coun
sels a 5-percent real increase in military 
spending each year, essential services in 
every major American city are going to 
be cut. What is that going to do to the 
strength of our society in the future and 
what is that going to do to the cause of 
peace? 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to address 
the whole question of deterrence for a 
moment. It is clear that we do not know 
whether the Soviets believe in a doctrine 
of deterrence or in the doctrine of a war
fighting capability. It is conceivable that 
the SS-18 is designed to do nothing else 
but to destroy Minuteman silos. Let us 
accept that just for argument's sake. 

Mr. Chairman, any analysis of their 
capabilities in any scenario has to con
sider some of the thought processes they 
are going to have to go through. This has 
probably been discussed on the floor be
fore, but we have to think about them. 
They have to be concerned about the 
reliability of their own forces. 

Mr. Chairman, you have heard the 
story about the cosmic throw of the dice. 
Well that is important. I mean, anyone 
who is going to decide one afternoon or 
one evening to try to destroy the land
based deterrent in these United States 
has to have pretty reliable missiles, has 
to make sure their latest tests prove out 

their accuracy and then has to hope that 
upon launch that the United States does 
not decide to abandon its policy of riding 
out an attack and instead launch on 
warning, which is a very conceivable 
thing we can do. The Soviet leader is 
never going to know, never going to know, 
that we would not launch on warning. 
Therefore, in a sense that is deterrence, 
too. 

Mr. Chairman, the omce of Tech
nology Assessment has done a reasonably 
careful and scientific evaluation of what 
the United States could do to the Soviet 
Union, even if we decided to have 90 per
cent of our land-based missiles destroyed, 
and 10 to 20 m1llion Americans die in the 
consequence of that exchange. 

They say that with the bombers that 
would be on alert, and with the sub
marines we have to respond, that we 
could remove Soviet Union from a posi
tion of power and influence for the re
mainder of this century. That is some
thing also I would think that a Soviet 
leader would have to be concerned about. 
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starving group of cavemen, which is 
what the United States could do to the 
Soviet Union, should they decide to at
tack our missiles and should we decide 
to retaliate. 

I believe we need to have deterrence 
and that the land based leg of our triad 
is vulnerable; but mv alternative of 1m
proving our submarine force, leaving the 
Minutemen as they are, is reallv a much 
more viable and less expensive option. 

I think anyone who takes a look froni 
a realistic nonscientific view has to be 
amazed at what we are proposing here. 
Multiple aim points on the soil of the 
United States to serve as a sponge to soak 
up the Soviet warheads in the event of 
a war; it is mind boggling, it is mind 
boggltng. 

The fact is also, for many of the peo
ple who are advocates of the MX, that 
unless we have a SALT agreement and 
unless we Ilmit the number of SS-18's 
to 308 and unless we Ilmit the warheads 
on the SS-18 and on the SS-19, the MX 
is not going to be a viable weapons sys
tem, simply because the Soviets will 
always be able to add more warheads 
than we will be able to add multiple 
launch sites. 

So I ask the committee, please ex
amine the realities of nuclear planning. 
Please examine the realities of nuclear 
war and let us not begin what wUI be 
a $60 billion folly that will add very 
little in the way of U.S. security. 

Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman 
wishes, I will be happy to yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. !CHORD). 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask the gentlman from New York, I 
know when the gentleman was a member 
of the R. & D. Subcommittee, the gentle
man stated, if I recall correctly one time 
in committee, that the gentleman would 
not object to putting Minuteman in 
silos scattered around. Has the gentle
man changed his thinking? 

Now the gentleman comes back and 
states that the best way to go are sub-

marines. Is the gentleman playing gen
eral? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. 
DowNEY) has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. !cHORD, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. DowNEY was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, let me 
point out to the gentleman from New 
York, the gentleman says anybody in his 
right mind would not come out with this 
idea. 

Is the gentleman saying that the De
fense Science Board, none of those 
gentlemen are in their right minds? 

Let me point out to the gentleman 
from New York, this system has been 
advocated for how long now by the De
fense Science Board It is at least 2 
years and they stU! maintain their 
position. 

The gentleman from New York very 
eloquently tells the body that they are 
not in their right minds. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
be happy to anwser the gentleman's 
question. I do not doubt that the mem
bers of the Science Board or the members 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
have decided that the MX missile is the 
right way to go or not in their right 
minds. They may on occasion be guided 
by things that I do not think are the 
wisest for this country, as in the case of 
the MX; but I think people come to de
cisions for a whole host of reasons. 

I think that the debate that is going on 
in the other body on the SALT agreement 
is one of the reasons why we are suddenly 
seeing a great push toward this agree
ment. 

I honestly believe that this is part of 
the price of SALT, an unfortunate price 
for SALT. 

In answer directly to the gentleman's 
question, the MX missile does concern 
me. There is a more survivable mode for 
the Minuteman. 

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

Mr. Chainnan, I would like to get back 
to the business at hand and discuss the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chainnan, the President is cur
rently attempting to convince the Sen
ate that it should approve the SALT II 
Treaty. If this amendment passes, it 
would make it, in my opinion, almost im
possible for the President to get that Sen
ate support. It is foolish to think that we 
are going to get a SALT treaty passed 
if we do not provide the needed improve
ments in our strategic capability. 

The bill contains $60 million for the 
full scale engineering development of the 
MX missile and its basing mode known 
as the multiple protective structure 
<MPS> system. In the bill that we passed 
last month, the fiscal year 1979 supple
mental authorization, there was included 
a provision expressing the sense of Con
gress that a survivable ICBM system with 
a survivable basing mode was vital to the 
long range security of the United States. 
It further expressed the sense of Con
gress that that survivable new system 
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should be developed as soon as possible. 
It would be wholly inconsistent and make 
the Congress look foolish to turn around 
now · and eliminate the funds to begin 
doing what we said 3 months ago was 
an urgent national security requirement. 

The site selection for the missile will 
not be until the mid-1980's. The first 
missile test flights will be in early 1983. 
A production decision, which the House 
will have an opportunity to participate 
in, will not be made until mid-1983. 

Therefore, voting for the blli does not 
commit you to any $30 billion. It only 
says that we shall continue development 
of what the Congress describes as an 
urgent matter and to continue to be in 
a position to modernize our strategic 
triad. 

I urge the quick defeat of the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California <Mr. DELLuils). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote, and pending that, 
I make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

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

Members wlli record their presence 
by electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic 
device. 
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. One 
hundred Members have appeared. A 
quorum of the Committee of the Whole 
is present. Pursuant to rule xxm, 
clause 2, further proceedings under the 
call shall be considered as vacated. 

The Committee will resume its busi
ness. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand of the 
gentleman from California <Mr. DEL
LUMS) for a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 86, noes 305, 
not voting 43, as follows: 

(Roll No. 467) 

AYES-88 
Addabbo Dl.ggs Kastenmeler 
Aspin Dlngell KUdee 
AuCoin Donnelly Kost.mayer 
Baldus Downey Lehman 
Bedell Drlna.n I.eland 
Bellenson Early Lundine 
Bingham Eckha.rdt McHugh 
Bonior Edwa.rds, Call!. Maguire 
Booker Erdll!hl Markey 
Broohead F'oncl, Mich. Mikulski 
Burton, John l''ord, Tenn. Mikva 
Burton, Ph1111p Forsythe Miller, Cailf. 
Can Garcia Mitchell, Md. 
Chisholm Gephardt Moa.kley 
Clay Gray Motfett 
Collins, Dl. Ha.rkln Nedzl 
Corman Holtzma.n Nolan 
DMchle Jeffords Nowak 
Delluma Johnson, Colo. Obey 

Ottinger 
Panetta 
Paul 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Richmond 
Rodino 
Rosenthal 

Abdnor 
Aka.ka 
Albosta 
Ambro 
Anderson, 

Call!. 
Ancirews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzlo 
Anthony 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Atkinson 
Badham 
BBifalia 
Batley 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bauman 
Beard, R.I. 
Beard, Tenn. 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bev111 
Blagg! 
Blanchard 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolll8r 
Bouqua.rd 
Bowen 
Brad em as 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohlo 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
BurliSon 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carney 
Cavanaugh 
Chappell 
Chen~y 
ClBIUsen 
Cleveland 
Clinger 
Coleman 
Colltns, Tex. 
Conte 
Corcoran 
Cotter 
Courter 
Crane, Daniel 
D'Amours 
DaJD.lel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Davis, S.C. 
Deckard 
Derrick 
Devine 
Dicks 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Emery 
English 
Erlenborn 
Ertel 
Eve.ns, Del. 
Evans, Ga. 
Evans, Ind. 
Fa.ry 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Ft'nwlck 
Ferra<ro 
Findley 
Fish 
Fisher 
Fithian 
Flippo 

Russo 
Balbo 
Schroeder 
Selberllng 
Simon 
Solarz 
Stokes 
Studds 
Thompson 
Vanik 

NOES-305 

Vento 
waaanan 
Weaver 
Weiss 
WUllams, Mont. 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Yates 
Young, Mo. 

Florio Madigan 
Fcuntaln Marks 
Fowler Marlenee 
Frenzel Martin 
Frost Mathis 
Fuqua Matsui 
Gaydos MBittox 
Glw1mo Mavroules 
Gibbons Mazzoll 
Gilman Mica 
Gingrich Michel 
Ginn Miller, Ohlo 
Gllckman Mlneta 
GoLdwater Minish 
Gonzalez Mitchell, N.Y. 
Gore Mollohan 
Gradlson Montgomery 
Gramm Moore 
Grassley Moorhead, 
Green Calif. 
Grisham Moorhead, Pa.. 
Guarini Mottl 
Gudger Murphy, N.Y. 
Guyer Murphy, Pa. 
Hagedorn Murtha 
HaU, Ohio Myers, Ind. 
Ball, Tex. Myers, Pa. 
HamUton NBitcher 
Hammer- Neal 

schmidt Nelson 
Hance Nichols 
Hanlley O'Brien 
Hansen Oakar 
HMTis Oberstar 
Harsha P&shayan 
Hawkins Patten 
Heckler PatteTson 
Hefner Pease 
Hettel Pt'rkins 
Hightower Petri 
Htllls Peyser 
Hinson Pickle 
Holland Price 
Hollenbeck Pritchard 
Holt Qua.yle 
Hopkins Qulllen 
Horton Railsback 
Howard Regula 
Hubbard Reuss 
Hughes Rhodes 
Hyde Rinaldo 
Ichord Ritter 
Ireland Roberts 
Jacobs Robinson 
Jeffries Roe 
Jenkins Rose 
Jenrette Roth 
Johnson, Call!. Rcusselot 
Jones, Okla. Royer 
Jones, Tenn. Rudd 
Kazen San tin I 
Kelly Satterfield 
Kindness Sawyer 
Kogovsek Scheuer 
Kramer Schulze 
LaFalce Sebeltus 
Lagomarsino Sensenbrenner 
Latta Shannon 
Leach, Iowa Sha.rp 
Lf'ach, La. Shelby 
r.eath, Tex. Shumway 
I.ederer Shuster 
Lee Skelton 
Lent Slack 
Levitas Smith, Iowa 
Lewis Smith, Nebr. 
Livingston Snowe 
Lloyd Snyder 
Loefller Solomon 
Long, La. Spellman 
Long, Md. Spence 
Lowry St Germain 
Lujan Stack 
Luken Staggers 
Lungren Stangeland 
McCloske'.V Stanton 
McCormack Stlee!i 
McDade Stenholm 
McDonald Stewart 
McEwen Stockman 
McKay Stratton 
McKinney Stump 

Swift 
Symma 
Synar 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Udall 
Ullman 
Volkmer 

Walgren 
Walker 
Wampler 
WBitklna 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whlttlen 
Wtlliams, Ohio 
Wilson, Bob 

wnaon, c. H. 
WUson,Tex. 
Wlnn 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young, Fla. 
Zablocki 
Zeferett1 

NOT VOTINCJ-.-43 
Alexander 
Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Applega.te 
Bolllng 
Brown, Call!. 
Carter 
Coelho 
eonable 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
Cr81lle, Philip 
Davis, Mich. 
de ls.Garza 
Derwinskl 

Dickinson 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Edgar 
Edwards, Ala. 
Edwards, Okla. 
Flood 
Foley 
GoodUng 
Huckaby 
Hutto 
Jones, N.C. 
Kemp 
Lott 
McClory 

0 1600 

Marriott 
Murphy, nl. 
Pepper 
Preyer 
Rostenkowakl 
Roybal 
Runnel• 
Stark 
Treen 
VanDeerlln 
VanderJagt 
wour 
Young, Ala.ska 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Stark for, wlth Mr. Preyer agaln.st·. 
Mr. Conyers for, with Mr. Pepper against. 
Mr. Dixon for, with Mr. Murphy of nu-

nols against. 
Mr. Coughlin far, with Mr. Dlcklnson 

aga.tnst. 

Mr. LUNDINE changed his vote from 
"not• to "aye." 

Mr. BLANCHARD changed his vote 
from "aye" to ''no." 

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

as above recorded· 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ICHOBD 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

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

Page 7,11ne 7, strike out the a.mount "$2,757,-
322,000" a.nd tnsert tn Iteu thereof the 
amount "$2,772,422,000". 

0 1610 
Mr. BEARD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. !CHORD. I yield to the gentleman 

from Tennessee. 
Mr. BEARD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair

man, I rise to join my colleagues, the 
distinguished chairman of the Research 
and Development Subcommittee, Mr. 
!cHORD, and the distinguished ranking 
minority member on that committee, 
Mr. DICKINSON to seek your support of 
title II of H.R. 4040. 

As you are all aware, the current SALT 
II treaty permits equality in numbers of 
strategic delivery vehicles to 2,400-and 
later 2,250, numbers of MIRVed strategic 
launchers at 1,320, numbers of MIRVed 
ICBM and SLBM launchers at 1,200 and 
numbers of MIRVed ICBM launchers at 
820. Although these numbers represent 
equal aggregates, they should not be 
taken as a guarantee of equal capabil
ities of the strategic forces on both sides. 
To illustrate-although the number of 
Soviet strategic launchers will be re
duced by some 250 to 300 from current 
deployed levels during the duration of 
the treaty, the most slgnlftcant indices 
of nuclear power w1l1 dramatically in
crease particularly on the Soviet side. 
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By 1985 the Soviets wU1 have an ad
vantage of some: 50 percent in counter 
military potential-CMP-the abllity to 
attack hardened mllitary targets; that 
is, silos, nuclear storage sites, command 
and control centers, and so forth; 100 
percent in equivalent megatons <EMT> 
area destructive capabllities; 250 per
cent in megatonnage; and 100 percent 
in throw weight. 

I see no expedient way of reversing 
these trends through negotiations alone. 
No reasonable or persuasive arguments 
which can be advanced w111 cause the 
Soviets to abandon the thrust of their 
strategic programs. 

Our direct expenditures on strategic 
nuclear forces are now about $10 billion 
a year. In the period from 1956-62 they 
averaged approximately $30 billion a 
year in today's dollars. A complete re
versal of the trends in the strategic 
nuclear balance is simply not possible 
with currently projected programs and 
funding levels. Therefore, we must com
bine meaningful arms control initiatives 
with prudent force modernizations. 

Maintaining stability implies not only 
aggregate equivalence in basic measures 
of military strength, but also a valid per
ception that no significant relative ad
vantage can be gained by a first strike 
against our forces. 

Over the past year primarily because 
01! the testing of new Soviet ICBM guid
ance systems, there is general agreement 
that during the early 1980's our ICBM 
force wlll become vulnerable to a Soviet 
attack using one to two warheads per 
U.S. silo. Such a Soviet capability is whol
ly consistent with the proposed SALT II 
limitations. 

Deployment of our ICBM's in a multiple 
protective shelter <MPS> basing system 
continues to be the most technically de
sirable response to the Soviet challenge 
to our confidence in the survivability of 
our ICBM force. The timely deployment 
of an MPS would preserve the Triad con
cept of well-hedged forces, negate the 
destabilizing impact of Soviet ICBM's, 
and allow modernization of our ICBM's. 
An MPS can add to crisis and arms race 
stability. The system's survivability and 
durability would make preemption a 
doubtful tactic. By responding effectively 
to the new Soviet programs, we tend to 
discourage the Soviet drive for strategic 
superiority. In time such actio.n may in
duce them to accept more meaningful 
and balanced arms control limitations 
than those embodied in SALT II. 

In summary: 
The Triad concept of strategic nuclear 

forces provides the cost-effective diver
sity and redundancy needed to retaliate 
most effectively aga~nst a U.S.S.R. ini
tiation of war and to protect against 
technological surprise. 

Modernization of the Triad is needed 
to maintain military stability and equiv
alence in the face of increasing Soviet 
strategic nuclear offensive capabilities. 

The ability of U.S. silo-based ICBM's 
to meet U.S. deterrent requirements will 
be in jeopardy by the early 1980's, even 
with currently proposed SALT II limita
·tions. 

A program to deploy an MPS ICBM 
system can add, in a timely manner, to 
the survivability, . endurance, and capa
bilities needed to maintain the credibility 
of ICBM eleme,nt of the Triad and thus 
to the Triad as a whole. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, before 
addressing myelf to the subject of the 
amendment, I would like to make a leg
islative record. I am looking for the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. BINGHAM), 
who had asked about the possibility of 
additional authorization for money that 
might be needed by the Defense Depart
ment to carry out the military critical 
technology program. Mr. BINGHAM asked 
to make sure that the R. & D. commu
nity did have sufficient funds to estab
lish that program. 

I see the gentleman is not on the floor 
at the moment, but I would state to the 
Members of the House that I believe 
there is already sufficient money in the 
study program to establish the military 
critical technology approach which the 
Members of the House voted overwhelm
ingly for day before yesterday. But if 
there is not, it can be considered in the 
Joint Conference Committee because the 
House cut out some $19 million, and 
there would be sufficient money in dis
agreement to take care of any funds 
needed to establish the military critical 
technology approach. I hope we do not 
need additional funds, however. 

Mr. Chairman, getting to the amend
ment, subsequent to our markup of H.R. 
4040, the Army informed the committee 
that the VIPER antitank program has 
incurred technical dimculties that will 
necessitate deferral of the fiscal 1980 
production funding and an attendant 
increase in the fiscal year 1980 R.D.T. & 
E. funding of $15.1 million. 

The purpose of my amendment is to 
increase the fiscal year 1980 Viper 
R.D.T. & E. authorization from $3 mil
lion to $18.1 million, which is a net in
crease of $15.1 million. 

The committee has been notified by 
Mr. ADDABBO, the chairman of the Appro
priations Defense Subcommittee, that 
his committee likewise intends to recom
mend that the total fiscal year funding 
for Viper be set ·at $18.1 million in the 
Army R.D.T. & E. account. 

I would point out to the Members of 
the House that Viper procurement, be
cause this is ammunition, does not re
quire an annual authorization, but Mr. 
ADDABBO has indicated the $51.8 mlllion 
requested for procurement of Viper in 
fiscal year 1980 is no longer required and 
will be deleted by the Appropriations 
Committee. The action on Viper will 
thus result in a net decrease of $36.7 
mlllion in the overall defense budget. 

That may sound strange, but actually 
by increasing to $18.1 million, we are 
eventually going to have a net decrease 
of $36.7 million in the program. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask support for this 
amendment so that the Army can make 
the necessary technical fixes to the 
Viper antitank weapon. 

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

Mr. !CHORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Alaban)a. 

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

If I understand correctly, the Viper is 
a hand-held antitank rocket-type weap
on similar to the old bazooka which we 
are familiar with from World War II 
and the Korean war. During its develop
ment, I understand they have ascertained 
through operation of it that the rear end 
is too short and too close to the gunner's 
ear, and the noise level is so high that 
it is very injurious to the operator. They 
would need now to extend the length of 
the tube, to cut down the noise level, and 
in doing so they ran into some technical 
problems which necessitate the R. & D. 
effort the gentleman is requiring; is that 
correct? 

Mr. !CHORD. That is true. It was 
thought the Viper was ready for pro
duction, but these dimculties were en
countered, so we have to take it back in 
R.D.T. & E., and thus can eliminate the 
procurement funds. 

Mr. DICKINSON. If the gentleman will 
yield further, none of us on this side 
have any objection to the amendment. I 
think it is necessary. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, wlll the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. !CHORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I am sorry I was not on the 
floor when he spoke of the matter of the 
funding of the DOD's activities in the 
field of export control. 

I am glad that the gentleman seems 
satisfied with available funding. 

It did seem to me appropriate this mat
ter be handled in this bill rather than in 
the Export Administration blll. 

Mr. !CHORD. I did state for the bene
fit of the gentleman from New York that 
I think there is already sumcient study 
money to finish the critical military tech
nology approach. If there is not, there is 
certainly enough money in dispute in 
conference that we could earmark suf
ficient funds to establish the critical 
technology approach. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word and I would say that 
the commi.ttee on this side has had an 
opportunity to review the amendment 
and we are willing to accept it. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Missouri <Mr. 
!CHORD). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KRAMER 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KRAMER: Page 

9, after line 24, insert the following new 
section: 

STUDY OF NORTH AMERICAN AIR DEFENSE 
FORCES CAPABn.ITIES AND REQuntEMENTS 

SEc. 203. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
shall carry out a comprehensive review of 
the adequacy, character, a.nd organtza tlonal 
structure o!. the present and projected ca
pability of the United States to defend 
North American air space. The Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to the Congress, on 
the same day that the President transmits 
to the congress the Budget !or fiscal year 
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1981, a detailed report containing the find
ings and results of such review. Such report 
shall include--

(1) a definition of the forces (including 
interceptor forces and warning systems) re
quired in the future to protect North 
American air space against Soviet Union 
aircraft; 

(2) a definition of the .forces (including 
interceptor forces and warning systems) re
quired in the future to protect North 
American air space against non-Soviet 
threats; 

(3) a definition of the space-based sys
tems, and the command structure for such 
systems, required to manage the strategic 
deterrent forces of the United States effec
tively in the future, including consideration 
of how best to consolidate operationally
related space-ba~ed systems to achieve the 
greatest military cost effectiveness; and 

(4) a definition of the command and 
control and organizational structure re
quired to manage effectively and emciently 
North American strategic defense lforces in 
the future. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit 
with the report required by subsection (a) 
an integrated plan for mOdernization of 
North American air defense forces (includ
ing interceptor forces and warning systems) 
and shall include with such plan the pro
jected cost of carrying out such plan. 

Mr. KRAMER <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KRAMER. Mr. Chairman, the pur

pose of this amendment is to focus the 
attention of the Defense Department and 
the Congress on what I believe to be the 
deplorable and declining state of our 
national air and space defense 
capabilities. 

Perhaps it was natural that the em
phasis on air defense which existed in 
the decade of the 1950's, shifted during 
the 1960's and into the 1970's as the 
character of the threat to our Nation 
shifted from air-breathening bombers to 
missiles. However, I am deeply concerned 
about the depths to which our air de
fenses have declined and the apparent 
continuing deemphasis on air defense, 
particularly in light of the obvious re
newed interest on the part of the Soviet 
Union in high-technology manned air
craft such as the Backfire bomber and the 
even more advanced intercontinental 
bomber which has been reported. 

I am not the only one who feels this 
concern, Mr. Chairman. I would like to 
insert in the RECORD a thought-provoking 
article by Tad Szulc which appeared in 
the Atlanta Constitution. Gen. James E. 
Hill, commander in chief of the North 
American Defense Command and the 
Aerospace Defense Command, acknowl
edged to the AFA symposium last Octo
ber that the Soviet Backfire bomber fleet 
poses "a powerful threat already." He 
went on to say that if we had to defend 
against the Backfire in a comprehensive 
way: 

We would need a very large air defense sys
tem, at least as large as we had tn the 1958 to 

1960 periOd. But even that would not guaran
tee that some bombers wouldn't get through. 
Air defense is very expensive and not 
leakproof. 

Let us look at the air defense system we 
had in 1958 compared with what exists 
today. In 1958, the Air Defense Command 
had 100,000 personnel and 2,300 fighter 
interceptors. Today, that command has 
been pared to 25,600 employees and just 
over 300 aircraft-1950 vintage aircraft. 
In point of fact, Mr. Chairman, these 
reduced figures are yesterday's figures, 
because the Air Force has just recently 
announced its decision to reorganize the 
Aerospace Defense Command out of ex
istence altogether. Frankly, I do not 
think that decision could have come to a 
worse time, because it represents a clear 
signal to our adversaries that we do not 
have the intent to upgrade our defense 
capability, and in fact are eliminating 
our only major command dedicated to air 
defense at a time when the Soviets are 
increasing development of manned 
bombers with an intercontinental range. 

This decision also sends yet another 
signal to our alltes of the continuing 
withdrawal of the United States from its 
commitment to defend our own interests 
and those of our allies at home and 
abroad. This perception was highlighted 
by the recent announcement by a top 
Canadian official of his early retirement 
because of the failure of the United 
States and Canada to maintain their air 
defense capability. Maj. Gen. Ross Bar
ber, deputy chief of staff for plans and 
programs at NORAD said: 

Our defenses are so poor (the Soviets) 
could put 10 bombers through Canada in the 
middle of the night and we'd never know 
they're there. 

Barber charged that both countries are 
ignoring one of three major security 
threats by failing to upgrade their cap
abilities to detect and deter bomber 
strikes, and he noted the increased 
threat posed to the United States and 
Canada by the growing capability of the 
Soviets to launch cruise missiles from 
their bombers. 

The House Armed Services Committee 
has recognized the problem of the inade
quacy of our present air defenses in the 
report accompanying this blli. The com
mittee has deferred funding for the ini
tial phase of upgrading the Distant Early 
Warning System, questioning the ex
penditure of funds for additional detec
tion capability when there is inadequate 
back-up to do anything about the pene
tration of our air space once we know 
about it. The committee has directed the 
Air Force to submit a justification of this 
budget request in the context of an inte
grated air defense modernization plan 
which would include a commitment to 
modernize our interceptor forces as well 
as upgrading of the warning systems. 
The Senate Armed Services Committee 
has similarly deferred funding DEW 
System improvements, and on a related 
measure, the milltary construction au
thorization bill for 1980, the Senate in its 
report directs the Department of Defense 

to conduct a comprehensive review of the 
adequacy, character and organizational 
structure of our future air and space 
defense. 

The review and report to the Congress 
on the space defense requirements and 
organizational structure is particularly 
important, Mr. Chairman. The space 
mission is presently fragmented between 
separate commands, and the Air Force 
has had this situation under study, but 
has issued contlicting reports about the 
status of that study. In response toques
tions raised before the Senate Armed 
Services Committee in hearings this 
spring, the Air Force responded on the 
one hand: 

Active analysis in the space study was com
pleted in early February ... Several alterna
tives are under consideration to include an 
evolving structure as our space systems ma
ture, assignment of space assets (or portions 
thereof) to various commands, a.nd consoli
dating space resources under a new organi
zation. . . . Recommendations will be pro
vided to the Secretary of the Air Force 1n 
the near future. 

To another question submitted at the 
same hearing, the Air Force responded: 

The Air Force is presently considering vari
ous command alignment options which 
might be used to perform the space mission. 
Additional analysis of the alternatives is re
quired and a decision has not been reached 
to date nor is one expected 1n the near 
future. 

One thing which we do know about the 
Air Force space study is that among the 
options under consideration for a major 
role in the future space mission was the 
Aerospace Defense Command, which 
presently controls the bulk of space re
sources in the Air Force. However, the 
elimination of ADCOM, under the pro
posed reorganization, effectively elimi
nates that option before the Air Force 
space study is completed. I believe that 
the Congress should receive a full report 
of the Defense Department's analysis of 
the most effective command and control 
structure for space-based systems and 
should have an opportunity to thor
oughly consider DOD plans for this im
portant future mission. 

My amendment, Mr. Chairman, seeks 
to merge the instructions of the House 
and Senate Committees into a clear 
directive to the Secretary of Defense 
to conduct a comprehensive review 
of the present and projected air and 
space defense forces necessary to pro
vide an adequate defense of the North 
American Continent from air and 
space threats. The Secretary would 
submit a report to the Congress, at the 
same time that the fiscal year 1981 
budget is submitted, which would de
fine the forces, both interceptors and 
warning systems, necessary to protect 
the continent against Soviet aircraft and 
against non-Soviet threats; would define 
the command and control and organiza
tional structure required for the effective 
and efficient management of North 
American strategic defense forces; and 
would define the space-based systems and 
the space command structure necessary 
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to effectively manage our strategic de
terrent forces and which would provide 
the greatest military cost effectiveness 
through consolidation of operationally 
related space-based systems. In addition, 
the Secretary would be required to 
submit with this report a plan for an 
integrated air defense modernization, to 
include both interceptors and warning 
systems and cost projections. This infor
mation would provide the Congress with 
the necessary data on wh~ch to make an 
infonned judgment about the necessity 
and costs of upgrading our air defenses 
and to weigh those factors against other 
defense requirements. I believe it is es
sential to halt the piecemeal deteriora
tion of our air and space defense sys
tems and to make a conscious assessment 
of where we are, where we need to be, 
and how to get there. My amendment 
would start us on that path. 
(From the Atlanta Constituticm, Mar. 12, 

1979] 
DEW LINE A MAGINOT, U.S. FEARS 

(By Tad Szulc) 
Two months ago Washington officials re

ceived a frightening intell1gence report with 
vast implications for United States foreign 
policy. The Soviet Union, the information 
went, had started test-firing its nuclear
armed Backfire jet bombers-something it 
had never done before. 

While this action was considered signifi
cant in and of itself, it has thrown a scare 
into many Pentagon officials for a perhaps 
more serious reason. The Backfire bombers 
seem entirely capable of penetrating the 
DEW (Distant Early Warning) Line, the 
weakest link in the United States' defense 
system and knocking our nuclear silos out 
of commission. 

Complicating the matter further is the fact 
that under the terms of the current draft of 
the SALT II agreement, the Backfire wlll not 
be subject to limitation, so all of North 
America could be vulnerable to a Russian 
attack-untll a massive modernization of the 
DEW Line can be completed. Indeed, the 
deterioration of the DEW Line and its rapidly 
diminishing value as a defense system serve 
to demonstrate just how faulty American 
strategic thinking and planning have been 
in recent years. 

Becoming operational in 1957, the DEW 
Line was built principally as a barrier against 
Soviet bombers. Its 31 radar emplacements 
( 10 of them operated by Americans, the re
mainder by the Canadian m111tary} strung 
over 3,300 mlles along the 70th parallel in 
northern Canada, were designed to provide 
40,000-foot high-altitude and 500-foot low
altitude surve1llance to the North American 
Air Defense Command (NORAD} . 

Operated jointly by the United States and 
Canada under an agreement signed in 1958 
and renewed most recently in 1975, NORAD's 
headquarters are inside Cheyenne Mountain 
in Colorado Springs. Its operational concept 
was that the approach of enemy bombers, 
detected by DEW Line radar, would be in
stantly communicated to NORAD, which in 
turn would activate interceptor air defenses 
and, if ordered by the president, trigger 
nuclear retaliation by the United States. 

This original conception was sound be
cause at the time manned bombers were the 
only Soviet long-distance nuclear-delivery 
vehicles. But by 1974 the strategic situation 
had changed radically. Now he~vy Soviet 
missiles- notably the SS- 18-not planes, 
were perceived as the main danger to 
America. The assumption was that in the 
event of war, the Soviet land-based ICBMs 
would be fired across the "top of the world" 
on a north-south trajectory. 

As the U.S. prepared to sign the new 
NORAD accord with Canada, the Pentagon 
noted that it had to take into account 
"significant changes in the character of 
strategic weapons and the threat they pose 
to North America." Furthermore, with the 
1972 SALT treaty limiting the deployment 
of antl-balllstic missiles (ABM) by both 
sides, the United States was forced to put 
survelllance satellltes in space over the 
northern tier to be assured of early-warning 
signals of a Soviet missile onslaught. As a 
result of this new emphasis, the conventional 
DEW Line defem:e was downgraded. 

In 1974, then-Defense Secretary James R. 
Schlesinger testified before t h e Senate Armed 
Services Committee that "without an effec
tive anti-missile defense, (now) precluded 
t:> both the U.S. and the USSR . .. a defense 
against Soviet bombers is of little practical 
value." The conventional wisdom in 1974 and 
afterward was that the Backfire, being sub
sonic and having a relatively limited range, 
should not be considered as a strategic weap
on in the same sense as the misslles. 

Schlesinger, in fact, was so persuasive in 
downgrading the need for defenses against 
Soviet bombers that a debate arose in Can
ada over whether, under the circumstances, 
it was warranted to go on spending milllons 
of dollars on the DEW Line and NORAD. 
Some Canadian leaders proposed tr- e scut
tling of the DEW Line altogether. Still , the 
Ottawa government prevailed in its view that 
NORAD should be kept alive-if only because 
of its symbolic defense value. Eventually, the 
1975 NORAD agreement was signed, and the 
United States earmarked an unspecified 
number of vintage model interceptors and 
airborne early-warning aircraft for these 
missions and went on manning the DEW 
Line radar sites. 

But it soon became clear how wrong 
Schlesinger had been. By 1977, even if Amer
ican SALT negotiators continnued to doubt 
the real strategic importance of the Back
fire, the Air Force was taking 1t with utter 
seriowmess. And once the Soviet bomber 
threat reappeared, the DEW Line had again 
to be regarded as a crucial dimension in con
tinental defenses. 

At this point, the Pentagon itself had to 
admit that NORAD was 111-equipped to carry 
out its bomber-warning and air-defense re
sponsibilities. In testimony before a Senate 
panel in 1977, Air Force officials said that 
"it is important to note that current U.S. de· 
fenses have a very llmited capab111ty to de
tect and engage a bomber attack against any 
part of the United States or Canada" and 
that "our surveillance system has serious 
deficiencies, especially radar detection at low 
altitude, and our interceptor force is limited 
in size and performance to counter the in
creasing threat." 

Even more to the point, the Air Force 
claimed that because of "gaps" in low-alti
tude radar coverage and improvements in 
Soviet bomber performance at low altitudes, 
"the possib111ty exists that they could pene
trate the DEW Line gaps at low levels, cruise 
through central Canada at high altitude, and 
make the target penetration at low level or 
launch a cruise missile." The Air Force added 
that Soviet bombers had the capab111ty "to 
end-run the DEW Line as it currently exists 
without great penalty in fiight time." Mean
while, the condition of the U.S. interceptor 
force attached to NORAD was described as 
"block obsolescence," with most of the air
craft models being 20 years old. 

The Russians, unsurprisingly, have in
sisted that the Backfire should not be in
cluded along with the missiles in the pro
posed SALT II cellings on strategic weapons. 
Because o! Moscow's assurances that the 
Backfire would oot be used as a strategic 
intercontinental weapon, American negotia
tors were prepared to accept the Soviet posi
tion during 1977 and 1978. For one thlng, the 

U.S. negotiators seemed to be Insufficiently 
aware of the Achilles' heel that the DEW 
Line is for the United States. 

rn the light of all these considerations, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff decided in 1977-be
latedly----that something ought to be done 
about the northern defenses, which only two 
years earlier Schlesinger had so cavalierly 
downgraded. 

The modernization program for the DEW 
Line, which is barely starting in 1979, pro
vides for a new American-Canadian joint 
civil and military radar network known as 
the Joint Survelllance System (JSS); the 
modification by the United States and Can
ada of the fighter-interceptor-aircraft sys
tem; the earmarking for the first time for 
NORAD of an unspecified number of the 
up-to-date Airborne Warning and Control 
System aircraft known as AWACS; the devel
opment, also for the first time, of an over
the-horizon backscatter radar (the OTHB) 
designed to provide air-defense surve1llance 
of the East and West coasts of North Amer
ica as protection against Backfire end-runs 
of the DEW Line; and, in general, to "en
hance," as the chiefs put it, the DEW Line 
as a whole. 

The Canadians, for their part, have agreed 
to modernize their interceptor force through 
the purchase of between 120 and 150 air
craft for about $2.4 blllion. But despite a 
year's search for an appropriate plane, Can
ada has stlll to decide between the F-16 
and the F-18-A, having discarded other pos
sib111ties. But the choice may be delayed for 
several more months-and it may be several 
years before the aircraft can be dellvere<l. 

Notwithstanding the new sense of urgency 
concerning the DEW Line, the United States' 
effort to upgrade the northern defenses 1s 
moving slowly. Thus, Defense Secretary Har
old Brown said in his annual report for fiscal 
year 1980 that the Joint Survetllance System 
wm be activated in Canada in 1981 and in 
Alaska in 1983. Technical feasib111ty testing 
of the backscatter radar, he said, wlll be 
completed by the end of 1980, and "we wUl 
then decide if system deployment would help 
satisfy our bomber-warning needs along the 
coastal air approaches to the United States." 
Brown also disclosed that, as a "long-term 
goal," the United States is studying the pos
sib111ty of detecting bombers from space. 
This would be a new satelUte survelllance 
system; Brown has called it the "TEAL RUBY 
Experiment." 

Quite apart from the delays involved tn 
modernizing the DEW Line, the question re
mains: How adequate will the new system be? 
An unpublished congressional study says 
that the objective in modernizing NORAD 
"is not to create a force capable of turning 

·back a determined bomber attack on North 
America," but rather "to restore the com
mands ability to deny enemy bombers a 'free 
ride,' i.e., an uncontested attack on the con
tinent." 

In the meantime, the administration must 
decide rapidly what to do about the Back
fire in terms of the SALT ll agreement-be
cause the realization of the weakness at ttoe 
DEW Line has coincided with new, highly 
threatening Soviet tests of the Backfire. 

At present, the tentative agreement is to 
exclude the Backfire-.as many as 300 of these 
bombers are believed to be operational in 
1979-from SALT II limitations through 
American acceptance of the argument that it 
does not co~stitute a strategic weapon. In 
return, Moscow does not demand that our 
FB-111 fighter-bombers stationed tn West
ern Europe be included under treg,ty ceil
ings, although they clearly have a nuclear 
potential against Soviet targets. But, as pre
viously mentioned, the Soviet Union has a 
good reason for this trade-ott. 

Intelligence data that reached Washing
ton late tn January show that ln recent 
man ths the Sovleti Unlon has begun testlng 
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cruise-missile firings from the nuclear-armed 
Backfire . The tests have covered a 750-mile 
range, a matter of vast concern to the United 
States. 

In the draft of the SALT II treaty, a med
ium bomber that has a range or over 375 
miles is to be counted as a strategic weapon 
and therefore comes under the ce111ng. But, 
as a senior Pentagon official privately re
marked not long ago. the Backfire could 
lanuch a cruise missile against U.S. missile 
emplacements in North Dakota from a range 
o! under 375 miles. All the Baclrfire :t>as to 
do, he said, is penetrate the DEW Line 
through low-level gaps, pick up altitude to 
cross central Canada. and then come down 
again to a lower altitude to fire the cruise 
missile "even from 100 mlles." 

Now that we know this new Soviet cana
b111ty-and realize the starting Inadequacies 
o! the DEW Line-the time may have come 
to rethink the Backfire problem in this con
text. And even 1f the terms o! the treaty are 
chan~ed , the United States. in practice, stlll 
remains immensely vulnerable to such attack. 
Thus the qllestion: Why didn't anyone tn 
authoritv think ahout this dang-er !our vears 
a.qo when the DEW Line was about to be 
given up as obsolete? 

0 1620 
Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. KRAMER. I yield to the gentle

man from Illinois. 
Mr. PRICE. I would ask the gentle

man from Colorado <Mr. KRAMER) is it 
not the intent of his amendment to di
rect the Department of Defense to con
duct a comprehensive study of our future 
air and space defense requirements and 
to provide this study to the Congress 
with the fiscal year 1981 budget sub
mission? 

Mr. KRAMER. Yes, that Is correct. 
Mr. PRICE. As the gentleman has 

noted, both the House and Senate Armed 
Services Committees have requested that 
related studies be conducted, the House 
in its report accompanying the fiscal 
year 1980 defense authorization b111 
<House Rept. No. 96-166) and the Senate 
in its report accompanying the fiscal 
year m111tary construction authorization 
bill <Senate Rept. No. 96-209). This 
amendment seeks to draw together these 
separate instructions Into one common, 
comprehensive review and report. 

I would suggest to the gentleman that 
he withdraw his amendment as It is not 
necessary to Include It 1n our b111 to have 
the review conducted. However, as a re
sult of our discussion here on the floor 
today the Department of Defense will be 
directed to fully address the issues raised 
in the gentleman's amendment. 

Our committee has expressed concern 
a:bout our present air defense posture 
and Intends to pursue the matter further 
on receipt of the report on this compre
hensive review. 

Mr. KRAMER. I thank the gentleman 
for that clarification and given the 
chairman's assurance that the commit
tee will pursue the matter, I withdraw 
my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would llke to have the 
attention of the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. !CHORD). 

Mr. Chairman, my colleague from Ala
bama <Mr. EDWARDS), whose home is 
Mobile, had intended to be on the floor 
today to offer an amendment 1n the 
amount of $25 million for a certain pur
pose. Unfortunately, Hurricane Frederic 
came ashore last night and passed over 
his home town of Mobile. He went to Ala
bama. this morning and was unable to be 
on the floor today. So, in an effort toes
tablish the legislative history and intent, 
I would like to enter into a colloquy with 
our distinguished chairman of the Re
search and Development Subcommittee 
to discuss the effect of what his amend
ment would have been. I understand Mr. 
EDWARDS has discussed it with Mr. 
!cHoRD, as well as with me. 

Mr. EDWARDS intended to offer an 
amendment of $25 million, which would 
be startup money for a program to de
velop the durab111ty and lengthen the life 
and durability of aircraft engines. As the 
matter now stands, it takes about 12 
years to develop an aircraft engine, and 
it takes about 4 years to develop an air
craft airframe. This program would be to 
set up a durability program in-house-
not out of house--to marry up these en
gines, to give a longer lead time so that it 
does not take so much time to develop the 
overall aircraft and marry the aircraft to 
the engine. 

I wonder 1f the gentleman from Mis
souri has had an opportunity to discuss 
this, and what his opinion is. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, as the 
gentleman from Alabama has stated, the 
gentleman from Alabama <Mr. DICKIN
SON) and I have discussed this matter 
with the gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
EDWARDS). I feel very strongly that the 
gentleman from Alabama <Mr. EDWARDs) 
has an excellent idea. In fact, I have en
tertained the same thought myself, and 
the gentleman from Alabama <Mr. ED
WARDS) is to be commended for taking 
the lead. 

I got interested in this problem of en
gine development when I was chairman 
of the Military Construction Subcommit
tee, and got into the matter of establish
ing the new testing facility at Tullahoma, 
Tenn. The gentleman 1s correct; it does 
take longer to develop an engine than it 
does an airframe. However, as the gen
tleman from Alabama <Mr. DICKINSON) 
well knows, and I am sure the gentleman 
from Alabama <Mr. DICKINSON) agrees 
with me, we need to spend more money 
on R. & D. But, we just cannot throw the 
money into the R. & D. community and 
expect to get the value out of the re
search money that we spend. A program 
has to be properly structured. 

After talking to the gentleman from 
Alabama <Mr. EDWARDs), I went out to 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base and 
talked to the people there who will actu
ally be doing this work. They had not yet 
heard of any such program. They do not 
have any such program structured. So, 

I do not think we could possibly accept 
any amendment for money now with no 
program structured. But, certainly I 
would be wllling, with the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. DICKINSON) and the 
gentleman from Alabama <Mr. EDWARDS) 
to advise the Department of Defense to 
get going on such a program and give us 
a well-structured program so that we can 
receive the benefits which Mr. EDWARDS 
envisions. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Well, as the gentle
man from Missouri is aware, we have a 
very serious problem in our F-100 engine 
now, which is in the F-15. We have a 
serious problem with the TF-30 engine, 
which is in the F-14. Perhaps if we had 
had a durability test, if we had a long
range test to do adequately what is pro
posed here, we would have obviated the 
problems that are going to cost us mil
lions and millions of dollars. 

While I am not suggesting that we 
dedicate any particular amount of money 
to this, I think it is good for us to go on 
notice and advise the Department of 
Defense that we think this is the way we 
should go, and they should develop a 
program. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Alabama has 
expired. 

(By unanimous consent Mr. DicKIN
soN was allowed to proceed for 3 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. !CHORD. Let me state to the gen
tleman that I think we need to get such 
a program in being, and such a program 
does have great promise of making air 
frame and propulsion system develop
ments schedules more compatible and 
bring them into harmony more. 

I would state to the gentleman from 
Alabama that I am sure the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LLOYD), who has 
had considerable experience in engine 
development, would have something to 
say. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I am pleased to yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my colleague from Alabama for yielding 
to me. I would like to say that I do en
dorse the program. I would remind my 
good colleague from Missouri that while 
his attention may have been directed 
toward the necessity of this when he was 
on the committee, my attention was di
rected very directly to the necessity of 
an engine development program when an 
F-65 engine disintegrated on me when 
I was airborne. I want the gentleman to 
know that I really did want a new pro
gram very rapidly that would develop a 
good engine and marry it to a good 
airframe. 

Ever since that time, I have dedicated 
myself, as the gentleman from Alabama 
well knows, to the development of a good, 
stable engine which we need in the F-14. 
Certainly, we want to stabilize the F-100, 
where we have had some problems, but 
they will be worked out. 

0 1630 
But it will be worked out, and 1n the 

future using, say, the 1014 or the 504 
which may be developed 1n the future, 
that needs to be done now. We need the 
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ongoing work, and I join with my col
leagues in going forward with that step. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gentle

man. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re

mainder of my time. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANTINI 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SANTINI: Page 

9, after line 24, insert the following new 
section: 
LOCATION OF MX MISSILE LAUNCHING SHELTER 

SEc. 203. No funds authorized to be ap
propriated by this Act may be used for the 
full-scale engineering development of the 
mlsslle basing mode known as the Multiple 
Protective Structure (MPS) system or the 
MX misslle if more than 25 percent of the 
shelters for such mtsslle are to be locate<11n 
any single State. 

Mr. SANTINI. Mr. Chairman, the pur
pose of my amendment will become more 
evident, I guess, as the debate unfolds. 
It represents an attempt by the Member 
of an at-large congressional district to 
appeal to the individual Members of this 
body and ask for their sympathy, their 
understanding, and their vote. My 
amendment essentially says that we want 
to spread a little ·bit of the blessings 
around as well as the burdens. Nevada is 
presently contemplated as the principal 
location for the proposed MX missile 
site. Figures vary, but approximately 70 
percent of the proposed system will be 
located in the State of Nevada. I believe 
that most Members of this body would 
agree that Nevada as a State has made a 
significant contribution to the national 
defense effort. I support the MX missile 
system, but I ask for the Members' un
derstanding and their identiflcation in 
order to appreciate the magnitude and 
the scope of impact of this system on one 
State. Out of 4,600 missile sites, approxi
mately 3,220 shelters wUl be located in 
Navada; 140 racetracks and nuclear 
missile sitings wUl be placed in the 
Nevada mountains and desert areas. 
Sixty valleys will cut through the State 
from the western border almost to the 
eastern border. Sixty valleys of the State 
of Nevada would be dominated, influ
enced, and controlled by the missile sys
tem. This decision that the Members 
make this afternoon in response to my 
plea will have the most far-reaching im
plications of any land-use decision in the 
history of the U.S. Congress affecting the 
State of Nevada, to and including appro
priations for the funding of the Bureau 
of Land Management. 

Twenty-two thousand to thirty thou
sand proposed employees for a period of 
approximately 5 years will impact an area 
which now has only about 7,000 people. 
Where is the water coming from? What 
are the socioeconomic impacts? No one 
is in a posture or position to respond to 
that concern today, either within the 
Defense and Military Establishment or 
without. I am asking you as Members of 
this body to join with me in this consid
eration. Nevada is will1ng to and under 
this amendment would assume 25 per
cent of the MX missile siting, blessing, 

and burden. Utah in a contiguous sit
ing-and that is already in the prelim
inary plan proposal--could have another 
25 percent. They would be jointly opera
tional. White Sands, N.Mex., has already 
been identifled as a prospective MX mis
sile site. They could assume a 25-percent 
blessing and burden, and the Yuma test
ing site in southern Arizona could repre
sent the balance of 25 percent for the 
MX missile sitings. I believe it is a rea
sonable proposal. I certainly know that 
fundamental equity would suggest that 
asking one State in the Nation to assume 
70 to 80 percent of the blessings and the 
burdens of missile siting is not equitable. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. SANTINI 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. SANTINI. I am pleading and ap
pealing to you as Members of the House 
of Representatives to join in an under
standing of my individual congressional 
district concern and I hope respond as 
well to a national security concern of 
yours. 

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

Mr. ·SANTINI. The gentleman from 
Mi&Soorl has waited patiently. I yield to 
him. 

Mr. SKELTON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I can only make this obser
vation when the gentleman offers an 
amendment such as this tha;t the con
gressional district that I represent has 
150 ICBM mlsstle sUos with Min
uteman II located in them. NBC's 
John Chancellor recently did a pro
gram on our congressional district to 
the effect that were there an attack on 
my congressional district, which is a 
prime potential target in this country, it 
would be 3,000 degrees Fahrenheit in 
Sedania, Mo. One hundred and ninety 
thousand people would be dead, and in
numerable people would be injured. I 
must say this just for an observation. 
The gentleman's amendment comes too 
late, but I might also say this. No one in 
my congressional district in western Mis
souri with missile silos there, knowing of 
the dangers that are there, has said, 
"Move them." They accept them as part 
of our national defense. 

Mr. SANTINI. I would interrupt my 
good friend and reclaim my time. I 
would say to my good friend, the gentle
man from Missouri, that I will rbe happy 
to amend my proposal to include the 25 
percent in terms of hds district if it is a 
particular commitment and enthusiasm 
of his. I am only asking tha;t, given the 
magnitude of a $30 to $50 billion project 
and a 10,000 square-mile-impact arena 
which will be the consequence of a one
State location, it would seem fair and 
reasonable to ask that part of it be 
shared. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend
ment by the gentleman as unnecessary 
and unwarranted. The gentleman's 
amendment would arbitrarily require the 
MX system to be put in at least four 
States, which would inevitably require 
more land, a lot higher coot, and less 
efficient running of the system. 

The site selection for deployment of 
the system wtll be preceded by an ex
haustive environmental analysis. The de
cision on deplovment of the basing mode 
should be made solely on the basis of 
which site is the more militarily and 
environmentally sound. 

It should be understood that only land 
in the immediate vicinity of the shelter 
is withdrawn from public use. This 
amounts to about 2.5 acres per shelter. 
Thus, about only 25 square miles would 
be withdrawn from public use, including 
land for the assembly area. 

I think the Members of the House 
should also be aware that the Governors 
of Nevada and Utah have indicated that 
the plans for the potential location of 
the MX facilities in their States are 
acceptable. 

In a letter to the President, the Gov
ernor of Nevada stated that--

It appears that adverse environmental im
pacts associated with the misslle launching 
site in Nevada would be minimal. 

He further stated: 
As Governor of Nevada I wish to convey to 

you the wlllingness of the State of Nevada 
to do its part in the development of such a 
system should the decision be made to deploy 
lt here. 

Also, I would like to point out that a 
poll done by a Nevada newspaper showed 
that 65 percent of the citizens of Nevada 
supported the deployment of the MX in 
Nevada. 

In summary, I oppose the gentleman's 
amendment and hope the House will vote 
it down. 

Mr. SANTINI. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Nevada. 

Mr. SANTINI. Let me say in my on
going efforts, my communications on 
this issue, I have spoken with both our 
U.S. Senator and our Governor. Our 
Governor indicated he did not know that 
my proposal was in conflict with his in
terests on it. 

Mr. Chairman, I think there is a great 
deal in terms of the pluses and the 
minuses of the impact of a system of 
this magnitude that is not known or un
derstood, in terms of any citizen of any 
State in this Union, and a poll that asks 
citizens "Do you support an MX sys
tem?" I believe says something short of, 
"Do you support a nuclear fortress situ
ated across the middle of your State that 
represents an impact of approximately 
10,000 square miles and represents usage 
of 60 mountain and desert valleys in 
your State?" 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I appreci
ate the gentleman's concern and I cer
tainly commend him on his diligence in 
speaking to this. 

However, Mr. Chairman, I can assure 
the gentleman before this installation is 
deployed anywhere a full environmental 
study must be made and will be made. 
At that time I imagine his State offlcials 
would have additional opportunity to 
make their positions more clear. 

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

Mr. PRICE. Yes, I yield to the gentle
man from Nevada. 

' 
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Mr. SANTINI. Mr . . Chairman, I ap

preciate the sentiments of the gentle
man. I would only urge the Members of 
the House tCI have an open mind and a 
receptive concern for my problem. 

Mr. Chairman, there are many, many, 
many unforeseeable social, economic 
and military implications of this kind of 
proposal that no one can premeditate or 
delil;>erate and no one can apprehend in 
terms of trying to balance out the im
pact and the consequence of a system of 
this magnitude. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the chairman 
for yielding. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, w111 the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. !CHORD. I think in further an
swer to the gentleman from Nevada, it 
should be pointed out that actually the 
only land you are going to have removed 
from public use in the two States
namely, Utah and Nevada-will be 25 
square miles. Just 25 square miles. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. !cHORD, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. PRICE was al
lowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. PRICE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. !CHORD. It is true that it will be 
scattered over about 5,000 square miles 
but only 25 square miles will be unusable 
land and I would point out that this 
system will be located on mainly desert 
land which 1s only good for mining and 
grazing. You wm still be able to mine 
and you w111 still be able to graze. 

Mr. Chairman, the problem is if we 
start scattering this system out over four 
States the cost will increase. It is already 
very high. It is going to go right through 
the ceiling. That will be because of in
creased operating and administrative 
costs. 

Mr. Chairman, I sympathize with the 
problems of the gentleman from Nevada 
but we already have the approval of the 
Governor. I think we should take time 
to read into the RECORD parts of the let
ter from Governor List of Nevada to the 
President of the United States: 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I WOUld llke to take 
this opportunity to express my viewpoints 
regarding the possible development of the 
mlsslle MX system in Nevada. United States 
Air Force omcials have extensively briefed 
members of the Nevada Legislature as well 
as my£elf regarding all aspects of the proj
ect. During early phases of the environ
mental impact investigation when an "area 
security" approach was being considered 
some concerns were raised as to the possible 
adverse affect on minerals, exploration, and 
development and on other uses o! the land. 
We have since been a!:sured that the more 
recent "point security" approach would 
minimize any such llmitations. 

Mr. Chairman, I would parenthetically 
point out that is what we have now, the 
"point security" approach. 

Although I know that additional details 
would be developed concerning the impact of 
the installation and whlle I !eel that a full 
opportunity for public comment should then 
be allowed, it now appears that adverse en
vironmental impacts associated with the 

mtsslle launching sites in Nevada would be 
minimal. It 1s my belle! that the multiple 
protective shelters deployment system !or 
MX 1s essential to the future of our national 
defense capab111ty. As governor of Nevada I 
wish to convey to you the w1llingness of the 
state o! Nevada to do its part ln the develop
ment of such a system should the decision 
be made to deploy it here. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure Governor 
List of Nevada had in mind some of the 
economic benefits that, of course, w1ll 
adhere to the State of Nevada, this land 
is desert land. I would seriously ask the 
Members of the House not to approve 
this amendment because there is no tell
ing what the cost of this amendment 1s 
going to be and we would be putting it 
in States where the Governors perhaps 
would not concur as does the Governor of 
Nevada. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I am not in favor of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Nevada <Mr. SANTINI), but never
theless, I 1think the issue he raises is one 
w.orth discussing for a few minutes. That 
is the question of deploying any kind of 
a strategic deterrent on land-a weapon 
which might draw enemy fire toward 
land or toward populated areas. 

Mr. Chairman, after considerable con
sideration of the MX program I have 
come to the conclusion that I do not 
support any of the three MX missile al
ternatives we have discussed. I think it 
is well to think in terms of the MX missile 
itself-as opposed to the three methods 
of deployment that we have debated; one 
being the trench system, one being the 
so-called MPS system, and the third be
ing the transportable erector-launcher 
system which President Carter has 
chosen. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my own personal 
feellng that our deterrent would be more 
survivable 1! a greater portion was de
ployed and launched from submarines 
similar to the submarine-launched mis
sile systems we have now. I think there 
are many advantages to a submarine 
missile system. They are survivable. They 
are mobile. Recent development in missile 
technology, communications, and telem
etry mean that submarine-launched 
missiles can be nearly as accurate as 
land-based missiles and you do not have 
the problem of drawing fire toward pop
ulated areas. 

Certalnly many of us-and my district 
is no different-have many targets for 
the Soviet missiles should war break out. 
I have several shipyards, oil storage de
pots, communication centers, and Air 
Force bases either in or near my district. 
The gentleman's district in Nevada 1s 
really not unique in that respect, nor 1s 
mine. We all share in both the burden 
and the responsibility of providing for 
national defense. 

Mr. Chairman, I do think we should 
consider this whole question of MX de
ployment very carefully: Is there a more 
accurate system? 

0 1650 
Is there a more survivable system? 

Is there a less costly system? Is there a 

system that will draw fire away from the 
populations? 

I did not support the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from California 
<Mr. DELLUM.s) because I believe that the 
MX m1ss1Ie itself is a good mlss1le and 
we ought to maintain superior missile 
technology, develop missiles that are 
more survivable, more accurate, that can 
carry modern warheads-a smaller yield 
and greater accuracy; so I think there 1s 
a tremendous need to develop the miss1le, 
but I do sympathize with the gentleman 
from Nevada that this deployment not 
only may not be in the best interests of 
his own constituents as they see it, but I 
am not sure it is the best way to go when 
we talk about improving our deterrent. 

My own feelings, which I will express 
in the Committee on Armed Services and 
on the floor over the next several months, 
will be to explore the desirabil1ty of a 
greater submarine missile force and less 
of a dependence on any land-based mis
sile, simply because they are going to be 
sitting ducks, no matter how we harden 
the targets or no matter how we make the 
launches mobile. They are still in a rela
tively small area. They can either be 
bracketed or pinned down by incoming 
missiles, and eventually we are going to 
come right back to the old concept of how 
many silos can be bu1lt, and how many 
missiles w111 it take to knock them out. 
How many tracks can you build and how 
many warheads the Soviets launch at us, 
1s going to be an escalating game. I do 
not think we ought to be moving in that 
direction. I just threw out those com
ments for consideration as we debate the 
wisdom of buying the MX systems pro
posed by President Carter. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Nevada <Mr. SANTINI). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

IU!!CORDED VOTE 

Mr. SANTINI. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 84, noes 289, 
not voting 61, as follows: 

(Roll No. 488) 
AYEB-8-1 

Ahdnor Hall, Tex. 
Baldus Haa-kin 
Benjamin Hollen-beck 
Biaggl Jacobs 
Bingham Jetrords 
Blanchard Johnson, Colo. 
Bonior Kaatenaneier 
Brodhead KUdee 
Brown, Ohio Kogovsek 
Burgerrer Kostmayer 
Burton, Ph1llip Livingston 
Carr Long, Md. 
Cavanaugh Lujan 
Cl'len.ey Maguire 
Coll1ns, Ill. Maa-lenee 
Dannemeyer Matsui 
Da.schle Mikulski 
Dellums Miller, Call!. 
Dlngell Mlller, Ohlo 
Dodd Mlneta 
Donnelly Mitchell, Md. 
Downey Moffett 
Erdahl Murphy, Pa. 
Evans, Ga. Nedzi 
Fazio Nolan 
Florio Nowak 
Forsythe Oberstu-
Gllckman Panetta 

Pursell 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Ra~chford 
Richmond 
Rosenthal 
Russo 
Sa.bo 
Santini 
Schroeder 
Sebellua 
Selberllng 
Shumway 
Simon 
Skelton 
Staggers 
Stockman 
Swift 
Traxler 
Vento 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Welaa 
Whittaker 
Wtlllams, Mont. 
Wllliams, Ohlo 
Young, Mo. 
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Adda.bbo 
Aka.ka 
Albosta 
Ambro 
Anderson, 

Ca.11f. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Andrews, 

N. Da.k. 
Ar.nunzio 
Anthony 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
A spin 
Atkinson 
Badham 
BafaJis 
Batley 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bauman 
Beard, R .I. 
Beard, Tenn. 
Bellenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevlll 
Bo~gs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonk.er 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Brad em as 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broyhlll 
Buchanan 
Burllson 
Butler 
Byron 
Carney 
Chappell 
Chisholm 
Clausen 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collln.s, Tex. 
Conte 
Corcoran 
Corman 
Cotter 
Coughlln 
Courter 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane. Phtllp 
D'Amours 
Danllel, Dan 
Daniel. R. W. 
Danielson 
Davis. S.C. 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Drinan 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Duncan, Tenn. 
EaT IV 
Eckhardt 
Edwards, Cali!. 
Emery 
English 
Erlenborn 
Ertel 
Evans, Ind. 
Fary 
Fa~ cell 
Fenwick 
Ferraro 
Findley 
Fish 
Fisher 
Fithian 
Flippo 
Foley 
Ford, Mich. 
Ford, Tenn. 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frenzel 

NO!S-289 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gephardt 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Ginn 
Goldwater 
Gonzalez 
Gore 
Gradison 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gray 
Green 
Grisham 
Guarini 
Gudger 
Guyer 
Hagedorn 
Hall, Ohio 
Hamilton 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Hance 
Hanley 
Hansen 
Harris 
Harsha 
Hawkins 
Heckler 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hightower 
HUlts 
Hinson 
Holland 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Howard 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
!chord 
Ireland 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Jenrette 
Johnson, Calif. 
Jones, Okla. 
Jones, Tenn. 
Kazen 
Kelly 
Kindness 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach, Iowa 
Leach, La. 
Leath, Tex. 
Lederer 
r"ee 
Lehman 
Leland 
Lent 
Levita.s 
Lewis 
Lloyd 
Loeffler 
Long, La. 
Lowry 
Luken 
Lundlne 
Lungren 
McCloskey 
McCormack 
McDade 
McDonald 
McEwen 
McHugh 
McKay 
McKinney 
Madigan 
Markey 
Marks 
Martin 
Mathis 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
Mazzoll 
Mica 
Minish 
Mitchell, N.Y. 
Moakley 

Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Mottl 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murtha 
Myers. Ind. 
Myers, Pa. 
Natcher 
Nelson 
Nichols 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Patten 
Paul 
Pease 
Perkins 
Petri 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Price 
Pritchard 
Qulllen 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rose 
Roth 
Rousselot 
Rudd 
Runnels 
Satterfield 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Slack 
Smith. Nebr. 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spellman 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stack 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Steed 
Stenholm 
Stewart 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Symms 
Synar 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Trible 
Udall 
Ullman 
Vanik 
Volkmer 
Wampler 
Watkins 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winn 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wydler 
Wylte 
Yates 
YR.tron 
Young, Fla. 
Zablocki 
Zeferettt 

NOT VOTING-61 
Alexander 
Anderson, lll. 
Applegate 
AuCoin 
Bedell 

Bcl11ng 
Broom~ld 
Brown, Call!. 
Burton, John 
Campbell 

Carter 
Conable 
Conyers 
Davis, Mich. 
de Ia Garza 

Deckard 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Dlgg!' 
Dixon 
Edgar 
Edwards, Ala. 
Edwards, Okla. 
Evans, Del. 
Flood 
Goodling 
Holtzman 
Huckaby 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Jones, N.C. 

Kemp 
Lott 
McClory 
Marriott 
Michel 
Mlkva 
Moorhead, 

Callf. 
Murphy,m. 
Neal 
Pa.shayan 
Patterson 
Pepper 
Preyer 
Ratlsback 
Roberts 
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Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Royer 
Shuster 
Smith, Iowa 
Stark 
Treen 
Van Deerltn 
v.,nder Jagt 
Walker 
Wilson, c. H. 
Wirth 
Wolff 
Wyatt 
Young, Alaska 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Stark for, with Mr. Preyer against. 
Mr. Conyers for, with Mr. Murphy of Illi-

nois :against. 
Mr. Dlggs for, with Mr. Pepper against. 
Mr. Dixon for, with Mr. Jones of North 

Carollna against. 

Messrs. STAGGERS, STOCKMAN, 
and DASCHLE changed their votes from 
"no" to "aye." 

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

as above recorded. 

0 1710 
The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. Are 

there further amendments to title II? 
If not, the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE lli-ACTIVE FORCES 

SEc. 301. The Armed Forces are authorized 
strengths for active duty personnel as of 
September 30, 1980, as follows: 

(1) The Army, 780,337. 
(2) The Ne.vy, 529,002. 
(3) The Marine Corps, 189,000. 
(4) The Air Force, 558,761. 

Mr. PRICE <during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
title m be considered '8S read, printed 
in the RECORD, and open to amendment 
at any point. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Dllnois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are 

there any amendments to title ill? If 
not, the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE IV-RESERVE FORCES 

SEc. 401. (a) For fiscal year 1980, the Se
lected Reserve of the reserve components of 
the Armed Forces shall be programmed to 
attain average strengths of not less the.n the 
following: 

( 1) The Army Ne.tional Guard of the 
United States, 355,700. 

(2) The Army Reserve, 197,400. 
(3) The Naval Reserve, 87,000. 
(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 33,600. 
(5) The Alr National Guard of the United 

States, 92,500. 
(6) The Alr Force Reserve, 57,300. 
(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 11,700. 
(b) Within the average strengths pre

scribed by subsection (a), the reserve com
ponents of the Armed Forces are authorized, 
as o! September 30, 1980, the !ollowlng 
number of Reserves to be serving on full
time e.ctive duty for t}le purpose of organlz· 
lng, adrnlntsterlng, recruttlng, tnstructlng, 
and training the reserve components: 

( 1) The Army National Guard of the 
United States, 6,244. 

(2) The Army Reserve, 4,288. 
(3) The Ne.val Reserve, 207. 
( 4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 67. 

(5) The Air National Guard of the United 
States, 1,560. 

(6) The Air Force Reserve, 681. 
(c) 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 
members not in units organized to serve as 
units of the Selected Reserve of such com
ponent who are on active duty (other than 
for training or for unsatisfactory participat
Ing 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 propor
tionately increased by the total authorized 
strength of such units and by the total num
ber of individual members. 
AMENDMENTS TO SELECTED RESERVE EDUCA

TIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

SEc. 402. (a) Section 2131(b) (1) of title 
10, United Ste.tes Code, is amended by strik
ing out "50 percent" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "100 percent". 

(b) Section 2133(b) of such title 1s 
amended to read as follows: 

"(b) (1) A member who falls to pe.rtlclpate 
satisfactorily in training with his unit, 1! 
he 1s a member of a unit, during e. term of 
enlistment for which the member entered 
Into an agreement under se<:tion 2132(a) (4) 
of this title shall refund an amount com
puted under paragraph (2) unless the !allure 
to partlcipe.te in training was due to reasons 
beyond the control of the member. Any 
refund by a member under this section shall 
not atfe<:t the period of obligation of such 
member to serve as e. Reserve. 

"(2) The e.mount of any refund under 
pare.gre.ph ( 1) shall be the amount equal to 
the product o!-

"(A) the number of months of obligated 
service remaining during that term of en
Ustment divided by the total number of 
months of obligated service of that term 
of enltstment: and 

"(B) the total amount of educational 
assistance provided to the member under 
section 2131 of this title.". 

(c) The amendments made by thls section 
shall apply only to individuals enlisting in 
the Reserves after September 30, 1979. 
DISCRETIONARY AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY CON-

CERNED TO RETAIN CERTAIN RESERVE OFFICERS 
ON ACTIVE DUTY UNTIL AGE 80 

SEC. 403. (e.) Section 3855 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
"Veterinary Corps," after "Dental Corps,". 

(b) Section 8855 of such title is amended 
by inserting "veterinary omcer," after "den
tal omcer,". 

Mr. PRICE <during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that title IV be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAmMAN pro tempore. Are 

there any amendments to title IV? I! not, 
the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE V-CIVILIAN PERSONNEL 

SEc. 501. (a) The Department of Defense 
ts authorized a strength in civlUan person
nel, e.s of September 30, 1980, of 986,292. 

(b) The strength for civlllan personnel 
prescribed in subsection (a) shall be appor-
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tioned among the Department of the Army, 
the Department of the Navy (including the 
Marine Corps), the Department of the Air 
Force, and the agencies of the Department 
of Defense (other than the m111tary depart
ments) in such numbers as the Secretary of 
Defense shall prescribe. The Secretary of 
Defense shall report to the Congress within 
sixty days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act on the manner in which the ini
tial allocation of civ111an personnel is made 
among the mmtary departments and the 
agencies of the Department of Defense (other 
than the military departments) and shall in
clude the rationale for each allocation. 

(c) In computing the strength for civ111an 
personnel, there shall be included all direct
hire and indirect-hire civilian personnel em
ployed to perform m111tary functions admin
istered by the Department of Defense (other 
than those performed by the National Se
curity Agency) whether employed on a full
time, part-time, or intermittent basis, but 
excluding special employment categories for 
students and disadvantaged youth such as 
the stay-in-school campaign, the temporary 
summer aid program and the Federal. junior 
fellowship program, and personnel partici
pating in the worker-trainee opportunity 
program. Whenever a function, power, or 
duty, or activity is transferred or assigned 
to a department or agency of the Depart
ment of Defense from a department or agency 
outside of the Department of Defense, or 
from another department or agency within 
the Department of Defense, the civ111an per
sonnel end strength authorized for such de
partments or agencies of the Department of 
Defense affected shall be adjusted to reflect 
any increases or decreases in civilian per
sonnel required as a result of such transfer 
or assignment. 

(d) When the Secretary of Defense deter
mines that such action is necessary in the 
national interest, he may authorize the em
ployment of civ111an personnel in excess of 
the number authorized by subsection (a). 
but such additional number may not exceed 
11;4 percent of the total number of civ111an 
personnel authorized for the Department of 
Defense ·by subsection (a) . The Secretary 
of Defense shall promptly notify the Con
gress of any authorization to increase civil
ian personnel strength under the authority 
of this subsection. 

Mr. PRICE. <during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
title V be considered as read, printed in 
the REcORD, and open to amendment at 
any point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are 

there any amendments to title V? If not, 
the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE VI-MILITARY TRAINING 

STUDENT LOADS 
SEC. 601. (a) For fiscal year 1980, the com

ponents of the Armed Forces are authorized 
average military training student loads as 
follows: 

(1) The Army, 74,468. 
(2) The Navy, 61,913. 
(3) The Marine Corps, 22,618. 
(4) The Air Force, 43,249. 
(5) The Army National Guard of the 

United States, 14,616. 
(6) The Army Reserve, 6,328. 
(7) The Naval Reserve, 906. 
(8) The Marine Corps Reserve, 3,156. 

(9) The Alr National Guard of the United 
States, 1,958. 

(10) The Air Force Reserve, 1,276. 

CXXV--1539-Part 19 

Mr. PRICE (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
title VI be considered as read, printed in 
the RECORD, and opEm to amendment at · 
any point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from nunois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAmMAN pro tempore. Are 

there any amendments to title VI? If 
not, the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE VII-CIVIL DEFENSE 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
SEc. 701. There is authorized to be appro

priated for fiscal year 1980 for the purpose 
of carrying out the provisions of the Federal 
Civil Defense Act of 1950 the sum of $138,-
000,000. 
ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN LIMITATIONS ON 

CIVIL DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS 
SEc. 702. Section 408 of the Federal Civil 

Defense Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2260) is 
amended to read as follows : 

"APPROPRIATIONS AND TRANSFER OF FUNDS 
"SEc. 4.08. (a) No funds may be appropri

ated for any fiscal year !or the purpose of 
carrying out the povisions of this Act unless 
such funds have been aut horized !or such 
purpose by legislation enacted after July 14, 
1976. 

"(b) Funds made available for the pur
poses of this A<:t may be allocated or trans
ferred for any of the purposes of this Act , 
with the approval of the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, to any 
agency or government corporation desig
nated to assist in carrying out this Act. Any 
allocation or transfer of funds under the 
preceding sentence shall be reported in full 
detail to the Congress within thirty days 
after such allocation or transfer.". 

Mr. PRICE <during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
title VII be considered as read, printed 
in the RECORD, and open to amendment 
at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Tilinois? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SKELTON 

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

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

page 16, strike all of lines 5 through 9, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"SEc. 701. The Federal Civil Defense Act of 
1950 (50 u.s.c. App. 2251 through 2297), is 
amended-;-

( 1) by adding after title IV the following 
new title: 

"TITLE V-ENHANCED PROGRAM FOR 
THE 1980'S 

''FINDINGS AND DETERMINATIONS 
"SEc. 501. (a) The Congress finds that-
" ( 1) a. program providing for relocating 

the population of the larger United States 
cities, and other risk areas, during a period 
of strategic warning resulting from an inter
national crisis can be effective and cost less 
than alternative programs; 

"(2) the present civil defense program is 
inadequate; 

"(3) a new clvll defense program can be 
developed Immediately which, with only a 
modest increase in resource allocation, can 
enhance the civil defense capab111ty of the 
United States. 

"(b) The Congress determines that a new 
civil defense program should be imple
mented-

"(1) to enhance the survivab111ty of the 
American people and its leadership in the 
event of nuclear war and thereby to improve 
the basis for eventual recovery and to reduce 
the vulnerabllity to a major attack; 

"(2) to enhance deterrence and stab111ty, 
to contribute to perceptions of the overall 
strategic balance and crisis stab111ty, and to 
reduce the possib111ty that the United States 
could be coerced by an enemy in times of 
increased tension; 

"(3) to not suggest any change in the 
United States pollcy of relying on strategic 
nuclear forces as the preponderant factor in 
maintaining deterrence; and 

"(4) to include planning for population 
relocation during times of International crisis 
which are adaptable to deal with natural 
disasters and other peacetime emergencies. 

"PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
"SEc. 602. To carry out section 501, the 

President shall develop and implement a clvll 
defense program which includes-

" ( 1) a survey of the shelter inherent ln 
existing fac111ties; 

"(2) nuclear civil prote<:tion planning for 
both in-place protection and population relo
cation, during times of International crises; 

"(3) planning for the development of addi
tional crisis shelter, of capabllities for shelter 
management, of the marking and stocking 
of shelters, and of ventilation kits for 
shelters; 

"(4) the development of emergency 
evacuation plans in areas where nuclear 
powerpla.nts are located; 

"(5) the improvement of warning systems; 
"(6) the improvement of systems and 

capabllitles for the direction and control of 
emergency operations by civll governments 
at all levels, Including development of a 
distributed survivable network of emergency 
operating centers; 

"(7) the improvement of radiological de
fense capab111ty; 

"(B) the Improvement of emergency pub
lic information and training programs and 
capabllities; 

"(9) research and development; and 
"(10) the development of such other sys

tems and capablllties as are necessary to real
ize the maximum lifesaving potential of the 
civil defense program. 

"ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
"SEc. 603. The powers contained in titles 

II and IV of this Act shall be used in de
veloping and Implementing section 502."; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end of the table 
of contents the following: 
"TITLE V-ENHANCED PROGRAM FOR TH'E 1980'S 
"Sec. 501. Findings and determinations. 
"Sec. 502. Program elements. 
"Sec. 503. Administrative provisions." 

"AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
SEc. 702. There are authorized to be appro

priated for the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of the Federal Civll Defense Act 
of 1950, in 1979 dollars, the sums of $138,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 19tfi0, $145,900,000 for the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1981, $180,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1982, $243,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1983, and $283,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1984. The sums speci
fied ln this section shall be adjusted by the 
inflation !actor used by the omce of Man
agement and Budget in preparing budget 
estimates submitted to the Congress, so that 
the actual sum authorized for each fiscal 
year shall reflect then current dollars." 

And, on page 16, llne 12, strike "SEC. 702." 
and insert tn Ueu thereof "SEc. 703." 
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Mr. SKELTON (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
<By unanimous consent, Mr. SKELTON 

was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, the 
first purpose of government is to pro
vide for the common defense of its peo
ple, to have secure people, and a secure 
nation. 

How is this done? 
History tells us time and again that 

the only way to remain secure is to be 
strong and to be prepared to repel, sur
vive and defeat a would-be aggressor. 
From the beginning of recorded man
kind, we see that those nations that were 
not militarily strong eventually became 
victims of those who were stronger
either by giving way to the demands of 
the stronger diplomatically, or by losing 
in battle. 

In the early days of armed confiict, 
governments built fortresses or walled 
cities to protect the population. Then, as 
time passed, the borders of a country 
were made secure to protect the coun
try's citizens. But today, because of mod
em science, neither forts nor border de
fenses are sufficient to secure a people 
from an atomic weapon launched thou
sands of miles away by an interconti
nental ballistic missile. To defend a pop
ulace from the threat of incoming 
ICBM's we need a civil defense program 
to allow for evacuation, fallout shelters 
or blast shelters. We need to educate the 
intended victims as to how they may be 
protected by their Government or by 
self-help. We must make the citizens 
aware that truly lives can be saved
and will be saved-should an attack oc
cur. To be prepared, that is the answer; 
not only to the saving of lives, but to 
there being a strong deterrent to an 
enemy who would consider such an at
tack. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I offer 
today, for the first time since American 
civil defense went into effect in the 1950's, 
establishes a plan, a definite program 
and definite goals for the civil defense 
of America. It would, in the first in
stance, do these things: 

Provide for the population relocation 
during a period of strategic warning; 

Provide for the survivability of the 
American population and for recovery; 

Provide for civil defense being part 
of the strategic balance and reduce the 
possibility of the United States being 
coerced by an enemy; 

Provide for planning of proper shelter 
that might be needed; 

Provide for the saving of lives from 
the destruction caused by hurricanes, 
tornadoes, floods, and earthquakes; 

Provide for emergency evacuation in 
the event of a nuclear plant accident 
such as the one at Three Mile Island; 

Provide for adequate emergency warn-
ing systems; and 

Provide for emergency public informa
tion and training programs. 

Mr. Chairman, second, this amend
ment would provide for 5 years of au
thorized funding to meet the need of 
present and future planning. 

It is interesting to note that the Ap
propriations subcommittee dealing with 
civil defense noted the absence of a mul
tiYear authorization in its report. This 
second provision would give the demon
strated support necessary to effect a 
strong program that looks ahead to the 
future. The amendment adopts the same 
figure as the beginning figure the Com
mittee on Armed Services chose, $138 
million for the first year, increasing in 
1984 to $283 million. 

We must take note, Mr. Chairman, 
that our rival in the world community, 
the U.S.S.R., spends approximately $2 
billion a year on civil defense and has 
lCO,OOO full-time civil defense person
nel. On the other hand, in the past we in 
th;s country have spent only $100 mil
lion a year, which is about 45 cents a per
son, on civil defense, and we only have 
for the entire Nation approximately 10,-
000 people who are full-time emergency 
preparedness personnel. My amendment 
would be the first step in correcting this 
disparity. 

I also point out the belief that if there 
is a nuclear war, all is lost. That belief 
just has no basis. Those who subscribe 
to the so-called mutual assured destruc
tion theory overlook the fact that the 
Russians do not th;nk that way. It is 
what a country perceives that is impor
tant. If Russia thinks that its population 
can survive a nuclear attack, then it can 
and will be more venturesome. Thus, the 
mutual assured destruction thinking is 
without foundation. 

D 1720 
By our country maintaining attack 

preparedness, there wUl be a war-pre
venting value in our civil defense. The 
civil defense will be a stabiltzing deter
rent to a would-be aggressor. 

If we are to be prepared, that is the 
question. 

Mr. Chairman, we only have to look at 
recent examples in history, a recent ex
ample where attacks were made based 
upon what a country thought, not what 
was true. 

We look at World War II, the failure 
of America to fortify Guam, the scrap
ping of our battleships; and the draft 
passing by only one vote caused Pearl 
Harbor. Nazi Germany invaded Poland 
and Russia on the belief that they could 
win. So it is what a country belleves is 
what is important. 

To be more specific, Mr. Chairman, the 
district I represent located in western 
Missouri contains 150 Minuteman mis
siles as part of our nuclear retaliatory 
force, part of the Strategic Air Com
mand. This area is one of the 39 prlme 
potential targets 1n this country. 

I refer my colleagues to the map on 
my right showing the potential enemy 
nuclear targets in our country. All 39 
areas in our country are literally under 
the enemy nuclear gun, 

Further, populations in large cities are 
presently most vulnerable without plans 
or without preparedness to evacuate 
them or protect them. They are in seri
ous trouble. For the proper protection of 
our citizens, I urge the adoption of this 
amendment. 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues, I wish to 
spee.k in support of the Skelton amend
ment. 

The Appropriations Committee re
duced our authorization of $138 million 
to $95.6 million this year primarily be
cause we did not have a full-scale, long
range plan in place for civil defense. 

The Skelton amendment would over
come this objection. Apparently, they 
had no substantive objection to civil de
fense for our Nation. It was just that we 
did not have a plan in place. 

I would like to point out that this 
House for the last 2 years has passed this 
:figure of $138 million. Our full Commit
tee on Armed Services has passed this 
:figure for 3 years. The last vote in our 
last subcommittee was 9 to 1 in support 
of $138 million for a civil defense 
program. 

What is the magic about $138 million? 
Well, that just happens to be the first
year expenditure of the 5-year program 
for civil defense of the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) . 

We need to protect our people from the 
danger of nuclear weapons, from the 
Soviet Union primarily, because they are 
protecting their citizens. Evervone in 
this Chamber wants peace, peace beyond 
anything else. 

We are taught bv our leaders, to main
tain the peace, we have to have some sort 
of strategic balance with the Soviet 
Union. We cannot have any great dis
parity in weaponry. 

We are told bv our leaders also that 
we have something called the rough 
equivalent in weaponry. 

From my point of view, it seems to get 
a little rougher every year. They say the 
weaponry is equal. If they can protect 
themselves from our weapons, and we 
cannot protect ourselves from their 
weatlons, it is as if they have far more 
weapons, and it makes a mockery of the 
strategic balance. It just does not exist. 

No one knows just how superior their 
system is, but there is no one who looks 
at the system or a comparison of the 
s•rstems very long who does not denv it 
is positively superior. We are never going 
to know just how superior their system is 
until it is put in place. 

We do know just by looking at the 
numbers that they are trying more than 
10 times harder than we are to build 
an effective civil defense system. 

First of all, we only have 10.000 people 
full time involved in our system. They 
have over 100,000. 

We spend less than $100 million a year 
on civil defense. They spend between $1 
and $2 billion. 

The only place we excel is in the num
ber of casualties that would occur in the 
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event of a nuclear war. It is estimat-ed 
that they can put their system in place, 
having the 3 or 4 days necessary to evac
uate their cities, that their casualties 
would be in the range of 10 million peo
ple, but our casualties, without any pro
gram, would be in the range of 100 mil
lion people. So, once again they win by 
a 10-to-1 ratio. 

If we want to maintain the peace, 
ladies and gentlemen, if we want to main
tain this balance in weaponry and pro
tection, we have two choices. We can de
velop a civil defense system for America 
which only costs about a billion dollars 
more than we spend now over the next 
5 years, or we can build bigger and better 
weapons systems to be able to destroy 
more Soviet citizens. 

I point out to my colleagues that to 
provide a civil defense system for our 
people protects their lives, and it is a 
much more humane approach and less 
expensive approach for those who are 
concerned about budgetary totals, than 
to build more exotic and more expensive 
weapons. 

Let me refer to this chart that presents 
the results of a study President Carter 
asked for, an interagency study by the 
best brains in America on what would 
happen if there were an all-out nuclear 
attack by the Soviet Union. 

This is a figure of comparisons of dif
ferent systems. The first figure is called 
"Program Aid." That is about what we 
spend now, a little less than $100 mil
lion. If we were attacked by the Soviet 
Union, only 25 percent of our American 
population would survive. 

So with Plan A, which is where we are 
now, 20 percent of Americans would sur
vive an all-out nuclear attack. 

If we go with the plan of the gentle
man from Missouri <Mr. SKELTON), 
and just spend a little over a billion dol
lars over the period of the next 5 years, 
85 percent of our population can survive, 
and even if our population is targeted 
after it is evacuated, 75 percent can sur
vive. It is the best cost-ratio program we 
have invested in. We save, by investing 
about a billion dollars, 100 million Amer
ican lives. That adds up to about $10 per 
American life. Where can you buy a pro
gram like that? 

I just want to point out that the full 
House has passed this for 2 years in a 
row. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. MITCHELL) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MITCHELL 
of New York was allowed to proceed for 
2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Our 
head of the Defense Civil Preparedness 
Agency, Mr. Tirana, said for the past 
years they can get into this program, 
they can use the money effectively. 

As I mentioned, our subcommittee 
passed it by a 9-to-1 vote the last time 
we considered it. I would just urge sup
port of this program. I think it is a great 
investment in peace. 

We learned yesterday we are behind 
the Soviet Union in pretty nearly every 
category, 20 out of 23 programs for wag
ing war find us behind the Soviets and 
we are behind here also. ' 

I would like to say for those of my 
colleagues who vote against the defense 
budget and vote against our weapons 
systems and vote to destroy any new 
programs and technology we have, that 
those colleagues can support civil defense 
in good conscience. It is a program that 
does not hurt anyone. It is a program 
that saves Americans. 

For those of my colleagues who would 
do away with our weapons or not pro
vide us with adequate weaponry, if those 
colleagues cannot give us the weapons to 
protect our people, at least they can give 
our people a place to hide. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MITCHELL of New York. I yield 

to the gentleman from Alabama. 
Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. 
I want to commend the gentleman for 

his long-lasting and tenacious support of 
the civil defense program. I would like to 
make the observation here on the floor 
I made to him privately and in commit
tee. I really think it would be advan
tageous to change the name of the pro
gram to, instead of civil defense, a civil 
disaster program. The connotation of 
civil defense conjures up fall-out shelters 
and the era of the 1960's when right now 
in my district and in Mobile and in the 
Southern part of the United States, Hur
ricane Frederic has come in. We have 
just seen David go through. 
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That is a big function. Until we have 

a nuclear war that will be the principal 
function of this organization and we 
should recognize it as such. If we would 
label it properly we would get much 
greater and wider spread popular sup
port. If we would recognize it as a civil 
disaster program for whatever the pur
pose, I think it would be much more 
readily accepted. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from New York 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MITCHELL 
of New York was allowed to proceed for 
2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, w111 
the gentleman yield further? 

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

Mr. DICKINSON. I think funding 
would come more easily, I think we would 
have wider popular acceptance and I 
think people would more readily under
stand it if it were so labeled, and I think 
it would be more aptly described. I cer;. 
tainly hope as the gentleman continues 
to work in this field, which he has done 
for quite some time, and to his credit, he 
would seriously consider this and work 
toward that end. 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. I thank 
the gentleman for his contribution. I 
think his reasoning is sound. 

I would mention one other thing that 
has not been mentioned as a reason, and 
that is every time we bring up civil de
fense in this program it meets with a 
disaster on the floor, so perhaps it would 
be good to call it that in anticipation of 
what is going to happen. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NEDZI TO THE 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SKELTON 

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. NEDZI to the 

amendment o!fered by Mr. SKELTON: Strike 
out "on page 16, strike all of lines 5 through 
9, and insert in Ueu thereof the following:" 
and insert in lleu thereof "Page 16, after 
Une 9, insert the following new section:". 

Redesignate section 701 of the matter pro
posed to be inserted as section 702. 

Strike out section 702 of the matter pro
posed to be inserted. 

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, let me try 
to put into perspective what is before the 
committee at this time. There is an 
amendment on the floor, an amendment, 
incidentally, with which I have no quar
rel in substantial degree. The difference 
in my amendment and the amendment 
presented by the gentleman from Mis
souri is the fact that he proposes in his 
amendment a 5-year authorization 
which totals some $989.9 million over 
this period of time. This authorization 
is being presented to the committee 
without any hearings on the part of the 
subcommittee or the full committee or 
any having ever been considered. 

The rest of the gentleman's amend
ment is something with which I agree, 
the administration agrees, and it repre
sents certain findings and determina
tions of the Congress with respect to 
civil defense and encourages action in 
order to approve our civil defense pro
gram, which is sorely needed. That is 
what we are talking about at the pres
ent time. 

The question is whether we want to 
take away from the Armed Services Com
mittee, indeed, from the Congress, the 
right to renew the authorization during 
the forthcoming 4 years, or whether we 
here tonight at 5:30 are going to author
ize almost a billion dollars for a program 
which is being managed at the present 
time by managers who have just gotten 
into office several weeks ago. 

The new Civil Defense structure has 
just gotten off the ground. The Director 
for Civil Defense was confirmed by the 
Senate just before our congressional re
cess. So I think it is appropriate for Mr. 
Massey, the new Director, to have an op
portunity to put his house in order be
fore we endeavor to legislate a 5-year 
program. 

This position ts supported by the ad
ministration and the administration op
poses the proposed funding methods and 
levels in the gentleman's amendment. As 
I said, there were no hearings held on 
this and if we are going to legislate prop
erly, certainly some kind of congressional 
review is in order. This program which 
is outlined here today is not prevented 
from going into being, it can be done next 
year. The amount author~zed for this 
year is identical in the bill and in the 
gentleman's amendment, so there is no 
quarrel about that. It is just the future 
authorization. 

In all honesty, we just do not believe 
any authorizing committee should be 
asked to be put in this kind of a position. 

Let me make one more point, and that 
is that we have been engaging here for 
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some time now, as I am sure all of the 
Members are aware, ln something of a 
charade with appropriation bills coming 
before the Congress before authorization 
bills. I m1ght say that despite the fact 
we have $138 million in the b111, t.he House 
has appropriated only $100.6 million, and 
the other body has appropriated $99.1 

. million, so that is something of a charade. 
If anybody here does not think authoriz
ing money for the next 5 years for this 
agency is a great charade. they are sadly 
mistaken. I trust that the amendment 
will be approved which, ln effect, w111 
adopt the findings part of the gentle
man's amendment, but will eliminate the 
out-year authorizations. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to speak against the Nedzi amendment. 

The gentleman 1n his address on his 
amendment, that guts the Skelton 
amendment, spoke of a charade. I think 
it is a charade if we have a civil defense 
plan and do not have one that works. 

The peonle of this Nation in a recent 
poll felt that this country spends ap
proximately $1 blllion a year on civil de
fense. In truth and in fact., we spend 
about $100 million, one-tenth of that 
amount. It is a charade for them to be
lieve that we have the capabiUty to pro
tect them, to remove them from areas 
that are in danger, to tell them about 
blast shelters, to tell them about fallout 
shelters. 

I oppose this amendment because it 
would take out the multiyear funding. 
The reason for it is this: The chairman 
of the subcommittee that Mr. NEDZI 
mentioned, Mr. EDDIE BoLAND, in there
port that refers to this says that the 
reason there was just $100 m1111on appro
priated was because of the lack of mul
tiyear funding. That corrects this. That 
is what the report points out. If we are 
going to have proper funding we must 
leave this intact. 

I urge this body vote no on the Nedzt 
amendment. 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, w111 the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

In response to the charge we should 
have, or the suggestion that we should 
have more hearings, I would point out 
that we have had hearings on the need 
for a civil defense program for the past 
4 years. 

I would also say that the argument 
objecting to the program, because we 
have a new organization in place is not 
really valid because the same people, the 
same experts are going to come up with 
the same program they have been pro
posing for 4 years. 

Mr. SKELTON. As a matter of fact, 
hearings have been held for 4 years. 
Would the gentleman be interested in 
knowing in response to the question that 
I requested a hearing on the exact bill 
on March the 22d and I have not had it 
yet. I am forced to go this way. We must 
protect the people of this country, we 

must do it by proper civil defense, and 
we must do it by multiyear f~ding, and 
that IS ·what .. we intend to do. 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Would 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. SKELTON. Yes, I yield to the 
gent.leman. 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. I would 
like to also point out that we are 10 years 
behind the Soviet Union. If we continue 
to postpone this thing, we are going to 
be even further behind. 

I was a llttle disturbed by the charac
terization of a charade with the gentle
man's amendment, and I think the only 
charade here is that the House has not 
done anything about civil defense. I 
point out that the chairman of the com
mittee is the one person who voted 
against the civil defense program when 
we had a 9-to-1 vote in favor of the 
civil defense program in our subcom
mittee. 

Mr. SKELTON. Does the gentleman 
mean everyone on the subcommittee 
voted for a civil defense program except 
one? 

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. That is 
affirmative, and it is the chairman who 
just spoke on the program. 

I would just like to see the House pro
vide some leadership to get its teeth into 
a program and to do something about 
protecting the American people. 

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

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the Chair
man of the committee. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say to the Committee that as soon 
as we are able to vote on this particular 
amendment, after that vote the Com
mittee will rise and conclude the con
sideration of this bill tomorrow. If we 
could just wrap up the business on this 
amendment we could leave for the eve
ning. 

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman w111 the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKELTON. Yes, I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. NEDZI. Is it not a fact that there 
is not one single dollar more of authori
zation for this particular year in this 
legislation? 

Mr. SKELTON. Yes; I purposely did 
that. Let me answer the gentleman. I 
purposely did that and included a multi
year funding, because the report of the 
Appropriations Committee said they will 
not appropriate more money until there 
is a multiyear funding established to set 
forth a proper several-year plan for civil 
defense. 
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That is what my amendment does, and 

the gentleman guts it by his amendment 
to prohibit us from having a proper year
to-year planning in civil defense. If the 
gentleman's amendment to my amend
ment is adopted--

Mr. NEDZI. Is it not true that we have 
not had a word of testimony on how the 
authorization--

Mr. SKELTON. The gentleman did not 
grant me a hearing on this. On the 22d 

day of March I requested a hearing. I 
heard nothing. As the gentleman knows, 
I wanted to come and present testimony. 
Nothing came, so we have to rely on the 
4 years of testimony the gentleman from 
New York spoke about. Hearings have 
been held. 

Mr. NEDZI. They did not talk about 
the 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984 requirements, 
did they, in those hearings? 

That is not mv fault, sir. 
Mr. WHITTAKER. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise to speak in opposition 
to the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Missouri, I think, is proposing a very 
sound, reasonable and logical amend
ment. I wish to speak in favor of it but 
in opposition to the amendment of the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

The amendment of the gentleman 
from Missouri would give civil defense 
work a purpose and make it a part of the 
Nation's strategic mUitary thi.nking. This 
measure was introduced with the inten
tion of giving Cone:ress a chance to at 
least demonstrate its support for ~ civil 
defense policy. It provides for the protec
tion of human lives and property during 
emergencies such as natural disasters, 
nuclear powerplant accidents, other 
manmade calamities as well as nuclear 
confrontation. 

I feel that Congress is going to have 
to take the lead on this issue of civil 
defense. If this amendment passes, rath
er than if the amendment of the gentle
man from Mchigan passes, it would be a 
signal to the administration that the Na
tion is now preparing to start reapprais
ing its attitude toward civil defense. 

So, I ask the Members to vote nega
tive on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan and positive 
on the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in opposition to the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether 
2 years or 5 years is a proper period of 
time for funding under this program or 
not, but I can say that one of the prin
cipal reasons why we have not had any
thing in civil defense up to this point is 
that we have had no discussion; we have 
had no capacity to learn for the future. 
I believe we ought to lay out a plan for 
the next 5 years. 

What this Congress does today it can 
undo tomorrow or next year, but it does 
not hurt to give us further discussion or 
planning. The very fact that we author
ize does not mean that the Appropria
tions Committee has to appropriate those 
specftc amounts, as the authorization 
would propose. So, there is no harm to 
be done. 

It seems to me that in this kind of 
long-range look at our civil defense we 
simply have not been doing anything in 
the past. We have had the opportunity 
with our natural disasters to train our 



September 13, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 24465 
people in this country to handle nuclear 
disasters should they occur, but we sim
ply have not provided the tools and have 
not provided the facilities and have not 
provided the leadership, the planning 
for it, the long-range direction of any 
sort . 

I think we ought to vote down this 
amendment and support the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from M!ssouri. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
NEDZI) to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri <Mr. 
SKELTON). 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri <Mr. 
SKELTON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I move 

that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. MINETA, Chairman pro tempore of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con
sideration the bill <H.R. 4040) to author
ize appropriations for fiscal year 1980 
for procurement of aircraft, missiles, 
naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, 
torpedoes, and other weapons, and for 
research, development, test, and evalua
tion for the Armed Forces, to prescribe 
the authorized personnel strength for 
each active duty component and the Se
lected Reserve of each Reserve compo
nent of the Armed Forces and for civilian 
personnel of the Department of Defense, 
to authorize the military training stu
dent loads, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1980 for civil defense, and 
for other purposes, had come to no reso
lution thereon. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
THE BUDGET TO HAVE UNTIL 
MIDNIGHT, FRIDAY, SEPTEM
BER 14, 1979, TO FILE REPORT ON 
SECOND BUDGET RESOLUTION 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1980 
Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the Budget may have until midnight 
Friday, September 14, 1979, to file ~ 
report on the second budget resolution 
for fiscal year 1980. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Con
necticut? 

There was no objection. 

MAKING IN ORDER ON MONDAY 
SEPTEMBER 17, 1979, OR ANY DAY 
THEREAFTER, CONSIDERATION 
OF SECOND CONCURRENT RESO
LUTION ON THE BUDGET 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker I ask unan
imous consent that it may' be in order 

on Monday, Sep~mber 17, 1979, or any 
day thereafter, to consider the second 
concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 1980,· revising the congres
sional budget for the U.S. Government 
for the fiscal year 1980. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Con
necticut? 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, do I understand that 
the gentleman is asking permission that 
the budget resolution may be considered 
on Monday or any day thereafter? 

Mr. GIAIMO. That is right. 
Mr. BAUMAN. If that permission is 

granted, what would be the schedule ol 
consideration for general debate and 
amendments to the Budget Act? 

Mr. GIAIMO. As I understand it, we 
would have general debate only on Mon
day. Then, we would continue thereafter. 
I do understand that there is an agree
ment by the leadership-and I cannot 
speak to this-but I am i.nformed that 
we would not take up the budget reso
lution on Tuesday, but would go back to 
it on Wednesday. 

Mr. BAUMAN. The tentative schedule, 
as the gentleman from Maryland has 
seen it, allows general debate on Mon
day, at which time I understand there 
are to be no rollcalls; a.nd Wednesday 
would be the day amendments under the 
5-minute rule will be considered on the 
budget resolution. Is that correct? 

Mr. GIAIMO. That is my understand
ing. 

Mr. BAUMAN. I understand the gen
tleman. Further reserving the right to 
object, I would like to observe that this 
request, while it comes by unanimous 
consent, is of great importance because 
of the nature of the legislation asked 
to be considered. If an objection were 
lodged to this, the gentleman would be 
forced to go to the Rules Committee and 
obtain a special rule waiving the stat
utory requirement o! a 10-day layover 
after reportf,ng. I would observe for the 
record that there has been much dis
cussion in recent days of attempts by 
the majoritv leadership to limit the 
riP-"hts of Members to offer amendments 
to various pieces of legislation. to curtail 
debate, and perhaps even to change the 
nature of votes ~rmitted on legislation. 
Such actions woilld be a serious violation 
of all .Members' rights. 

I would poLnt out that while we are 
dealing here with a simple unanimous
consent request on a very important mat
ter, if the policy I have described is 
adopted by the rna ioritv leadership of 
the House, thi..s kind of pending rPquest 
and many others could be subjected to 
the right of any Member to object. Such 
undemocratic plans could make it very 
difficult for the business of the House to 
be conducted if Members' rights are cur
tailed. 

I thank the gentleman for his infor
mation, and I withdraw m:v reservation 
of objection, at least for this particular 
reouest. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON· WEDNES
DAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 1979 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanim~us consent that when the House 
adjourns on Tuesday, September 18, 
1979, it adjourn to meet at 11 a.m. on 
Wednesday, September 19, 1979. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
AGRICULTURE TO FILE REPORT 
ON H.R. 4119, FEDERAL CROP IN
SURANCE ACT OF 1979 
Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Agriculture may have untn 
midnight tonight, September 13, to file 
a report on the bill H.R. 4119, the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act of 1979. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

CONCERN FOR INDEPENDENT 
TRUCKERS 

<Mr. ROTH asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, last June, 
throughout much of the country, tradi
tional commerce slowed and in many 
areas stopped due to a strike by the in
dependent truckers of America. Many 
Americans, and especially many in lead
ership positions, were frankly amazed 
at the fortitude of the independent 
truckers, and the impact of their actions. 

It was not long before calls for action 
were heard from across this great coun
try. Distinguished Members of Congress 
from across the Nation bemoaned the 
impact of the strike on commerce in 
their districts. Certainly, justifiable 
criticism was aimed at those strikers who 
practiced violence as their only means 
of obtaining public attention. 

As that strike continued, public senti
ment and people in leadership positions 
decided it was probably time to sit down 
and listen to some very legitimate con
cerns and problems of the beleaguered 
truckers. It became obvious that the 
strike was an act of financial desperation 
for this group. 

Three major concerns were echoed in 
almost every meeting with the truckers 
across the country. A distinct lack of 
adequate fuel supply presented unbear
able problems to those trying to make 
shipping deadlines, and roll up sufficient 
dollars to meet their financial needs. The 
lack of uniform minimum weight stand
ards across the country caused tremen
dous inefficiency in the shipping busi-
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ness. The time and energy costs of this 
problem are almost astronomical. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission's die
sel fuel cost recovery program needed 
modification to adequately reimburse the 
independent trucker for his increasing 
costs. 

Many of us who have the privilege of 
serving in elective omce believe this privi
lege carries many responsibilities for 
leadership and service as well. Practicing 
this belief, we did our part to listen to the 
pleas of the independent truckers and 
determine what we could do to help 
them-and in doing that help the citizens 
affected by the .strike. 

President Carter sent a representative 
from the White House to a meeting in 
Madison where the truckers were prom
ised action by their Government. These 
meetings occurred and were replayed 
throughout the country. 

This very week, representatives of the 
independent truckers from across the 
country are meeting here in Washington. 
They are trying to determine what if 
anything has been done by their Federal 
Government. They are trying to deter
mine what their next action must be; 
recognizing the intolerables still exist. 

The talk of another strike is echoing 
across this land. The possible strike could 
make the first one look mild in terms of 
its impact on us all. At the very time we 
need the transportation of our fuel oil, 
and harvest crops, these truckers could 
be walking the picket lines. 

If it occurs, the Federal Government 
must take a good share of the blame. 
For not only have the problems of the 
tru :kers not been solved-but more im
portant-a promise by their Government 
to take action has also been broken. And 
thus, the tragedies of this strike would be 
many fold. 

And so to the administration; and to 
the leadership of Congress, I say, "Act 
before it is too late." To do anything less 
wlll not only damage an already reces
sion economy-it will also damage the 
integrity of the Government's commit
ment to past promises to an important 
segment of our citizens. 

THE RIGHT TO EMIGRATE FROM 
THE SOVIET UNION 

<Mr. LONG of Maryland asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks and include extra
neous material.) 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 
on a recent congressional delegation visit 
to the Soviet Union, a letter to Leonid 
Brezhnev, which I drafted was signed by 
12 Members of Congress: 

This letter was addressed to Leonid I. 
Brezhnev. We have received a cable from 
the charge d'affaires in Moscow that the 
letter has been delivered to the Foreign 
Secretary for delivery to Secretary 
Brezhnev. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit the letter, as 
follows: 

WASHINGTON, D.C .. 
August 21, 1979. 

His Excellency LEONID I. BREZHNEV, 
General Secretary, 
Central Committee of the Communtst Party, 
Moscow, RSFSR, 
U.S.S.R. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: We, the undersigned 
members of Congress, express our deep con
cern both for the Individuals who have 
sought to emigrate from the Soviet Union, 
and for those individuals of all faiths who 
have suffered because they have spoken out 
on behalf of their Uberties and their religion. 

The right of an individual to emigrate Is 
a fundamental human right. This right has 
been denied to a number of religious groups, 
including Protestants, Pentecostals, Cath
ollcs and Jews. A number of Jewish men and 
women have been sentenced to prison for 
three to fifteen years after expressing their 
desire to leave the USSR for Israel. Jews 
have been accused of parasitism after losing 
their jobs following an appllcation to emi
grate; of hoollganlsm, for such trivial acts 
as bumping into a passerby causing a cake 
to drop on the sidewalk; and of owning anti
Soviet materials, for possessing Hebrew 
primers and prayer books. 

We are further told that prisoners' rights 
guaranteed by Soviet penal codes are often 
denied Jewish prisoners, persecuted by both 
inmates and prison administrators. Anti
Jewish incidents are provoked. They are com
pelled to perform hard labor on low-calorie 
diets, they must live in unsanitary sur
roundings and they receive inadequate medi
cal care. 

Anti-Semitism apparently has not disap
peared in the Soviet Union-restrictions 
against Jews attending higher institutions 
are tightening. Jewish religious and cultural 
life is restricted. Impediments to teaching 
Hebrew remain in effect. 

We are concerned not only with the viola
tions of human rights of Protestants, Pente
costals, Catholics and Jews, but over the 
damage this repression has had on the prog
ress of detente. 

When in Tashkent, the delegation was 
gratified to learn from the Grand Muftd that 
Muslim people are granted, in practice as 
well as in law, full freedom to observe their 
religion, to print religious documents, to 
distribute the Koran, to teach their children 
in religious schools, and to tradn religious 
leaders. We ask that you allow the same 
opportunities for other religious minorities, 
including the ones we have mentioned above. 

In consonance with the Declaration of 
Human Rights to which the Soviet Undon 
is a signator, we respectfully call upon the 
Soviet Union to: 

(1) Recognize, in practice as well as ln 
law, the rights of persons belonging to re
ligious and other minorities and dnterpret 
their rights equally before the law; 

(2) Act to prevent all harassment, Intimi
dation and punitive action against persons 
wishing to emigrate; 

(3) Release all Jews as well as prdsoners 
of other religions who decide to emigrate 
for reasons of co':lscience; 

(4) Increase the number of visas to make 
them equal to the number of applications 
or requests for applications; 

( 5) Issue visas on a first-come, first-serve 
basis, without discrimination because of pro
fession or place of residence; 

(6) Remove, from the paths of those wish
ing to emigrate, impediments-such as pre
venting applicants from obtaining omcial 
forms, and intercepting letters from abroad 
containing required documents, and elimi
nate all undue delays dn processing and ap
proving applications. 

Mr. Secretary, your efforts on behalf of de
tente between our two nations are well 
known and deeply appreciated. It ls unfor
tunate that our relations are constantly set 
back by the policies discussed in this letter, 
policies which gain your country nothing 
and which damage dt in world opinion. 

For all these reasons, we urge you to dem
onstrate your support for the spirit and sub
stance of the Helsinki Agreement by acting 
promptly on these serious matters. Above all, 
we ask you to be generous and understand
ing in those cases the merits of which you 
may question. Such amrmative action would 
remove a major roadblock 1n the way of 
detente. 

Sincerely yours, 
Lester L. Wolff of New York, Tennyson 

Guyer of Ohio, Andy Ireland of Flor
ida, Davdd R. Bowen of Mississippi, 
Benjamin A. Gilman of New York, 
James H. Scheuer of New York, Clar
ence D. Long of Maryland, Robert J. 
Lagomarsino of California, Carlos J. 
Moorhead of California, Fortney H. 
Stark of California, Robert K. Doman 
of California, and Bllly Lee Evans of 
Georgia. 

PROGRAM FOR DEVELOPING SYN
THETIC FUEL PLANTS NOW 

(Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad
dress the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend his remarks and in
clude extraneous matter.> 

Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, on July 29, the very highly re
garded Committee for Economic Devel
opment, a private, nonprofit research 
and education organization composed of 
the leading businessmen of America, 
issued a report entitled "Helping Ensure 
Our Energy Future, a Program for De
veloping Synthetic Fuel Plants Now." 

Mr. Speaker, this report recommends 
a program almost entirely on all fours 
with the legislation adopted by the House 
of Representatives last June by a vote of 
368 to 25. Today, showing that business
men are willing to put their money where 
their mouth is, representatives of 18 
major banks and insurance companies 
have issued a statement indicating that 
they are willing to invest their money to 
support private sector development of 
synthetic fuels. 

I include this statement as part of my 
remarks: 

NEW YoaK, N.Y.-Representatives of 18 
major banks and insurance companies have 
endorsed a limited program to spur private 
sector development of synthetic fuels. 

Chauncey J. Medberry, Chairman of Bank 
of America N .T. & S.A., has announced that 
these institutions have agreed to support ef
forts to "convert into law and into reality" 
the recommendations made in a recent state
ment on synthetic fuels by the Committee 
for Economic Development, a private non
profit research and education organization. 
The recommendations were contained in a 
CED report entitled "Helping Insure Our 
Energy Future: A Program for Developing 
Synthetic Fuel Plants Now," which was re
leased on July 29. Mr. Medberry is a trustee 
ofCED. 

The report called for the creation of cer
tain government financial incentives to assist 
private sector development of synthetic fuels. 
It also called for the expedition and modifi
cation of certain regulatory and environ-
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mental requirements to make it possible for 
the private sector to build approximately ten 
first-of-a-kind plants to demonstrate the 
commercial feasib111ty of converting coal and 
oU shale into oil and gas. 

Mr. Medberry noted that individual CED 
trustees have conferred with members of 
Congress and the Administration stressing 
the urgent need to begin work on a syn
thetic fuels program. 

The banks and insurance companies en-
dorsing the CEO recommendation include: 

Aetna Life and Casualty Company. 
Bank of America N.T. & S.A. 
Bankers Trust Company. 
The Chase Manhattan Bank. 
Chemical Bank. 
Cltibank, N.A. 
Continental IlUnois National Bank and 

Trust Company of Chicago. 
Connecticut General Life Insurance Com

pany. 
Crocker National Bank. 
The Equitable Life Assurance Society of 

the United States. 
First City National Bank of Houston. 
The First National Bank of Chicago. 
Manufacturers Hanover Trust Company. 
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. 
Morgan Guaranty Trust Co. of New York. 
New York Life Insurance Co., Inc. 
Prudentbl Insurance Co. of America. 
United California Bank. 

01750 
. DOOMSDAY DEBATE 

<Mr. DELLUMS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, during 
the August recess, a very thought-pro
voking article appeared on the front page 
of the Washington Post's editorial sec
tion, Outlook. 

Titled the ·'Doomsday Debate," this 
piece by Robert G. Kaiser and Walter 
Pincus, is a scenario of debate in the 
Soviet Union regarding a proposed nu
clear attack on the United States. Mr. 
Speaker, we have heard much recently 
about a supposed vulnerability that this 
country suffers, in our ability to defend 
ourselves from such an attack. I believe 
that this article speaks directly to that 
issue and accurately describes why the 
Soviets can only conclude that a nuclear 
attack would trigger nothing short of 
Doomsday. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to share this 
important article with my colleagues and 
wish to insert in the REcORD at this 
point: 

THE DOOMSDAY DEBATE 

Wlll the United States soon 'be vulnerable 
to a sudden thermonuclear attack by the So
viet Union that could wipe out America's 
land-based missile force in a single blow? 
Yes, reply most of the experts--even the 
president of the United States. The 1980s wlll 
be perilous for America because of this "vul
nerab111ty," according to Henry A. Kissinger 
and many others. 

A seemingly simple mathematical fact 
leads to this gloomy forecast. By the early 
1980s the Soviets wm have enough accurate 
warheads on their land-based rockets to 
target two bombs on every American mis
sile silo while still holding ln reserve most 
of their offensive forces. Theoretically, this 
would give the Soviets high confidence of 
"kllllng" 90 perce~t of the American stlos. 

In the past, America. has relied on its 
"triad" of strategic forces--the combination 
of land-based missiles, submarine-based mis
siles and bombers-to insure survival of an 
adequate strategic force. If two or even one 
of those systems survived, that would be ade
quate to destroy the Soviet Union, according 
to the theory. 

In a time of steadlly increasing Soviet 
forces, however, the original "triad" theory 
has fallen victim to a new argument. Simply 
stated, the new theory is that even the 
appearance of a Soviet strategic advantage 
over one of the three elements of the "triad" 
would be dangerous. "Perceptions" about 
vulnerab111ty are just as important as real
tty, according to this theory: the Soviets or 
other nations could misinterpret this per
ception as a genuine sign of American weak
ness. This is a theory devised and promoted 
entirely by Americans. 

However, the most important question 
about vulnerab111ty has not been asked: How 
would the Russians see it? The Soviet mili
tary literature contains no analysis of a pos
sible Soviet first strike against U.S. land mis
siles. Then how might Soviet m111tary 
planners exploit "vulnerablllty" five years 
from now, when their theoretical advantage 
will be greatest? 

"SHALL WE ATTACK AMERICA?" 

(By Robert G. Kaiser and Walter Pincus) 
It is Aug. 10, 1984. The new Soviet leader

ship is finally in place in the Kremlin. The 
long bickering that followed Leonid Brezh
nev's death in his sleep in late 1983 produced 
a showdown between the so-called Mir 
("Peace") and Oil ("Strength") factions in 
the Politburo. This longstanding split has 
never been publicly revealed, but it has been 
the crucial division in Soviet polltics E-ince 
the early 1970s. Brezhnev led the "Peace" fac
tion, and it has now been beaten. The new 
general secretary of the Communist Party is 
Vladimir Ivanov, 63, a resourceful politician 
who ran the Ukraine for several years. The 
outside world knows nothing of Ivanov's 
plans or policies. 

In fact they are ominous. His secret plat
form in the just-completed leadership strug
gle was simple: The time has come for the 
ultimate showdown with the imperialists. 
The Soviet economy is sUpping badly, Ivanov 
argued; oil is running out; the people are 
restless and hungry for consumer goods; the 
non-Russian nationalities are threatening 
rebellion. Most serious, the comrades who run 
the Red Army are upset by the latest devel
opments in the imperialist camp-the new 
American MX misslle, the stationing in Eu
rope of new ballistic and cruise missiles 
aimed at the Motherland of socialism, and 
much more. This may be the last chance to 
win the ultimate showdown, so we must move 
now. That is what Ivanov and his colleagues 
argued, and they won. 

Soon after taking power Ivanov had called 
together the seven-man team under Col. Lev 
Perlshtein that had long been responsible for 
the Soviet Union's most sophisticated stra
tegic thinking. Ivanov asked Perlshtein and 
his group to produce a crash study on how 
the Soviet Union could initiate and win a. 
nuclear showdown with the capitalist camp. 
Ivanov told Perlshtein he was especially in
terested in the concept of the "window of 
vulnerab111ty" that he had read about in the 
Politburo's private translations of American 
publications. 

On this sticky August afternoon Perlshtein 
assembled his group in the Kremlin's wood
paneled situation room, four stories below 
the ground. He brought with him all six of 
his team, including Vladimir Kuznetsov, an 
apparatchik who had worked for alDl'Ost two 
decades on strategic issues on the secretariat 
ot the Central Committee. Perlshtein was 

particularly proud of Kuznetsov, who was his 
own devU's advocate, a man steeped in stra.
tegic lore whose job it was to argue against 
whatever course of action the colonel himself 
chose to argue. 

Ivanov was both excited and a little ner
vous about this encounter. Excited because 
he really did hope Perlshtein could produce a. 
workable plan. Nervous because although he 
had won the power struggle, the "Peace" fac
tion was stUl well represented on the Pollt
buro, and he wasn't sure he could command 
a majority for an aggressive policy. On this 
day he had invited only four colleagues to 
the situation room-four men who were ut
terly loyal to him, though only one, Marshal 
Nikolai Antonov, his new minister of defense, 
had expert knowledge of strategic matters. 

The other three were former regional party 
secretaries like Ivanov, all of whom he had 
brought to Moscow in the last few months: 
Fyodr Trepotkin from Leningrad, Alexei 
Stepanov from Minsk, Archil Shevshadze 
from Tb111s1. All were smart; all were tough: 
all had helped Ivanov to power. 

The room was cool, unlike Red Square 
that sunny afternoon. Perlshteln and h18 
group sat on one side of the long meeting 
table covered with green felt and dotted with 
bottles of Narzan mineral water. Ivanov and 
his four colleagues sat across from the ex
perts. Ivanov nodded to PerlShtein to begln 
the briefing. Thls is what he said: 

"First, comrades, a warning. You have put 
before us an unprecedented task. No power 
has ever used thermonuclear weapons. (I 
skip over the imperialists' atomic bombing of 
Japan, with which you are all famillar.) Also 
the attack suggested by the general secretary 
wlll require launching 350 of our rockets al
most simultaneously, an unprecedented feat. 

"Nevertheless," Perlshtein went on, "Com
rade Ivanov has indicated he hopes to pur
sue this course. I intend to present our best 
thinking on how it could be done. We are 
encouraged by the extensive American litera
ture on this subject, particularly analyses 
by the most determined imperialist war
mongers, who are obviously convinced that 
we could succeed with a surprise attack. 

"Let me add at the outset," Perlshein 
said, "that, as usual, Comrade Kuznetsov 
disagrees with the thruo;t of my briefing. He 
wlll offer his dissent when I have finished. 

"Let me outline our analysis of how a sur
prise attack could be launched against the 
imperialist camp. First, we must stril!"e with
out provocation, when the imperialists be
lieve our relations are on a sound, peaceful 
footing. It might be advisable to pick a mo
ment when the Bolshoi Ballet or the Moscow 
Circus is touring the United States. 

"There can be no hint of what we pJan. 
They are watching us intensley by satemte, 
and they are Ustening in our communica
tions. Need I recall the embarrassing revela
tions in the imperialist press some years ago 
of conversations picked up from Comrade 
Brezhnev's limousine telephone as he drove 
to his dacha? We must assume capitalist 
agents are well placed in our country, though 
we are confident they are not in our strategic 
rocket forces' chain of command. 

"Our first aim must be to prevent Ameri
ca !rom going on any alert. With no alert 
we have a good chance of destroying all of 
their Minuteman and Titan missnes, at lea.st 
half of their missile-carrying submarines and 
more than half of their bombers, which we 
would catch in port or on airfields. 

"No m.atter what we do, you should keep 
in mind that the Americans' aggressive poll
cies lead them to maintain much larger sub
marine missile and long-range bomber forcea 
on alert, even in peaceful times, than we 
do. For example, we believe that more than 
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100 of their bombers can be put ln the air, 
aimed at our homeland, within 15-30 minutes 
of an order to do so. 

"Even without an or~"er frf'm the President, 
the notoriously reckless commanders of the 
U.S. Strategic Air Command can more than 
double this number by raising the level of 
alert. And American naval commanders can 
quickly add to the number of missile
carrying submarines at sea. In peaceful times, 
we calculate that the Americans usually 
have 350 submarine missiles at sea. carrying 
about 3,000 warheads. With an alert theae 
numbers would rise." 

At thfs no1nt Ku.,.netsov, the devil's arivo
cate, quietly interrupted his boss. "One 
point of information," he said. "To prevent 
the Americans from going on alert, we can
not go on alert. We must leave 80 percent or 
more of our submarines in port, where they 
usually are. We cannot move any bombers, 
including our Backfires, from their normal 
bases or otherwise change their behavior. 
We cannot evacuate any civilians. It may 
even be Impossible for all of our leadership 
cadre to take advantage of the shelters that 
have been built for us." 

"Quite right," Col. Perlshtein agreed. 
"But we do retain the elPment of surorlse. 
To continue: The objective of thl.s attack 
would be to eliminate the American land
based misslles and all of the mlsslle-carry
ing submarines and bombers that would 
remain unalerted at the time of the strike. 

"To do this we would propcse firing 350 
to 400 of our best long-range rockets, 200 
RS20s (the one the Americans call the SS18) 
and 150 to 200 RS18s (the SS19). These 
would carry 2,450 to 2,800 warheads, each 
with explosive power of more than 550,000 
tons of TNT. This would enable us to aim 
two warheads from two different rockets 
at each of America's 1,054 mtsslle sllos, and 
would give us a healthy margin to compen
sate for possible mt.sfl.rings and to attack 
submarine and bomber bases." 

Ivanov perked up as Perlshteln completed 
his description of the attack. "What was that 
about mlsfl.rings?" he asked. His question 
prompted a remark from Marshall Antonov. 

"Comrade Perlshtein," Antonov said, "I 
think you should describe some of the tech
nical challenges involved here." 

"I was just coming to that," Perlshtein 
replied briskly. "As I said at the outset, we 
have been asked to describe an attack that 
no one has ever attempted. By its nature it 
is not something we can practice. Thus we 
will face a number of unique 'technical chal
lenges,' to use Marshal Antonov's expression. 
Let me outline the principal ones. 

"To be successful, this attack must be 
timed with a precision that neither we nor 
the Americans have ever attempted. Our 
warheads must land within seconds of each 
other-to be precise, within 20 to 40 sec
onds of each other--on each target, each of 
which is at least 10,000 kllometers [6,000 
miles I from our misslle silos. To guarantee 
the destruction of each silo we attack, we will 
want to achieve two explosions: one at 
ground level, one several hundred meters in 
the air. If the warheads arrive at their target 
more than about 20 seconds aoart, the ef
fects of the explosion of the flrit will proba
bly disable the second as it arrives. 

"To achieve this precision at the targets, 
each of our rockets wm have its own, precise 
instant of launch. Each rocket wm travel a 
unique fl.1ght path, each over a precise and 
unique distance, as will each of our war
heads. As you Jrnovi, our missiles are based 
in silos that stretch across about 1,600 kilo
meters [1,000 miles) across our country. 
Naturally, our command communications to 
launch the hundreds of rockets in this ma
neuver will have to be perfected." 

Ivanov perked up again. "What has hap
pened in the past when our people have tried 
something of this kind?" he asked. 

"We have never tried anything of this 
kihd," Perlshtein re3ponded crisply. "But we 
do have an advantage over the Americans in 
these matters. We have tested our missiles 
from operational silos, so we know how they 
will work in a real attack." 

"How many have we tested at one time?" 
Ivanov asked. 

"Usually one at a time," Perlshtein re
plied. "Never more than 10." 

"But what about the misfl.rings you men
tioned?" Ivanov asked. 

"That is another matter,'' Perlshtein said. 
"We know from experience that some rock
ets wm fall to ignite, fall to stick to their 
course, or fall to go off on time. For this rea
son we wlll fire more rockets than we think 
we need-a margin of Sftlfety, 1f you will." 

"Another point of information," Kuznet
sov interjected. "Col. Perlshtein has told you 
that some rockets-we estimate 10 percent, 
by the way-will misfire. Unfortunately, we 
cannot predict which rockets these wlll be. 
But all our rockets must be targeted in ad
vance. This means the targets of those rock
ets that misfire wm not be hit, or will be hit 
with only one warhead. But we will not know 
which targets these might be, so we will not 
know where to target the extra missiles we 
plan to fire to provide the 'margin of safety.' 
In summary, we have to acknowledge that 
we wm miss some targets." 

"Thank you, comrade,'' Perlshtein re
marl~ed. "Let me continue. 

"Obviously, our attack must be based on 
the assumption that our rockets and war
heads are now as accurate as even the Amer
icans' best. We believe they are. Also, be
cause our warheads are bigger than the 
Americans', we can be more confident they 
wlll actually destroy the U.S. silos, because 
they wlll have such enormous explosive 
power. As you know, we now believe we can 
hit any target in America within a margin of 
error of 300 meters [about 1,000 treet}. 

"Before Comrade Kuznetsov offers another 
point of information, let me explain one 
small problem regarding accuracy. This is 
a matter that has never been discussed by 
even the Americans in public, but our in
telllgence has discovered that the Americans 
refer to the problem as 'bias.' 

"As some of you may know, during our 
rocket tests we have always had some diffi
culty hitting the planned target, particu
larly in early phases of testing. Our mathe
maticians tell us there are geodetic anomallea 
that can distort the flight path of a mi!:slle 
or a warhead. That means a fl.ight path over 
the ocean wlll not be the same as a flight 
path over mountain ranges with high iron
ore content, to give an example. Of course 
you all remember that the earth is not a 
perfect sphere but a slightly distorted one. 
This too can influence flight paths. 

"We have compensated for this by ad
justing our targeting mechanisms. Now, 
when we fire our rocket systems from west 
to east, we can hit targets With the antic
ipated accuracy. Some pessimists among our 
scientists believe that when we fire missiles 
over the North Pole at the United States, 
we will discover that our computations no 
longer apply, that new lfactors we have never 
experienced wlll distort our flight paths. 
Obviously we cannot test this hypothesis." 

"What do the optimists say?" Ivanov 
asked. 

"They don't think these factors could take 
us far off target, and that the large explosive 
power of our warheads should compensate 
for whatever error occurs,'' Perlshtein said. 

"A point of information,'' Kuznetsov in
terjected. "I think the Americans use the 
word 'bias' precisely because it is an Irra
tional, unpredictable factor. In the end our 
mathematicians could not explain the con
stant and consistent error ln our targeting 
systems that our test flights revealed. We 
have just made an arbitrary compensation 

in our aiming. We don't know why we al
ways went off target before.'' 

This exchange elicited the first comment 
from Trepotkin, the former party boss from 
Leningrad. Ha.d he the gift of candor, Tre
potkin would already have admitted that 
this entire meeting was quite astounding. 
Instead he asked Perlshtein a question: 

"I'm not sure I understand," he said, "Is 
Comrade Kuznetsov saying that we won't be 
able to hit the targets?" 

"No, no," Perlshtein replied. "Comrade 
Kuznetsov is saying there 1s some possibil
ity-some unmeasurable possib111ty-that we 
won't hit the target with each warhead.'' 

"We might miss the targets,'' Kuznetsov 
said in a low voice. Perlshtein ignored him. 

"While we're talking about targets," Mar
shal Antonov commented, "perhaps you 
should discuss what the Americans have 
been doing to protect their missile silos.'' 

"I was just coming to that,'' Perlshtein re
plied. "The Americans have recently com
pleted what they call the 'hardening' of their 
Minuteman silos. This involves building 
thick barriers of concrete and steel around 
each silo. The Americans claim these silos 
can withstand pressures of 2,000 pounds per 
square inch. If true, this would mean they 
have good protection against anything but 
an almost perfect direct hit. Unfortuna.tely, 
the atmospheric test ban treaty prevents us
and the Americans-from knowing exactly 
how strong these hardened silos might be. 
We can't test a real silo with a real bomb in 
normal conditions. It seems possible the silos 
are only half as strong as we think.'' 

"Or twice as strong,'' Kuznetsov observed. 
"Let me continue,'' Perlshtein said. "Of 

course this attack wlll not occur in a vacuum. 
We have also studied the political environ
ment. Specifically, we have considered how 
the American president might react. 

"We conclude that American satellltes wm 
detect our first barrage of 100 or more rock
ets as soon as they have taken off. Infrared 
detectors on satellites that hover ln space 
25,000 miles above our territory provide that 
information, and 1t ls impossible for us to 
eliminate those satellltes. That information 
w111 go through military channels to the 
White House, and it is supposed to reach the 
president almost instantly. But, as Dr. Kis
singer and others have noted, it may not be 
easy to find the president at once. 

"But we must assume he would get word 
of the attack within minutes. At first he wm 
probably question the report, since he w111 
see no provocation for an attack. Indeed, for 
the same reason the American mllltary 
might withhold the information for further 
checking before passing it to the president. 
But this initial confusion could not last more 
than five minutes or so, because the Ameri
cans wlll soon detect our second and third 
barrages, and their radar wlll begin confirm
ing what their satelUtes have told them 
already. 

"As you know, the American system is 
poorly designed. The president alone can 
order a nuclear attack. But we assume he 
would inevitably consult with his ministers 
and perhaps some members of Congress. He 
would also have to flee at once to the air
plane set aside for his use as a command post 
during an attack. We assume the president 
would also try at once to contact you. Com
rade Ivanov, on the hot line. All these thlnqs 
take time. We have high confidence that the 
southernmost missile silos would be destroyed 
by the time the president could satisfy him
self that he knew what was going on. I am 
talking of a period about 30 minutes after 
the Initial launches. 

"Thls i-s the crudal moment. By our cal
culation it will take e.nother 30 minutes to 
complete OU1' a.ttack. The president will 
realize what we are doing. He will also realize 
that we have avoided a.tte.c.king e.ny major 
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cLty, even Washington. The Americans have 
done studies on this kind of attack and 
they know that it wm cause minor looses
perhaps 10 mllllon people, perhaps 20 mil
lion." 

Iv&nov started at this last observ'a.tion. 
He reoa.lled the Great Patriotic War (World 
War II], when the Soviet Union was largely 
laid waste and 20 million people were killed. 
"Are you saying that 20 mllllon dead Is a 
minor loss?" he -asked. 

"Only by standards of nuclear war." Peri
shtein replied. "We calculate that by target
ing the Amerioa.n population, we could easUy 
k111 150 million. The president knows this 
too. He will see it is a minor attack. 

"To oont1nue. The president will have to 
realize that if he retaliates with his remain
ing foroes---tthe 'bombers that have eeoaped 
our a.tta.ck and the misslles on subma.rines--
he wm use up most of his remaining weapons 
and can only strike at our cities and industry. 
Without la.nd-ba.sed rockets, he won't have 
weapons of sufficient accura..cy to fire at our 
remaining land-based force. 

"But this 1s a horrible option for the presi
dent. If he exercises it, he knows that we wUl 
retla.11ate, and both our countries will be de
stroyed. But if he holds back and tries to ne
gotiate, he can save his country-maybe even 
save the world. American presidents are 
romantics. We assume he wlll opt for nego
tiation, which of course wUl amount to sur
render. And I might add, this Is just what 
many American experts have predicted. 

"We assume he wlll opt for negotiations;• 
Kuznetsov i•DJterjected, "because we have to 
assume so. otherwise our e.tta..ck will fall. 
We would lose our country if the president 
decided to retaUate instead." 

"Yes. yes," Perlshtein replied. "That is e. 
hY'JX)thetical possibility." 

Perlshtein put down hts notebook and 
opened a bottle of Narzan. The bubbly water 
spllled into his tumbler. Whlle he took a 
drink Marshal Antonov soribbled a note and 
pa6Sed it to Iva.nov. The general secretary 
read it and turned to Perlshtein: 

"I would like Marshal Antonov to ask a 
few questions. Marshal?" 

"First let me say that Ool. Pelrlshtein has 
done his usual fine job. Then let me ask 
some questions. First, colonel, as you know, 
lf we saw an Amerioan attack coming at our 
missile silos, we would immedla.tely la.unch 
our rockets, so they would not be in their 
holes when the American warhee.dls arrived. 
Why wouldn't the Americans do the same 
thltng? I know they he.ve written about this 
idea as something called 'Launch Under At
tack.' I remember my friend Rrurold Brown 
threaltening to do just that." 

"I am grateful you raised that point," 
Perlshtein replied. "Our people are dubious 
that the Americans are well-enough orga
nized to launch under attack. Remember, 
they wlll be caught completely by surprise. 
And although I grant they have written and 
talked about this possib111ty, we have seen 
no sign that they have adopted it as a 
strategy.'' 

"But what if they only began to Jaunch 
their missiles after the first of ours had 
landed?" Antonov asked. "Couldn't they stlll 
fire off more than half of their land-based 
rockets before we could destroy them?" 

"That is a hypothetical possiblllty," Peri
sh tein replied. 

"On another matter," Antonov said, "dur
ing this attack, what happens to America';; 
bombers in Europe and on their aircraft car
riers-what we call the forward-based sys
tems in SALT talks? Don't we know that at 
least 200 of them are on 15-minute alert, and 
can carry their nuclear weapons to our 
homeland in less than an hour?" 

"We have two options," Perlshtein replied. 
"We could target those bombers with our 
medium-range missiles, wiping them out si
multaneously with our attack on the Amerl-

can missiles. But this would mean destroying 
much of Western Europe, so we rejected that 
idea. No, we must assume that the president 
would be as reluctant to use these weapons 
as any of his others." 

"Let me ask about the number of Ameri
can missiles that might survive our attack," 
Antonov went on. "I gathered earlier that we 
a!isume that even if our attack goes very well 
indeed, we would miss 10 percent-about 
100 missiles. Is that right?" 

"Right," Perlshtein replied. 
"And how did we arrive at that figure?" 
"It's a mathematical probabmty, marshal. 

Our people say it is the sort of failure rate 
we could expect." 

"Could it be 20 percent, or 30?" 
"I don't know how to answer that, mar· 

shal. Ten percent is a hunch. Twenty per
cent could be another hunch." 

"You mentioned that some American 
bombers would take off before we could de
stroy them on the ground. Wouldn't some of 
these bombers be the newJy fitted type that 
can carry 20 of the most accurate cruise mis
siles? Wouldn't all of them at least carry po
tent bambs? What would happen to them?" 

"Again, marshal, we have to assume that 
the president would decide not to use those 
weapons," Perlshtein replied. 

"You'd also have to assume that there at'e 
no Dr. Strangeloves-wasn't that the name?" 
Kuznetsov interjected. "I mean, you have 
to assume that none of those American pilots 
would take it upon themselves to retallate 
against the Soviet Union." 

"Americans usually obey orders," Perl
shtein replied. 

"I should ask the same question about the 
Americans' submarines. You said, I believe. 
that there would be more than 20 of them 
hidden at sea during and after our attack, 
with more than 3,000 warheads?" 

"Again," Perlshtein said. "we have to as
S"me the president won't try to use them" 

Perlshtein sat down and opened another 
bottle of Narzall. nodding toward Kuznetsov 
as he did so. The mgn from the Central 
Committee took the cue. He shuffled hls 
notes and began to speak. 

"My assignment, comrades, 1~ to argue the 
weaknesses in the briefing you have just 
heard. Speaking frankly, I'm not certain that 
you need to hear anv more arguments 
against this idea, but please permit me to 
add one or two new points, and then to sum
mariZe what Marshal Antonov has referred 
to as the technical challenges. 

"All of us are fammar with the conse
o.uences of conventional warfare on a nation. 
The general secretary has alt'eadv recalled 
the sufferings of our Motherland 40 years 
ago, from which we are stlll recovering. I 
would remind the group that we are talking 
about something quite different. Perhaps 
this is something I am especially well placed 
to discuss. On Comrade Khrushchev's in
structions, I was present in July 1962 when 
we detonated the largest hydrogen bomb 
ever exploded-about 50 megatons, you 
wm recall. Let me assure you that all of what 
the Nazis did to our Motherland did not 
compare with this one explosion. And the 
'minor attack' Comrade Perlshtein has out
lined involves the explosion of about 1,350 
megatons in the center of the United States. 

"I have inquiried at the Academy of Sci
ences: Do we know what the effects of such a 
powerful attack would be? (Here I have In 
mind not the m111tary consequences, but the 
impact on the la'Jd, the air, the at.mosnhere 
and, of course, the population.) The answer 
is, we have theories but no real idea. We 
have no idea whether we might crack the 
earth's surface, or permanently damage the 
ionosphere, or polson the air over the entire 
world. I am referring here to consequences 
that could affect us at home-! happily set 
aside consequences for the United States. I 
am referring also to political consequences. 

Comrade Perlshtein implies that the Ameri
can president would react to damage on this 
scale by doing nothing. That is not the way 
we reacted to Nazi devastation of our coun
try. I do not think we can conclude that only 
Russians would react as we did to such dev
astation of the Motherland. 

"In passing, let me note another point. 
Comrade Perlshtein has described an attack 
on the heartland of America. That, as you 
know, is the area that produces America's 
great grain harvests. For years even we have 
depended on those harvests. I did learn at 
the Academy of Sciences about the Ameri
cans' findings in the South Pacific, where 
they once teste:! thermonuclear weapons. 
Thirty years after the fact, on the site of 
much less devastating explosions than Com
rade Perlshtein has proposed, the earth 
remains so poisoned with radioactivity that 
the food is produces contains unacceptable 
levels of radiation. 

"But these are hypothetical matters, 
about which the best scientists can disagree. 
For myself, I am more concerned about those 
•technical challenges.' Frankly speaking, I do 
not see how we can surmount them. Let me 
add that I do not believe the Americans could 
surmount them either. 

"Let me review them briefly. Comrade 
Perlshtein asks us to consider an attack that 
would require perfect timing of a command 
system that has never been tested; that 
would assume a level of reliab111ty of our 
rockets that is extraordinarily high, espe
cially when we consider that most of our 
rockets have been sitting for years-by ne
cessity untested-in silos; that would require 
salvos of hundreds of rockets when we have 
never experimented with such salvos; that 
would require accuracy that depends on un
tested mathematical formulas, and when we 
know for certain that the earth's magnetism 
and atmosphere have unforeseen effects on 
rocket trajectories; that assumes we know 
how well America has protected its silos, 
when in fact we cannot know; that assumes 
we understand the effect of one thermo
nuclear explosion on a second, incoming 
weapon, when we don't really know those 
effects; and, most crucial-and, in my view, 
most debatable-that assumes that having 
suffered this attack, the .American president 
will react by doing nothing with the enor
mous arsenal he would retain even after the 
attack. Moreover, we must assume that even 
if the American president did do nothing, 
the notoriously reckless American mill tary 
would obey his orders. 

"Of course I may be wrong. It remains 
possible that the American president will do 
nothing. But as Lenin's heirs and leaders 
of the Motherland, we must think of the 
problem from the opposite point of view. 
What if we guess wrong? What would the 
consequences be if instead of doing nothing, 
the president opts for an all-out response? 

"We know the answer. The .Americans 
could launch many land-based missiles dur
ing our initial attack, and these alone could 
destroy our industrial civilization or many 
of our own rockets. Their submarine missiles 
and bombers could continue to strike at us 
for hours or even days, eliminating most of 
our population. Yes, we might take some 
satisfaction from the fact that we retained 
powerful rockets of our own, but what will we 
have won? What 1s the gain? Both of our 
countries could be destroyed. 

It was Kuznetsov's turn to open a bottle 
of Narzan. Perlshtein took advantage of the 
pause to speak up again: 

"Comrades, please keep In mind, the pro
posals Comrade Kuznetsov attributes to me 
were not my idea. I came here today to full
fill an instruction, to present a hypothetical 
plan. This whole idea grew out of articles the 
general secretary read in the American press. 
It is the Americans who have always trum
peted this proposal-American generals, 
American cold warriors. As Marshal Antonov 
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will confirm, our military people have never 
put great stock in these ideas. Frankly speak
ing, I am not prepared to give answers to all 
of Kuznetsov's points. I have searched for 
similar arguments in the American litera
ture on these subjects, but to no avail. '!'he 
Americans have not questioned the idea of 
their own vulnerablllty a.s forcefully as Com
rade Kuznetsov ha.s questioned it." 

General Secretary Ivanov did not reveal 
his personal disappointment with the course 
this briefing had taken. Instead he asked 
Perlshtein a question: 

"Let us a.ssume you are right, that we 
really could not afford the risks inherent 
in this adventure. St111, could we exploit the 
Americans' belief in this theory to our ad
vantage? Could we somehow threaten this 
attack to win other important objectives?" 

Col. Perlshtein volunteered a reply: "Yes, 
Comrade Ivanov, we can use the threat, but 
I think we must be honest with ourselves 
about the fact that we can never fulfill the 
threat. That means we cannot invoke it to 
try to defend our own central interests. We 
might invoke it-even without saying any
thing-in area.s llke Angola and Ethiopia." 

Kuznetsov intervened: "I might reca.ll 
that we achieved our objectives in Angola 
and Ethiopia at a time when we did not 
enjoy this theoretical 'advantage.' We 
achieved our objectives in Berlin in 1961 
when it was the Americans who had this 
kind of 'superiority'.'' 

"Well,'' said Ivanov finally, "at least we 
know we have this card to play in a crisis
if we find ourselves caught with the Ameri
cans in an escalating confrontation in the 
Middle East, for example." 

"I think not," Kuznetsov replied. "In a real 
crisis the Americans would be on a high 
alert. We would lose the element of sur
prise. Our attack could not be even as ef
fectiVe as the one outlined by Col. Perl
shtein." 

With that the room fell silent. Ivanov gave 
no hint of embarra.ssment as he crisply 
thanked the briefers for their presentation. 
As the meeting broke up, Ivanov turned to 
Marshal Antonov. "I hope you will be ready 
next week with the briefing on lasers and 
particle beam weapons," he said. 

THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET IS A 
BUDGET OF HOPE AND OPPOR
TUNITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
MoAKLEY). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from California 
<Mr. THOMAS) is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, the Dem
ocratic budget--and make no mistake 
about it: It is the Democrats' budget; 
tr-ey control both Houses of Congress 
and the Presidency; in fact the Demo
crats have controlled our House for the 
last 13 Congresses in succession-the 
Democratic budget, the Government 
statement on its role in the Nation's 
economy and indeed the entire society, is 
a testament to bankrupt concepts. As 
the American people face recession, in
creasing inflation, and rising rates of 
unemployment, along with continuing 
energy problems, the fact is that the 
Democrats' budget is a failure. It is shot 
through with defeatism, disappointment, 
and despair. The Democratic budget 
offers more unemployment in an attempt 
to squeeze out inflation. This attempt to 
squeeze out inflation, through unem
ployment is a good example of their 
bankrupt ideas. It is also cruel, and 
ironically it is also unnecessary. 

Republicans believe we would reduce 
inflation by increasing productivity, 
create real economic growth through 
lower taxes and less Government spend
ing. But this plan, the Republican 
budget--a budget of hope and opportu
nity, a budget that proposes to change 
the shape and direction as well as the 
size of the Federal budget--is a program 
that will not be known by most Ameri
cans, because the opportunity to put this 
budget into effect will be denied by the 
Democratic majority, unless among that 
majority we can find some reasonab!e 
and fair-thinking Democrats. To outline 
some of the spec~cs of the budget of 
hope and opportunity in contrast to the 
budget of defeat and despair, I yield to 
the gentleman from Arizona, the distin
guished minority leader, the Honorable 
JOHN RHODES. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
thank my colleague and friend, the gen
tleman from California <Mr. THoMAS), 
for taking this special order on a very 
important occasion and for a very im
portant reason. That reason, of course, 
is to discuss the current budgetary chal
lenge facing the Congress as the economy 
of our country shows definite signs of 
sliding into recession. 

We Republicans believe it is time for 
some fresh thinking, some different ap
proaches to Uncle Sam's efforts to turn 
the economy around. Basically, what the 
Democrat majority and the Committee 
on the Budget are offering is warmed
over New Dealism, a retreaded old 
formula that failed 40 years ago and 
certainly is not applicable to the prob
lems of 1979 and 1980. 

Recessions mean unemployment. The 
traditional Democrat remedy has been 
massive make-work projects, dead-end 
WPA-type jobs. Again, this time, they 
are not concerning themselves with real 
jobs, but seem resigned to recession and 
committed to the same old discredited 
fonnulas. 

Their budget is a budget based on de
spair and congressional helplessness in 
the face of our economic problems. We 
Republicans believe the American people 
deserve something better from their 
Congress. 

In the area of jobs, we believe that the 
answer lies in the free enterprise system. 
That is where the jobs are--some 71 mil
lion of them. Instead CJf beefing up pro
grams such as CETA that have been 
scandal-ridden and ineffective in train
ing workers and improving their skills in 
order that they may qualify for real jobs, 
we want more on-the-job training pro
grams. Put the workers where the jobs 
are; let them learn skills that are mar
ketaJble. A cooperative private-Federal 
program would be far less expensive to 
administer, far more effective in upgrad
ing skills. In the long run it would more 
than pay for itself in revenues from in
creased productivity and the lessening 
of the number of people dependent on 
Government for their livelihood. 

This, of course, flies in the face of the 
old Democrat fondness for bureaucratic 
overkill. It is just too practical to be con
sidered by the majority, mired in the 
thinking CJf the 1930's. 

It is important that we make a strong 

effort to train and employ those who 
presently are at a disadvantage in our 
economic system. One of our major 
problems is that we have an increaiSiing 
percentage of our population who are 
nonproducers. More and more of the 
resources of those who work and of the 
businesses that provide jobs are being 
drained off to perpetuate a growing pop
ulation of nonworkers. This again re
flects the despair of the Demoora.ts who 
have given up on trying to offer hope and 
opportunity to the poor and are simply 
transferring a bigger share of the earn
ings of our working men and women to 
those who at present cannot or wlll not 
qualify for jobs in the economy. 

It is long past time to take a hard look 
at the entire welfare system. Any honest 
assessment must conclude that it is not 
working. Expenditures continue to rise, 
but instead CJf being given a leg up, wel
fare recipients are only getting a hand
out. If the program were successful, af
ter decades of professional poverty man
agement, the numbers on welfare should 
be declining. Instead, we have more de
pendency, more abuse and fraud, and 
le<:s effort to get off the dole and on the 
job than ever before. 

The General Accounting omce esti
mates that $1 of every $10 in Federal ex
pendit11res is being wasted. That is 81bout 
$50 billion. Certainly, if Congress were 
to dig into Federal expenditures, weed 
out superfluous programs, tighten up ad
ministmtive procedures. and demand 
accountability from the bureaucracy, we 
could save a lot of that money. 

We could have a b'a,lanced budget find 
provide a reallv effective .fob training 
pro~ram and a tax cut for wage earners 
without damaging one whit the essential 
and legitim"'lte functions of Government. 
It is time to stop raising the ante to ac
commodate waste in Federa.l programs. 
It is time for lowered exnectations for 
Government. not more deficit financing 
of waste and mismanagement. 

The Democrats have come up with the 
same old shooworn policies toward a tax 
cut. They still have not come around to 
what has been public consensus for a 
long time: That a tax cut is needed. 

0 1800 
Republicans 2 months ago pleaded 

with the Democrat leadership in the 
Congress to get moving on a tax cut, to 
take effect by October 1 of this year, 
through withholding adjustments. Al
ways, when recession comes, Democrats 
wait until suffering occurs, until the 
economy is being savaged by the down
turn, and then pass a tax cut that takes 
effect months after it is needed. When 
the cut begins to affect the economy, 
it is already on the way up, and the cut 
adds to inflation. 

People need the money now to pay for 
OPEC's oil price incl'eases and to cope 
with the Democrats• 13-percent inflation 
and 13-percent all time record high in
terest rates. 

The Carter administration has indi
cated that it will look around after the 
first of the year before deciding on a 
tax cut. The Democrat majority has ad
amantly shut the door on quick tax re
lief. Their desire to put off taking action 
until sometime next year on a cut to go 
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into effect 6 or 8 months from then is 
indicative that the Democrats simply do 
not know how to deal with the realities 
of the economy. They want to lock the 
barn door after the filly has been filched. 

The purpose of our remarks today is 
to call public attention to the fact that 
the Democrats apparently intend to keep 
right on taking more of the public's 
earnings and spending more on Big 
Brother government. Their 5-year budg
et projections call for increasing the tax 
take from this year's $519 billion to $910 
billion by 1984. That is an increase of 
75 percent over 5 years-a rise of 15 per
cent a year, far above the administra
tion's wage-price guidelines and certain
ly far above the public's willingness to 
shell out for waste and overgovernment. 

Our projected 5-year Republican 
budgets call for substantial tax cuts and 
substantial reductions in Federal deficits. 
We realize that the Democrat recession 
will make it nearly impossible to balance 
the budget in the next fiscal year, but 
we project a zero deficit in fiscal year 
1981. 

Our 5-year plan calls for 19 percent 
of the gross national product to be used 
for Federal purposes by 1984. The Demo
crats want to grab off 23 percent of the 
GNP for Federal purposes. While their 
budget estimates provide for no tax cuts 
over the next 5 years, our Republican 
budget would build in more than $150 
billion in tax reductions, based on re
duced growth of Government and an ex
panding economy. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it would be well 
to look at that figure again. I said that 
Republicans would take 19 percent of 
the gross national product. by 1984 for 
a balanced budget. The Democrats, if 
they have a balanced budget, will take 
23 percent. That is a difference of 4 per
cent of the gross national product. If 
you have a $2 trillion gross national 
product, it does not take much arith
metic to come up with the answer of 
$80 billion, which is the figure that the 
Republicans will take from the taxpayer 
less than the Democrats would take. So 
it is important to understand how you 
balance a budget. You can balance a 
budget by increasing taxes and you can 
do it very easily but that is not what 
the people want. They want a balanced 
budget, lower taxes and with a smaller 
Government. 

One of the problems we have had with 
this Government is that it has grown so 
fast that it has become unmanageable, 
unresponsive to the will of the people. It 
has become a subject of tyranny rather 
than a subject of service, as far as the 
American people -are concerned. 

Damocrat policies have driven savings 
to only 5 percent of earnings, the lowest 
of any industrial nation. Republicans 
want to directly stimulate the economy 
and use our tax system to help generate 
capital in order to fund the expansion 
and modernization of facilities which are 
needed to provide more jobs. 

The failure of the Democrats to recog
nize and use the potential of wise budg
etary procedures to help our economy re-
cover from recession is apparent. They 
have not ihad a new idea since 1933, and 
today they offer the same tired "Old 

Deal" panacea: higher taxes, bigger defi
cits, and move Federal programs. 

The high hopes that began the 1970's 
have soured under the Democrat control 
of the Congress. Repressive over-regula
tion, voracious taxation, and profligate 
spending have driven our economy into 
two recessions during this decade. 

We Republicans believe it is time for 
more effective fiscal policies. We must 
concentrate on the supply side of our 
economy instead of dwelling solely on 
consumption. Our budget of hope and 
opportunity would open the way toward 
rebuilding our economic prosperity on a 
solid base. Quite simply, we are in times 
that call for economic renewal, not more 
burdensome overgrowth of the Federal 
Government. 

This is a time when we should produce 
our way out of a recession, not muddle 
our way out of it as the majority party 
apparently intends to do. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from california for yielding this time to 
me and I especially thank him for 
taking this very important special order. 

I would like it to be noted that there 
are Republican Members on the floor 
who are here to discuss the budget of 
hope and opportunity as contrasted with 
the budget of despair of the other side. 

I now yield back to my good friend 
from California <Mr. THoMAs). 

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Maryland <Mrs. 
HOLT). 

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for taking this time on such 
a very important subject. 

Mr. Speaker, while the American peo
ple cry for relief from runaway Govern
ment spending and raging inflation, the 
Budget Committee majority has recom
mended a 1980 fiscal policy that promises 
more of both. 

Spending endorsed by the proposed 
second budget resol.ution for 1980 is al
most $17 billion higher than the target 
resolution we apnroved in the spring and 
more than $5-0 billion higher than esti
mated 1979 soending. 

The committee majority prouoses to 
continue the free-spending habits of re
cent years with an 11-percent growth 
rate from 1979 outlays. 

A large tax increase driven by infla
tion is in prospect. Revenues will be up 
more than $50 billion, if the committee's 
estimates are accurate, but this will just 
offset the spending increase. 

All hope of reducing the budget deficit 
has been abandoned by the committee 
majority. The 1980 deficit will be roughly 
the same as the $30 billion deficit esti
mated for this year. 

The Budget Committee mafority has 
written a prescription for high inflation 
and economic stagnation. On the Repub
lican side of the aisle, we have a better 
plan which we will offer in the form of a 
substitute budget resolution. 

Our substitute slows the growth rate 
of Federal spending to about 7 percent, 
allows for a $20 billion tax reduction. and 
cuts the deficit to less than $20 billion. 

Our goal is to achieve a balanced 
budget in the 19811iscal year. Even more 

importantly, our plan is to revive the 
productive .sector of the economy. 

The major problem afllicting the econ
omy is the fast-rising total b~rden of 
Government spending at the expense of 
productive economic activity by the pri
vate sector. The answer to that problem 
lies in cutting the growth rate of Gov
ernment and reducing taxes. 

We consider our substitute budget as 
only a modest beginning. If we were in 
the majority, you could expect us to 
steadily reduce Government's share of 
the gross national product and national 
income and diminish the tax burden. 
We have the only realistic program for 
low inflation and less taxa.tion. 

We on the minority side of the aisle 
are united in our vision of a strong 
American economy expanding through 
private investment and offering oppor
tunity for all people. 

But Congress has been controlled by 
liberal Democrats for 30 years, and the 
record is one of expanding Government, 
soaring debt, and rising taxes that are 
suffocating the productive strength of 
the American economy. 

There is only one source of wealth, the 
production of marketable goods and serv
ices, and we have been spending far more 
than we have produced. If we fail tore
verse course, we will have a future of 
stagflation or worse. 

In preparing the second budget reso
lution for 1980, the Budget Committee 
majority has shown that it lacks both 
the will and the ability to restrain 
spending with the tools available in the 
budget process. They cooked up some 
phony revenue numbers and then the 
committee majority ratified decisions of 
the authorizing and appropriating com
mittees that ignored recommendations 
in our first resolution for 1980. The 
Budget Committee should have main
tained its position and insisted on recon
ciliation, requiring the authorizing and 
appropriating committees to make the 
necessary cuts. 

The Senate Budget Committee, which 
t:-roposes to spend $6 billion less than the 
House budget recommendation, has 
proposed a reconciliation resolution to 
its body. 

This demonstrates some courage, some 
commitment to fiscal discipline, some 
determination that the budget process 
has meaning. Unfortunately, the same 
cannot be said about the House Budget 
Committee majority. 

Again, I thank the gentleman from 
California <Mr. THoMAs) for yielding 
his time to me. 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentle
man from Arizona. 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
my colleagues for taking this time to 
discuss the legally binding fiscal year 
1980 budget resolution, which has just 
been reported from the House Budget 
Committee. 

As a member of that committee, I 
share the dismay that has been ex-
pressed over the further proposed in
creases in the nondefense areas of the 
budget. 
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Since 1969, when Federal outlays 
totaled $184.5 billion, spending has al
most tripled-increasing $364.2 billion to 
the recommended level of $548.7 billion, 
a 197 -percent increase. 

Defense spending has increased only 
slightly over this period. In fact, in con
stant dollars we are spending less today 
for defense than we were in 1961. 

The skyrocketing increase in the Fed
eral budget has been in the social wel
fare area, where there is the most waste 
and abuse and the most opportunity to 
make meaningful cuts in unwarranted 
Government spending. 

But the majority on the Budget Com
mittee refused to make such cuts, which 
means that the full House of Represent~ 
atives must now show the American peo
ple whether it will carry out the public 
mandate for spending reductions and tax 
relief. 

Mr. Speaker, I recently conducted a 
survey of the people of Arizona's Fourth 
Congressional District to determine their 
true feelings concerning Federal Gov
ernment spending and taxation. More 
than 20,000 people responded to the 
survey. 

I believe that their responses represent 
the feelings of most Americans. 

Ninety-seven percent believe that 
Government spending is the major cause 
of inflation. 

Eighty-six percent favor a permanent 
reduction in personal income taxes. 

Ninety-five percent want a reduction 
in Federal spending and Federal services. 

Eighty-five percent want a constitu
tional amendment requiring a balanced 
Federal budget. 

Seventy-nine percent or more want 
budget cuts for the Department of 
Health, Educatfon, and Welfare, the 
CETA job training program, the Occu
pational Safety and Health Administra
tion, and the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

In fact, 91 percent believe that the 
Federal Government is hurting the econ
omy through over regulation. 

Eighty-two percent of those respond
ing to this survey favor restricting Fed
eral spending to no more than 7 percent 
of gross personal income of the people 
of the United States. 

This should be a message to Congress, 
Mr. Speaker, and I would like to include 
all the results of this survey on Federal 

Function 1969 1970 1971 

National defense •••••.• ••• 79,417 78, 553 75,808 
International affairs __ ____ __ 4, 573 4, 297 4,097 
General science, space, and 

technoloiY ---- --- _. -· -·- 5,014 4,507 4,180 
Enerl}' ---- --- ----- ---- --- 1, 000 990 1, 031 
Natural resources and en-

vlronment _____ -------·- 2,890 3,061 3,909 
Aarlculture •••• -- ---·-· ___ 5,780 5, 161 4,288 
Commerce and housina credit. •• ______ _____ ____ 563 2, 108 2, 358 Transportation. ___ ___ -·- __ 6,528 7,006 8,050 
Community and reaional 

development. •••••••••• 1, 511 2,360 2, 833 
Education, traininr, em· 

ployr;nent, and social 
7,540 8, 625 9,839 servaces _________ -- -----

Health ••• -- - -----· -- ---- - 11,757 13, 051 14, 716 Income security ___ ________ 37,285 43,073 55,426 Social security _____ ____ _ (26, 791) (29, 685) (35, 247) 
Other Income security •••• (10, 494) (13, 388) (20, 178) 

spending and taxing policies at this est rate of $34 mlllion in 1965, and has 
point in the RECORD: now escalated to its estimated 1980 cost 

of $6.3 billion-almost 2,000 times the 
starting cost just 14 years ago. RESULTS OF CONGRESSMAN ELDON RUDD'S 1979 TAX 

BALLOT I was most encouraged by the joint ef
forts of our distinguished minority whip, 
the Honorable BOB MICHEL of Dlinois, 

No and my colleague on the Budget Commit
Opinion tee, RALPH REGULA of Ohio, to require all 

(In percent) 

Yes No 

---- ---- - -------- committees of the Congress to recom-
Government spending is a major cause 

of inflation ----------- ------------ 97 
Favor permanent reduction in personal 

income taxes ----------- - --------- - 86 
Favor reduction in Federal spendina and 

Federal services _- -------- -- -- --- - __ 95 
Favor a constitutional amendment re-

quiring a balanced Federal budaet. ___ 85 

~=~~~: ~~~~~t~~T~sf~~~='f~~nttlioccii:· 17 
9 

78 

mend ways to control the growing cost of 
entitlement programs, and where neces
sary their method of funding, in lan
guage that was added to the budget reso
lution which we will consider on the floor 

~ of the House next week. 
This is perhaps the most worthwhile 

action taken on the second concurrent 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1980, 
and I hope that it will result in a mean
ingful effort to counter and reduce the 

r.~i~~a~0ssa~~~ _ ~~~- ~-e~!~~ -~~~~~i~:-
Favor a reduction in funds for the Envi-

83 12 

ronmental Protection Aaency (EPA) ___ 
Favor 1 reduction in funds for the De-

80 16 

partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare (HEW) __ _ ------------------

Favor a reduction in funds for Federal 
79 17 4 spending for Federal handout programs. 

reclamation projects. ___ ------------ 50 39 11 Social welfare programs of the Federal 
Government are primary evidence of the 
excessive and irresponsible Government 
attitude that led to proposition 13 and 

Favor a reduction in funds for the Com-
prehensive Employment and Trainina 

79 15 Act (CETA) ____ -------- ________ -- __ 
The Federal Government is hurting the 

economy through over-regulation _____ 
Nuclear power aenerators are safe and 

should be developed __ ------------ __ 

91 

69 16 

3 the movement to require a balanced Fed-
15 eral budget. 

Favor Government waae and price 
controls . ______ -- ---------- __ ------ 30 61 

Favor restricting Federal spending to no 
more than 7 percent of aross personal 

It has become apparent that the polit-
9 leal motivation of many welfare program 

supporters, who refuse to help efforts to 
cut unnecessary spending in these non

_ _______________ 12 defense areas of the Federal budget, is to 
Income of the people of the United 

82 6 States. ____ ____ ____ _______ __ _______ 

Mr. Speaker, Congress must act to stop 
the tremendous proliferation ,and high 
cost of the wide-ranging and duplicative 
social welfare or public assistance pro
grams, which number about 100 at the 
current time. 

These programs are funded through
out the budget. Many of them are so
called entitlement programs-Federal 
cash subsidy programs, such as welfare 
assistance-for which eligibility is estab
lished by law and appropriations are set 
in concrete according to the number of 
eligible recipients who apply each year. 

Total Federal spending for income 
transfer programs is now more than $250 
billion, and the budget resolution which 
has just been reported by the House 
Budget Committee does nothing to re
strain the growth, duplication, or waste 
in these programs. 

The food stamp program, for example, 
which has received deserved criticism, is 
increasing in cost at an annual rate of 
about 37 percent. It started out at a mod-

BUDGET OUTLAYS BY FUNCTION: 196!HIO 

[In millions of dollars; fiscal years) 

Transl· 
tlon 

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 quarter 

76,550 74, 541 77, 781 
4, 693 4,066 5,681 

85,552 
6,922 

89,430 
5,552 

22,307 
2,193 

4,173 
1, 270 

4,030 
1,179 

3,977 
837 

3, 989 
2, 170 

4,370 
3,127 

1,161 
794 

4, 235 
5,280 

4, 763 
4,852 

5,670 
2,227 

7, 335 
1,659 

8,124 
2,504 

2, 532 
581 

2,216 924 3, 925 5,607 3, 792 1, 392 
8, 388 9, 065 9,172 10,388 13,435 3,304 

3,388 4,537 4,080 3,689 4, 709 1, 340 

12,519 12,735 12,344 15,870 18,737 5,162 
17,467 18,832 22,073 27, €48 33,448 8, 721 
63,913 72,965 84,437 108,610 127,412 32,797 

(39, 409) (48, 288) (54, 936) (63, 648) (72, 664) (19, 763) 
(24, 504) (24, 675) (29, 498) (44,959) (54, 748) (13, 034) 

build a permanent ''recipient class" of 
citizens through Government handouts, 
who wm in turn show their gratitude by 
reelecting the big spenders to omce. 

Working citizens and taxpayers-the 
producing element of our society-have 
become aware that their taxes are being 
used in this way to "buy votes" of welfare 
program recipients, rather than to help 
the truly needy in our society. 

Unless Congress takes resolute action 
to restrain and cut back Federal spend
ing for extravagant and wasteful pro
grams, public confidence in our Govern
ment and democratic processes will be 
further eroded. Moreover, lasting damage 
will be done to our people's productive 
and humanitarian sense of community. 

Mr. Speaker, to give proper perspective 
to this issue of Federal spending, and 
our debate next week on the final fiscal 
year 1980 budget resolution, I would like 
to include in the RECORD at this point a 
table which shows the history of Federal 
spending for each function of the budg
et since 1969: 

Percent 1980 Percen 
1979 chanJe, recom· chanae 

(esti· 19 9' menda· 1980 
1977 1978 mate) 196 tion 1 1979 

97,501 105, 186 114,400 +44.0 128,587 +12.4 
4,813 5,922 7,500 +64.0 8, 772 +16.9 

4,677 4, 742 5,200 +3.7 5, 662 +8.9 
4,172 5, 861 7,400 +640.0 8, 801 +18.9 

10,000 10,925 11,300 +291.0 12,026 +6.4 
5, 532 7, 731 6,200 +7.3 2, 542 -59.0 

-44 3, 325 2, 900 +415.1 2, 828 -2.5 
14,636 15,444 17,000 +160.4 18,651 +8.8 

6,286 11,000 9, 700 +541.9 8, 289 +14.5 

20,985 26, 463 29, 700 +293. 9 31, 471 +5.9 
38,785 43, 676 49, 700 +322. 7 54, 715 +10.1 

137,915 146, 212 161, 100 +332. 1 188, 795 +17.2 
(83, 861) (92, 242) (102, 323) <+281. 9) (119, 923) (+17.2) 
(54,054) (53, 970) (58, 777) ( +460. 0) (68, 872) (+17.2) 
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Function 1969 1970 

Veterans benefrts and serv· 
ices.................... 7, 640 8, 677 

Administration of justice... 761 952 
General government....... 1, 610 1, 888 

1971 

9,776 
1, 299 
2,104 

BUDGET OUTLAYS BY FUNCTION: 196~~ontinued 

[In millions of dollars: fiscal years] 

1972 

10,730 
1, 650 
2,449 

1973 

12,013 
2,131 
2,626 

1974 

13,386 
2, 462 
3,296 

1975 

16,597 
2, 942 
3,182 

1976 

18,432 
3, 320 
3, 006 

Transi
tion 

quarter 

3, 9€2 
859 
883 

1977 

18,038 
3,600 
3, 374 

1978 

18,974 
3, 802 
3, 777 

1979 
(esti

mate) 

Percent 
change, 

1979/ 
1969 

20,200 +164. 4 
4, 200 +451. 9 
4, 200 +208. 3 

1980 
recom

mends
tion t 

20,851 
4, 468 
4, 301 

Percent 
chanve, 

1980/ 
1979 

+3.2 
+6.4 
+2.4 

General purpose fiscal as-
sistance................ 430 536 535 673 7, 351 6, 890 7, 187 7, 235 Z, 092 9, 499 9, 601 8, 750 +1, 934.9 9, 075 +3. 7 

Interest.................. 15,793 18,309 19,602 ZO, 563 22,782 28,032 30, 911 34,511 7, 216 38,009 43,966 52,400 +231. 8 58,038 +tO. 7 
Allowances............................................................................................................................. 700 NA 453 NA 
Undistributed offsetting re-

ceipts •••••••••••••••••. -5,545 -6,567 -8,427 -8,137 -12,318 -16,651 -14,075 -14,704 -2,567 -15,053 -15,772 -18,100 +226.4 -19,600 +8.3 

Total budaet outlays... 184,548 196, 588 211,425 232,021 247,074 269,620 326, 185 366,439 94,729 402,725 450,836 494,450 +167. 9 548,725 +tO. 9 
Total def~eit ••••••••••• t +3, 000 -3,000 -23,000 -23,000 -15,000 -5,000 -45,000 -66, 000 ·--------- -45,000 -49,000 -33,450 •••••••••• -29,225 •••••••••• 

1 2d Budaet Resolution. 
1 Surplus. 

0 1810 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 

the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. LATTA). 
Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 

thank the gentleman for yielding and 
to commend him for taking this time on 
this very special order. I think this is one 
of the most important special orders we 
'i:1ll probably have all year. It has al
ready been announced that we will be 
taking up the budget resolution next 
week and, hopefully, we can do some
thing on the minority side to reduce the 
amount of the deficit and to reduce the 
amount of expenditures. 

The majority of the House Budget 
Committee reported out a second budget 
resolution for fiscal year 1980 last Tues
day, and I emphasize, without Republi
can support. Not only would this pro
posed budget eliminate the possibility 
of achieving a balanced budget in 1981, 
but it would worsen an already faltering 
economy. I would like to call the atten
tion of my colleagues to the particulars 
of this budget which the majority de
scribes as a "restrictive fiscal policy." 

Government spending under the pro
posed budget would be permitted to soar 
upward at an alarming rate. This budg
et resolution would permit $549 billion 
of the taxpayers money to be spent in 
fiscal year 1980, a $54 billion increase 
over flscal year 1979. This 11.1 percent 
increase exceeds the rate of inflation as
sumed by the committee for fiscal year 
1979, which means that the Federal 
budget would grow in real terms. During 
this time of high inflation when wage 
earners and businesses are being asked 
to moderate their wage and price de
mands, the vote by the committee ma
jority to approve this budget resolution 
hardly constitutes exemplary behaVior. 
I urge my colleagues not to make the 

· same mistake when the second budget 
· resolution is taken up on the floor next 

week. 
Inflation has reached its current pro

portions because the same expansionary 
fiscal policy contained in this budget 
resolution has been prescribed by the 
Democrats since the last recession. 
When President Ford left omce in Jan
uary inflation was running at only -4:s 
percent. President Carter entered omce 
and in his first 3 years increased Gov
ernment spending by 35 percent, the big
gest 3-year increase in peacetime his-

Source of data: Office of Manaaement and Budaet, "Federal Government Finances" (January 
1979 edition). 

tory. As a result of these massive in
creases in Government spending, we are 
currently faced with double-digit infia
tion and economic stagnation. However, 
it appears that the majority of the 
Budget Committee has ignored these 
signals of the need for a change in our 
fiscal policy. The second resolution they 
have proposed contains more of the same 
medicine that has been demonstrated in 
the past not to work. 

Let us take a look at the spending rec
ord of this Democrat-controlled Con
gress just since 1974. Would you believe 
tt has more than doubled the expendi
tures since 1974? The answer is in the 
amrmative. In fiscal year 1974, the out
lays of our Government were $269.5 btl
lion. What are we saying here in this 
resolution that they have reported? Five 
hundred forty-nine point seven billion 
dollars, more than doubled since fiscal 
year 1979. I think that this is something 
that the American people should be 
aware of when they ask the question, 
who is responsible for inflation? 

Let me say, my colleagues, we have 
reached a stage in the business cycle 
when we should be running a budget 
surplus. Generally speaking, at the onset 
of a recession revenues are relatively 
high because of high inflation, and ex
penditures are relatively low because of 
low unemployment. In 1970 and 1974 we 
entered into recessions and ran deficits 
in those years of $2.8 billion and $4.7 
b1111on respectively, the lowest two 
deficits of this decade. In 1979, however, 
we are expected to register a budget 
deficit of $29 btllion, the fifth largest 
deficit of the decade. As the country 
moves deeper into the current recession, 
pressure on the deficit will only mount. 
And if the policies of recent years prevall 
again, the deficit will be back up to $60 
billion by 1981. 

Excessive Government spending has 
also sharply increased the national debt 
through the course of this decade. In 
1970, the gross Federal debt was $383 
billion; in 1979 the debt is expected to 
reach almost $840 billion, an increase 
of $457 billion just during the 1970's. In 
the 3 years that President Garter has 
been in omce, the national debt has in
creased by a staggering $204 billion. 
These debt increases are taking a toll on 
the American taxpayers of this country. 
Interest has become the third largest 

function in the Federal budget, behind 
only income security and national de
fense, absorbing an expected $58 b1111on 
of the taxpayers' money in fiscal year 
1980 alone. 

The committee-reported second budget 
resolution that wlll be up for considera
tion next week would increase the na
tional debt to about $885 billion. It _ 
would insure that the long trend of 
budget deficits that began in 1970 would 
extend through the mid-1980's. It would 
increase taxes by 11.1 percent over 1979, 
to a peacetime high of 20.8 percent of 
our gross national product. For these 
reasons I urge my colleagues to vote 
against it and vote for the Republican 
budget alternative. 

The Republican alternative represents 
an opportunity to change the course of 
this Government's fiscal policy. Not only 
does it propose to cut taxes to restore 
incentives to work, save, and invest, but 
it restrains the growth of Government 
spending. Under our alternative the 
deficit in 1980 would be lowered to under 
$20 billion, in contrast with the $29 bil
lion deficit proposed by the Democrats. 
This deficit woula permit us to achieve 
a balanced budget in fiscal year 1981 and 
to begin to pay back our astronomical 
public debt. 

The choice between continued high in
flation, low productivity, and negative 
growth, on the one hand, and a dynamic 
recovery ignited by incentives to private 
businesses and individuals. on the other 
hand, will be yours to make next week. 
In my opinion, our deteriorating eco
nomic situation si!mals that it is time 
for a new fiscal policy. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, w111 the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the distinguished gentleman from 
California <Mr. THOMAS) for taking this 
special order on the budget resolution. 
Recent polls show that for the first time 
in our history, Americans were more pes
sim1stic than optimistic about the fu
ture of our Nation. A greater percentage 
thought the Nation wou1d be worse off in 
the future than we are today. Of more 
concern to me was the fact that most 
Americans feel they do not have any say 
about what Government does or that 
they can change what Government does 
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to them. Americans do remain optimistic 
about their own personal lives and say 
they have faith in America's institutions. 
President Carter recognized this pessi
mism when he c~me down from the 
mountain top to deliver his "crisis of 
confidence" speech. He tied the crisis of 
confidence speech to earlier times
Vietnam, Watergate, and the oil embar
go. While these event-, have had an ef
fect, my mail and national opinion polls 
show lack of confidence in leadership 
closely paralleled economic trends. Peo
ple became more pessimistic as the prime 
interest rate approaches and reaches 13 
percent, an alltime high. I submit, the 
President and the leadership in Con
gress have it with~ their power to re
store confidence in Government by 
bringing down infiation. This can be done 
by balancing the Federal budget. Gov
ernment spending is the root cause of in
fiation. I have said this many times be
fore as you know. I will continue to say it 
and push for legislation to balance the 
budget. The point is that the American 
people are telling those in positions of 
power-in the administration and Con
gress-to do something about inflation, 
and we will have more confidence in you. 
We have unusually serious policy prob
lems this year. It is imperative that we 
think our economic problems through 
and act correctly to develop fundamen
tal policies to cure us of the inflation
ary disease which is draining the moti: 
vation from many people in our coun
try and causing a serious decline in pro
ductivity. Presjdent Carter has analyzed 
the country's problems and found a mal
aise. We Republicans analyze the coun
try's problems and find infiation. Presi
dent Carter says "say something good 
about your country," and we Republi
cans say "let's do something construc
tive about inflation." 

What we do on this second budget res
olution will have a profound impact on 
interest rates and on inflation. Now 1s 
our chance as Members of this Congress 
to take decisive action to break the cycle 
of higher inflation, higher interest rates, 
higher unemployment, higher Govern
ment deficits, and back to higher infia
tion. 

As we all know by now, the prime rate 
for bank customers is at 13 percent, 15 
pe:cent .for you and me, and reportedly 
gomg higher. The rate of infiation for 
everyone is over 13 percent. If thi.s infia
tion rate continues for 1 year, prime bor
rowers can borrow this year's dollars at 
13 percent interest and pay back the 
loan next year with dollars that are 
worth 87 cents or less. Since interest ex
penses are deductible for income tax 
puryoses, borrowing money in today's 
enVIronment costs nothing if you use 
the money to buy goods that are in
creasing in price by over 13 percent per 
year. Consequently, it seems very likely 
to me that interest rates will go even 
higher than they are now unless Con
gress acts to stabilize the dollar. 

My expectation and yours is that in
flation and interest rates are going to 
go higher. The expectation itself is a 
large part of our problem. We have to 
take act10n which will change expecta-

tions that matters will be getting worse. 
To change expectations of inflationary 
crises we need two specific dramatic de
velopments. First, we need a balanced 
Federal budget. Then, we will probably 
need a tax cut to stimulate business. But 
first we must cut Government spending. 
Eome will say-here we go again, belt 
tightening for the poor, the young, and 
the minorities who are always the :first 
notch of the belt. Eome of those against 
a balanced budget argue that inflation 
hurts everyone, but unemployment 
hurts those who can least handle it, and 
parenthetically unemployment makes 
the voters madder. The unemployment 
rate is regarded by many of you as the 
preeminent politico-economic statistic. 
The rate of inflation, the falling value 
of the dollar, the soaring price of gold, 
the foreign takeover of American busi
ness, the desertion of America by our 
own multinational corporates taken to
gether, it would seem, do not add up to 
a fraction of the importance of the un
employment rate politically on a na
tional basis. I am a politician too, and 
I share your concern. Politically, on a 
national basis, I know you are correct 
about the dominant role of the unem
ployment rate in policy decisions of a 
Democratically controlled Congress. 

Nevertheless, the number one problem 
facing the country today, September, 
1979, is infiation. The unemployment 
rate is 6.0 percent, and that is not un
usually high by historical standards. 
However, the inflation rate is over 13 
percent and the prime interest rate is 
at 13 percent, which are the highest in 
history. Something has to be done. What 
do we do? I repeat, we must balance the 
Federal budget as the first decisive step 
in changing the economic policy of the 
country. Where and by how much do we 
cut Federal spending? Enough to bal
ance the budget--and every program 
must be looked at. There will be some 
temporary employment dislocations. 
From my service on the Joint Economic 
Committee I am convinced we could pass 
legislation to promote part-time work 
and job sharing. We have a son who 
works part time. I have two good staff
ers on my payroll who work part time. 
That is exactly what they want to do. 
They do not want to work full time. 
They are not the least bit lazy. They are 
paid for part-time work, but they are 
in no sense unemployed. 

If 15 percent of our national work 
force were to be reclassified as part-time 
employees through job sharing, that 6 
percent unemployment rate, that has 
most Members of the other party para
lyzed on de:ftcit spending, would fall 
very sharply. We would not need CETA, 
and we would not need the Federal com
ponent of unemployment compensation. 
We could balance the budget, reduce 
aggregate demand and national infla
tion, reduce Federal borrowing and na
tional interest rates, reduce Federal 
taxes and promote consumer spending 
and encourage businec;;s ~nvestment, ex
pand our supply capability, and restore 
our national rate of productivity growth. 

There is a way out of our problems in 
this country. I congratulate the distin-

guished gentleman from California, for 
providing this forum for discussion of 
this very important subject. 

01820 
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentleman 

from Ohio. 
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 

gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 

gentleman from California <Mr. THoMAS) 
and all the members of the Republican 
freshmen class for their intereGt in 
budget matters. 

Budget is not very glamorous, but it is 
the contributing factor to the No. 1 
domestic problem in this Nation, and 
that is inflation. It is very evident that 
unless we do something to deal with the 
problems of deficits, the ever-increasing 
debt, and the excessive spending, which 
has been the pattern for the last 25 years, 
we are not going to solve the problem of 
infiation. 

All of us heard that message repeatedly 
during August, that people are concerned 
about inflation, and that their purchas
ing power is diminishing. And yet what 
are they going to be offered next week? 
It has been called a "budget of despair," 
and certainly this is an accurate por
trayal. I would call it also a "budget of 
business a.s usual"-business a.s usual 
along the patterns that we have had for 
the last 25 years. 

It is interesting to note that in the Au
gust 1979 midyear report of the Joint 
Economic Committee some significant 
facts were brought out. In this report it 
is stated that unless we do some things 
differently, we are going to be faced with 
a cumulative total inflation rate of 140 
percent over the next 10 years. 

Now, what does that mean? That 
means a house will cost in excess of 
$200,000. It means a loaf of bread could 
well be $2. This is what the American 
public is faced with unless we a.s the 
leaders of this Nation effect change. 

What does this report suggest a.s a way 
of diminishing the rate of inflation? I 
might say that this is the unanimous re
port of a committee that is 2 to 1 Demo
crats, and for once the members are 
unanimous in their recommendations. 
They say we can cut the rate of infiation 
in half. If we do what? Stimulate savings, 
stimulate investment, and stimulate 
productivity. 

Yet as I look at the budget that will 
be before this House next week, I see no 
effort on the part of the majority to do 
any of these things. 

What does this budget do? It offers no 
tax cut, no stimulus to productivity, no 
stimulus to savings, and no stimulus to 
investment--the very things that are 
recommended in the report of the Joint 
Economic Committee. It has no restraint 
on spending. 

We have heard the previous speakers 
tell about the increases in today's huge 
deficit that will have to be funded by the 
printing press. This has been the pattern 
for the last many years, to print more 
money. In effect that is what happens. 
We print the money to fund the deficit. 
We monetize, because Congress has been 
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unwilling to develop prudent fiscal pol
icies, and once again, in a business-as
usual pattern, we are going to force 
monetization of this deficit, increasing 
the debt and in the final analysis giving 
the American people another dose of in
fiation. 

The Republican alternative, the budget 
of hope, does follow the recommenda
tions outlined in the midyear report of 
the Joint Economic Committee. That 
budget will encourage productivity with 
tax cuts, it will encourage investment, it 
will encourage savings, and most of all, it 
will give the American people a sense of 
hope-hope that things will be better, 
hope that infiation will be diminished, 
and hope that there will be a balanced 
budget in their future. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the oppor
tunity to participate in this special order 
to call the attention of the people of this 
country and the Members of this Con
gress to the problem that we have in this 
Nation with deficit spending and the in
fiation that results from it. This special 
order is just one way of trying to reflect 
upon the real cost of inflation. Infiation 
is caused by this deficit spending. 

The Congress of the United States is 
to blame for the deficit because we ap
propriate the funds by which this Gov
ernment operates. It is real easy, as the 
President does with his program for vol
untary wage and price restraints, to say 
in a sense to the businessman of this 
country and to the laboring man of this 
country, both the union member and the 
nonunion member, that somehow they 
are responsible for inflation when the 
constitutional fact of the matter is that 
only the Congress of the United States 
or the Federal Government has the 
power to coin money, print money, and 
determine the value thereof. 

As the previous speaker said, the way 
this Congress finances this deficit is bY 
monetizing that debt through the print
ing of money, and because the Congress 
of the United States is the only one that 
has the constitutional power to do that, 
there is no way that the workingman of 
this country and the business people of 
this country can be responsible for in
flation. 

But in a sense, when we talk about 
wage and price controls, voluntary or in
voluntary, the people involved with those 
programs are in effect trying to tell the 
people of this country that somebody 
else is responsible. 

So the effort here tonight is to tell the 
people of this country that we know 
where the responsibility for inflation 
lies, and that we should not be trying to 
blame somebody else for something we 
are responsible for, because the respon
sibility only rests here with us, the 
elected representatives of the people. 

Mr. Speaker, I think and know that 
out of a movement like this will come an 

effort that will be fruitful in helping to 
win this battle on infiation by bringing 
the budget in balance. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Iowa <Mr. 
GRASSLEY). 

Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
delighted to participate in this special 
order, and I sincerely thank the gentle
man from California for requesting this 
time. There is little I enjoy as much as 
"spreading the word," if you will, con
cernlng the budget of hope. 

During the August recess, I was sched
uled to make numerous speeches 
throughout my congressional district to 
widely divergent groups of individuals 
from all economic backgrounds and 
business interests. As one who has been 
newly infected with enthusiasm concern
ing the budget of hope, I quite naturally 
used it as the basis for the majority of 
my presentations. No matter what group 
I addressed, be they young or old, work
ing or retired, married or single, Republi
can or Democrat, the response to my 
message was the same: hope, just as the 
title implies. 

The faces of those people in the au
diences were mirrors for my own opinion. 
I began by discussing the present prac
tices of Government which lead to our 
economic woes, pointing out that, to me, 
the question of whether we are experi
encing infiation or recession is really 
only a matter of semantics: Whatever 
it is, it hurts. Perhaps it is both, since 
our currency has failed to maintain its 
value due to Government ineptitude, and 
the incentive for savings, investment, 
production and employment is similarly 
being trodden under the heel of an un
responsive Govezilment policy. Listening 
to that sad saga, the audience looked 
gloomy. 

The gloom darkened when I reached 
the part about getting a raise actually 
equaling less take home pay; it positively 
thickened when I reminded them that 
money saved often equals money lost, 
and it reached the lowest of ebbs when 
I t:ointed out that production is penalized 
by taxation. 

Then, however, I was able to watch 
despair become hope as I outlined our 
budget philosophy. 

I mentioned tax cuts, saying "next year 
is an election year. We all know there 
will be a tax cut--but why permit it to 
be used as a political football? Entering 
a recession, as we are told we are, now 
is the time for a tax cut." They began to 
nod in agreement. . 

And why not prevent Americans from 
being pressed into unrealistically high 
tax brackets in the future by indexing, I 
asked? The nods of approval became 
more perceptible. 

When I mentioned social security 
taxes, they groaned again, apparently 
convinced that there seemed no end to 
the burdens I would describe for them
until I point out that we could freeze 
those tax rates at their 1979level, finding 
a more moderate financing arrangement 

for the future. They brightened again. 
Adding it together in their minds, they 
began to see a pattern of commonsense: 
less taxes, protection from inflation, the 
possibility of an end to the social secu
rity nightmare. 

I topped off those remarks by men
tioning that it might very well be pos
sible to liberalize depreciation rates to 
stimulate expansion and modernization 
of the Nation's productive plans, thereby 
increasing output and creating more 
jobs. 

And the audiences before me were liv
ing proof of what, to me, is the most 
important concept behind the budget of 
hope: it not only offers hope-it restores 
dignity, encourages advancement, and 
fans the will to excel and produce back 
into life. 

In short, those audien -es proved for 
me that the budget of hope is not only 
an answer to our economic problems
it is also a giant step toward curing the 
ills of our national attitude. The existing 
economic policies have fostered a climate 
of mediocrity. The plan we endorse
the budget of hope-will restore Amer
ican pride. 

0 1830 
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 

for his comments. 
Mr. Speaker, during this special order 

a lot of numbers are being thrown 
around. All of us, ultimatelv, have to 
bring it down to the human level, after 
all what we are talking about is people, 
and the Government's effect on their 
lives, an effect that grows greater with 
each year's increase in the size and scope 
of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Speaker, I am from California, 
and CaHfornians have much at stake in 
the current budget process. California's 
economy, were Californ;a an independ
ent country, would rank fifth among the 
world's nations. Its economv constitutes 
more than 11 percent of the national 
economy, and California's economy is 
growing a full percentage point ahead 
of the nat.iona-1 economy. 

But California's economic growth is 
beginning to slow, and the budget of de
spair for 1980 would insure that the na
tional recession would not miss our 
State. At a time when we need to in
crease productivity and revitalize our 
economy, the Democratic budget policies 
are proposing nothing to help do this
only higher infiation, higher unemploy
ment, and lowered expectation for all 
Americans, including Californians. 

The number of Californians thrown 
out of work by the recession will swell 
to 233,500 by the end of 1980 under the 
budget of despair, and that's an opti
mistic estimate. Some predictions place 
the figure closer to 320,000. 

In my horne district in Kern County, 
3,600 more workers will have lost their 
jobs by the end of next year if we con
tinue the budgetary policies of the Demo
cratic majority. 

Unemployment in California, cur
rently at about 6.5 percent, is expected 
to rise to 7.6 percent by the end of this 
year and to reach somewhere between 
8 ¥2 to 9 percent under the budget of 
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despair. In Kern County, unemployment In fact, I tllin}.{ that the real question 
could reach more than 9 percent by the is: In responsible Government, the party 
end of 1980. which runs the White House, which runs 

We will not solve inflation by throwing both the House and the Senate, has to 
people out of work. Rather, we must keep bear some responsibility for the economy. 
people on the job and boost productivity. I would like to tum for a moment and 

We will not balance the budget by look at the economy and ask, first of all, 
crunching down the economy in the the simple question: Can you afford an
usual pattern employed by the Demo- other 15 months? 
crats. For every added percentage point AI; this chart indicates, week by week, 
of unemployment, the Federal Govern- d~y by day, virtually, your grocery money 
ment must spend another $20 billion to has dropped during the last two budgets. 
offset unemployment, thereby increasing The ability to go to the store, to buy 
the deficit. gasoline, to buy fuel oil in the winter, 

The budget of hope w111 propose ap- your ability to buy food, goes down, 
proximately a $20 billion tax cut in 1980 down, down-because the value of the 
to ease the coming recession's blow to dollar goes down. The price of living 
working Americans. The budget of hope goes up. And as the chairman, the Dem
would also offer new tax incentives for ocratic chairman, said, spending re
capital investment which is so badly stra1nt is the best anti-inflation contri
needed to revitalize our industry and · bution that Congress can make. And yet 
create more jobs in the private sector. he was presenting a budget resolution 

For California, the budget of hope which had gone up in spending at the 
would mean fewer people out of work- rate of $100 million a day for the last 
nearly 100,000 jobs saved in Kern Coun- 4 months. He is directly accountable and 
ty, 1,500 jobs saved-and it would mean his committee is accounhble and the 
more money in the pockets of workers Democratic majority in this Congress is 
who need it to meet the rising cost of accountable for what this chart indicates 
living. has happened to your family if you are 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, will the lucky enough to be working. 
gentleman yield? To put it in a different way: You can 

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentleman look at the price increases during the 
from Georgia. last 10 years that the Democratic Party 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank has controlled this Congress. They con-
the gentleman for yielding. trolled the Committee on Appropria-

Mr. Speaker, I want to join my col- tions, the Committee on the Budget for 
leagues in commending the gentleman every one of these years. They have run 
from California <Mr. THOMAS) for or- this Government every year. And year 
ganizing and putting on this very, very in and year out through this Congress 
important special order. they have passed the kind of budget 

The point I really want to emphasize, and the kind of taxes which lead to a 
with the help of a few charts, is that huge increase in the cost of living. But 
someplace in a reasonable process of not just over here in the cost of eggs, 
self-government someone has to be re- or in the cost of chickens, or in the cost 
sponsible. The chairman of the Budget of milk, but when you go all the way 
Committee, the senior Democrat from down to the other end of the chart, you 
Connecticut, said on Monday, and I look at the biggest single increase in 
quote: the cost of living in the last decade and 

For a variety of reasons beyond our con- it is a tax increase. They have raised 
trol, chiefly the massive inflationary pres- taxes more in the last 4 years than in 
sures exerted by OPEC price increases . . . any other peacetime period in American 

He then went on to disown any re- history. And they did it. They are re-
sponsible for it. They run the Congress. 

sponsibility for the inflation, for there- They control the committees. It is their 
cession, for the high cost of living, for tax increase that leads the way in forg
the joblessness . 
. If voting makes sense, if being in Con- ing a higher cost of living for the aver-

age American. 
gress makes sense, if the very idea of What does all this mean? It adds up 
self -government makes sense, then to an economy that is sick in two ways, 
someone has to take responsibility. an economy is sick with higher and 
Someone has to say "yes, we write the higher prices, giving us less and less 
tax laws, we approve the budget." real take-home pay, less money to spend, 

In his very own statement, the chair- and the money we do have means less, 
man, the distinguished Democrat from and an economy that is now setting in 
Connecticut, said toward a real serious, deep recession. 

Spending restraints is the best anti-infia- Look at this chart. By this Christmas, 
tion contribution that Congress can make to 1,400,000 Americans w111 have lost their 
the Nation at this time. jobs. That is not a Republican charge. 

He cannot have it both ways. If cutting That is not a partisan charge. That is 
spending does have a positive impact on a statement of the Federal Reserve 
the cost of living, . if it is possible for Board. The U.S. Federal Reserve Board 
Government, by its behavior, to improve itself estimates that 1,400,000 Americans 
the way in which we live, to give us a are going to be out of work by December. 
better chance of going to work, to give us At Christmastime, if all of those Ameri
more income after taxes, then the Budget cans who are out of work stood in line, 
Committee and this Congress do have a that unemployment line would then 
real job to do. If we are responsible, then stretch from the Capitol to Plains, Ga., 
certainly the chairman of this committee or it would stretch from the Capitol to 
cannot say, "For a variety of reasons be- Boston, Mass., and back, and then back 
yond our control." to Boston. The people who reside in 

Plains, Ga., and Boston, Mass.;the Sen
ator from Massachusetts, the Speaker 
from Massachusetts, and the President 
from Georgia, all Democrats, are re
sponsible for an economic policy that 
is deliberately going to unemploy 1,400,-
000 Ameri::ans. That is why we call the 
Democratic budget a budget of disap
pointment and despair. It is a disap
pointment if you hope to work for a 
living. It is despair if you hope to have 
enough money to spend to buY groceries 
until the next payday. 

What we are offering is an alternative, 
a budget which provides for a strategy 
of real growth in personal income, for 
·a better chance to get a job, for real 
growth for America. 

If I could show one last chart, in gen
-eral terms, what is really important is 
not the precise dollar or the precise 
figure; what is really important is the 
dear-cut difference in direction. If two 
people stand at a crossroads and one 
goes to the right and the other goes to 
the left, the first step is very short. But 
over time, they get further and further 
apart. 

0 1840 
What this shows is over the next 5 

years, if you accept the Democratic 
budget of disappointment and despair, 
'you get higher and higher taxes. You 
get more and more dollars in the Gov
ernment to spend. You and I have less 
'real income, and we have fewer jobs. 

Over the next 5 years, if we pursue a 
Republican budget of hope and oppor
tunity, then we have a chance to really 
cut taxes, to really increase the num
ber of jobs in America to give working 
Americans more real take-home pay and 
to stabilize the cost of living and cut 
our price increases so that retired Amer
·icans have a decent chance to liv~. 

I thank the gentleman, and I yield 
rback the balance of my time. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentle
·man from New York. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California for tak
ing the time this evening to discuss these 
vital issues and I want to commend the 
distinguished minority leader, the gen
tleman from Arizona <Mr. RHODES), for 
his thoughtful discussion of the current 
budgetary challenge facing the Congress 
and for bringing the "budget of hope"
a budget of sound growth-before the 
American people. 

I believe that most of us now realize 
the necessity for a tax cut to stimulate 
the private sector to achieve greater 
productivity. It should be obvious that 
simply pouring more money into the 
public Treasury will diminish the amount 
of goods and services available to the 
American people. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
commend as well, the gentleman from 
New York <Mr. CoN ABLE), the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, who has fashioned 
H.R. 5050-a b111 to cut income and pay
roll taxes and to stimulate capital in
vestment--that, if adopted, would lead 
us quickly out of this recession. 
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I hope that the American people will 

heed the message delivered by our mi
nority leader tonight and wlll let the 
administration and the majority leader
ship in the Congress know that they de
mand a responsible economic program 
that will get us off the economic roller
coaster and on to the path to prosperity. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker, wlll the gen
tleman yield? 

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

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker and my col
leagues, it was not my intention to speak 
on this special order, for I am a rela
tively new Member of Congress, and 
frankly, I have enjoved my 9 months 
here watching my colleagues work with 
the maze that makes up a huge and bu
reaucratic government; but my colleague 
from California <Mr. THOMAS), by this 
special order and his comments, stimu
lated me to perhaps share with the Mem
bers and with the American people some 
of his and my mutual experience in Cali
fornia, where we served in the State 
legislature for a number of years, pre
ceding a thing called proposition 13. 

During the last few years, it has been 
my questionable privilege to represent 
the minority party in that State legisla
ture, attempting to bring about some 
sense to an inequitable taxing system 
there. 

I wlll never forget the last couple of 
years, which clearly demonstrated two 
facts to me. The first was to demonstrate 
the reality that most Americans as well 
as Californians do not think simply in 
terms of Democrats and Republicans. 

Most Americans care about solving 
problems and having Government make 
some sense. Above and beyond that, it 
was my own privilege to have both the 
Democratic and Republican nomination 
in California the last time I ran for the 
legislature. People are not looking to 
party alone. 

In that last year I found most Demo
crats and Republicans became sick and 
tired of the leadership and legislature 
that was dominated so much by one 
party that was out of touch with its own 
people that tlAey decided to bring about 
a change. 

The average Democrat in California 
got the message that two-thirds con
trolled by one party was too much. 
Finally, they reacted. After years of 
hearing lip service to doing something 
about bringing sense and balance to our 
taxing systems, the people of California 
put a proposition on the ballot that was 
their voice. 

I would like to share with my col
leagues what occurred following that 
event. 

The following week I was sitting in our 
budget committee representing the 
minority, and the leadership walked in, 
two-thirds of them Democrats, who were 
out of touch with the Democratic Party 
in California. They placed a sheaf on 
our desk that was as thick as the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD, and every page was 
filled with items that then they were 
willing to cut from our budget, after the 
people had put a proposition on the 
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ballot. The people said, "Forget it." In 
November, they sent a message. 

The one thing I would like to leave 
here is the fact that we are not here to 
condemn Democrats alone, but rather to 
condemn leadership -of this party in this 
House that is out of touch with the 
American people, Democrat and Re:t:mb
lican alike. It is about time the Ameri
can people decided they were going to 
get that message across by bringing more 
balance to this system so that the two
party system will work, and more im
portantly, that those people who are 
elected here will be willing not just to 
roll over to old-time leadership. Instead, 
they will be willing to make a commit
ment to a budget of hope rather than 
simply vote for what the oldtimers 
suggest. 

With that, will bring about more em
ployment. Beyond that, old people will 
be able to live on incomes that are de
cent. Beyond that, our two-party system 
will work with some sense. 

I want to commend the gentleman for 
his tremendous effort this evening and 
appreciate the opportunity to share it 
with him. 

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the gentleman 
from California for reminding me of the 
recent events in our home State. 

However, at the national level we do 
not have the initiative process. At the 
national level, the majority party elects 
the Speaker, and then every committee 
chairman is a member of the majority 
party. 

The structure here is a partisan struc
ture. We have an opportunity in theRe
publican budget of hope to present a 
program which, if enough reasonable 
Democrats would support, would in fact 
become the working plan for the Gov
ernment. But my hopes are not high, for 
as I said, the structure in the House is 
of a partisan nature. 

If we do not get a budget of hope here 
in the House of Representatives, then I 
think the charge has to be taken to the 
American people. 

I think we have to clearly pin that 
responsibility on the majority party and 
to ask the American people to make a 
choice. Our job is to make that choice 
clear. a choice between the Democratic 
budget of despair or the Republican 
budget of hope. 

The American people cannot continue 
with the present majority and expect a 
change in the budgetary process. 

Unfortunately, this House is partisan, 
and the choice between a budget of hope 
or of dispair is going to have to be made. 
If not in these Chambers then it must be 
made in the election booth. 

Mr. RITI'ER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. RITTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from California for requesting this spe
cial order to allow this presentation to 
the American people and to this Con
gres.s. 

Basically, this special initiative rep
resents to me, to the steelworkers, to 
the auto workers to the electrical work
ers, to the chemical workers, to the gar
ment and apparel workers, to the work
ing men and women back in the Lehigh 
Valley of Pennsylvania, this means an 
end to the previous politics of scarcity. 

For 22 years, the Democrats in the 
House of Representatives have taken the 
approach that the American pie is big 
enough as is, that the American dream 
already has reached its full complement. 

Whereas this present initiative for a 
budget of hope proposes to the American 
people the idea that the pie can grow, 
that the American dream is not dead. 
And that indeed this United States of 
America can have prosperity, can in
crease its output, can be productive, can 
fight inflation in the correct way, not 
fight inflation by creating 1.4 million 
additional unemployed. In my heavy in
dustrial district this new budget we pro
pose may translate into hope for up to 
7,000 or 7,500 individuals who would 
otherwise be unemployed in a year from 
now. 

No. I say no to the loss of jobs and 
unemployment. The working men and 
women of this country do not wish to pay 
the dues for excessive and profligate 
Government spending of the past. 

The American people do not want to 
pay the dues of not being able to pur
chase a home, or to get involved in a 
downpayment on a new home where in
terest rates are so high that they can
not afford it. My constituents I know feel 
they are being made to pay for previous 
excesses. 

And the Government goes ahead, 
spends all the phony money coming from 
the money tree on all these wonderful 
programs, which then causes inflation, 
which cannot be controlled. How can 
inflation be controlled in America? 

0 1850 
Well, some would propose: not by in

creasing our output, not by increasing 
our productivity, not by cutting back on 
some of the excesses. No. But rather by 
translating that burden to the backs of 
the working American people, by in
creasing the interest rates to the point 
where they will not be able to buy the 
things needed to have a decent life, to 
where they can participate in the Ameri
can dream. 

The average working man and woman 
is paying now for those 22 years of pro
fligate and excessive spending. They 
have not been the beneficiaries of their 
hard work and frugality. Our workers 
are not on the dole. Our workers are not 
passing through the supermarket lines 
with food stamps that allow them to .fill 
their baskets with meat as if they are 
having a picnic for a pro football team. 
No. These working men and women are 
simply paying the dues for others. These 
working men and women are paying the 
taxes for others excesses. 

It is high time that we gave the econ
omy the kind of tools needed to expand 
our horizons, not to contract them: to 
reduce Washington's own tendency to
ward expansion; and to provide greater 
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expansion for both the lives and the local 
economies of our working men and 
women. 

Again, I would like to thank the gen
tleman from California for this oppor
tunity to speak out in favor of this new 
budget and economic initiative for 
America's working men and women. 

Mr. THOMAS. I would like to thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania and 
all of my colleagues who have partici
pated in this special order. This is indeed 
the first shot to be fired in the second 
budget resolution fight. More shots will 
be fired. Hopefully the sound of those 
shots wlll be heard by the American peo
ple. They have been wounded long 
enough by Democratic policies. 

What we want to provide is a forum 
which will result in a budget which offers 
real and significant change, conceptual 
change in the way the American people 
relate to the Government. The opportu
nity is now there. The budget of hope 
will be presented. The question is 
whether or not sufficient Democrats will 
come to the position of hope and oppor
tunity and form a majority. It Ls pos
sible. As the drama unfolds, let us see 
what happens. 
e Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, as a 
sponsor of the Budget of Hope, I am de
lighted to join my colleagues in com
mending the distinguished minority 
leader for his initiative. 

The Republican Party has proposed a 
plan designed to a vert the worst impact 
of the recession that is upon us and to 
set the economy on a long term path to 
stable and healthy growth. We reject the 
notion that Americans must settle for a 
reduction in our standard of living, for 
a no-growth economy, for a diminution 
of the greatness that was ours. We are 
calling instead for optimism, productiv
ity and growth. 

The elements of our proposal are 
these: 

To immediately and permanently re
duce personal income tax rates by at 
least 10 percent, and index tax rates to 
protect taxpayers from inflation. 

To freeze social security taxes at their 
present 1979 levels, and avoid the nega
tive effects of cutting individuals' spend
able income and making it more expen
sive to hire workers. 

To provide a speedup in depreciation 
rates for business to stimulate a perma
nent turnaround in productivity rates 
and spur capital investment. 

Mr. Speaker, we are calling on our 
colleagues from the other side of the 
aisle to join us in restoring hope to a 
despairing country. We are representa
tives of a people, not a political party. 
Let us take our responsibilities seriously 
and lead this country forward. Let us not 
accept economic stagnation, but adopt 
this workable plan and get America 
moving again.e 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. THOMAS. 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 extraneous material on the sub
ject of the special order today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from California? 

There was no objection. 

EXPORT CONTROLS AND THE HON
EST PUBLIC SERVANT, LARRY 
BRADY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New Hampshire <Mr. CLEVE
LAND) is recognized for 20 minutes. 
e Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, on 
Tuesday of this week, the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union adopted an amendment to the 
Export Administration Act offered by 
my distinguished colleague from Mis
souri, Mr. RICHARD !CHORD. 

That amendment requires the Depart
ment of Defense to establish a critical 
technologies list in order to prevent the 
export of materials and technologies 
which would jeopardize our national se
curity. 

I strongly supported the Ichord 
amendment and welcomed the action 
taken by this body. Although I did not 
participate in the debate on this amend
ment, my strong feelings were made 
known to each Member of this House 
through a letter sent to each one of them 
on Mondg,y. I wU1 place that letter in the 
RECORD following these remarks. 

Before we begin to congratulate each 
other on our performance, however, we 
should not forget the man whose cou
rageous testimony brought to congres
sional attention the serious problems 
which currently afflict the administration 
of export controls. I refer to Mr. Larry 
Brady, a .constituent of mine, and until 
very recently, the Acting Administrator 
of the O:tnce of Export Administration at 
the Commerce Depa;rtment. 

Despite intense opposition from politi
cal appointees in the Commerce Depart
ment, and apparent threats to his job, 
Mr. Brady appeared before the House 
Armed Services Committee and called 
the export control system at Commerce 
a shambles. In particular, he courageous
ly called attention to the situation at 
the Soviet Union's Kama River truck 
plant where American technology and a 
sophisticated mM comuuter are being 
used to produce a variety of military 
vehicles. 

Mr. Brady's "reward" for his testi
mony was a prompt and unexplained 
demotion. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Brady's situation has 
been carefully reviewed by two nation
ally syndicated columnists, Mr. Patrick 
J. Buchanan and Mr. Jack Anderson, and 
by the publisher of the Manchester, 
N.H., Union Leader, Mr. William Loeb. 
I am inserting their remarks since, in my 
opinion, this matter deserves careful at
tention and full public disclosure. 

Congress and the American people 
have benefited from Mr. Brady's testi
mony. It is only fitting that Larry Brady 
be assured the full protection of the U.S. 
Constitution rather than be punished for 
daring to tell the truth. I might add that 

it is refreshing to call attention to the 
exemplary performance of a Govern
ment employee at a time when civil 
servants are increasingly under attack. 
It is easy to understand why the Ameri
can Federation of Government Em
ployees is so disturbed over the treat
ment Mr. Brady has received. 

The commentaries of Patrick Bu
chanan, Jack Anderson, and William 
Loeb, and my "Dear Colleague" letter of 
September 10 follow: · 
[From the Manchester (N.H.) Union Leader, 

July 10, 1979] 
WHISTLE BLOWER'S HAPPY LIFE 

(By Patrick J. Buchanan) 
WASHINGTON.-Few civil servants are more 

celebrated in the abstract than the whistle 
blower, "that conscientious bureaucrat who 
risks promotion and career to reveal the 
blunders of the policy-maker." The fate of 
the whistle blower, however is an uneven 
one. 

When Otto Otepka, security officer at State, 
went secretly to the Sen':\te with evidence of 
lax security procedures, he was made the 
victim of an official vendetta, with the bless
ing of the oldboy network in Washington 
politics and press. 

When A. Ernest Fitzgerald revealed huge 
overruns in the C-5A program, he was on 
the staircase .toward beatification. 

Both men were prickly personalities who 
did their job as they thought their oath ,of 
office required. 

There is a test today as to whether the 
whistle blower is a valued figure in official 
Washing.ton--or only those whistle blowers 
who embarrass presidents and policy-makers 
that official Washington wishes to see 
embarrassed. 

That is the case of Lawrence Brady, until 
June, acting director of the Office of Export 
Administration in the Department of 
Commerce. 

A veteran public servant with a distin
guished record on the Hill, in the White 
House and in the executive branch, Brady 
was, on the day of 23 May, placed on the 
horns of a dilemma. He had just heard his 
boss, Stanley Marcuss, testify that the con
trols on the transfer of critical technology 
to the Soviet Union were adeouate. 

An investigator turned to Brady to ask 
him if that were true. Faced with the choice 
of dissembling and backing up his boss, and 
telling the truth and contradicting his boss, 
Brady told the truth. 

No, he said, the safeguards are not ade
quate; in fact, they are a total shambles, a 
steve through which critical American tech
nology is reaching the engineers who operate 
the Soviet war machine. 

Following his dissent from the party line, 
Brady was called by his boss who was won
dering 1f he were really a team player. His 
general counsel instructed him to follow the 
administration line in testimony the next 
day. Later, the director of his office of con
gressional liaison was more specific and 
"substantially more severe." There were 
threats, Brady told the committee. 

In sum, an honest bureaucrat was being 
pressured to go before a congressional com
mittee and stonewall about the transfer of 
technology to Soviet Russia-to grease the 
skids for the administration's program of 
loosening restrictions on the fiow of Ameri
can secrets to our partners in detente. 

Brady balked. He told the subcommittee 
of Armed Services that, yes, he had con
firmed that very morning that trucks. built 
with the aid of American computer tech
nology at the giant Kama River plant, had 
been sighted with Warsaw Pact divisions in 
Eastern Europe. Yes, he conooded, the air 
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traffic control equipment we sold the Rus
sians could be used equally well by Aero:flot 
or the Soviet Air Defense Command. He 
spoke of the apparent diversion of an mM 
computer system at Kama River-to quasi 
military usage-and said had he the author
ity, he would pull out the U.S. computer 
experts and deny the Russians spare parts 
when the machine broke down. 

For doing his job, Brady was demoted. The 
position he held was turned over, without 
competition, to a more malleable bureaucrat. 
Brady anticipates a punitive transfer; and 
Washington has greeted his treatment with 
a yawn. 

Indeed, following Brady's testimony
greeted with private encouragement from 
like-minded men at Defense and the Na
tional Security Council-President Carter 
proposed as ambassador to Moscow, Thomas 
J. Watson, former board chairman of mM. 

To our resident wit, Mark Russell, Watson 
is one of those Fortune 500 empty-heads who 
think Dr. Zhlvago Is a Bethesda dentist and 
whose qualifications for the Moscow post 
consi -.t of dozing through two performances 
of "Swan Lake." 

But the jest Is an understatement. Watson 
is a student of the Averell Harriman School 
of Diplomacy, a businessman cut from the 
same bolt of cloth as Armand Hammer. He 
appears to hold to the tenet that capitalist
communist trade advances mutual under
standing. Some of us are rather more con
cerned that on the other side of those 
"bridges" we are building to Moscow sit 
50,000 Russian tanks. 

A president has a right to choose his own 
envoy. Yet, there is ground for alarm when 
a Larry Brady is effectively and quietly 
purged, whlle the White House elevates to 
ambassador to the Soviet Union a big busi
nessman likely to tum Spasso House Into a 
miniature American-Russian version of the 
Leiozlg Trade Fair. 

Watson should be put upon a Senate grid
dle before confirmation. The American peo
ple, shell1ng out 5 percent of GNP for de
fense against the Soviet Union, have a right 
to know what his company's computer is 
doing at Kama River, and what he thinks 
State and mM should do about lt. 

[From the Washington Post, July 16, 1979] 
SoVlFl'S BUYING SENSITIVE U.S. COMPUTERS 

(By Jack Anderson) 
Greedy American businessmen, reluctant 

bln"eaucra.tic regulators and detente-smitten 
presidents have combined to provide the 
Soviet Union with sophisticated militarily 
useful machinery from our technological 
arsenal. 

The workings of this incredible triple 
whammy were described a few weeks ago to 
the House Armed Services Committee in 
secret testimony by Larry Brady, who was 
then the acting director of the Commerce 
Dep:utment's export office. 

Some years ago, remembering Pearl Harbor 
and the U.S. scrap iron that had helped to 
build the Japanese war machine, Congress 
passed a law designed to ban the sale of 
"sensitive" products that could be converted 
to m111tary use by our communist adver
saries. Several thousand itexns on the "Com
modity Control List" can be exported sup
posedly only after careful review and ap
proval by federnl watchdogs. 

But Brady told the House committee 
bluntly: "The export control system, as it 
is today, is a total shambles." The safeguards 
written into the regulations are "not worth 
the pwper they're written on," he said. 

For example, before the Russians oan get 
permission to purchase oertain products, 
they must s!gn a statement that they won't 
use the American made hardware for mllltary 
purposes. "Otherwise, we wouldn't approve 
it," Brady explained. 

But sources told our associate Dale Van 
A~ta..that there is no effe~tive way to make 
sure the Soviets live up to their promise. 
Instead, the Commerce Department relies on 
the fox to guard the henhouse; on-site in
spections are made by representatives of the 
U.S. companies that sold the products. Not 
only are the::e employes often non-Americans 
but they have a strong motive for ignoring 
any Soviet violations. Explained Brady: "The 
company wants to sell more ... and he knows 
very well that if he reports a diversion (to 
m111tary use), he's not going to be able to sell 
more." 

For the same selfish reason, American com
pany executives are unlikely to squeal on 
their customers, another Commerce Depart
ment official told us. "Unless, they're super
patriots, they have a very large stake in not 
informing," he said. 

Yet sources told us it can be assumed any
thing that can be used for m111tary purposes 
will be put to such use by the Russians. 
Brady cited one example to the committee: 
the huge Soviet truck plant on the Kama 
River, largest of its kind in the world. It 
was built with some $500 milllon worth of 
American designs, tools and computers. 

Brady testified that he had recently con
firmed the use of the Kama River plant to 
make military vehicles and parts. "The file 
Indicates that we knew at the time the 
license was made . . . at the White House 
in 1974 . . . that they would manufacture 
more engines than trucks," he said. 

Another top official told us , "Any reason
able individual knew then that the extra 
engines and other things would go to the 
military." Despite objections on the score, 
then-Secretary of State Henry Kissinger ap
proved the sale. 

Computers are the source of the most in
ten"e controversy. "For all practical pur
poses, when you export a computer, you lose 
control over it," Brady explained. There is, 
he said, "no real way" it can be determined 
whether a computer has been diverted to 
milttary use. But last year President Carter 
auproved the sale of a large plant for pro
ducing oil drlll bits, and the plant includes 
a computer. 

One conS!Tessman expressed concern over 
the sale o{ computers in a fully automated 
traffic-control system for Kova Airport in 
Russia, noting the presence of "many bunk
ers" and jet fighters at the fac111tv. 

Busine<-s firms and their political allies 
have be-en pressuring the Commerce De
partment to loosen the controls on exports 
still further. "We should bee-in to have a 
little more backbone in the process," the out
spoken Brady told the House committee. 

[From the Washington Post, July 17, 1979] 
Two WHo TALKED ARE SHIFTED 

(By Jack Anderson) 
Now and then, a. brave soul wm step out 

of the .shadows of government, stand in the 
glare of publicity and declare the truth to all 
who wlll listen. This may lay him open to 
the most depressing harassments, for our 
society ha.s not yet outgrown the hoodlum 
ethos, which honors the man who covers up 
his boss's deviousness above the employe who 
exposes it. Here is the story of two men who 
dared to speak up. 

Larry Brady: He is a Commerce Department 
official who was rash enough to give a con
gressional committee his honest opinion 
about the Carter administration's dealings 
with the Soviet Union. His boss, Stanley Mar
cuss, had just finished painting a rosy picture 
of the export office's control over what is sold 
to the Russians. 

As we reported earller, Brady told the 
committee that the export otnce was approv
ing sales to the Soviets of sophisticated com
puters and other technology that could be 

diverted to mmtary purposes. The testimony, 
taken in secret, has not yet been released 
to the public. 

For giving Congress testimony that con
tradicted the official line, Brady already has 
been reprimanded, transferred and advised 
to stop talking to Congress or reporters. 

Brady was acting director of the export 
office when he was called as a witness. He 
entered a mild demurrer to his superior's 
testimony, stating that in his opinion the 
safeguards aga-inst mllitary use of American 
imports were not adequate. 

Next day, "Nhen Brady resumed his closed
door testimony, he told the congressmen he 
had been called that morning by Marcuss, 
who "indicated he was a little uptight with 
the remark I had made last night about 
safeguards." 

Chairman Richard !chord (D-Mo.) asserted 
the committee's right to get straight testi
mony from government witnesses. He noted 
that the Office of Management and Budget 
had threatened several witnesses during the 
export hearings. Such threats, he warned, 
"could very well be the subject of separate 
hearings." 

Perhaps emb:>ldened by this encourage
ment, Brady proceeded to speak frankly: 
The export control system, he said, "is a total 
shambles." Shortly after his heretical testi
mony, he was bounced from his job. Yet 
sources told our associate Dale VanAtta that 
Brady had been considered "very competent" 
until he testified so forthrightly. 

Brady wasn't actually fired. He was given 
the post of deputy director of the export con
trol unit-but only on condition that he not 
talk to Congress or the press without prior 
clearance from his higherups. Our sources 
say he hasn't yet agreed to this condition. 

When we contacted him, Brady said he 
couldn't comment on either his secret con
gressional testimony or his present job 
situation. 

Dennis Bossard: He was a court stenog
rapher who refused to be bullled into lying 
to cover up an improper remark by U.d. 
District Judge John H. Pratt. For defying 
the judge and sticking to the truth. Bos
sard was fired. 

As we reported earlier, Judge Pratt, aware 
of the impropriety of a remark he had made 
on the bench, sent his secretary to per
suade Bossard to delete the remark from his 
transcript of the court proceedings. Destroy
ing court records happens to be a felony, and 
Bossard quite rightly refused the request. 
Instead, he blew the whistle on Pratt. 

During the subsequent FB"! investigation 
of the incident, Pratt denied having an in
criminating conversation with Bossard-un
aware that the court reporter had secretly 
taped the convers!i.tion. Despite the damning 
evidence of the tape, both Pratt and his 
secretary got off scot free. 

Bossard was not so lucky. Though he taped 
the conversation for his own protection and 
the tape was turned over to the FBI, he was 
left to the mercy of tbe judges wrath. 

Pratt angrily notified Bossard's boss that 
he no longer would allow the stenographer 
to work in his courtroom. The judge cited 
other reasons for his action, but court 
sources told our Associate Gary Cohn there 
was no doubt Pratt was taking vengeance 
on Bossard. 

Then one of Pratt's buddies, Judge John 
Lewis Smith Jr., also ruled that Bossard 
would not be allowed in his courtroom. And 
another, Judge Oliver Gasch, grilled court 
employees about Bossard and turned the re
sults of his "investigation" over to Pratt. 

The court clerk, James Davey, finally told 
Bossard he was fired because he had taped 
the embarrassing conversation with Pratt. 
Still hoping the system works, Bossard has 
filed an appeal with Chief Justice Wllliam B. 
Bryant of the Washington, D.C. district. 
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Bryant has put Bossard back on the payroll 
!or the time being until he makes his final 
decision in the next few weeks. 

(From the Manchester (N.H.) Union Lead
er, June 26, 1979) 

PATRIOTISM REWARDED 

It is perfectly outrageous tha.t the reward 
!or Larry Brady's daring to speak out and 
wa.rn the United States against giving away 
its teohnology to Oommunlst countries, 
w!here it will be used to increase their 
armaments and probably someday will be 
used a.galn.'3t us, should be denounced by the 
government he is trying to sa.ve. Yet that 
1s emctly what has happened. 

Certainly, Larry Brady 1s a realist !rom the 
North Country o! New Hampshire who under
stood perfectly the risk he was taking when 
he spoke out. 

Nevertheless, he had the courage to tell the 
truth and to try to warn our leaders· that 
the u.s. is tnsdsting on its own probable de
struction. 

New Hampshtire is very fortunate ln having 
one o! its citizens, Larry Brady, serVing as a 
wa:tchdog in the United States Commerce De
partment 1n Washington. He is the otnclal 
responsible for monitoring and oontrolllng 
the sale of advanced technology to the Com
munist bloc nations. As such, he told a con
gressional subcommittee that the United 
Sta.tes loo-ks a.pproprla.te safeguards to insure 
tha.t equipment sh!Jpped to Communist coun
tries is not diverted to mllltacy uses. 

This newspaper was especially Interested 
Sind plea.sed in Larry Brady s.pea.k.lng out ln 
th!ls faiShion. We have polnlted out many 
many tlmes in our editorial columns that 
a number of U.S. corpora.tions e,re so ea.ger 
to lnorease their profits, &nd so ignorant o! 
foreign policy !8.nd the 1mpl1celtions of what 
they are doing, that they sell very important 
U.S. technology to nations that, lf no-t 
presently are our enemies, potentially are. 

The excuse always ls that more trade means 
more peace, and that after all, the Russians 
or the Chinese or some other Communist 
nation is using the U.S. material we sell them 
for peaceful purposes. 

Brady, aoting director of the Office of Ex
port Administration, cites, for instance, a 
recent d·isclosure that engines produced by 
the Soviets' huge Kana River truck plant 
are not simply used in trucks (although 
trucks themselves are most u .. eful in war), 
but also they are installed in Soviet assault 
vehicles and armored personnel carriers. 

The Kama River truck plant, which U.S. 
technology helped bulld, was one of those 
projects which was supposed to be producing 
machines that would be useful only for agri
cultural and other peaceful purposes. 

Believe it or not, at the moment Congress 
is considering amendme-nts to the 1969 Ex
port Administration Act which would make 
it EASIER for U.S companies to obtain ex
port licenses for advanced machinery and 
technology to Communist countries f 

Commerce Secretary Juanita M. Kreps and 
Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance favors this 
type of increased assistance to our potential 
enemie-s. Aides in the Pentagon and the 
White House National Security Councll feel 
differently. 

Some time ago, Fred J. Bucy, hea.d of Texas 
Instruments, spoke out very strongly against 
the insanity of giving away U.S. technology 
to potential enemies. Unfortunately, much of 
American industry has not followed his lead. 

We are delighted to see that a New Hamp
shire man, Mr. Brady, has spoken out tn this 
fashion . Prior to joining the Commerce De
partment, he was a senior staff' member of 
the Councll of International Economic Pol
icy (197D-1974). He is a graduate of Berlln 
High School and also was former staff aide 
for former Senator Norris Cotton. 

The argument is often heard that, 1f we 
don't sell this technology to the Russians, 

the Chinese, French, Germans or the Japa
nese will. This really doesn't make sense be
cause there is certain technology which is in 
the sole p~session of the United States. 
Furthermore, just because some other nation 
wants to sell out, that ls no reason the 
United States should follow suit. 

Wn.LIAM LoEB, Publisher. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1979. 

DEAR CoLLEAGUE: The House wm this week 
resume conBideratlon of H.R. 4034, t'he Export 
Administration Act Amendments of 1979. 
This Act would amend and replace the exist
ing Export Administration Act, the funda
mental legislative- charter for the export con
trol of civ111an goods and technologies which 
also have mmtary application. 

You have recently been hearing a lot about 
export controls over technology transfer to 
communist countries. Although these con
trols affect only a small fraction of U.S. ex
ports, this fraction carries important national 
security impllcations and must be carefully 
monitored. 

At present, the Office of Export Administra
tion administers export controls for the 
Commerce Department. One of my constitu
ents, Mr. Larry Brady, until very recently 
the Acting Director of the Office of Export 
Administration, has stated that strong ex
port promotion pressure at the Department 
of Commerce 1s making lt impossible to effec
tively implement the export control !unction. 

There is no better evidence of this than the 
Department's recent efforts to deny that 
diversion of U.S. technology has occurred at 
the Soviet Union's Kam'l. River Truck Plant, 
the largest truck factory in the world. Using 
U.S. technology and a very sophisticated 
IBM computer, the Soviets are producing 
trucks for mmtary use. 

The Commerce Department has stated that 
the m111tary use of these trucks does not con
stitute diversion. In fact, the Department 
maintains th "'.t no end-use restrictions what
ever apply to the products of the Kama 
Plant. 

Mr. Brady recently appeared before the 
House Armed Services Committee. He coura
geously called attenion to the situation at 
the Kama River Plant and has used this 
example and others to call the U.S. export 
control system "a shambles." (Incidentally, 
the "reward" for this testimony was a prompt 
demotion for Mr. Brady.) 

H.R. 4034 would further Uberallze export 
control procedures over sensitive items going 
to the Soviet Union, despite the !act that the 
U.S. has supnort !rom COCOM, the intern<t.
tlonal Coordinating Committee, in its efl'ort8 
to delav Soviet acquisition of Western stra
tegic technologies. 

It is well known that the current declining 
Soviet economic growth rate has escalated the 
lmoortance of Western technologies both for 
its· consumer sector, and more importantly, 
for its mmtarv sector. At a time when con
firmation of the SALT n Tre~ty is being 
debated, it 1s especially important that the 
United States not contribute to the effective
ness of Soviet weaponB and defense vehicles 
by freely exporting critical quaUty-enhancing 
technologies. 

I therefore urge you to support amend
ments which wm be ofl'ered by Congressman 
Richard Ichord to appropriately and effec
tively strengthen the export control process 
our national security wm tolerate nothino 
less. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES C. CLEVELAND, 

Member of Congress.e 

MR. ANNUNZlO INTRODUCES LEGIS
LATION TO CUT TAXES ON SAV
INGS ACCOUNTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from illinois <Mr. A.NNUNZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, today 
I am introducting legislation to provide a 
tax deduction for part of the interest 
earned on savings accounts. 

The purpose of my legislation is two
fold. It is designed to help savers obtain 
a better break on their income tax while 
at the same time providing much needed 
funds for the homebuilding industry. My 
legislation would provide a Federal in
come tax deduction for the first $100 
of interest on savings accounts for a 
single return and $200 for a joint return. 
Only savings accounts in institutions 
which are eligible to make home mort
gage or homeownership related loans 
would be eligible for the tax break. This 
was designed to encourage savers to 
channel their funds into institutions 
which lend to the housing industry. 

I am not happy that the amount of 
deduction is limited to a maximum of 
$200, but I am enough of a realist to 
know that is the best that the House can 
hope for given the current economic sit
uation in this country. The Treasury De
partment has opposed every tax savings 
measure on the grounds that they are all 
too costly and would require even a 
larger deficit budget because of the loss 
of tax revenue. By limiting the amount 
to $200 I am hoping that the legislation, 
when enacted, can avoid a Presidential 
veto. There are those who predict that 
President carter will veto any tax cut
ting measure, but I am hopeful that by 
keeping the savings tax deduction small 
that we can avoid a veto. 

I am no stranger to this type of legis
lation since I have been involved in all 
of the savings account tax battles in 
my 16 years in the House. I would re
mind Members that in November 1974, 
legislation which I sponsored along with 
other Members, was reported from the 
Ways and Means Committee to the floor 
allowing a $500 deduction of savings ac
count interest. Unfortunately, Congress 
adjourned before action could be taken 
on that legislation, but I am convinced 
that had there been enough time we 
could have passed a bill. I feel certain 
that this time we can achieve passage of 
a tax-saving measure, and more than 
half the Senate has already indicated 
their support of a tax savings relief bill. 

In fact, if the House does not act on 
that type of measure soon we may well 
find that the Senate will attach such a 
provision to another House-passed tax 
bill and beat us to the punch. 

Let me again point out that I am un
happy with the small size of the pro
posed tax deduction, but I am hopeful 
that once we get this legislation on the 
books as the budget becomes better man
aged, we can provide a bigger tax break 
for savers. 

For those that feel that any tax break 
at this point would cause harm to the 
budget deficit, let me suggest a solution. 
The Congress should cut the budget in 
an amount equal to the dollars that 
would be lost in the savings tax deduc
tion legislation. By operating in that 
manner we would be providing taxpayers 
with a double helping hand by both pro
viding a tax break on savings and a re
duced budget deficit.• 
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THE PASSING OF RABBI SAMUEL 

LANDA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York <Mr. ADDABBO) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 
• Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, a dear 
and beloved friend has passed away, 
Rabbi Samuel Landa. Though of differ
ent faiths his spiritual compassion 
reached out to touch and comfort myself 
and others. 

Beloved by many, revered by all who 
knew him, admired and praised by a.ll 
who have worked with him, his passing 
was eulogized by great words of feeling 
and rememberance, his work touching 
the lives of so many. 

The New York State Assembly and 
Senate recently finalized action eulogiz
ing Rabbi Landa. Both bodies issued res
olutions expressing heartfelt sorrow at 
the loss of one of Queens finest religious 
leaders and humanitarians. 

I feel it is most appropriate for the 
House to recognize the services Rabbi 
Landa provided for the community. 

The son of a Hassidic rabbi, Rabbi 
· Landa left his native Poland at an early 
age and as a young man of 24 began his 
service in Ozone Park at what would 
prove to be his only congregation. . 

He served as chaplain at three maJor 
Queens hospitals, as well as rendering 
spiritual assistance at the Queens House 
of Detention for Men. He was also an 
active participant with the Queens Inter
faith Council. 

He earned hts secular and religious 
degrees from Yeshiva University, and 
served on the board of numerous Yeshi
vas, including that of the Yeshiva Acad
emy which he helped to found at the 
Ozone Park Jewish Center. He distin
guished himself as the secretary and vice 
president of the Orthodox Rabbinical 
Council of America, and as an active 
participant as an executive member of 
the Rabbinical Association of Queens. 

Rabbi Landa's concerns stretched 
across the ocean to the State of Israel. 
Listed in "Who's Who in World Jewry," 
the rabbi attended by invitation a spe
cial reception at the White House hon
oring Menachem Begin and the anni
versary of the birth of the St:.te of 
Israel. 

Adored and loved by all who were 
touched by him, his passing left a spir
itual void in the community. We will 
miss him and I join my colleagues in 
extending our personal sympathies to 
his wife Hannah and the other mem
bers of the Landa family. 
LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION EXPRESSING HEART

FELT SORROW OCCASIONED BY THE DEATH OF 
RABBI SAMUEL LANDA OF THE OZONE PARK 
JEWISH CENTER 

Whereas, Rabbi Samuel Landa, the soir
itual leader of the Ozone Park Jewish Cen
ter for thirty-four years, passed away on 
December thirty-first, nineteen hundred 
seventy-eight; and 

Whereas, The son of a Hasidic Rabbi, Rabbi 
Landa left his native Poland at an early 
age and as a young man of twenty-four 
began his service in ozone Park at what 
would prove to be his only congregation; and 

Whereas, Having earned his secular a.nd 
religious degrees from Yeshiva. University, 
Rabbi Landa served on the board of numer-

ous Yeshivas including that of the Yeshiva 
Academy which he helped to found and 
foster at OzontfPark Jewish Center; and · 

Whereas, Rabbi Landa further served as 
the Secretary and the Vice President of 
the Orthodox Rabbinical Council of America, 
as an executiJve member of the Rabbinical 
Association of Queens, as a chaplain at the 
city's hospitals and prisons, and was active 
with the Queens Interfaith Council; and 

Whereas, The Rabbi attended by invita
tion a special reception at the White House 
honoring Menachem Begin and the anni
versary of the birth of the State of Israel; 
and 

Whereas, Rabbi Landa is survived by his 
wife, Hannah; a daughter Janet; three sons, 
Saul, Ph111p and Seth; and six grandchil
dren; now therefore be it, 

Resolved, That this Legislative Body here
by exoresses heartfelt sorrow occasioned by 
the death of Rabbi Samuel Landa of the 
Ozone Park Jewish Center, and offers sin
cerest condolences to Rabbi Landa's family; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution, 
suitably engros~ed, be transmitted to Mrs. 
Samuel Landa at her residence.e 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted as follows to: 

Mr. GINGRICH (at the request of Mr. 
RHODES), for September 17, on account 
of official business. 

Mr. HUTTO <at the request of Mr. 
WRIGHT), for today and Friday, Septem
ber 14 on account of official business. 

Mr.' JONES of North Carolina <at the 
request of Mr. WRIGHT), for September 
13 and 14, on account of official business. 

Mr. MARRIOTT <at the request of Mr. 
RHODEs), after 3 p.m. today and tomor
row, on account of official business. 

Mr. WoLFF <at the request of Mr. 
WRIGHT), for September 13 and 14, on 
account of medical reasons. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Member <at the re
quest of Mr. HINSON) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. CLEVELAND, for 20 minutes, today. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. AKAKA) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:> 

Mr. GONZALEZ, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNuNzio, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WEAVER, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. ADDABBO, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. SKELTON, for 30 minutes, on Sep-

tember 14, 1979. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. KRAMER, to include extraneous 
matter in his remarks on the bill H.R. 
4040, today. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. HINSON) and to include 
extraneous material: ) 

Mr. WYDLER in three instances. 

Mr. FRENZEL in three instances. 
Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. 
Mr. RHODES in two instances. 
Mr. GILMAN. 
Mr. ROYER. 
Mr. McCLOSKEY. 
Mr. AsHBROOK in three instances. 
Mr. TRIBLE in two instances. 
Mr. CORCORAN. 
Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. AKAKA) and to include ex
traneous material: ) 

Mr. LONG of Maryl~nd. 
Mr. MAzzoLI in two instances. 
Mr. GORE. 
Mr. MAVROULES. 
Mr. EDGAR. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr. McCoRMACK. 
Mr. STOKEs in two instances. 
Mr. SHELBY in five instances. 
Mr. GUARINI. 
Mr. WoLFF in three instances. 
Mr. O'NEILL. 
Mr. STARK i.n two instances. 
Mr. MILLER of California. 
Mr. NICHOLS. 
Mr. LAFALCE. 
Mr. PEYSER. 
Mr. SIMON in five instances. 
Mr. DINGELL. 
Mr. STUMP. 
Mr. McDoNALD in five instances. 
Mr. DANIELSON. 
Mr. MIKVA. 
Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. DRINAN. 

SENATE BILL AND CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION REFERRED 

A bill and a concurrent resolution of 
the Senate of the following titles were 
taken from the Speaker's table and, un
der the rule, referred as follows: 

s. 1403. An act to amend the Surface Min
ing Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 
(Publlc Law 95-87) to provide an extension 
of time for the submission and approval of 
State programs or the implementation of a 
Federal program, to clarify the contents of a 
State program, to nrovide for increased coop
eration between the Secretary of the Interior 
and the States with respect to the regula
tion of surface coal mining operations, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs; and 

S. Con. Res. 29. Concurrent resolution re
lm'~"ding the restoration of Olympic records 
of the late James (Jim) Thorpe; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. AKAK.A.'Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do .now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 6 o'clock and 54 minutes p.m.), the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, 
September 14, 1979, at 10 a.m. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MURPHY of New York: Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 1198. 
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A blll to clarify the authority to establish 
lines o! demarcation dividing the high seas 
and inland waters; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 96-427). Referred to the Committee o! 
the Whole House on the State o! the Unto ··. 

Mr. MURPHY o! New York: Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 1196. 
A bill to revise and improve the laws relating 
to the documentation of vessels, and for 
other purposes; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 96--428). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York: Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 1197. A 
blll to simpllfy the tonnage measurement of 
certain vessels; with amendments (Rept. No. 
96--429). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. RICHMOND: 
H.R. 5265. A blll: Emergency FUel and Food 

Rellef Act of 1979; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE: 
H.R. 5266. A b111 to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code o! 1954 to clarify the stand
ards used for determining whether individ
uals are self-employed tor purposes of the 
employment taxes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LUKEN: 
H.R. 5267. A blll to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the invest
ment tax credit !or solar energy property to 
50 percent, to increase the residential tax 
credit for renewable energy source expendi
tures to 50 percent, and to allow the residen
tial energy tax credit for solar energy prop
erty which performs more than one function· 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. ' 

By Mr. MOTTL: 
H.R. 5268. A b111 to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to authorize the Veterans• Ad
ministration to use its own legal counsel to 
pursue civil remedies for the collection of 
overpayments of educational assistance made 
to eligible veterans and dependents and for 
the collection of education loans which have 
been defaulted, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Veterans• Affairs. 

By Mr. MURPHY of New York (for 
himself and Mr. HUBBARD) : 

H.R. 5269. A b111 to authorize appropria
tions for the fiscal year beginning October 1, 
1979, for the maintenance and operation of 
the Panama Canal, and for other purposes· 
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. NEAL: 
H.R. 5270. A b111 to prevent the increase of 

salary for Members of the Senate and House 
of Representatives; to the Committee on 
Post Omce and Civil Service. 

By Mr. PASHAYAN (for himself and 
Mr. KEMP): 

H.R. 5271. A b111 to provide for permanent 
tax rate reductions for individuals and busi
nesses; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. QUILLEN: 
H.R. 5272. A blll to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to increase to $6,000 
the exclusion !rom taxable gl!ts !or gl!ts 
made during a calendar year by a donor to 
a person; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. RINALDO: 
H.R. 5273. A b111 to amend the Older Amer

ican-; Act of 1965 to provide relief for older 
Americans who own or rent their homes· to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. ' 

H.R. 5274. A blll to amend the Federal 
Rules of Criminal Procedure and the Federal 
Rules of Appellate Procedure to provide for 
postoonvlction proceedings in certain crimi
nal cases; to the Co-mmittee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 5275. A blll to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act so as to remove the llm
itation upon the amount of out.side income 
which an individual may earn while receiv
ing benefits thereunder; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H.R. 5276 A blll to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 and title II of the Social 
Security Act to provide a full exemytlon 
(through credit or refund) from the em
ployees' tax under the Federal Insurance 
Oontrtbutlons Act, and an equivalent reduc
tion in the self-employment tax, in the case 
of individuals who have attained age 65; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RINALDO (for himself, Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. ROE, Mr. AKAKA, 
Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. YATRON, and Mr. 
COURTER): 

H .R. 5277. A blll to amend the Trade Act of 
1974 to make certain changes ln procedures 
applicable to Presidential actions to provide 
relief to U.S. industries from injuries caused 
by import competition, and for other 
purposes; to the Co-mmittee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. UDALL (tor himself and Mr. 
JoHNsoN of California): 

H .R. 5278. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to enga.ge in fea.siblllty inves
tigations of certain water resource develop· 
menta; to the Committee on Interior and ID· 
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. ZABLOCKI (for himself, Mr. 
FASCELL, Mr. DIGGS, Mr. WOLFF, Mr. 
SOLARZ, Mr. BONKER, Mr. PEASE, Mr. 
GRAY, Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. BUCHANAN, 
Mr. GILMAN, and Ms. FENWICK): 

H .R. 5279. A blll to provide for the distri
bution within thte United States of the In
ternational Communication Agency film en
titled "Reflections: George Meany"; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BIAGGI: 
H.J. Res. 398. Joint resolution making a 

supplemental approoriaton for the energy 
crisis intervention program for the fi"cal year 
ending September 30, 1980; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

By Mr. CLAUSEN (for himself and Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO) : 

H. Con. Res. 185. Concurrent resolution 
expreesing the sense of Congress that there 
be no further consideration of the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Treaty until all Soviet 
Armed Forces are withdrawn from Cuba; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

(Omitted from the Record of Aug.!) 
JI.R. 4360: Mr. AuCOIN. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS TO PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolutions 
as follows: 

HR. 2: Mr. PASHAYAN. 
H .R. 357: Mr. PETRI. 
H .R. 390: Mr. PAUL. 
H .R. 654: Mr. COURTER and Mr. GOLDWATER. 

H.R. 1603: Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
HIGHTOWER. Mr. MARTIN, Mr. LENT, Mr. HANCE, 
Mr HEFNER, and Mr. GUYER. 

H.R. 2196: Mr. BAUMAN. 

H.R. 2679: Mr. GUYER, Mr. PASHAYAN, and 
Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE. 

H.R. 3609: Mrs. BOGGS, Mr. CLAY, Mr. COLE
MAN, Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. FOUNTAIN, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. 
GRAMM, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. GUDGER, Mrs. HOLT, 
Mr. JENRETTE, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. LAFALCE, 
Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. LOTT, Mr. MIT~HELL Of 
New York, Mr. PASHAYAN, Mr. QuAYLE, Mr. 
SANTINI, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. SruDDS, and 
Mr. TAUKE. 

H.R. 3990: Mr. YOUNG Of Missouri, Mrs. 
BOUQUARD, Mr. EVANS of Indiana, Mr. GRASS
LEY, and Mr. HOWARD. 

H.R. 4071: Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. ' ERTEL, Mr. 
GUDGER, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. PATTEN, 
Mr. Russo, and Mr. STEED. 

H.R. 4072: Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. ERTEL, Mr. 
GUDGER, Mr. JAcoBs, Mr. LuJAN, Mr. MAzzoLI, 
Mr. PATI'EN, Mr. Russo. and Mr. STEED. 

H.R. 4073: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. 
ERTEL, Mr. JAcoBs, Mr. LuJAN, Mr. MAZZoLI, 
Mr. PATI'EN, Mr. Russo, and Mr. STEED. 

H.R. 4211: Mr. PATTERSON. 
H.R. 4360: Mr. EMERY. 
H.R. 4679: Mr. HANLEY, Mr. CLAY, Ms. FER

RARO, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. PRICE, Mr. FLORIO, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. WEISS, Mr. LEE, and M:r. LA
FALCE. 

H.R. 4827: Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. 
RoBINSON, Mr. DORNAN, Mrs. FENWICK, and 
Mr. McCLORY. 

H.R. 4843: Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. DASCHLE, and 
Mr. MAzzou. 

H.R. 4892: Mr. RAHALL. 
H.R. 4943: Mr. ZEFERETI'I. 
H .R. 4970: Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BOLLING, Mr. 

HEFTEL, Ms. HOLTZMAN, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, . Mr. MATSUI, Mr. ' 
NEAL, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. ROSE, Mr. SKELTON, 
Mr. STEWART, Mr. SYNAR, and Mr. ZABLOCKI. 

H.R. 5261: Mr. HYDE. 
H. Con. Res. 183: Mr. PEPPER, Mr. LEACH of 

Iowa, Mr. CORCORAN, and Mr. BURGENER. 
H. Res. 288: Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE. 
H. Res. 374: Mr. BROYHILL and Mr. 

JEFFORDS. 

AMENDMENTS 

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, proposed 
amendments were submitted as follows: 

H.R.2608 
By Mr. WEAVER: 

-Add a new seotAon in title n: 
"No amount e.uthortzed to be 81J>proprlated 

under this Aot may be expended for the IS
suance of -an operating license for a nuclear 
powerpla.nt unless the Commlsslon has re
cel ved from the State in which the power
plant 1s sited, and has e.pproved, a.n emer
gency evacuation pl1:~.n for such ste.te or, U 
a.ppliowble, e. multi-State region." 

H.R.4034 
By Mr. WEAVER: 

-At page 28, line 15, insert a new subsec
tion (c) as follows, redesignating succeeding 
subsections accordingly: 

(c) ( 1) In order to carry out the pollcy set 
forth in paragraph 2 (c) and paragraph 4: 
cxf seotion 3 of this Aot, the Secretary shall 
require a valld-asted license for the export of 
Wheat, corn, or soybeans. In oonslderlng any 
application for such validated export llcense 
issuing under the terms of this paragraph, 
the Secretary sha.ll establish a minimum ex
port price for the above commodities of 
80 per centum of the pMlty price as estab
lished a.n'Cl perlod~ca.lly revised by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture under provisions of 7 
U.S.C. 1301. No export license shall tssue for 
the commodities liStted in this paragraph at 
a prLce for export which is less than 80 
per centum of the established pwrtty price 
for said commodity. 

(2) The provisions of paragraph (c) (1) 
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may Qe wa.tved in the case of exports to de
veloping countries. 

(3) The provisions of p~&ph (c) (1) 
shall not apply to applications for export 
to any country 1! and when the President 
determines that it is in the n.a.tional1nterest 
to remove the requirement of -a. validated li
cense for export or sa.id oommodities to sa.ld 
country. 

(4) The provisions -or pa.ra.gra.ph (c) (1) 
shall remM.n valid for one year after the 
da.te of ena.otment of this Act. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
H.R.4040 

By Mr. HUGHES: 
-Pa.ge 33, a.!ter line 8, a.dd the following new 
section: 
PURCHASES OF GASOHOL AS A FUEL FOR MOTOR 

VEHICLES 
SEc. 818. To the maximum extent feasible 

and consistent with overall defense needs and 
sound vehicle management pra.ctlces, a.s de
termined by the Seoreta.ry o! Defense, the 
Deparlment of Defense 1s authorized a.nd d1-
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rected to enter into contta.cts by competitive 
bid, subject to appropriations, tor the pur
chase of domestically produced alcohol or 
alcohol-gasoline blends containing at lea.st 
10 percent domestically produced alcohol for 
use in motor vehicles owned or operated by 
the Department. 

By Mr. STRATTON: 
-On page 27, line 23, section 811, delete lines 
23 through 25; and on page 28, delete lines 
1 &nd2. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
PUBLIC ELECTION FINANCING 

HON. BILL FRENZEL 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, September 13, 1979 

e Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, in last 
Sundays Post, there was a splendid arti
cle which featured the conclusion of Dr. 
Herbert Alexander, perhaps America's 
most respected observer of campaign ft
nancing, that taxpayer financing of 
Presidential elections may also have 
significantly cut the level of grass roots 
partcipation in campaigns. 

The article follows: 
PuBLIC ELECTION FINANCING SEEN CUTI'ING 

GRASS RoOTS 
(By Fred Barbash) 

Public financing of the 1976 presidential 
election, while cutting more established can
didates down to size for Jimmy Carter, may 
have also significantly cut the level of grass
roots participation in campaigns. 

That is one of the conclusions reached by 
the country's foremost analyst of election fi
nancing, Herbert E. Alexander, after four 
years' study of the first publicly financed 
campaign. 

Public financing, and its accompanying 
limits on campaign contributions, ended the 
era when a fund-raiser could assemble 10 
people in a room and walk out with a million 
dollars in contributions. So a well-known 
candidate like Sen. Henry Jackson (D
Wash.), who could probably have done that 
sort of thing, was brought down to the level 
of a little-known candidate, Jimmy Carter, 
who couldn't, Alexander says. 

This was "the most important effect of the 
public financing system," Alexander writes 
in "Financing the 1976 Election," his fifth 
quadrennial book on presidential campaign
ing. "Better known candidates who had con
nections with wealthy contributors could 
have swamped Carter, and without federal 
subsidies, Carter would have lacked the 
money to consolidate his initial lead," Alex
ander writes. 

The law, enacted in 1973, provided millions 
of dollars in "matching funds" to primary 
candidates, and full financing--$21.8 million 
each-to general election candidates Carter 
and Gerald Ford. The act also imposed a 
$1,000 limit on contributions from any in
dividual, wiping out the so-called "Fa.t-cat" 
who donated tens of thousands ln years gone 
by. 

At the same time, the law imposed strict 
new accounting requirements on candidates, 
limits on the uses ot campaign money, and 
state-by-state ce111ngs on spending. 

It wa.s these elements of the act that Alex
ander says reduced participation at the 
gra...c:sroots level in presidential politics. 

The limits fostered the "most cost-effec
tive" means of campaigning. This meant a 
tar broader use of television advertising, di
rect mail solicitations for money, and cen
tralization o! campaign operations. 

"Cost-effectiveness," Alexander said in a 
press conference la.st week discussing his 
findings, in turn "brought a kind of pro!es
sionalization to the campaigns which was 
not evident before" and a significant decline 
in volunteer activity. 

The Carter campaign cut bumper stickers, 
Alexander reports, after a cost-benefit study 
showed that only one in five ever wound 
up on a bumper. 

A Texa.s Republican offlcial displayed for 
Alexander 5,000 buttons and 75,000 stickers 
!or the entire state Ford-Dole effort. "'You 
want to see our entire contribution to the 
President's campaign?' " the offlcial said. 
" 'There it is on the shelf over there . . . 
The law says we can spend no more than 
$1,000 and we spent $1,020, so the last $20 
is probably a felony.'" 

The findings of Alexander, a political sci
ence professor at the University of Southern 
California and director of the Citizens Re
search Foundation, coincide in Ina.ny re
spects with an analysis recently done by 
Harvard University for the House Adminis
tration Cominlttee. 

Both are expected to fuel the movement 
toward eventual major modifications--in
cluding an increase in contribution limits 
and an end to state-by-state spending ceU
ings--alrea.dy under way in Congress.e 

SHATTER THE SILENCE
VIGIL, 1979 

HON. ALBERT GORE, JR. 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, September 13, 1979 

• Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, today I 
would like to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues the case of Grigory Vig
dorov, a young Soviet Jew. In 1973, Grig
ory and his family applied for permis
sion to emigrate to Israel with his elderly 
parents. Although the parents' visa was 
approved, Grigory was denied permission 
on the basis of his past service in the 
army. Two more attempts to obtain a 
visa were futile. 

Since that time, Grigory has repeat
edly been the victim of government har-

assment and maltreatment. After his 
first application, he was ordered to leave 
his job as a pressmaker in a small button 
factory, and the only employment lie 
has been able to find since is as a part
time tree surgeon. Contact with his fam
ily in Israel has been stifled by the gov
ernment as well. Grigory does not re
ceive the letters which his parents write, 
and telephone contact has been halted. 

This kind of treatment by the Soviet 
Government is disgraceful, but, unfor
tunately, Grigory is not an isolated case. 
Thousands of Soviet Jews are harassed 
and discriminated against, because of 
their wish to leave Russia. 

We in the United States, the cradle 
of freedom and liberty, cannot stand 
idly by-we must speak out for compas
sion and decency. I urge the Soviet 
Union to grant these persons the free
dom they deserve and to recognize the 
rights which they have as human beings. 
I hope that our efforts here on their be
half will convey that message loudly and 
clearly.e 

NEWSWEEK'S NUCLEAR ENERGY 
POLICY 

HON. JOHN W. WYDLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, September 13, 1979 

• Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, for only 
the third time in its history, Newsweek 
magazine has proposed an editorial 
policy on a major issue. The subject is 
energy, and in its July 16 edition the 
magazine has published a list of recom
mendations many of which I consider 
sensible and feasible. Unfortunately, 
Newsweek has a blind spot on nuclear re
processing, but otherwise, I am particu
larly pleased with their suggestions for 
the nuclear power component and also 
with their synthetic-fuels emphasis. 

The magazine calls for the production 
of 2 million barrels a day of synthetic 
fuels by 1990. This is the same goo..l set 
by this body on June 26 in its passage 
of the National Defense Production Act 
amendment. I agree with Newsweek that 
the Government's role in synfuels should 
be minimized but that some Federal sub
sidies will be necessary to encourage pri
vate investment in the production of 
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