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RECESS UNTIL 9:30 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the order previously en-
tered, that the Senate stand in recess
until 9:30 a.m. tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and at 7:29
p.m., the Senate recessed until Tuesday,
August 8, 1978, at 9:30 a.m.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate August 7, 1978:
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Duane C. Sewell, of California, to be an
Assistant Sécretary of Energy (Defense Pro-
grams).

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Stanley R. Resor, of Connecticut, to be
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy.

James Paul Wade, Jr., of Virginla, to be
chairman of the Military Liaison Committee
to the Department of Energy.

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON EDUCATIONAL
RESEARCH

The following-named persons to be mem-
bers of the National Council on Educational
Research for the terms indicated:

For a term expiring September 30, 1979:

Carl H, Pforzheimer, Jr., of New York.

Wilson C. Riles, of California.
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For a term expiring September 30, 1980:
Alonzo A. Crim, of Georgia.

Betsy Levin, of North Carolina.
Cathearine C. Stimpson, of Washington.

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON LIBRARIES AND
INFORMATION SCIENCE

The following-named persons to be mem-~
bers of the National Commission on Li-
brarles and Information BSclence for the
terms indicated:

For a term expiring July 19, 1881:

Robert W. Burns, Jr., of Colorado.

Horace E. Tate, of Georgla,

For a term expiring July 19, 1982:

Joan Helene Gross, of New York.

Clara Stanton Jones, of Michigan.

Frances Healy Naftalin, of Minnesota.

NATIONAL ADVISORY CoOUNCIL ON WOMEN'S
EpucATIONAL PROGRAMS

The following-named persons to be mem-
bers of the National Advisory Council on
terms indicated:

For a term expiring May 8, 1980:

Ellza Macaulay Carney, of Arizona.

Gladys Gunn, of Ohlo.

Kathleen Elaine Humphrey, of Idaho.

Paul Parks, of Massachusetts.

Bernice Sandler, of Maryland,

For a term expiring May B, 1981:

Ellen Sherry Hoffman, of the District of
Columbia.

J. Richard Rossle, of Tennessee.

The above nominations were approved
subject to the nominees’ commitments to
respond to requests to appear and testify be-
fore any duly constituted committee of the
Senate.
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NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARIES
DESK IN THE AIRFORCE, ARMY, AND NAVY

Air Force nominations beginning John T.
Reppart, to be major, and ending Donald M.
Ford, to be lieutenant colonel, which nomi-
nations were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on June
26, 1978,

Alr Force nominations beginning Richard
C. Besteder, to be captaln, and ending James
N. Zweigler, to be first lleutenant, which
nominations were recelved by the Senate and
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD On
June 26, 1978.

The nomination of Col. Willlam A. Orth,
U.8. Air Force, to be Dean of the Faculty of
the U.S. Air Force Academy, which nomina-
tion was received by the Senate and appeared
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on June 27,
1978.

Army nominations beginning John O.
Blom, to be colonel, and ending Ann M.
Millar, to be first lleutenant, which nomi-
nations were recelved by the Senate and ap-
peared In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on
July 12, 1978.

Navy nominations beginning Virgil V.
Moore IV, to be ensign, and ending Rich-
mond B, Stoakes, to be commander, which
nominations were received by the Senate
and appeared In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on July 12, 1978,

Navy nominations beginning Philip M.
Abbott, to be lleutenant (J.g.), and ending
Ronald J. Zuber, to be lleutenant (j.g.),
which nominations were recelved by the
Senate and appeared in the CoONGRESSIONAL
REcORD on July 12, 1978.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D,, offered the following prayer:

Teach me Thy way, O Lord, and lead
me in a plain path.—Psalms 27: 11.

O God of life and love, the leader of
our pilgrim days, reveal to us the way
we should take to lead our Nation to-
ward a greater strength, a greater peace,
and a greater unity of spirit that we in
turn may be able to lead other nations
toward the goals of strength, peace, and
good will for all and among all. When the
work is difficult, the way rough, and the
wrong almost too much for us, hold us
up and guide us in the ways of truth and
goodness. So we pray that Thou will give
us wisdom to see the way we should
take, courage to walk in that way, and
faith to leave the results to Thee.

We thank Thee for the life and min-
istry of Pope Paul VI. Grant unto him
peace of soul and to all of us strength
of spirit as we live through these sad
days.

In the spirit of the Lord of life we pray.
Amen,

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the report of
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 10929) entitled “An act to author-
ize appropriations for fiscal year 1979 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 Se-
lected 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 appro-
priations for civil defense, and for other
purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the
following titles:

H.R. 12841. An act to prohibit the issuance
of regulations on the taxation of fringe
benefits, and for other purposes; and

HRE. 12927. An act making appropriations
for military construction for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1979, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 12927) entitled “An act

making appropriations for military con-

struction for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1979, and for other purposes, requests a
conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and appoints Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr.
MAGNUSON, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. Sasser, Mr. STEPHENS, Mr. YOUNG,
and Mr, BELLMmoN to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (8. 3025) entitled
“An act to authorize appropriations for
the Federal Election Commission for
fiscal year 1979,” requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. PELL, Mr. CrArK, and Mr. GRIFFIN
to be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 3075) entitled
“An act to amend the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 and the Arms Export Con-
trol Act, and for other purposes,” agrees
to a conference requested by the House
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
SPARKMAN, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. CLARK, Mr.
BipEN, Mr. McGoOVERN, Mr. Casg, Mr.
Javits, Mr. PErcy, and Mr. BAKER to be
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to the amendment of the Senate
with an amendment to a bill of the
House of the following title:
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H.R. 10732. An act to authorize appropria-
tlons to carry out the Fishery Conservation
and Management Act of 1976 durlng fiscal
years 1879, 1980, and 1981,

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

8. 2796. An act to amend the Consumer
Product Safety Act to extend the author-
ization of appropriations, and for other

urposes;

8. 3119. An act to transfer certaln real
property of the United States to the District
of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency;

8. 3120. An act to enhance the flexibility
of contractual authority of the Temporary
Commission on Financial Oversight of the
District of Columbia;

8. 8271. An act to amend the pllot project
workfare provisions of the Food Stamp Act
of 1977; and

B. 3272. An act to amend the Packers and
Stockyards Act, 1821, and for other purposes.

CONSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Consent Calen-
dar Day. The Clerk will call the first bill
on the Consent Calendar.

AUTHORIZING CHANGE OF NAME OF
A PUBLICATION OF THE U.S.
NAVAL OBSERVATORY

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3532)
to amend chapter 639 of title 10, United
States Code, to enable the Secretary of
the Navy to change the name of a pub-
lication of the Naval Observatory
providing data for navigators and
astronomers.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 3632

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
7386(a) of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by striking the words “in the
American Ephemeris and Nautical
Almanac".

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

AUTHORIZING THE GOVERNOR OF
THE STATE OF WYOMING TO EX-
HIBIT THE NAMEPLATE, SHIP'S
BELL, AND SILVER SERVICE OF
THE U.S.8. “WYOMING” WITHOUT
RESTRICTION

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8471)
to provide for the transfer and convey-
ance of the silver service of the U.S.8.
Wyoming to the Wyoming State Mu-
seum, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 8471

Be it enacted by the Senale and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
2 of Public Law 397, Seventy-Ninth Congress
(60 Stat. 234), is amended to read: “The Sec~-
retary of the Navy is hereby authorized and
directed to transfer and convey to the Gov-
ernor of Wyoming for exhibition, educational
purposes, and use by the University of Wyo-
ming, the nameplate and the ship's bell of
the United States ship Wyoming, and for
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display by the Wyoming State Museum the
silver service of the United States ship
Wyoming.”.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enactlng clause

and insert in lieu thereof the following:
That section 2 of the Act entitled “An Act
to provide for the delivery of custody of
certain articles of historic interest from the
United States Ship Newvada and the United
States Ship Wyoming to the State of Nevada
and the State of Wyoming, respectively”, ap-
proved June 8, 1946 (60 Btat. 234), is
amended-—

(1) by striking out the comma after “ex-
hibition” and inserting in lieu thereof “and”;
and

(2) by striking out *, and use by the Uni-
versity of Wyoming".

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to authorize the Governor of the
State of Wyoming to exhibit the name-
plate, ship’s bell, and silver service of the
United States Ship Wyoming without re-
iimc“m as to the place of such exhibi-

onlu

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

AUTHORIZING SALE OF CERTAIN
NAVAL VESSELS TO REPUBLIC OF
CHINA

The Clerk called the bill (H.R 13255)
to approve the sale of certain naval ves-
sels, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 13255

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
President may sell, subject to such terms
and conditions as he may determine and at
a price not less than the value thereof in
United States dollars, one oller, one auxiliary
repalr dry dock, and one surveylng ship to
the Republic of China. All expenses involved
in these transfers shall be charged to funds
provided by the recipient government. The
authority of the President to sell these ves-
sels under this Act shall terminate two years
after enactment of this Act.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, after line 11 add the followlng new
section:

Bec. 2. Bectlon T307 of title 10, United
States Code, relating to restrictions on dis-
posal of naval vessels, i1s amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sub-
section—

“(e) In this section, ‘naval vessel’ means
any vessel of a class carrled on the Naval
Vessel Reglster as a naval vessel.”.

® Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, on Tues-
day, July 18, the Armed Services Com-
mittee, & quorum being present, by voice
vote and without objection, approved
H.R. 13255, with an amendment, to be
referred to the House with the recom-
mendation for its approval.

H.R. 13255, an administration bill,
would permit the sale of three overage
naval vessels to the Republic of China.
Two of the three ships are presently on
lease to China—the 33-year-old survey

24677

ship and the 34-year-old floating dry-
dock. The 36-year-old fleet oiler is
presently in the U.S. inactive fleet.

The Auxiliary Repair Dry Dock is the
Windsor (ARD-22), a 5,200-ton ship,
that was put into service in April of 1944
at an acquisition cost of $3 million. It
will be sold for $400,000.

The Surveying Ship is the Keathley
(AGS-35), a 4,100-ton ship, that was put
into service in March of 1945 at an ac-
quisition cost of $2 million. It will be
sold for $250,000.

The fleet oiler is the Tappahanock
(AO-43), a 5,850-ton vessel, that was
put into service in June of 1942 at an ac-
quisition cost of $3,700,000. It will be sold
for $600,000.

The sale of these ships to the Repub-
lic of China is in line with our national
policy of supporting our allies by pro-
viding them with necessary equipment.

The amendment to the bill provides
a definition of “naval vessel” for the
Byrd amendment to section 7307 of title
10, United States Code. This is the sec-
tion which now requires that naval ves-
sels under 20 years old or over 3,000 tons
be transferred only pursuant to legisla-
tion, and that naval vessels over 20 years
old and under 3,000 tons be transferred
only after written notice of the proposed
transfer lies before the Armed Services
Committees of the House and Senate
for 30 days of continuous congressional
session. The definition would limit
“naval vessels” to those vessels of a class
carried on the Naval Vessel Register as
naval vessels. This definition removes
any question that craft such as cap-
tain's gigs and sewage barges which are
also purchased with shipbuilding and
conversion, Navy (SCN) funds are not
intended to be covered by the require-
ments of section 7307 of title 10, United
States Code.

I ask unanimous consent that the
House approve HR. 13255, as
amended.®

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

BROADENING ELIGIBILITY FOR
THE JUNIOR RESERVE OFFICERS’
TRAINING CORPS PROGRAM

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 7T161) to
amend title 10, United States Code, to
allow nationals, as well as citizens, of
the United States to participate in the
Junior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps
program.
~There being no objection, the Clerk
read the hill as follows:

HR. 7161

Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
2031(b) (1) of title 10, United States Code,
is amended by inserting “or nationals” im-
mediately after “citizens".
@ Mr. TREEN. Mr. Speaker, the purpose
of HR. 7161 is to allow nationals, as
well as citizens, of the United States to
participate in Junior Reserve Officers’
Training Corps programs.
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Under present law, Junior ROTC
training programs are limited to U.S.
citizens. The effect of this bill will be
to permit residents of American Sa-
moa to be eligible for the Junior ROTC
program. Persons born in American
Samoa are not citizens but are nationals
of the United States. The Immigration
and Nationality Act of 1952 (Public Law
414, June 27, 1952) defines a national of
the United States as a person who,
though not a citizen of the United States,
owes permanent allegiance to the United
States.

Nationals from American Samoa have
served in World War I and II, in Korea,
and in Vietnam where 19 men were killed
and 51 others wounded. These were all
volunteers. Over 200 persons volunteer
each year for enlistment in the Armed
Forces of the United States.

The Department of Defense heartily
endorses this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I recommend the passage
of this bill.e

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

OLIN L. TEAGUE VETERANS' CENTER

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 11579)
to designate the Veterans' Administra-
tion hospital located at 1901 South First
Street, Temple, Tex., as the “Olin E.
Teague Veterans' Hospital.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speak-
er, reserving the right to object, and I
shall not object, I rise in support of H.R.
11579. .

This measure proposes to honor a man
who has contributed more to the per-
fection of a sound structure of veterans’
benefits than any other person in the
Congress. The bill will accomplish this
worthy purpose by naming the Veterans’
Administration hospital in Temple, Tex.,
as the “Olin E. Teague Veterans’' Cen-
ter.”

Ordinarily, Mr. Speaker, a person has
passed on before the recognition that
he or she has earned is bestowed. This
measure affords the Congress an oppor-
tunity to recognize, on behalf of a grate-
ful veteran population, the outstanding
contributions of “T1cER"” TEAGUE While he
is very much alive and able to witness the
high regard in which he is held.

‘‘T1cer" TEAGUE, Mr. Speaker, has been
a member of the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs since 1946 when he came to the
Congress. During this period, he authored
more veterans’ legislation than any other
man in history.

Chairman of the committee for 18
years, “TIGeER,” in 1973, relinquished the
chairmanship. He refused, however, to
relinquish his intense interest in veter-
ans’ legislation and still serves as chair-
man of the Education Subcommittee,

Distinguished in war, TiGER TEAGUE is
one of the most decorated Members in
the U.S. Congress. His nersonal dedica-
tion to the svecessful public service ca-
reer that followed are reflected in the
many plagues and citations from vet-
erans organizations and civic groups that
adorn the walls of his office.
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Many individuals have been called
“Mr. Veteran” but no one is more deserv-
ing of this accolade than this giant
among men, and no one is more deserv-
ing of having a veterans' hospital carry
his name than is our own TiGER TEAGUE.

Mr. Speaker, having said this, I cannot
resist pointing with pride to the fact that
TIGER was raised in the beautiful com-
munity of Mena, Ark., in my con-
gressional district. He undoubtedly ac-
quired the traits that have served him
and our Nation so well as a youth in
Mena.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, This bill
would name the Veterans' Administra-
tion Center at Temple, Tex., as the “Olin
E. Teague Veterans' Center,” effective
January 4, 1979. The bill is cosponsored
by every member of the Texas delegation
with the exception of Mr. TEAGUE, and as
the gentleman knows, every member of
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs has
cosponsored an identical bill.

The measure is supported by the vet-
erans’ organizations in the State of
Texas, as well as the National Office of
each organization.

The center in Temple has significant
meaning in that, following his wounds in
combat in World War II, Mr. TEAGUE
spent 2 years in this facility recovering
from his wounds; therefore, it is appro-
priate that the Temple VA Center bear
his name. I personally feel we would be
justified in naming any VA facility after
the gentleman from Texas. No other
Member of the Congress can compare
with the record accomplished by the
gentleman from Texas in providing ben-
efits and services for all of our veterans
and their dependents. Thanks to him we
have programs for those serving in de-
fense of our country far superior than
any other country in the world.

So that my colleagues will be aware
of the distinguished service record and
some of the accomplishments of the
gentleman from Texas, there follows ex-
cerpts from the committee report ac-
companying the bill:

Mr. Teague was a patient in the then
McCloskey Army Hospital at Temple, Tex.,
for 2 years recovering from severe combat
wounds suffered during World War II,
wounds which have continued to this day to
cause suffering, pain, and inconvenlence, the
latest being the partial amputation of one
limb.

Mr. Teague, after serving in the Natlonal
Guard for 3 years as an enlisted man, was
commissioned a second lieutenant early in
World War II and commanded the First Bat-
talion, 314th Infantry Regiment of the 79th
Division. He was wounded a number of times,
decorated 11 times, and is one of the most
decorated combat veterans of World War II
ever to serve in the House of Representa-
tives. He was discharged as a colonel of the
infantry in September of 1946. At the time
of his discharge, he had been awarded the
following decorations:

Sllver Star with two clusters;

Bronze Star with two clusters;

Purple Heart with two clusters;

Combat Infantryman’s Badge;

Army Commendation Ribbon;

French Croix de Guerre;

French Fourragere; and

Presidential Unit Cltation.
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He was chairman of a select committee
which investigated the abuses of the World
War II GI bill and led to corrective legisla-
tion largely embodied in the Korean GI bill
which has remained the concept and pro-
gram for paying educatlon assistance to vet-
erans down to the present time.

In addition to being deeply involved in the
entire medical program of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, and displaying leadership In
obtaining increased appropriations for this
program primarily in the field of veterans'
care and research, he has interested himself
in the pay and perquisites of doctors, nurses,
and paramedical personnel serving in the
Department of Medicine and Surgery.

The legislation conceived, supported and
authorized by Mr, Teague reads like a blue
book of benefits for the past 20 years. In ad-
dition to the Korean GI Bill of Rights and
the Vietnam era education program, he
sponsored—

The War Orphans Educational Assistance
Act;

Numerous bills increasing rates of com-
pensation for service-connected disabled
veterans and their families;

Pensions;

Vocational rehablilitation programs;

Research in spinal cord injury;

Medical education;

Nursing homes for veterans, both in the
VA and in the community;

Pensions to Medal of Honor holders:

Liberalization of dental care;

Codification of all VA laws into Title 38,
United States Code;

Requiring the Veterans' Administration
to use independent medical experts in finally
determining service-connection of a partic-
ular disease;

Formulation of a Statement of the Case to
make the VA's decision more understand-
able to the veteran; and

Other laws too numerous to mention,

Anyone who has ever seen the gentleman
from Texas with a group of individuals who
served under him as enlisted men would
never have any doubts as to the leadership,
affection, and trust that resided in Mr.
Teague during the time of his service as a
combat infantry officer in World War II. The
gentleman personally contacted the families
of more than 100 men from his outfit who
lost their lives in combat.

The committee feels that no medical fa-
cility was ever more appropriately named

than the one proposed to be designated by
this bill,

Mr. TeacUE will be retiring from the
Congress at the close of this session and
he is going to be sorely missed. Tributes
continue to pour in from individuals and
organizations throughout the country in
praise of the gentleman’s accomplish-
ments during his 32 years in the Con-
gress. The Veterans of Foreign Wars at
its 78th National Convention in Minne-
apolis, Minn., August 19 through 26, 1977,
adopted a resolution to name the Vet-
erans’ Administration Hospital in Wash-
ington, D.C., the “Olin E. Teague Veter-
ans' Hospital.” There follows a copy of
an article from the June-July 1978 issue
of the V.F.W. magazine, expressing the
feelings this organization has for this
great man:

TEAGUE RETIRING FrROM HOUSE

When the 96th Congress convenes, one
House member who will be missing for the
first time since the end of World War II is
Texas' Olin E. (Tiger) Teague who has carved
a record for himself as one of the veterans'
best legislative friends.

Teague is resigning from the House at the
end of his present term because of ill health
brought on by the wounds he suffered dur-
ing World War II as a battallon commander
in the 314th Infantry of the 79th Division.
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He spent two years in an Army hospital re-
covering from his injuries.

Commissioned on his graduation from
Texas A & M, Teague volunteered for the
Army in 1940 after serving three years as an
enlisted man in the National Guard. During
World War II he was awarded the Silver
Star, Bronze Star and Purple Heart three
times each. He also was decorated with the
French Croix de Guerre and fourragere.

He was discharged as an infantry colonel
in 1946 to take his seat in the 79th Congress.

From the 84th Congress through the 92nd,
he chaired the Veterans' Affairs Committee,
working closely with the V.F.W. to provide
the veterans of all wars with benefits tailored
to their special needs.

He resigned Lis chairmanship of that
committee to head the Space and Astro-
nautics Committee during the 93rd Congress
and continued in that leadership role
through the 95th. It has since been named
the Sclence and Technology Committee.
Meanwhile, he did not let his interest in
veterans' concerns lapse, for he retained his
membership on the Veterans' Affairs Com-
mittee as senior majority member. He
chairs the Education and Training Subcom-
mittee.

Teague also has served on a variety of
Congressional boards and commissions, in-
cluding the Board of Visitors to the US.
Military Academy at West Point from 1955
to 1971,

One of the highlights of his Congressional
career came when he was honored by the
V.F.W. at the 1969 Washington Conference
with the annual Congressional Award. At
that time he was its sixth honoree.

In his acceptance speech, he noted that
“there are a lot of problems in America but
there are a lot more things that are right
with America than there are that are wrong.”

“Our system demands that we seek out
and identify our problems,"” he continued. "It
is true that there are some who still suffer the
indignities of inequality and the shame of in-
justice. We must forever and with all our
energy continue to seek to correct these in-
justices and inequalities. We must always
strive to improve the quality of life for all
our people, but sometimes it seems to me
that we become so engrossed in these prob-
lems, so centered on what is wrong, that we
seldom acknowledge what is right.”

Since the presentation of his award oc-
curred at the height of anti-Vietnam War
rioting and student protests, his words came
as a welcome antidote.

Teague, a supporter of American efforts
in Vietnam, announced at the 1968 V.F.W.
National Convention in Detroit that he
would not support a Democratic presidential
nominee who would back away from the
U.S. commitment in Southeast Asia.

Teague was one of the first in Congress
to recognize the plight of American prisoners
of the North Vietnamese and Viet Cong, as
well as those missing in action.

To underscore the tragedy of those men,
he brought the wives of four of them to the
1969 V.F.W. National Convention in Phil-
adelphia and in 1970 to Miami Beach to tell
their heartbreaking story and to arouse pub-
lic opinion on that issue,

Throughout his Congressional career,
Teague participated in many other V.F.W.
National Conventions to bring delegates up
to date on the status of veterans’ legislation,
to criticize VA shortcomings in fulfilling its
missions of assistance to veterans and to
advocate further veterans’ benefits.

To enable V.F.W. members to demonstrate
their gratitude for what Rep. Teague has
been able to accomplish for veterans during
his 32 years in the House of Representatives,
& scholarship has been established in his
honor at Texas A: & M. University to which
they may contribute.

The first $1,000 for the Olin E. Teague
Scholarshlp Fund was given by the V.F.W.
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during the Washington Conference through
Commander-in-Chief John Wasylik.
Contributions may be sent to the Olin
E. Teague Scholarship Fund in care of the
Quartermaster General, V.F.W. National

Headquarters, Kansas City, Mo. 64111.

In a recent tribute to Mr. TEacUE, the
national commander of the Disabled
American Veterans, Oliver E. Meadows,
said:

No one can doubt that Tiger Teague is
one of the greatest leaders of modern times.
A life member of the DAV, he has done more
for disabled veterans than any single person
in our Nation. As we wish him an enjoyable
and well-deserved retirement, we acknowl-
edge a debt to him so great it can never
be repaid.

The American Legion has long recog-
nized Mr. TEAGUE's greatness. There
follows a statement released by that
organization on April 6, 1978:

On the occasion of his impending retire-
ment, The American Legion honored Con-
gressman Olin E. Teague with a reception
held April 4th at the Legion's Headquarters
in Washington, D.C. In attendance were a
variety of Congressional figures, including
a large representation of legislators and gov-
ernment administrators who have worked
with Mr. Teague during his lengthy career
in Congress in support of the American vet-
eran and G.I. rights.

“Tiger" Teague has represented the Sixth
District of Texas for more than 30 years
and was head of the House Committee on
Veterans' Affairs for almost two decades be-
fore assuming his present position as chair-
man of the Science and Technology Com-
amittee, He will retire from Congress at the
end of the current term.

Mr. Teague is the highest decorated mem-
ber of Congress, and among his eleven cita-
tions are the Silver Star with two clusters,
Bronze Star with two clusters, Purple Heart
with two clusters, Combat Infantryman’s
Badge, Army Commendation Ribbon, and
French Crolx de Guerre with palm.

The American Legion previously honored
Mr. Teague in 1970 with its highest award—
the Distinguishei Service Award. At this
week's reception, the Congressman received
a plagque from the National Commander of
The American Legion, Robert Charles Smith.
Inscribed on the tribute i5 a fitting sum-
mary of Mr, Teague's life: "Presented . . .
in recognition of outstanding service to his
fellow man as Soldier, Congressman and
Humanitarian.”

AMVETS, the Paralyzed Veterans of
America, the Veterans of World War I,
Inc., and others have paid similar
tributes.

Mr. Speaker, the man we honor today
is a giant. He deserves to be so recog-
nized for his many contributions to the
citizen soldier both in war and peace.
I'm sure the House will unanimously ap-
prove the reported bill.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speak-
er, I withdraw my reservation of objec-
tion.
® Mr. ADDABBO, Mr, Speaker, I can
think of no better way to demonstrate
to the veterans of this Nation our deep
appreciation to them, and at the same
time pay tribute to one of the outstand-
ing Members of the House who retires
this year, than by naming the Temple,
Tex., VA hospital after our colleague,
OLIN (TIGER) TEAGUE.

Both in deed as an Army officer who
was wounded numerous times and deco-
rated for bravery 11 times, and as a
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senior Member of Congress and one
whose primary concern was the treat-
ment of the Nation’s veterans. Ticer has
carved a unique place for himself in the
minds of those who have served this Na-
tion in uniform in times of war and in
peace.

There has never served inthe Congress
a more diligent advocate of the rights of
veterans than Ticer TeacueE. Without
him, the Korean veterans would have
had no benefits whatsoever. For 14 years,
he served as chairman of the House
Veterans' Affairs Committee and I think
it can be said that no one else under-
stood so well either the problems or the
aspirations of the veteran.

Obviously, there is much more to this
strong-willed and hard-working Texas
Congressman than just his interests in
the problems of the veteran. We know
the contributions he has made to science
through the chairmanship of the Science
and Technology Committee. We know
him for stalwart honesty in his service
on the Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct. We know him to be a good
friend, a proud Texan, a great American,
a strong and principled advocate of the
Democratic Party, active in the party’s
councils.

But, because of his own background,
because of the personal knowledge of the
horrors of war and the pain and suffering
that come to so many as a result of the
battlefield, that Ticer developed his spe-
cial understanding of the plight of the
veteran and the need for special coun-
seling and assistance. To many, the need
of the veteran was an academic exercise
to be considered impartially. To TIGER,
the need of the veteran was a cause, near
to holy, and he pursued that cause with
devotion from the day in 1946 when he
entered this House until the present.

We are going to miss this good col-
league of ours next year. But it is of some
comfort to know this hospital will carry
forward forever his good name. I thank
you.e
® Mr., MOTTL., Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 11579, a bill to designate
the veterans' administration hospital in
Temple, Tex., as the “Olin E. Teague
Veterans Center.”

It was my great fortune to be elected
to serve in the House Veterans' Affairs
Committee when I first came to Con-
gress. Among my subcommittees is the
Education and Training Subcommittee
of which Ticer TEAGUE is the chairman.
I have learned a great deal from Mr.
TEAGUE, and I know firsthand the valu-
able contributions he has made and is
making to veterans and their depend-
ents.

Most impressive to me is the fact that
TiGer TeAcUE, a highly decorated vet-
eran of World War II, came home from
that war on a stretcher. In fact, he cam-
paigned for Congress in 1946 while still
confined in a bed in the hospital which
this bill seeks to have renamed in his
honor.

Many Members may not realize that
TicER TEAGUE'S wounds never completely
healed. His right leg was badly shattered
in 1945 by gunshot wounds inflicted by
the enemy in Europe. This was the third
time that Ticer TEAGUE was wounded,
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and it was so serious that he was de-
clared no longer fit for military duty and
was subsequently separated from the
service.

Over the years TIGER TEAGUE learned
to live with his shortened leg, but the
malady never went away. When I came
to Congress in 1974, I learned his leg was
causing increasingly acute pain and that
drastic surgery would be necessary.
Ticer finally consented to have his leg
amputated earlier this year at Bethesda
Naval Hospital. I mention this because
I believe that Mr. TeacvE’s impressive
war record and shattering wounds have
provided a basis for understanding what
war is all about and relating to the
problems of veterans in their return to
civilian life.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is most fitting
and proper, therefore, that this hospital
from which Ticer TeAcUE launched his
most distinguished career should be
named the “Olin E. Teague Veterans
Center.”®
® Mr, MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in strong support of the bill and
urge its passage by my colleagues. It is
extremely fitting that we should be con-
sidering legislation to name the veter-
ans’ hospital in Temple, Tex., in honor of
our esteemed colleague, OLIN “TIGER”
TeAcUE. TIGER TEAGUE more than any
other Member of this body, past or pres-
etn, symbolizes the good which has been
accomplished on behalf of our Nation’s
former servicemen and women.

During the 14 years he served as chair-
man of the House Veterans' Affairs Com-
mittee he was the inspiration and guid-
ing light in pushing through much
needed legislation to improve benefits for
our veterans. We in this Congress and all
of America’s veterans owe so much to
Ticer TeAGUE for his dedication and
leadership. Naming the hospital in Tem-
ple after Chairman TeAcuE is just one
of many ways we can show the great
appreciation and deep friendship we
have for this outstanding colleague.

We shall all miss the contributions of
Ticer when he retires at the end of the
95th Congress, but at the same time we
realize how much we have benefited
from knowing him as a friend and col-
league. He has been an inspiration to us
and left a record of achievement which
shall be long remembered.@
® Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 11579, a bill to name the
Veterans’ Administration hospital in
Temple, Tex., after the distinguished
gentleman from Texas, the Honorable
OLIN E. TEAGUE.

It has been said that persons of ex-
ceptional accomplishments should be
duly rewarded by being honored in their
lifetime. I wholeheartedly share this view
and am most pleased to be acting on the
legislation now before this body.

I have had the great privilege and
honor to have served with Congressman
TEAGUE on the Committee of Veterans'
Affairs while he was its widely respected
chairman,

After he assumed the chairmanship of
the Committee on Science and Technol-
ogy, I continued to serve with Congress-
man TEAGUE as ranking minority member
of the Subcommittee on Education and
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Training while he remained chairman of
that important subcommittee.

During his distinguished tenure as
chairman of the Committee on Science
and Technology, Congressman TEAGUE
was instrumental in leading America into
the space age. His leadership of that im-
portant committee was a strong force in
developing the advanced technology that
has been central to our Nation’s growth
and economic and military strength.

As a young veteran and Congressman,
“T16ER” TEAGUE imaginatively and boldly
authored the GI bill of educational
rights; the war orphans scholarship
program; and the Vietnam war educa-
tion program. He created the VA nursing
care program; the servicemen’s group
life insurance program and, through his
energy and skill, developed the medical
scholarship program.

“Ti1GER” was the driving force behind
the refashioning of the dependency and
indemnity compensation program and
he devised the outpatient drug program.

“TIGER” TEAGUE particularly endeared
himself to the millions of World War IT
veterans. The following quote clearly
testifies to his unparallel standing. The
remark, made just last month by Oliver
E. Meadows, former staff director of the
Veterans’' Committee for many years and
now national commander of the Disabled
American Veterans, notes that: “A life
member of the Disabled American Vet-
erans, ‘TiGER’ TEAGUE has done more
for disabled veterans than any single
person in our Nation.”

Mr. Speaker, as one who has served
with “TIGER” as a ranking member of the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, and as
one who known personally his sense of
dedication, commitment, and fairness, I
wish him a richly rewarding retirement.
The most deserving honor we in the Con-
gress can offer our colleague is to carry
on his dedication on the Veterans’ Com-
mittee and on this floor on the behalf
of our deserving veterans, their widows
and their orphans.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. ®

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 11579.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 11579

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Veterans’ Administration hospital located
at 1801 South First Street, Temple, Texas,
shall hereafter be known and designated as
the “Olin E. Teague Veterans' Hospital”. Any
reference to such hospital in any law, regu-
lation, document, or other paper of the
United States shall be deemed a reference
to it as the “Olin E. Teague Veterans' Hos-
pital®.

With the following committee amend-
ments:
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Page 1, line 3, strike out “hospital” and
insert in lleu thereof “‘center”.

Page 1, line 6, strike out "Hospital” and
insert in lieu thereof “Center".

Page 1, line 6, strike out “hospital” and
Insert in lleu thereof “center".

Page 1, line 8, strike out “a reference to it”
and insert in leu thereof “to be a reference
to such center”.

Page 2, line 1, strike out “Hospital” and
insert in lieu thereof “Center”.

Page 2, after line 2, add the following new
section:

SEc. 2. This Act shall take effect on Janu-
ary 4, 1979,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to designate the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration center located at 1901 South
First Street, Temple, Tex., as the “Olin
E. Teague Veterans’ Center”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

AMENDING THE ACT INCORPORAT-
ING THE AMERICAN LEGION SO AS
TO REDEFINE ELIGIBILITY FOR
MEMEBEERSHIP THEREIN

The Clerk called the Senate bill (S.
2424) to amend the act incorporating the
American Legion so as to redefine eli-
gibility for membership therein.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the Senate bill as follows:

S. 2424

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That section 5
of the Act entitled “An Act to incorporate
the American Legion", approved September
16, 1919 (41 Stat. 285; 36 U.S.C. 45), is here-
by amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 5. No person shall be a member of
this corporation unless he has served in the
naval or military services of the United States
at some time during any of the following
periods: April 6, 1917, to November 11, 1918;
December 7, 1941 to December 31, 1946; June
25, 1950, to January 31, 1955; August 5,
1964, to May 7, 1975; all dates inclusive,
or who, being a citizen of the United States
at the time of entry therein, served in the
military or naval service of any of the gov-
ernments associated with the United States
during said wars or hostilities: Provided,
however, That such person shall have an
honorable discharge or separation from such
service or continues to serve honorably after
any of the aforesaid terminal dates.”.

The Senate bill was ordered to be read
a third time, was read the third time,
and passed, and a motion to reconsider
was laid on the table.

AMENDING THE FEDERAL CHARTER
OF THE BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 11956)
to amend the Federal charter of the Boy
Scouts of America.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 11956

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That the Act en-
titled “An Act to incorporate the Boy Scouts
of America,” approved June 15, 1916 (39
Stat. 227; 36 U.S.C. 21), is amended by ad-
ding the following new sectlon:

“SEc. 10. That the annual report of the
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Boy Scouts of the United States of America
shall be printed each year, with accompany-
ing illustrations, as a separate House docu-
ment of the session of the Congress to which
such report may be submitted."”.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

NATIONAL ARCHIVES TRUST FUND
BOARD

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 12915)
to amend section 2301 of title 44, relating
to the National Archives Trust Pund
Board.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 12015

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the first
sentence of section 2301 of title 44, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:
“The National Archives Trust Fund Board
shall consist of the Archivist of the United
States, as Chairman, and the Secretary of the
Treasury and the Chairman of the National
Endownment for the Humanities.”.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

ABOLITION OF FEDERAL RECORDS
COUNCIL

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8112) to
repeal chapter 27 of title 44, United
States Code.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R, B112

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Federal Records Councll is hereby abolished
and that chapter 27 of title 44, United States
Code, 1s repealed.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

That the Federal Records Council is hereby
abolished.

SEc. 2. (8) Chapter 27 of title 44, United
States Code, is repealed.

(b) The table of chapters of title 44, United
States Code, is amended by striking out the
item pertaining to chapter 27,

The committee amendment
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. This concludes the
call of the eligible bills on the Consent
Calendar.

was

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE POPE
PAUL VI

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time to express what I am sure must
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be the great sense of sadness on the part
of all Americans, Roman Catholic and
non-Catholic alike, on the death yester-
day of His Holiness Pope Paul VI.

During his 15 years of service in the
papacy, Pope Paul worked devotedly in
the cause of world peace and the cause of
justice for the oppressed. Pope Paul was
an outstanding leader of the church dur-
ing a time of turbulent change.
® Mr. HANLEY. Mr,. Speaker, it is with
profound sadness that I stand today to
pay tribute to Pope Paul VI.

On September 29, 1973, I had the high
honor and privilege of an audience with
Pope Paul at the Vatican. I found him
to be passionately longing for peace on
Earth and genuinely concerned with the
well-being of all peoples of the world.
For me, Pope Paul has been a source of
great moral and spiritual inspiration.

As the most traveled Pope in history,
Paul exemplified his role of pilgrim,
carrying his message of love and peace
to the far corners of the Earth. His 15
years as spiritual leader of the world’s
600 million Roman Catholics spanned an
era of innovation and conflict.

Pope Paul picked up the reins of the
Roman Catholic Church at a time of
dissent and demand for dialog. He
quickly found himself forced into the
role of a mediator between those in the
church who wanted change and those
who opposed it. His skill was that he
was able to keep extremists on the right
and the left from splitting away from
Catholicism, while, at the same time, he
greatly encouraged missionaries and
clergy in Third World countries who
were fighting for justice and human
rights against their totalitarian govern-
ments.

Through it all, Pope Paul guided with
a firm, steady hand, not only bridging
the schisms between Catholics, but im-
proving the relations of the Catholic
Church with the other religions of the
world.

This morning’s Syracuse Post-Stand-
ard wrote:

Pope Paul was a compassionate man. He
suffered from the dissent within the Church,
lamented the division and deplored the
disunity. He feared that some of the dis-
sent and disobedience posed a threat to
destroy the Church. But he met every chal-
lenge head-on. By and large, Pope Paul did
a difficult job well for 15 years. He assumed
the Iimmense responsibility for radical
change within the Church that was decreed
by those who preceded him. Pope Paul VI
led the Church through one of its most dif-
ficult periods in history. He did it so well
the task of his successor will be immeasur-
ably easler. Pope Paul was truly a good and
faithful servant.

In the words of Msgr. Robert Lavin
of Syracuse:

Pope Paul walked with one foot in tradl-
tion and one foot in progress. He always tried
to assume a moderate role. Pope John XXITI
was the innovator, but it was up to Pope Paul
to bring about, slowly, patiently, prudently,
the changes in Church liturgy originated by
John. Time will bear him out as a great
leader.@
® Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, Sunday,
August 6, 1978, was a day of sorrow for
millions of people throughout the world,
both Catholic and non-Catholic, for
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Sunday saw the passing of a true
“Prince of Peace,” Pope Paul VI.

Pope Paul was a man who at an early
age committed his life to love and serv-
ice of humanity. His skills as a diplo-
mat, his effectiveness as an administra-
tor, and his deep-rooted humanitarian
concerns early brought him attention
from his superiors within the church
hierarchy. As Archbishop of Milan, he
gained a reputation as the champion of
the working classes and the down-
trodden.

In 1958, upon his accession to the
Papal Throne, Pope John XXIII ele-
vated then-Archbishop Montini to the
College of Cardinals in recognition of his
talents—the first Cardinal created by
Pope John. When the sainted Pope John
passed on in the summer of 1963, Cardi-
nal Montini was viewed by many as the
logical choice to carry forward the rev-
olution that John had begun. Thus, it
was no surprise when Cardinal Montini
was elevated to the pontificate on a very
early ballot. Emulating his predecessor,
he took the name Paul—like John, a
name not used by a Pope for centuries.

Never in the 2,000 year history of the
seat of Rome had a Pope taken office in
such trying times. Pope Paul met the
contingencies of living in a jet-age world
without abandoning the centuries-old
foundations of his faith. In his quest
for peace, Paul became not only the first
Pope to leave Italy during his reign, but
the first to visit every inhabited con-
tinent in the world.

One of the most stirring moments of
the 20th-century came in 1965, when
this holy man stood at the podium of
the United Nations and voiced his plea:
“Never again war.”

But despite the temptations of living
in a commercial age, Pope Paul truly
remained the “rock” of his church,
never deviating from what he believed
to be the basic teachings of morality in
Judeao-Christian tradition. Perhaps the
most significant aspect of this holy man
was the fact that, despite his receiving
probably more criticism than any Pope
in modern times from the members of
his own church—both the liberals, who
felt he was too old-fashioned, and the
conservatives, who felt he was moving
too fast—he never reacted to criticism
by rebuking his detractors. In 1968, he
was quoted as saying:

One must not seek to conquer his ques-
tioner, but to convince him. In a sane and
holy discussion there is no “master” and
no “slave” * * * but two servants of the
“truth.

Along with my family, I personally
had the honor of an audience with the
Pope in 1973, and was impressed with
the humility, the insight, and the com-
passion on this servant of God.

Mr. Speaker, it is indeed benefiting
that the Congress note its condolences in
memorializing the death of the “Prince
of Peace”, Pope Paul VI.@

® Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr.

Speaker,
throughout the world, men and women
of all faiths mourn the loss of a servant
of God and mankind who led the Roman
Catholic Church through the tumult of
the last 15 years.
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Following the death of Pope Paul VI
yesterday, millions of people across the
world are focusing on the enormous ac-
complishments of his 15-year papacy.

He ascended to the papacy at a time
when the reforms and the ecumenical
spirit of Pope John XXIIT had opened
a new era in the history of the church.

In June 1963, the mission of John
XXIII fell to Pope Paul VI. It was he who
was to lead the church through the years
of upheaval and change which con-
fronted all institutions and which threat-
ened the very foundations of the church.

Pope Paul infused the church with his
vision that the church must be at once
part of the modern world and yet stead-
fast in its adherence to the traditional
teachings of its two millenia history.
The church must be both contemporary
and timeless.

It is upon this timelessness of its teach-
ings that the universality of the church
is founded uniting people of all national-
ities, races, and political creeds and link-
ing those of one generation with their
forefathers and their descendants.

The task facing Pope Paul as he began
his papacy in 1963 was enormous. Pope
John had lived to convene only one
session of Vatican II. That universal
conclave presented a tremendous chal-
lenge to a worldwide church held to-
gether not by nationalism and self-
interest but by a common faith and
tradition.

The universal church was threatened
by the same forces of disunity—nation-
alism, economic competition, and ideo-
logical confrontation—which threatened
the secular world.

Pope Paul VI became a figure of con-
ciliation. His papacy became a tireless
crusade for world peace.

He was the first Pope in modern times
to travel outside of Italy. His journeys
throughout the world represented his
commitment to peace and his recogni-
tion of the emergence of the Third
World.

The full significance of the papacy of
Pope Paul will not likely be known dur-
ing our lifetime. This complex man
reigned at a time when no leader—
spiritual or temporal—could escape crit-
icism. He reigned during the most diffi-
cult of times. Until the end of his life, he
carried an enormous burden abjuring
abdication with the admonition, “Kings
may abdicate; popes may not.” @
® Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. Speaker, I join
with hundreds of million of people
throughout the world in mourning the
passing of Pope Paul VI, Even people
who barely knew of him, know that his
passing means that a strong voice for
peace and for human rights has been
stilled.

Pope Paul was, of course, best known
for guiding the Second Vatican Coun-
cil to its historic and successful ccnclu-
sion but he was also known as a friend
of suffering people everywhere. A schol-
arly, unassuming man, he nonetheleless
commanded the respect of the leaders of
the greatest nations of the world.

Pope Paul will be remembersd, and
missed, both as a great spiritual leader
and as a champion for the temporal needs
of people to be free, to be fed, and to
be at peace.®
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® Mr. FARY. Mr. Speaker, it is with a
great deal of sorrow and loss that yes-
terday I learned of the untimelv pass-
ing of one of modern history’s greatest
religious leaders—Pope Paul VI, who,
for past 15 years, has been the spiritual
head of the Roman Catholic Church. His
unswerving commitment to the ideals
of peace and compassion, which under-
scored his pontificate, served as an in-
spiration to us all in these tumuluous
times of political and moral upheaval.

Pope Paul VI, as 263d occupant. of the
Throne of St. Peter, had served as Pope
since June 21, 1963 and whose reign
came at a critical time when persuasive
influence and strong leadership was
needed to guide the Catholic Church
through an unprecedented period of re-
forms. These reforms were brought forth
as a result of the Second Vatican Coun-
cil, convened by the late pontiff's pre-
decessor, John XXIII and brought to a
conclusion by Pope Paul. Under his
guidance, the Second Vatican Council
instituted major changes in the liturgy
and organization of the Roman Catholic
Church and also sought to improve rela-
tions with Protestant and Eastern Ortho-
dox Christians.

As a result of the council’s reforms,
Pope Paul formulated new positions on
ecumanism and institued the greatest
liturgical changes in centuries, includ-
ing dropping the use of Latin mass in
favor of the use of local languages. How-
ever, loyal to his theological convictions,
Pope Paul vigorously resisted pressures
to change traditional teachings on birth
control, priestly celibacy, and the ex-
clusion of women from the priesthood.

It is on the issue of birth control that
Pope Paul may best be remembered, for
in 1967, he issued an encyclical that em-
phasized the church's opposition to arti-
ficial means of birth control. Rather than
yield to contemporary social or theologi-
cal arguments in favor of lifting the ban,
the Pope maintained the view of tradi-
tional Catholic thought that artificial
birth control was inconsistent with the
teachings of Christ.

This same vein of thought prevailed in
1977 when Pope Paul approved a state-
ment by the congregation for the doc-
trine of the faith, which upheld the
church’s policy of refusing to ordain
women to the priesthood, citing as justi-
fication that Christ was a man, and as
such, female priests were unthinkable.

While the Pope's decisions on birth
control and the ordination of women left
many church progressives disgruntled
his human rights stand and pleas on be-
half of the world's poor and oppressed
won him the respect and support from
all elements of the church. He defined his
ideas on social justice in 1955, before his
elevation to the papacy, when he de-
clared,

No man must lack bread, a roof over his
head, clothing or work. All who guide poli-
tics and economics must, in honor, make
every effort to see that this aim is reached.

He further elaborated on this in his
encyclical, “On the Development of Peo-
ples,” issued in March 1967, in which he
said:

The poor nations remain poor while the
rich ones become still richer. The very life
of poor nations, civil peace in developing
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countries, and world peace are at stake. We
must make haste. Too many are suffering.

Characteristically, Pope Paul used his
journeys to foreign lands to dramatize
the need for social justice. During his
1964 trip to India he entered a poor dis-
trict of Bombay and wept at the abject
poverty. Four years later, he stood be-
fore a group of peasants in a Colombian
cow pasture and, while urging them to
shun violence, pledged to “continue to
denounce unjust economic inequalities
between rich and poor and abuses against
you and the community."”

Mr. Speaker, I could go on and on
about the late Pope's deeds and accom-
plishments, but I think the point of this
eulogy is clear. That not only was this
magnificent man deeply concerned about
the moral and physical well-being of his
550 million fellow Roman Catholics, but
the vast multitudes of non-Catholics as
well. For his was a vision that one day
we could all walk together as equals,
without hate, without poverty, without
prejudices that cloud our minds. I share
his dreams and solemnly pray that one
day those dreams will be realized.®

® Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I was
deeply saddened to learn the news of
the unfortunate death of Pope Paul VI,
a man whose entire life was an inspira-
tion to men and women of good will
throughout the world. As an apostle of
peace and a champion of the oppressed,
the Pope was a living symbol of courage
and compassion.

A man of unassuming presence, his
humility and humanity was epitomized
when he offered himself in exchange for
the hostages held captive by Palestinian
terrorists in Mogadishu, Somalia. And
again last May, in an attempt to save the
life of Aldo Moro, he implored the Red
Brigade to free the former Italian prime
minister “not so much because of my
humble and loving intercession, but by
virtue of his dignity as a common brother
of humanity.”

During his decade and a half ponti-
ficate, Paul VI extolled the need for
peace, justice, civil and human rights.
Internationally minded, he took his mes-
sage to the people of the United States,
India, Africa, the Middle East and many
other parts of the world. He served as a
clear, untiring voice of principle in the
midst of a world in tumultuous change.

Two years ago, I had the rare privilege
of having an audience with Pope Paul
and I came away convicted of his good
and gentle nature. The Pope spoke mov-
ingly about America’s responsibility in
the world and the extent to which we
could be a powerful force for the estab-
lishment of a more moral international
order. He implored us not to turn our
backs on the poor and downtrodden and
to remember that the forces of right-
eousness were heavily dependent on our
willingness to continue playing a con-
structive role in international affairs.

It was perhaps the most moving and
memorable moment of my life and I only
hope that we can live up to the high
ideals he so eloquently expressed and
which his entire life so effectively em-
bodied.®
® Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, today the
world mourns the passing of one of our
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greatest leaders, I am deeply saddened
by the loss of Pope Paul VI, who spent his
life in fervent appeal for peace and hu-
man progress.

Paul provided the Catholic Church
with strong leadership during a difficult
period of transition. When he was
elected Pope in 1963, he was determined
to carry out the Second Vatican Council,
which was begun by Pope John XXIII,
Paul took the church on the road fo
change, while upholding its traditions.

Mr. Speaker, people of every religion
came to know and appreciate this great
man, because he took a special interest
in bringing people from all nations to-
gether. Truly a “Pilgrim of Peace,” Paul
traveled to every continent in the world
to meet with leaders of many different
faiths. No other modern Pope had at-
tempted such an ambitious venture of
good will. His universal message of peace
and understanding was a powerful anti-
dote to the disagreements and tensions
between the various peoples of the world.

My wife and I were privileged to have
met Pope Paul during a visit to Rome.
We felt his kindness and compassion,
which many other Americans sensed
when he visited our country in 1965 and
said mass at Yankee Stadium in New
York. His devotion to a mission of world-
wide peace was epitomized in his speech
to the United Nations, where he told the
delegates from the nations of the world:
“No more war—war never again.” Paul
once said that he considered peace
among nations to be the essence of reli-
gion. He never lost sight of his mission.

His travels gave him a special empathy
for the poor and disadvantaged peoples
of the world. As an activist Pope, Paul
spoke out for cooperation among nations
to rid the world of poverty and disease.
During his years as Archbishop of Milan,
he was known as “the workers’ arch-
bishop,” and as Pope he made his con-
cern felt in every corner of the Earth.
Paul once said that it was his duty to
preach ‘‘the gospel of reason and jus-
tice.” Mr. Speaker, in preaching that
gospel Pope Paul provided all the peo-
ples of the world with a powerful voice
for peace and hope for the human spirit.
We all deeply mourn the loss of this
great and holy man.®
® Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I am
deepful mournful over the death of Pope
Paul VI. I visited the Vatican in Novem-
ber 1976 and found the Pope a man to
be venerated and admired for his leader-
ship and inspiration.

Pope Paul VI's accomplishments were
widespread and varied. The Pope con-
sistently sought to mediate between the
progressive and conservative forces
within the church. Although it was Pope
John XXIII who initiated the Vatican
Council, it fell to Pope Paul VI to carry-
out the proposed reforms. In addition,
he brought into being new guidelines for
a radical new relationship between Cath-
olics and Jews that has provided a
healthier atmosphere between them.

Furthermore, I led a delegation of the
House that was granted an audience with
Pope Paul where we discussed the prob-
lem of the alarming spread of narcotics
abuse throughout the world. Conse-
quently, His Holiness responded with
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the strongest position on drug abuse he
has ever taken publicly. For those of us
who understand the ravages of drug
abuse, the Pope’s position was welcomed
by all men of good will.

Clearly, the Pope was a progressive
exponent of human rights and social jus-
tice. He traveled widely throughout the
world spreading the teachings of the
church. He ardently worked for world
peace and championed the cause
of the hungry, the poor, and the op-
pressed as well as beginning a sensitive
and sustained effort to improve relations
with the Soviet Union and the Commu-
nist countries of Eastern Europe.

Truly, the Pope will be revered and
missed as he guided the church through
a difficult time of social and religious
unrest. It is impossible to assess Pope
Paul VI's contribution to mankind, but
the world is better for his leadership.®

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within which
to express their tributes to Pope Paul.

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

There was no objection.

APPEAL TO THE PRESIDENT TO
ASSIST IN RELEASE OF JAY CRAW-
FORD FROM THE SOVIET UNION

(Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
madtter.)

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker,
in the week just past, Francis Jay Craw-
ford, an American citizen, a resident of
Mobile, Ala., was on three separate occa-
sions summoned to KGB Headquaters
in Moscow and subjected to police inter-
rogation. On each occasion, the American
consular officer who was accompanying
him was refused access to the room where
Crawford was being questioned.

As I am sure you know, Mr. Speaker,
Crawford is the International Harvester
representative who, on June 12, was
dragged from his car, arrested, and un-
justly charged with currency violations
under the Soviet Criminal Code. He
spent a total of 15 days in a Soviet prison
before his release to the protective cus-
tody of U.S. Ambassador Malcolm Toon.
Crawford cannot now leave the Soviet
Union. He can be called back to the KGB
prison for questioning at any time.

The charge lodged against Mr. Craw-
ford has not been substantiated with
any evidence, and I personally do not be-
lieve that it is grounded in fact. The
arrest is a reprisal for the capture of two
Soviet spies engaged in espionage against
the United States. The charge is a fabri-
cation of the Soviets, who hoped to gain
the release of their agents who will
shortly be tried for their activities.

There is no indication that the Craw-
ford case will come to a conclusion in
the near future. Although Mr. Crawford
has been formally charged, his case is
still in the pretrial phase. No date has
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been set for the trial itself and much
will depend on the outcome of the Sep-
tember trial of the Soviet agents.

I am sure that my colleagues have
seen the press reports indicating that
the administration is presently engaged
in efforts to arrange a swap for the
imprisoned Soviet dissident Anatoly
Scharansky. Mr. Speaker, like millions
of other Americans, I am concerned
about Mr. Scharansky and the viola-
tion of his human rights. However, I am
more concerned that our Government
protects the rights of an American
citizen.

Mr. Speaker, I have written to the
President of the United States of Amer-
ica to continue his aggressive campaign
to secure the release of Jay Crawford.
I am enclosing a copy of that letter for
the RECORD.

The letter follows:

Hon. JiMMY CARTER,
President, The White House,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR, PRESIDENT: As you know, I have
been interested in the case of Jay Crawford,
the American businessman employed in the
Soviet Union by the International Harvester
Corporation, and currently released to the
surety of Ambassador Toon.

Recently there has been speculation in
the press and elsewhere concerning the pos-
sibility of a so-called “swap' of accused So-
viet spies for Soviet dissident Anatoly
Shcharansky. My concern in this matter is
that the Administration remain alert to such
possibilities with regard to Mr. Crawford
who is, after all, a United States citizen.

It is my understanding that the State
Department has been most cooperative Iin
every regard in its dealings with Interna-
tional Harvester on this matter. Hopefully,
this close cooperation will continue and
terminate in the eventual early release of
Mr. Crawford. :

Sincerely,

AvcusT 3, 1978.

Dan ROSTENKOWSKI,
Member of Congress.

RUGGED INDIVIDUALISTS

(Mr. DANIELSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous material.)

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, I was
born in a little country town in Nebraska.
The name was Wausa, named after an
old Swedish King Vasa who lived a long
time ago.

It is a small town of some 750 people.
They are good, hardworking people of
conservative bent.

Occasionally I get a copy of the Wausa
Gazette, the local newspaper. In a recent
issue I saw an interesting article on
“Rugged Individualists.” I would like to
share it with my colleagues.

The article is as follows:

[From the Wausa Gazette, June 15, 1978]

RUGGED INDIVIDUALISTS

A young man attended public school, rode
the free school bus, participated in the sub-
sidized lunch program. He entered the Army,
and then upon dlscharge retained his Na-
tional Service Insurance. He then attended
the State Unlversity, on the GI Bill.

Upon graduation, he married a Public
Health nurse and bought a farm with an
FHA loan and then obtained an RFC loan to
go into business. A baby was born In the
county hospital.
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Later he put part of his land in the sofl
bank and the payments helped pay for his
farm and ranch. His father and mother lived
on the ranch on their Social Security; REA
lines supplied electricity. The government
helped clear his land. The County Agent
showed him how to terrace it, then the gov-
ernment built him a fish pond and stocked
it with fish.

Books from the Public Library were de-
livered to his door. He banked his money and
& government agency insured it. His children
attended public schools, rode free school
buses, played in the public parks and swam
in the public pools.

He was a leader in obtaining the new Fed-
eral Building and went to Washington with
a group to ask the government to build a
great dam. He petitioned the government to
give the local air base to the County.

Then one day, after hearing that Carter's
$500 billion budget for 1978 added up to
$2,000 for every man, woman and child, he
wrote his Congressman.

"I wish to protest these excessive govern-
mental expenditures and attendant high
taxes. I belleve in rugged individualism. I
think people should stand on their own two
feet without expecting handouts. I am op-
posed to all soclalistic trend and I demand
& return to the Principles of our Constitution
and of State rights.”—Author Unknown.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 7577, ECONOMIC OPPORTU-
NITY AMENDMENTS OF 1978

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 7577) to
amend the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964, and for other purposes, with a Sen-
ate amendment thereto, disagree to the
Senate amendment, and agree to the
conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
PERKINS, ANDREWS of North Carolina,
HAawkiNs, Forp of Michigan, CoRraDA,
GoobpLing, and QUIE.

PROPOSED CREDIT AGAINST IN-
COME TAX FOR SOCIAL SECU-
RITY TAXES PAID

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

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, one
scarcely knows what to believe about the
tax bill that is pending at this point. T
have heard of a provision which the
majority leadership wants to make in
order, the so-called Gephardt amend-
ment that the gentleman from Missouri
presented in the last day of considera-
tion of the bill in the Committee on
Ways and Means. This would provide a
credit against the income taxes for social
security taxes paid. Since no hearings
have been held on this, and since it is
not a generally understood provision, I
have reserved 15 minutes today for a
special order to discuss this matter. I
urge my colleagues to attend and par-
ticipate.

BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS POLICY
OUT OF GEAR

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

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, every
month or so spokesmen for the Carter
administration appear before bright
lights and cameras to announce the bad
news concerning the Nation’s balance-of-
payments position. It is not uncommon
for them to note that the monthly or
quarterly increase in our trade deficit is
the largest since records have been kept.
The quarterly average trade deficit,
using Census Bureau figures, is now run-
ning around $2 billion a month. This
kind of figure is routinely decried by ad-
ministration offiials who sternly warn
that the balance-of-payments picture
must be improved. Imports will have to
be cut and exports will have to be
increased.

One wonders how seriously the admin-
istration takes its own warnings. Or how
much responsibility it feels the Federal
Government ought to bear through its
procurement and contracting operations
for improving the balance-of-payments
situation.

For instance, it has come to my atten-
tion that the Department of Transpor-
tation is building a series of new Coast
Guard cutters and selected an American
firm for the work. All well and good.
However, when the shipbuilding compa-
ny solicited bids for gears for four of
the cutters with the potential of placing
additional orders with the subcontractor,
a British firm was chosen for the work.
Because a difference of only $38,000 sep-
arated an American bidder—Philadel-
phia Gear—from the low-bidding British
firm, as much as $5 million may flow out
of the country to import the British-
made gear parts.

There is no excuse for a department of
the Federal Government to be an accom-
plice to this type of arrangement. If the
Government’'s own policies at every level
do not reflect a commitment, and not
just rhetoric, when it comes to lowering
unemployment, reducing the trade defi-
cit, and restoring the dollar to its previ-
ously strong international position, then
there is perhaps little reason to expect
that any progress is going to be made on
these diffi_ult economic problems,

LOSS OF AMERICAN JOBS AND TAX
MONEY WHEN CONTRACTS ARE
GIVEN TO FOREIGN MANUFAC-
TURERS

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

Mr, WALKER, Mr. Speaker, I rise to
talk about Government policy that has
tremendous cost implications for the
American people.

My remarks today involve the loss of
jobs and tax money when contracts are
given to foreign manufacturers. I have
spoken on this problem and the need for
reform of the Buy American Act previ-
ously, both on the House floor and in
committee.

In this instance, a Pennsylvania manu-
facturer of propulsion gears was the sec-
ond low bid on gears for four 270-foot
Coast Guard cutters, The low bidder and
subsequent recipient of the contract was
a British company. It has since been dis-

August 7, 1978

covered, however, that the British gear
system is too heavy for use in these ships.
Rather than allowing the British firm to
adjust the weight, the bidding on this
contract should be reopened.

Cases such as this, I am sure, are not
uncommon. They are, however, inexcus-
able for several reasons. First, an eco-
nomic analysis shows that domestic pur-
chases would return to our Government
in the form of taxes, half of the dollars
spent; whereas the procurement of for-
eign products would not. Second, a de-
crease in production is detrimental to the
U.S. economy and would cause layoffs.
Layoffs would also cost the Government
more money since unemployed workers
would have to apply for special unem-
ployment and training benefits. The pro-
duction of gears for the initial 4 ships
cited above—of a total of 37 ships
planned—would keep 100 men working
for 6 months. This is especially impor-
tant when the unemployment rate in
Pennsylvania has just risen to 7.4 per-
cent.

The main point is that the cost of for-
eign products at face value is less, but the
total cost to U.S. companies and Ameri-
can workers is devastating.

AWARD OF COAST GUARD CON-
TRACT FOR MAIN PROPULSION
GEARS FOR 270-FOOT CUTTERS

(Mr. SCHULZE 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. SCHULZE. Mr. Speaker, the ad-
ministration has astounded every one of
us over the last year and a half with a
series of actions which affect the defense
of our Nation. The latest to come to my
attention could have a direct bearing on
the capability of the U.S. Coast Guard to
perform its mission.

The prime contractor, Tacoma Boat-
building Co., scheduled to start con-
struction on the first four ships in a
series of new 270-foot Coast Guard cut-
ters has selected a British company,
GEC, to manufacture the main propul-
sion gears.

The issue of concern here is much
more than jobs and much more than
contracts: The issue is our national de-
fense. If our Coast Guard is dependent
upon a foreign corporation for its
viability, what happens if the sea lanes
between our nations are cut off? Is
our Coast Guard then cut off? If Britain
goes to war, will they continue to provide
these essential parts for our ships? The
bottom line is a simple one: We cannot
afford to have the heart of our Coast
Guard ships produced anywhere but at
home.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to draw the
attention of the Members to the July
1978, issue of Defense Electronics Per-
spective, a very lengthy statement en-
titled “Fast Patrol Boats: Key to So-
viet World Domination?”

Mr. Speaker, the Soviet Union has
embarked on an aggressive global strat-
egy of transferring hundreds of fast
patrol boats to other nations with the
intent of securing forward bases, dis-
rupting the regional status quo and
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gaining geostrategic advantage over the
United States.

This clear and present threat should
emphasize the wisdom in keeping our
coastal defense system second to none,
and a step in that direction would be the
awarding of contracts to American firms
for production of all parts of this system.

What we basically have in this instance
is American industry being preempted in
participating in our overall national de-
fense effort. Our experience with past
wars showed that America’s industrial
community can tool up for an all-out
effort to produce military equipment.
This capability has been proven, but what
do we do with it? We subcontract to a
British firm for gears to go on our Coast
Guard cutters.

A strong defense is not just enough
ships and planes to meet any adversary.
It also means an American industrial
community willing and able to meet all
our defense needs. What we need is a
commitment by this administration to let
them get on with the job.®

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
TO MEET TOMORROW DURING
5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, on be-
half of the Committee on the Judiciary,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary may meet tomor-
row, Tuesday, August 8, 1978, during the
5-minute rule.

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

Mr. ASHBROOEK. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, may I ask the
gentleman whether this meeting will be
for purposes of markup?

Mr. DANIELSON. If the gentleman
will yield, Mr. Speaker, it is for markup.
It is for committee action on four bills.
We are behind in our schedule, and the
House meets at 10 a.m. We have not had
the opportunity to have the Committee
on the Judiciary meetings for some time.
It is urgent that we be able to consider
these bills.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Further reserving
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, we are
getting into that time of the year when
campaigning starts. I am one Member
who is on the floor quite a bit, and I am
getting a little tired of staff members
sending back information to our districts
with respect to how many committee
meetings we miss.

I think I will object to that because I
do not want to miss that meeting.

Mr. DANIELSON. I will be glad to
assure the gentleman’s constituents that
he misses very few meetings, if that
would be of any help.

Mr, ASHBROOE. The record shows
otherwise, so I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my request.

DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS, 1979

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-

sideration of the bill (H.R. 13635) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1979, and for other
purposes.

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

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

Mr. ASHBROOE. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 320, nays 6,
not voting 106, as follows:

[Roll No. 650]
YEAS—320

Hughes
Hyde
Ichord
Ireland
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla,
. Jordan
. Kastenmeler
Kaze

n
Eelly
. Kemp
. Keys
" Kildee
Eindness
Eostmayer
Krebs
Krueger
Lagomarsino
Latta
Le
Lederer
Leggett
Lehman
Lent
Levitas
Livingston
Lioyd, Tenn.

Byron
Carney
Carter
Cavanaugh
Chappell
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cohen

Coleman
Collins, IIl.
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Myers, Gary
Myers, John

Rooney
Rose

Rostenkowski
Myers, Michael Roybal

Natcher
Nedzl
Nichols
Nix
Nolan
Nowak
O'Brien
Oberstar
Ottinger
Panetta
Patterson
Pattison
Pease
Perkins

Collins, Tex,
Lloyd, Calif.

Alexander
Ambro
Ammerman
Appiegate
Armstrong
Baldus
Barnard
Baucus
Beard, R.I.
Bellenson
Boland
Bolling

Burke, Mass,
Butler
Caputo

Carr
Cederberg
Chisholm
Clay
Cochran
Conte
Conyers
Cornell
Cotter
Cunningham
Davis

de la Garza
Diggs

Mr. MOORE changed his vote from

Rudd
Runnels
Russo
Ryan
Satterfield
Scheuer
Schroeder
Schulze
Bebelius
Selberling
Sharp
Shuster
Blkes
Simon
Skubltz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, Nebr.
Snyder
Solarz
Spence

St Germain
Btaggers
Stangeland
Stanton
Stark
Steers
Stelger
Stockman
Stratton
Studds
Stump
Symms

NAYS—6

M'tchell, Md.
Moilohan

Flowers
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Fountain
Fowler
Fraser

Frey
Gammage
Garela
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Hanley
Hansen
Harrington
Hightower
Hillis
Jocobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Tenn.
Easten
LaFalce

Le Fante
Lott
McDonald
McKinney
Mann
Mathis
Mikulskl
Milford
Moakley
Moorhead, Pa.
Moss

Neal

Oakar

unay” to Hyea.”
So the motion was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
1IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Young, Fla.
Young, Mo.

Young, Tex.
Zablockl

Quayle
Wilson, Bob

NOT VOTING—106

Obey

gstt!n
epper

Pressl

Spellman
Steed
Stokes
Teague
Thone

Zeferettli

Conable
Corcoran
Corman
Cornwell
Coughlin
Crane
D’Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson
Delaney
Dellums

Dent
Derrick

Hol
Hollenbeck
Hoit
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby

Miller, Ohio
Mineta
Minish
Miichell, N.X.
Moffett
Montgomery

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. 13635, with
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Friday, August
4, 1978, the Clerk had read through line
11, page 2.

Are there any amendments?
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKINSON

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer amendments, and I ask unanimous
consent, since this is a series of amend-
ments dealing with one subject, that
they be considered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

Mr. VOLEMER. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DICKINSON:
On page 2, line 11, strike “$9,123,000" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “$9,125,209,000".

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of my amendment, and the rea-
son I had asked unanimous consent that
the series of amendments, all dealing
with the consolidation of helicopter
training, be considered en bloc is because
they all have just one subject matter in
common.

The purpose of these amendments is
to add $20 million to the Army budget
and reduce the Navy budget by $22 mil-
lion in order to allow the Department
of Defense to consolidate Navy and Ma-
rine Corps undergraduate helicopter
pilot training under the Army. The De-
partment of Defense was criticized in
1972 by the General Accounting Office
for not making this move. For at least
3 or 4 years, the Defense Department has
been trying, but Congress has made a
political decision and has blocked the
effort.

I admit at the outset that I have a
parochial interest in the consolidation,
since all Army helicopter training is at
Fort Rucker in my district. However, I
would not be standing up here if this
effort were merely an interservice rivalry,
or the only thing involved here was who
was going to do the training. My amend-
ment will allow the Department of De-
fense to employ its resources more effi-
ciently, and save approximately $100
million over the next 5 years.

At the present time, there are two sep-
arate undergraduate helicopter pilot
training programs operated by the De-
partment of Defense. Army and Air
Force pilots are trained at Fort Rucker.
Navy and Marine Corps and Coast Guard
pilots are trained at Pensacola, Fla. As a
result, we have had to pay for duplicate
training simulators and duplicate per-
sonnel to conduct the training.

All we are talking about, Mr. Chair-
man, is basic helicopter flight instruc-
tion training at the enery level. In other
words, it is to take an untrained individ-
ual and to put him ultimately in flight,
to get the helicopter into the air and fly-
ing and get the necessary flying hours in
so that the individual gets his wings.
Some individual Members who will fol-
low me on this subject will try to con-
vince other Members that the Navy and
Marine Corps and Coast Guard pilots
need some different basic training. I sub-
mit this is not so. Before we can teach a
person to fly over water or to land on a
carrier or destroyer, or to land assault
troops on the beach, we have to teach
him basic helicopter training.
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Seventy-five percent of all helicopters
owned by the Department of Defense are
flown by the Army. Over 75 percent of
all missions flown during the Vietnamese
war were flown by Army pilots. If there
is a service-oriented peculiarity such as
the Navy or Marine Corps or Coast
Guard might have, then, of course, they
can go on to specialized training.

Some of the Navy contend 1t is best to
learn to fly fixed wing before rotary air-
craft. The Army believes otherwise and
has the track record to prove it.

The Air Force apparently shares the
Army'’s belief, since the Army trains the
Air Force helicopter pilots. There is no
question the Army is expert in training
helicopter pilots.

As a matter of fact, I wish every Mem-
ber of the House would have the oppor-
tunity to see the sophistication of the
training at Fort Rucker, which is lim-
ited not only to Americans but also cov-
ers training of pilots from NATO nations
and several Middle East countries. Some
of those who later will contend the con-
solidation endangers lives—as they did 2
years ago on the House floor and last
year on the Senate floor—have no basis
for this argument.

We are talking about a savings of at
least $97.7 million over the next 5 years
because we can eliminate over 2,000 slots
and avoid purchasing duplicate equip-
ment. Actually, the General Accounting
Office contends that the savings are con-
servative because certain cost areas such
as unfunded retirement and future vet-
erans’ benefits were not considered.

Therefore, I urge adoption of these
amendments.

Mr. Chairman, the Secretary of the
Defense is a strong supporter of the con-
solidation of the helicopter training. The
Secretary of the Navy supports the con-
solidation of the training. I have here a
report from the Comptroller General.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF
THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., May 18, 1978.
Hon. GeorGce H. MAHON,
Chairman, Commitiee on Appropriations,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mgr. CHAIRMAN: For the third year in
a row, the Department of Defense has pro-
posed that the Congress approve the planned
consolidation of helicopter pilot training. As
you know, this is an issue in which I have
been interested for some time. The General
Accounting Office has twice issued reports
51.1pport1ng the need to consolidate this
training and pointing out that significant
savings could be achieved.

In May 1874 we reported'that consolidation
of helicopter pllot training was feasible and
recommended that the Secretary of Defense
consider merging Army and Navy programs
at one site. After studying the matter, De-
fense proposed consolidation in the fiscal
year 1977 President's budget. The Congress
did not approve the consolidation, but di-
rected Defense to make another study to
more clearly document the expected savings.

Defense's April 1977 report on its subse-
quent study estimated that net savings of
$103.8 million would result during the period
1878 through 1982 from consolidation. We
reported in May 1977 that these estimated

savings were conservative because they did
not consider reductions in certain cost areas

such as unfunded retirement and future
veterans benefits. We estimated that addi-
tional savings of $46 million could be
achieved if consolidation is accomplished.
More recently, the Defense Audit Service,
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in its March 23, 1978, report, concluded that
savings of $97.7 million over the next five
years could result from consolidation.

I believe that the feasibility of consolidat-
ing helicopter training and the significant
resultant savings have been adequately dem-~
onstrated. With your support, Defense can
expect a more favorable outcome as the Con-
gress again considers this important issue.

This letter is also being sent to the Chalr-
men, Senate and House Armed Services Com-
mittees and Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee.

Sincerely yours,
ELMER B. STAATS,
Comptroller General of the United
States.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr, DICKIN-
soN was allowed to proceed for 5 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr., Chairman, if
I might quote from a letter from the
Secretary of Defense to Senator STENNIS,
he says:

I am very concerned by the repriorization
proposed in the operations area. While the
House has been helpful in a number of in-
stauces In identifying potential improve-
ments arising out of its staff analysis and
audit reports, I take strong exception to the
reversal of some oi the efficiencles that we
had included in the budget request. We are
frequently exhorted to improve the efficiency
of our operations and these improvements
obviously require dislocations which may be
disruptive to individuals and communities
affected. These actions are sometimes neces-
sary to ensure the best defense posture ob-
tainable from the limited resources available.
Although the Congress has rejected a8 num-
ber of these in the past, I continue to believe

that we should consclidate helicopter
training.

This letter was signed by Secretary of
Defense Harold Brown.

The letter signed by Mr. Staats,
Comptroller General of the TUnited
States, explains the problem and iden-
tifies the areas of savings and has urged
that the consolidation go forward.

Mr. Chairman, there are two principal
arguments that the opponents of this
will have. One is that, well, the Navy has
to train their pilots differently. Let me
make two points here.

First, in a Defense Department study
on this very subject it reads that the
Navy and Marine Corps students should
be trained in a maritime environment,
but the report’s conclusions are that a
relatively minor part of the Navy pro-
gram is specified over water or in a ship-
board environment.

Mr. Chairman, 0.8 percent flying
hours and 0.7 percent flying hours, re-
spectively, are designated for field car-
rier landing practice and carrier quali-
fication. Mr. Chairman, 0.7 percent hours
is allotted for this purpose, in the event
a carrier is not available, then require-
ment is waived.

The point is that they train them with
less than an hour of flying time over
water, so I cannot believe that that is
really that important.

We are talking about basic helicopter
training, and from this point they can
go forward and have any specialized
training that the service might require.
But I think in the interest of economy, to
cut down spending without hurting our
defense one bit, and perhaps even im-
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proving it, I think that it behooves the
House, as we have in the past 2 years
that the House has had this provision
to consolidate helicopter training at one
place, to do this. Then these students
can go back to their individual services,
just as they do in the Air Force now. It
does not hurt their training, it enhances
their training.

I think it is just common sense to do
s0.
As I said before, the Secretary of De-
fense supports it; the Comptroller Gen-
eral supports it; and the GAO, as I said,
has criticized the Defense Department
for not already having done this.

The Comptroller General has identified
the cost savings, and these will go on for
every year we have the consolidated
helicopter training, and not just $100
million in 5 years.

So I would strongly urge the Members
of the House to adopt the amendment
and let us get on to strengthening our
defense.

Mr. SIKES Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
DICKINSON) .

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

Mr. Chairman, I have the highest
regard for my good friend, BrLr DICKIN-
sonN. He is able, articulate, and an out-
standing Member of this body. We live
in adjoining congressional districts, we
share a long common boundary, and
the story persists that some of his con-
stituents come across the line on election
day to vote for me and that some of
mine go across the line to vote for him.

We do have a difference of opinon on
the propriety of this amendment. He
cannot afford to tell you things that I
can.

This proposal is not a new one. Specifi-
cally, this is the third successive year
that this proposal has been brought be-
fore the Congress by the Defense De-
partment. In each previous instance the
proposal has been rejected.

The Navy does not want consolidation.
The Army did not propose consolidation.
The proposal comes from the Office of
the Secretary of Defense through the ef-
forts of individuals who are not nor have
ever been Navy or Army aviators. They
are think tank planners who make a ca-
reer of their profession. They base their
proposal for consolidation on factors
which ignore Navy requirements for spe-
cialized training and on a rehash of
claims for savings, which cannot be sub-
stantiated.

Vigorous objections to consolidation
have been made by many of the Navy’s
outstanding leaders including Adm.
Thomas Moorer, former Chief of Naval
Operations, widely recognized for his
great contributions in uniform. Those in
the Navy who support consolidation in
the main do so under orders from OSD.
Admiral Holloway, former CNO, has
stated that if there are further hearings,
he will testify against consolidation.

Two years ago, consolidation was
voted by the House simply on the claim
that it meant $100 million in savings. A
very large percentage of the Members
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had not heard the debate. They were
simply told, as they came in the doors,
to vote for the amendment and save $100
million. The Senate looked more care-
fully at the facts and voted just as de-
cisively against it. The proposal was
dropped in conference.

Last year there was not a vote in the
House, but the Senate, looking at the
facts, voted 75 to 21 against consolida-
tion.

Nothing daunted the think tank plan-
ners. They are back again. The facts have
not changed. It was brought out in 3 days
of hearings in the House committee last
year that instead of a savings of $100
million the costs would be very similar,
the saving would be minimal, and it
could even cost more for the Army to
provide training to meet the more exact-
ing Navy requirements than the present
Navy costs.

Let us examine those claims of cost
savings. An audit trail developed during
those hearings is spelled out in my
special order beginning on page HT7851
of the ReEcorp of Thursday, August 3. It
spells out the details of the faulty rea-
soning of the Pentagon planners.

As we might have anticipated, the De-
fense Audit Service apparently was in-
structed to come to the rescue of the
professional planners in the Pentagon.
The Defense Audit Service is another
arm of SECDEF. Their product dated
March 23, 1978, is in essence a rehash of
the claims of OSD for major savings.
It does not refute or even diagnose the
findings of the audit trail. It simply re-
furbishes the Department’s own claims
but in order to add a little credibility, it
reduces the savings to $97.7 million in 5
years. Please remember that just 2 years
ago, OSD claimed it would save $175
million. Stated very simply, the OSD
estimate of savings is achieved by pump-
ing up Navy costs and understating
Army costs.

The Defense Audit Service does not
deal with Navy training requirements
there was a cost analysis only—Army
training does not meet Navy require-
ments.

Now let us approach the claim for
savings in the light of the most recent
cost analysis. Briefly stated, OSD set
forth in decision package No. 490 an
estimate that it would cost the Navy
$305.9 million over 5 years to conduct
its own helicopter pilot training. How-
ever, the Navy on December 8, 1977, rec-
lamated this statement and showed that
the actual cost to the Navy for training
for the 5-year period would be $193.1
million. Surely the Navy knows what it
would cost to duplicate its own training.
The Navy says it would cost $193.1 mil-
lion. Here is a glaring discrepancy of
$112.8 million on which OSD claims to
build a case.

Furthermore, the Navy reclama
signed by the Assistant Secretary for
Financial Management identifies addi-
tional Army costs attendant for consoli-
dation at Fort Rucker in excess of $50
million.

Now let us recapitulate. If the Navy
cost figures are $193.1 million and no
one has successfully disputed the Navy’s
cost figures. And if the Army cost of
helicopter pilot training is $136.8 million
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and this figure does not include all of
the Army’s cost of training for Navy's
requirements, a difference in cost esti-
mates of $56.3 million for the 5-year
period. But from this, we must deduct
the additional costs not heretofore con-
sidered by the OSD but identified by the
Navy of $50 million more for training
at Fort Rucker. This leaves $6.3 million
for actual savings for the 5-year period
after consolidation but there is more. To
support naval requirements for fixed-
wing pilots which would be additional
after helicopter training is merged, Navy
would need an additional $6 million in
fiscal year 1979 alone, and a total of
about $60 million over the fiscal years
1979 through 1983. Thus the best OSD
cost avoidance estimate for this con-
solidation would be wiped out in 1 year.
None of this take into consideration the
disruption of families, loss of property
values comprising a base, loss to the
Government for disposal of surplus
facilities, and future cost of additional
facilities which would have to be dupli-
cated in time at Fort Rucker.

The only criticism that has been
leveled at Navy training is that there
would be a saving from the use of more
advanced simulators for flight train-
ing. Now let me give you the facts on
this. In order to bolster the case for
consolidation, OSD has denied Navy
students the benefit of advanced simula-
tors which were bought and paid for 2
years ago. They have cancelled bids for
improved messing facilities for enlisted
men authorized and approved 2 years
ago. I say it is an inexcusable act for
more adequate facilities and more ad-
vanced training facilities to be denied to
students just for the sake of winning an
argument with Congress.

It is significant to me that at no time
has the Navy been allowed full partner-
ship in the discussion on cost or train-
ing requirements. Hearings held by the
Defense Subcommittee show the OSD
analysts did not ask the Navy for assist-
ance in analyzing the Navy cost figures.
As a matter of fact, the OSD representa-
tives admitted in the hearing that the
Navy was never formally advised of visits
to the Navy training installations by the
OSD representatives in questicn.

‘When cost analysis was completed by
the in-house OSD group, after a period
of several months in preparation, the
Navy was given 5 days—2 of them week-
end days—in which to analyze and com-
ment on the OSD analysis. Even then
their views were reported in a separate
section of the document, as though
through an afterthought.

You have been told that GAO supports
consolidation. What you have not been
told is that the hearings indicate that
OSD and GAO worked out an agree-
ment prior to GAO’s review of the OSD
analysis to insure that GAO would sup-
port the OSD position.

As recently as May 18 of this year,
GAO provided an unsolicited letter to the
chairmen of the Appropriations and
Armed Services Committees requesting
their support of this consolidation. The
initiator of that letter, Mr, M. W. Kandle,
is a former OSD employee and colleague
of the OSD officials who are now pressing
for UHPT consolidation.
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Finally, let me quote from the chief
of naval education and training, who
is directly responsible for naval heli-
copter training. He says this about the
OSD'’s cost analysis:

My summary view is that the analysis
does not withstand even a moment’s scrutiny
by knowledgeable analysts and professional
aviators. It falls short of belng a quality ef-
fort to such a degree that a serious question
is raised about the objectivity of the
author . . . as a matter of principle, OSD
should not permit unqualified analysts to
develop proposals which effect, in such a
fundamental way, flight safety considera-
tlons. It is bad enough that the analysis is
poor—that it should have glven so little
thought to safety is unconscionable.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(At the request of Mr. WaiTE, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. Sixes was al-
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min-
utes.)

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

Mr. SIKES. I yield to my distinguished
friend, the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. WHITE. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Is it not true that the basic mission of
the Marine Corps and the Navy is from
ship to shore and from ship to ship, and
this requires special training that is in-
trinsic in the training program through-
out, not just the training as to physical
landing, but is involved in the navigation
program and is involved in every aspect
of the training itself?

Mr. SIKES. That is correct.

Mr. WHITE. Is it true that if this pro-
gram is consolidated, then all helicopter
pilots would be learning a land program,
some of which would have to be un-
learned when it comes time for them
to learn their basic mission? They would
have to be given further training in order
to understand the basic mission in the
mode of the sea?

Mr. SIKES. My friend, the gentleman
from Texas, again is correct in his state-
ment.

Mr. WHITE. Is this not the principal
reason that consolidation has not been
accomplished in the past, has been
turned down by the Senate, and has been
turned down by numbers of Members of
this House who object to the consolida~-
tion because it will lead to greater in-
efficiency?

Mr. SIKES. The gentleman is right.

Mr. WHITE. I thank the gentleman
from Florida.

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

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words, and I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think I am go-
ing to take the whole 5 minutes, but let us
review the bidding on this for a moment.
The Department of Defense has pro-
posed for 3 years now that the basic
helicopter training be consolidated. In
the last 2 years the House has sent the
bill to the Senate with a provision call-
ing for consolidation. The Senate on
both occasions has rejected that, and
when we went to conference, our con-
ferees agreed with the Senate conferees,
and so we do not have consolidation.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Well, I do not know any subject that
has been studied any more than this sub-
ject has in the years that I have been
here. The Defense Department has had
to look at it time and again in order to
prove their case. Every time they look
at it, they come back with figures some-
where in the neighborhood of $100 mil-
lion that can be saved by this consolida-
tion.

The Navy does not want it. I can un-
derstand that. The Navy has a cerfain
pride. They like to be able to train at
their own base, and this sort of thing.

The Secretary of the Navy does want
it. The Secretary of the Defense does
want it. This House, on two different oc-
casions, has wanted it. In order to make
sure that the figures that the Navy and
the Defense Departments have come up
with from time to time were accurate,
the Secretary of Defense asked the De-
fense Audit Service, an independent au-
diting branch of the Defense Depart-
ment, to look at this for the first time
this year. They say you can save $97 mil-
lion in the next 5 years by consolidating.
The General Accounting Office has taken
the same position time after time after
time.

Let us reiterate that all we are talking
about is basic training. You have to learn
to fly a helicopter before you get into
specialized training. That is where you
learn to fly on carrier decks and from
carrier decks to some invasion, or what-
ever. You do not learn to do it in basic
training. You learn how to fly a heli-
copter.

There is no reason that I can think of
why we ought not to save $100 million,
if we can, to be able to train those young
helicopter pilots in a proper fashion.

The Navy and the Army have met time
and time again to work out a training
syllabus. There is no question in the
minds of those who have worked on it
that the proper training syllabus can be
put into effect with consolidation. I think
we should go along with it.

I plead with you for the third time in
the last 3 years to once again vote
to consolidate basic helicopter training,
and we will be saving an awful lot of
money without any cutback in the cali-
ber of the helicopter pilots we train.

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

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. I yield to
the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to clear up one point that I
do not want to be misunderstood. There
is no requirement for additional facili-
ties to be built. There will not be any
duplicating of facilities.

At the height of the Vietnam war, in
Fort Rucker we were turning out 2,200
pilots a year. This year we are turning
out 665. There is plenty of room there.
The expertise is there, the facilities are
there, the knowhow, the cost savings are
there.

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to emphasize
that point and I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. Chairman, this is a hotly contested

issue. This is the third time that it has
been before the House. The other body
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has not gone along with the House posi-

tion on two previous occasions.

I think it is time to stop this contro-
versy. There are two sides to the argu-
ment. I can understand why the gentle-
man from Alabama wishes to take care
of the interests of his own district, which
he feels is also in the interest of national
defense generally. I can understand the
interest of the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SIKES).

I can understand the interest of the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. EDWARDS) .
The gentleman has pursued it here on a
very high-level basis through the years;
but the time has come, I think, to put this
issue behind us, to defeat the amendment
and let the Services proceed with heli-
copter training for the following year as
they are now proceeding.

The Navy feels strongly about the issue.
The Navy does have some good points,
and the Army has some good points. But
let us vote this amendment down and
get on with our business, because this
amendment is not going anywhere any-
way, as I see it.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend-
ment be voted down.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VOLEMER AS A
SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED
BY MR. DICKINSON
Mr., VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I

offer an amendment as a substitute for

the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. VOLKMER aS &
substitute for the amendment offered by Mr,
DrcrINsON: page 2, line 11, strike “$9,123,-
409,000" and insert in lieu thereof “$8,941,-
030,000,

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment provides a 2-percent cut in
the personnel appropriation level for the
Army. I feel it is necessary at this time
to offer the amendment, since the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. DickiNsoN) if sue-
cessful would preclude me from offering
it, having once amended the same
figure.

I believe that this House should de-
bate whether or not we should have a
2-percent cut in this bill or in these
Drograms.

I have reviewed the report, and I wish
to commend the committee for the ac-
tion it has taken on numerous parts of
this bill. Specifically, under title I, I
believe the committee has been respon-
sible. I still feel, however, that that same
responsibility has been shown by other
subcommittees of the Committee on
Appropriations. I believe that responsi-
bility was shown by the Subcommittee
on HEW, by the Subcommittee on Pub-
lic Works, by the Subcommittee on
Transportation, and all the others on
which 2-percent cuts have been sup-
ported. I believe that responsibility was
shown on the legislative appropriations.

Now the question comes up on this bill,
which is the final appropriation bill
other than the foreign assistance bill,
which is still being acted upon by this
House, and the question is whether or
not there should be a 2-percent cut on
this bill.

I have offered this amendment to pro-
vide for a 2-percent cut on the Army
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personnel, and I have introduced or had
printed in the Recorp approximately 42
other amendments that will be necessary
to bring to the floor if we consider each
individual item in this bill rather than
determine them by title or on the bill as
a whole.

As I stated Friday, if we take the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. MILLER) as it was orig-
inally proposed to the first several bills
as a general 2-percent cut overall, then
there are many Members on this floor
who will state that that is not the way
to approach the problem. Perhaps that is
not a responsible way to approach the
problem, because if we do it that way,
then we may cut some good programs
and not just the bad programs.

However, if we approach it by the
method that I have proposed initially
on this bill, which is to take each item,
debate it, and then vote on that item,
then I think it becomes obvious to every-
one that to do that would mean taking
many hours of the time of the House. It
could possibly take a whole week, as one
Member said last Friday. I agree with
that.

But we have to resolve the problem,
and in my opinion we should resolve the
problem as to what is the appropriate
method to use. As one who believes sin-
cerely that the taxpayers of this country
feel basically that this Federal Govern-
ment has been spending heavily and has
been wasteful in its spending—and in
some areas I agree entirely—I think we
should be able to find at least 2-percent
fat in about any budget and in about
any program. I am sure, whether it is
an administrative program, whether it is
the Department of Defense or the Pen-
tagon, whether it is HEW, or whether it
is foreign assistance, we can surely find
2-percent fat.

If we cut it down to a 2-percent gen-
eral overall, as I have proposed previ-
ously when we had the budget resolution
in May, we would save several billion
dollars for our taxpayers, and I think
that is a worthwhile effort. I think that
the taxpayers today are being overtaxed,
if we take into consideration the total
local, State, and national taxation and
also add to it the problem of inflation.
I think that they need some assistance
from this body, and it is for this reason
that I have tried to work out within
myself a solution. I believe the best solu-
tion is, perhaps, a compromise solution,
and, as has been discussed earlier pri-
vately, that we should go by title instead
of by bill, and that we look at each indi-
vidual title and see how we would ap-
proach the problem. I would be more
than willing to go along with that solu-
tion.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. VoLkMER) has expired.

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

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

Mr. VOLKMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. FLYNT. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.
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Mr. Chairman, I would hope that my
distinguished friend, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. VoLkMER) would see fit to
withdraw this amendment at this par-
ticular time, and I will explain why I
feel very strongly about that.

This particular amendment is to the
very paragraph of the bill which pro-
vides for military personnel, Army.

Mr. VOLEMER. Yes.

Mr. FLYNT. I would like to point out
that, when this section of the bill came
up, there was a budget recommendation
from the Office of Management and
Budget that the authorized strength of
the Army be reduced by some 4,900
spaces. The committee, in its wisdom, ap-
proved an amendment to restore this
4,900 authorized strength for the Army.
There are many of us who feel that the
Army is understrength, at best. This bill
provides for 16 divisions and other sup-
porting troops and other combat troops.
Many of us feel—and I am sure the gen-
tleman fromn Missouri feels—that that
might not be quite enough. In view of the
fact that this would have the result of
hitting at the most vulnerable spot, the
one that ought not to be hit, military
personnel, Army, that this would mean
the reduction of the authorized strength
of the Army of 15,000 strong, the equiva-
lent of one full division, With that ex-
planation of what it would do to the au-
thorized strength of the Army, I respect-
fully ask my colleague to withdraw the
amendment at this point, and maybe he
will pick up support in some other places
in the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. VoLKMER) has
again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. VOLKMER
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. VOLEMER. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to respond. I would like to say
to the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
FrLynt) that I do plan to withdraw the
amendment for two reasons, but not for
the one that the gentleman has alluded
to. And the two reasons I plan to with-
draw the amendment are, as I said, I
believe probably we can go to this on a
title-by-title 2-percent cut and not by
just each individual item. And, there-
fore, I am willing to withdraw the
amendment at this time. But before
1 withdraw the amendment, I would
also like to say that the other reason,
basically, is that it would permit
the committee to directly focus on the
problem that has been raised by ahe
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Alabama as to the consolidation
guestion, and the committee can vote
on that question without interference
or interjection of this 2-percent cut at
this time. Then we could have perhaps
a better showing on that. If I interject
this—and this would have to be acciden-
tally, probably, I might say, voted on,
and voted on favorably—then that ques-
tion would still not be resolved.

So at this time, for those reasons, and
not for the reason that I am against the

2-percent cut, I withdraw the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I will ask unanimous
consent to withdraw the substitute
amendment, but before I withdraw the
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amendment I would like to say one fur-
ther thing,

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

Mr. VOLKEMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, for what-
ever reasons, I thank the gentleman for
withdrawing his amendment.

Mr. VOLEMER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw the sub-
stitute amendment.

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

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, reserving the right to object,
is the gentleman going to nevertheless
offer this type of amendment to each
section?

Mr. VOLKMER. If the gentleman will
yield, no, I do not plan that. Each title.
Title by title. Instead of offering 42, we
may have five or six. And I would be
more than willing to yield on that point,
as to the actual offering of them, to the
gentleman from Ohio, who has been the
past leader in this 2-percent cut in the
House, so far as the other bills are con-
cerned.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman, and
I withdraw my reservation of objection.

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

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, I might just
inquire of the gentleman in the well, if
he withdraws his amendment and if he
changes his plans, would the gentleman
reconsider perhaps my amendments be-
ing offered en bloc, since they all deal
with one subject?

Mr. VOLKEMER. If the gentleman will
yield, they are in different titles, are they
not?

Mr. DICKINSON. Well, yes.

Mr. VOLKMER. That is where the
concern is. I would have no objection to
offering the amendments in each in-
dividual title and offering those en bloc.

Mr. DICKINSON. I misunderstood the
gentleman.

Mr. VOLEMER. Does the gentleman
not also have the question of the amend-
ments in procurement? Do they also go
in there, or just in title I for personnel,
Navy and Army?

Mr. DICKINSON. That is correct.

Mr. VOLKMER. Is that all?

Mr. DICKINSON. Page 2, page 3, page
6, page 14, but that all have to do with
money for this consolidation of training,
not for procurement.

Mr. VOLEMER. Well, if the gentle-
man wants to re-offer them with that
understanding, I would like to make a
parliamentary inquiry, if I can, on the
gentleman’s reservation of objection.

Mr. DICKINSON. I would be glad to
yield.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. VOLEMER. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to make a parliamentary in-
quiry. In the event the amendments of-
fered by the gentleman from Alabama,
which probably go to titles I, III, and
IV—perhaps not IV, but III at least—
anyway, to more than one title, if they
were adopted, would that preclude
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thereafter a general 2-percent across-
the-board amendment to the same title?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
amendments of the gentleman from
Alabama go to at least four titles of the
bill, and to the extent that they change
figures by amendment, they are not sub-
ject to further amendment if adopted.

Mr. VOLKMER. Would a general 2-
percent across-the-board cut, which does
not actually change the figure, be in
order?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. That
would still be in order.

Mr. VOLEKMER. As far as my amend-
ments to the hill, if the gentleman from
Alabama wishes to reoffer his amend-
ments en bloc for the rest of them, I
would not object.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. VoLkMER) to
withdraw his substitute?

There was no objection.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would ask unanimous consent that the
amendments be considered en bloc.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the remaining amend-
ments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. DICKINSON:
And on page 2, line 19, strike “$6,456,450,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$6,448,150,000";

On page 3, line 3, strike “$2,015,900,000"
and insert in lieu thereof ''$2,015,200,000";

On page 6, line 4, strike “$9,097,422,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$9,115,422,000";

On page 6, line 15, strike "'$11,705,155,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *“$11,691,755,000";

On page 14, line 24, strike “§916,708,000"
and insert in lleu thereof “$917,400,000": and

On page 56, beginning on line 1 and ending
on line 4, strike section 856 In its entirety
and renumber all subsequent sections
accordingly,

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GePHARDT) . Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. Dickinson) to consider the amend-
ments en bloc?

There was no objection.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for
a vote on the amendments.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendments offered
by the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
DICKINSON) .

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

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a division.

On a division (demand by Mr. DicKIN-
soN) there were—ayes 16, noes 22.

So the amendments were rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NICHOLS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. NicHoLs: On

page 2, line 11, delete “$9,123.489,000" and
insert in lieu thereof "$9,139,299,000".
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On page 2, beginning on line 19, delete
“$6,456,450,000" and insert in lleu thereof
“$6,463,150,000".

On page 3, line 12, delete “$7,607,195,000"
and insert in lleu thereof "$7,519,295,000".

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would replace in the mili-
tary personnel accounts $34.6 million
deleted by the House Committee on Ap-
propriations. This reduction specified by
the Committee on Appropriations was to
be accomplished by placing a morato-
rium on involuntary separation of offi-
cers who fail selection for promotion if
the separation is required under regula-
tion rather than under statute.

I am seriously concerned about some
of the policy guidance contained in the
report on the bill under consideration.
In particular, I am distressed by the sec-
tion discussing the reduction of $34.6
million in the military personnel ac-
counts accomplished by directing that a
moratorium be placed on separation of
officers: who are twice nonselected for
promotion.

I am concerned that any such sub-
stantive change to policy would be
implemented by the Department of De-
fense without thorough and careful
consideration by the authorizing com-
mittee with primary oversight responsi-
bility. I am more immediately concerned,
however, with the disruption that such a
directive will have on the proper func-
tioning of the officer personnel manage-
ment system and on the personal lives
of the officers involved. Finally, I am
concerned that this policy is in direct
conflict with the expressed desires of
the House on its recent action on the
Defense Officer Personnel Management
Act (DOPMA).

The relevant section in the Appro-
priations Committee’s report is entitled
“Moratorium on Voluntary Separations
of Officers.” There is nothing voluntary
about the separations referred to.

Existing law requires the mandatory
separation or retirement of regular of-
ficers after specified periods of com-
missioned service if they are not selected
for promotion to the next higher grade.
Reserve officers, on the other hand, serve
at the pleasure of the Service Secre-
tary. As a matter of equity and rational
personnel management, the regulations
that apply to reserves insure consistent
treatment with regard to separation as
a result of failure of selection for pro-
motion. The only difference hetween the
officers separated under law and those
separated under rgulations is that the
first are called regulars, and the second
called reserves. By placing a moratorium
on separations under regulations, the
House Committee on Appropriations is
taking this—for all practical purposes—
arbitrary distinction and applying dif-
ferent rules to each category.

The effect of the moratorium is to defer
the involuntary separations of officers
due to promotion failure, except for those
mandated by law. The Committee on
Appropriations indicates that this will
save $34.6 million. However, the $34.6
million reduction in the military person-
nel accounts includes $12.9 million for
involuntary separations which are man-
dated by law. I do not believe this was
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the intent of the Committee on Appro-
priations as reflected in their report.

The proposed moratorium is a major
departure from current and proposed
DOD officer management philosophy and
practice. It is also inconsistent with past
congressional sanctions that have recog-
nized the up-or-out mechanism as a
basic element of officer force manage-
ment. Further, the House has, in its re-
cent action on the Defense Officer Per-
sonnel Management Act (DOPMA), re-
affirmed its strong support of the up-or-
out system.

Mr. Chairman, the House of Repre-
sentatives expressed its support for
DOPMA, not once but twice. DOPMA hsas
been passed by this body in this and in
the last Congress. The most recent vote
was 3561 to 7.

Now we are being asked, surreptitious-
ly, to reverse ourselves on one of the
fundamental components of DOPMA.

DOPMA says:

Let’s treat all career officers the same; let’s
not continue this system in which reservists
are treated distinetly different than regulars.

The moratorium says:
Let’s continue this nearly arbitrary distine-
tion between regulars and reserves, and treat

one category considerably different from the
other.

The advisability of continuing passed-
over officers in certain skills may be
worthy of study. In fact, the report on
DOPMA requested that Defense provide
the Committee on Armed Services with
cost comparisons of alternative career
profiles to assist in that evaluation. Any
final action, however, should be taken
only after careful and complete delibera-
tion. It would be most unlikely that the
results of the deliberations would support
a moratorium applicable only to Reserve
officers.

In addition to the incorrect dollar re-
duction proposed and these fundamental
philosophical inconsistencies, the mora-
torium would force the services to treat
Reserve and Regular officers differently
and, therefore, inequitably. Consistent
and equitable treatment of career officers
is a keystone in DOPMA. The mora-
torium would require the continuation of
Reserve officers, who would normally be
involuntarily separated under current
policy, while Regular officers would con-
tinue to be involuntarily separated under
current law.

There are admittedly inequities, result-
ing from inconsistencies, in the treat-
ment of reserve and regular officers to-
day. That is precisely the reason the
House went forward with DOPMA, The
moratorium would create new inequities,
exactly opposite to the objective of
DOPMA.

Furthermore, while the action may ap-
pear to reduce costs, this is only the
short-term effect of deferring the sepa-
ration costs to the next year. In fact, if
this moratorium lasts only 1 year, this
action will result in a net additional sys-
tem cost of $25.1 million. In addition, if
the moratorium were extended, many of
these officers would reach the 18-year re-
tirement sanctuary, and eventual retire-
ment eligibility, thereby significantly in-
creasing the costs.

Out of the high regard I hold for the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
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tee on Appropriations, I will now with-
draw my amendment. I understand
where reasonable men can have differ-
ences of opinion and reach different con-
clusions based on the facts presented to
them. I am sure that because of many
other issues, of greater importance to the
defense of our Nation, detailed consider-
ation could not be given to many of the
more specific areas, such as this one.

I would urge, however, that upon fur-
ther consideration, perhaps during con-
ference, the House conferees would be
flexible with regard to this provision and
replace the $34.6 million in the military
personnel accounts.

I have received a letter from Dr. John
P. White, Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Lo~
gistics. Mr. Chairman, under unanimous
consent I will obtain in the House, I in-
sert this letter in the REecorp at this
point.

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., August 4, 1978.

Hon. Biur NicHoLs,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Military Com-
pensation, Committee on Armed Services,
House of Representatives, Washington
D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN : The House Appropria-
tions Committee is recommending a reduc-
tion of $34 million to the military pérsonnel
accounts of the Services in the fiscal year
1979 Defense Appropriation Bill in order to
effect a moratorium on involuntary separa-
tions resulting from promotion failure except
where such separations are mandated by law.

The Department strongly opposes this ac-
tion and solicits your support in eliminating
this provision from the bill, Specifically, the
proposed moratorium runs counter to cur-
rent and proposed (DOPMA) management
practice and philosophy. It would create the
inequity of continuing Reserve officers who
would normally be involuntarily separated
under current policy while Regular officers
would continue to be separated under cur-
rent law. While the action may appear to
reduce costs, this is only the short term ef-
fect of deferring separation costs to a subse-
quent year. In the long term, the action
would increase overall costs due to increases
in average grade (i.e. 0-8's for 0-1's). Finally,
it would be extremely disruptive to single
out and halt a particular management pro-
gram pending formulation of possible future
revisions to it. Any proposed changes would
require legislation and to speculate on the
outcome of the process by placing a mora-
torium on one segment of the officer popula-
tion is not only unfair to those who would
still be subject to involuntary separation by
law, but can be a hardship on that segment
of the population the moratorium presumes
to protect.

For these reasons, the Department asks
you to intercede on its behalf.

Sincerely,
JouN P, WHITE,
Assistant Secretary of Defense,
(Manpower Reserve Affairs d& Logistics).

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to
take this opportunity to commend the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and the members
of the committee for including the funds
to provide for the travel of dependents
of junior enlisted personnel stationed
overseas and the transportation of their
household goods. I also applaud the com-
mittee’s action in providing sufficient ap-
propriations to maintain the station
allowances (the cost of living allowance
and the housing allowance) at the with
dependent rates.
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The Military Compensation Subcom-
mittee is currently engaged in a series of
hearings on the subject of junior enlisted
personnel assigned overseas. We have
heard testimony from a variety of De-
fense witnesses. We also received testi-
mony from & number of junior enlisted
personnel who are stationed in the
Washington, D.C., area and who recently
returned from overseas. The senior en-
listed Advisers—the top NCO's in the
Army, Navy, and Air Force—men who
spend the majority of their time taking
the pulse of enlisted personnel also testi-
fled before the Military Compensation
Subcommittee.

The story was the same from all of
these witnesses: The primary cause of
problems among our most junior married
enlisted personnel overseas is the lack of
travel and transportation benefits for
dependents.

But, Mr. Chairman, although the testl-
mony to that point was convincing and
unanimous, the point was driven home
beyond a shadow of a doubt during a
visit to Germany during the July 4 dis-
triet work period. The distinguished gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. Davis)
and I visited facilities and service mem-
bers at Rhen-Main Air Force Base out-
side Frankfurt, Ramstein Air Force Base,
Kaiserslautern Army Depof, combat
units in the Fulda area, Stuttgart, and
Wiesbaden.

We talked face to face and individually
with over 500 enlisted personnel and
dependents, the vast majority in junior
grades. We listened in mess halls, dormi-
tories, housing referral offices, exchanges
and commissaries, service clubs, NCO
clubs, at a border outpost, motor pool,
picnic, MAC terminal, and a USO facil-
ity. I did not see one general officer while
I was there and only a handful of colo-
nels and lieutenant colonels. We wanted
to talk to the young men and women
affected; and we did.

These discussions confirmed that the
major source of problems faced by most
married junior enlisted personnel re-
sulted from the lack of travel and trans-
portation benefits for dependents. The
overwhelming majority of junior en-
listed members elect to bring their fam-
ily overseas at their own expense. As a
result, they incur considerable debt. In
effect, they start off from behind the
eight ball. The long uphill fight lowers
their morale, causes family problems,
lowers job performance, and in the end,
has a detrimental impact on reenlist-
ment.

Appropriating these funds is not the
entire answer to problems these young
servicemen and servicewomen experience
when assigned overseas. But it goes most
of the way. If something is to be done to
help these young people—and I believe
that it must—this is the single most ef-
fective action we can take.

Mr. Chairman, I applaud the actions
of the Committee on Appropriations in
this area and strongly support the in-
clusion of funds for junior enlisted travel
but express considerable concern re-
garding the moratorium on involuntary
separations of one category of officers.

Mr. Chairman, out of the high regard
and respect that I hold for the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
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Appropriations, I now ask unanimous
consent to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. NicHoLs)
has expired.

(On request of Mr. MauowN, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. NICHOLS was
altlgswed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding that the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. NicmorLs) has asked
unanimous consent to withdraw his
amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
Nicrors) for withdrawing his amend-
ment. I also wish to commend the gen-
tleman for his kind cooperation and the
fine job the gentleman has done in work-
ing with the committee. I know full well
the time the gentleman has spent on
this matter and will assure the gentle-
man that we will give this whole matter
our best attention in conference.

Mr. NICHOLS. I thank the chairman.
MORATORIUM ON INVOLUNTARY SEPARATION OF
OFFICERS

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, the com-
mittee has recommended a 1-year pro-
hibition on involuntary separation, due
solely to DOD regulation, of officers twice
passed over for promotion; this does not
prohibit separation due to provisions of
law or inadequate performance. Based
upon estimates provided by the Depart-
ment of Defense, this 1-year moratorium
will save $34.6 million.

The Defense Manpower Commission
and the GAO have criticized forcing out
officers who are capable of continued
contributions at current rank. The com-
mittee believes that it is inequitable to
force out officers right now due to im-
pending sweeping changes in separation
pay in the House-passed Defense Officer
Personnel Management Act (DOPMA) as
well as recent recommendations of Pres-
ident's Commission on Military Compen-
sations; $34.6 million will be saved due
to reduced termination costs, and re-
duced costs of recruiting and training re-
placements. The committee’'s action
makes no change to existing law, but
rather prevents DOD from forcing out
individuals who are capable of sound
performance at their existing rank, and
who would be forced out, not through a
provision of law, but by DOD administra-
tive procedure.

The Appropriations Committee fully
supports DOPMA as passed by the House,
and has carefully drafted the report ac-
companying this bill in order that there
will be no conflict between Appropria-
tions language and DOPMA provisions
should it be enacted into law.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Army Reserve on active duty
under sections 265, 3019, and 3033 of title 10,
United States Code, or while undergoing re-
serve training or while performing drills or
equivalent duty or other duty, and for mem-
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bers of the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps,
as authorized by law; $541,150,000.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. MONTGOMERY

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I
offer amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. MONTGOMERY :
Page 3, line 20, strike out "$541,150,000", and
insert in lieu thereof '‘$546,6560,000".

Page 4, line 3, strike out “'$225,825,000”, and
insert in lieu thereof “$226,825,000".

Page 4, line 11, strike out “$82,725,000", and
insert in lleu thereof ‘‘$83,725,000".

Page 4, line 19, strike out *'$185,325,000",
and insert in lieu thereof “$186,325,000".

Page 5, line 2, strike out **782,900,000”, and
insert in lieu thereof ‘'$788,900,000".

Page 5, line 9, strike out "“$255,477,000",
and insert in lleu thereof “$2566,477,000".

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I
ask uaninmous consent that these
amendments may be considered en bloc.
They only go to title I and do not go into
any other title.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman,
I will be brief. I explained this amend-
ment during the general debate, and
both sides of the aisle generally under-
stand the amendment.

What I am doing is adding $15.5 mil-
lion to the incentive program for the
different branches of the Reserve, the
National Guard and the Reserve Forces.
I am amending these different accounts
that are provided for the Reserve and
National Guard.

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that the
House Committee on Appropriations
has been helpful in this area. In the bill
they have provided $9.5 million, whereas
the administration only recommended
$500,000. My amendment would raise
the total for incentives for National
Guard and reservists up to $25 million.

Why would I request this raise, Mr.
Chairman? Because it has become abso-
lutely necessary that we provide incen-
tives for the Reserves if they are going
to survive.

I would like to make a matter of
record that I would hope my amend-
ments not only would include the enlist-
ment and reenlistment bonus provision,
but also would include educational
incentives.

Mr. Chairman, these amendments are
totally supported by the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense for Manpower, Dr. John
P. White. We have talked to him on the
phone. He hopes these amendments will
be adopted. They are also supported by
Dr. Chase, who represents the Depart-
ment of Defense in Reserve Affairs.

The strength levels of the National
Guard and Reserves have been going
down, down, down. They are now 15
percent short of the authorized strength.
We are short 58,000 guardsmen and
reservists.

Mr. Chairman, I might say that of the
selected reserve in the Army Guard and
in the Air Guard, 50 percent of the com-
bat missions are now assigned by the
regular to the Army Guard and to the
Air Guard. The Ready Reserve has
almost disappeared on us. These incen-
tives will help the Ready Reserve.
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Actually, this will not be an overall
add-on to the amounts of money that
have been appropriated by this com-
mittee. We are not going to make the
strength levels, and we are going to have
about $200 million left over and so we
are not adding money to the program.

Mr. Chairman, this is a modest
amount of $15.5 million which we are
asking for, and I certainly hope these
amendments will be adopted.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, not only does the National
Guard and the Reserves come to the
fore in times of military action, but also
in the case of natural disasters. Today a
number of Guard units are out across
the country doing their job.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that the
amendment will be adopted.

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I am pleased to
yield to the gentleman from Texas, the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Personnel of the Committee on
Armed Services, whose authorization bill
called for $25 million.

Mr. WHITE. The same amount; yes.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

The gentleman made reference to As-
sistant Secretary of Defense John P.
White.

I would like to recite from a letter
the Assistant Secretary addressed to me
regarding the incentives. He said the
following:

In sum, it is desired that the educational
assistance program be authorized for FY
1979. The Department would use the author-
ity to measure the efficacy of such a pro-
gram in attracting and retaining the higher
mental category people in the enlisted ranks
of the Reserve program. I believe we need to
enhance the attractiveness of the Guard and
Reserve and that educational assistance will
contribute to that end.

The fact is that the Active Reserve
are something like 62,000 understrength
at this time; is that not correct?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. That is correct,
of the selected Reserves. These are the
men and women who have the assign-
ments in combat. We are 15 percent
short of these high priority reservists.

If we do not adopt these amendments
today, we will be confronted with two
choices. We will have to find something
else besides the Reserve or the National
Guard, or we will have to go back to the
draft, to the Selective Service System.
We have no other choice.

Mr. WHITE. If the gentleman will
yield further, is it not true that in the
course of our hearings on various topics,
the experts told us that educational
benefits, they felt, were the best incen-
tives in order to build the Reserve
Forces? Yet, the Appropriations Commit-
tee did not include any educational bene-
fits in the Reserve programs they funded;
is that not correct?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. That is correct,
but I do not think really that was the
fault of the House Committee on Ap-
propriations. The Department of De-
fense was not strong in this area. They
are now taking a strong stand, and also
we had not passed out the authoriza-
tion bill at that time.

Mr. WHITE. But the point is we need
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educational incentives in order to ful-
fill our obligations.

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

(At the request of Mr. DowNEY, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. MONTGOMERY
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I will be glad to
yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. DOWNEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

We have talked about this before in
the Personnel Subcommittee. Could the
gentleman tell me how much money was
authorized and appropriated last year
for the incentive program? Does the
gentleman know offhand?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Yes. It was $5
million, and the Department of Defense
only spent half of that. But in the au-
thorization bill on which the gentleman
and I serve, on the same Personnel Sub-
committee, we said in the legislation
last year if you have any shortfalls in
your strength level in the National
Guard Reserve, you should transfer
those funds in the pay account and put
more money in incentives. The Depart-
ment of Defense did not do this, and I
do not know why. The strength levels
are low, and they should have trans-
ferred these funds over. They did not
follow the instructions of the Congress,
the same thing the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Smes) brought up in the
previous amendment.

Mr. DOWNEY. Could the gentleman
tell me what the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. WHiTE) was talking about when
he tal