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SENATE—Tuesday, December 1, 1981

(Legislative day of Monday, November 30, 1981)

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
(Mr. THURMOND) .

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, LL.D. D.D., offered the
following prayer:

Let us pray.

Almighty God, Supreme Ruler of the
Universe, Thy word declares:

Righteousness exalteth a nation, but
sin is a reproach to any people.—Prov-
erbs 14: 34.

‘We do not hear these words as a threat
or a warning, O Lord, but as a simple
statement of fact, an inviolate rule of
history. Righteousness brings blessing,
sin brings a curse; righteousness is con-
structive, sin is destructive. No civiliza-
tion or empire has been able to survive
the violation of this principle.

Deliver us, O God, from the presump-
tion that we somehow are the exception,
that the rule does not apply to us and
can be ignored. Protect us against the
false and insidious assumption that we
can disregard the divine order and get
away with it. Help us to see that what-
ever else we do, repentence for sin and
turning to righteousness is the surest
way out of our critical situation. Teach
us that intransigence toward God’s
moral order is the surest way to destruc-
tion. Help us, mighty God, to take seri-
ously Thy word to Thy glory and to our
national preservation. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the standing order, the majority leader
is recognized.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal of
the proceedings of the Senate be ap-
proved to date.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that after the expi-
ration of time allocated to the two lead-
ers under the standing order and the four
Senators under the special order en-
tered on yesterday, there be a brief peri-
od for the transaction of routine morn-
ing business to extend not past the hour

of 11:30 a.m., in which Senators may
speak for not more than 3 minutes each.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1982

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, at the con-
clusion of morning business, what will
the Chair lay before the Senate as the
pending business?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senate will resume consideration of the
pending business, H.R. 4995.

Mr. BAKER. Which is the defense ap-
propriations bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is correct.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it is the
hope of the leadership that good prog-
ress can be made on the defense appro-
priations bill today. Senators will recall
that there was some difficulty with the
managers of the bill being able to han-
dle amendments yesterday because of
the delay in Senators presenting them
for the consideration of the Senate. I re-
marked on more than one occasion yes-
terday that time is short. Today is the
first day of December and we hope for
sine die adjournment on the 18th of
December, and we do not have a day to
waste. I hope we can do better than that
today.

I now urge all Senators to come fo the
floor and offer their amendments this
morning. I will encourage the managers
of the bill to call for third reading if
amendments are not forthcoming.

Mr. President, there are other matters
on the calendar that may be dealt with.
There are other appropriations bills, for
instance the military construction ap-
propriations bill. There is the Small
Business Act, and perhaps other matters.

If my effort to move the defense ap-
propriations bill does not succeed, and I
devoutly wish for the result that it
should succeed, I am prepared, Mr. Pres-
ident, as much as I regret to say, to lay
aside the measure and take up some
other bill so we can make progress. Sen-
ators should be on notice that by early
afternoon if we are not making good
progress on this bill, the leadership will
either ask for third reading or ask unan-
imous consent to temporarily lay aside
this measure and proceed first to the
military construction appropriations bill
or perhaps the small business bill. It will
be the intention of the leadership, how-
ever, to resume consideration of the De-
partment of Defense appropriations bill
either later today or as the first order
of business on tomorrow.

Mr, President, it may be that I will
make another statement on another sub-
ject in a moment, but at present I pre-
fer to reserve the remainder of my time

under the standing order and I yield to
the distinguished acting minority leader.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
distinguished acting minority leader is
recognized.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro ftempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BAKER. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CocHraN) . Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I yield
now to the distinguished Senator from
Hawaii.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

POSTPONEMENT OF THE MATTER
RELATING TO SENATOR WILLIAMS

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, according
to the legislative calendar announced
previously by the majority leader, the
matter of the senior Senator from New
Jersey is to be taken up this Thursday.
For the past few weeks I have looked
over the matter and I have decided to
participate very actively in those pro-
ceedings. I intend to be on the floor at
all times and to assure that the gentle-
man from New Jersey is accorded his
full day in court.

In order to do that, Mr. President, I
will need sufficient time to prepare my-
self. I do not speak as a defense counsel.
I have not been asked to do that, nor
am I imposing myself on the gentleman
from New Jersey. But I wish to actively
participate and, therefore, I will need
some time.

Accordingly and most respectfully, I
ask the leadership of the Senate, Mr.
Baker and Mr. RoserT C. BYRD, to pro-
vide me sufficient time to prepare myself.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I may say
that the request just made by the Sena-
tor from Hawaii is not a surprise to this
Senator. Indeed, he had conveyed to me
privately the substance of what he has
just remarked. Yesterday, I consulted
with the distinguished Senator from Ha-
waii and with the distinguished minority
leader on this subject.

I may say, Mr. President, that there
have been many suggestions or reasons
why this matter should be postponed,
some of them more meritorious than
others. But the joint leadership has re-
sisted any suggestions that the debate
on this resolution, that is to say, Sen-
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ate Resolution 204, as reported by the
Ethics Committee, should be postponed.

I know I speak for this part of the
leadership when I say that I feel the
Senate has a special and powerful re-
sponsibility to deal with this constitu-
tional duty to pass on the fitness of its
Members.

The request made informally yester-
day and now stated on the floor by the
Senator from Hawail is in an entirely
different category. There are no Mem-
bers of the Senate held in higher regard
and esteem than the Senator from
Hawaii. He has few peers.

I congratulate him on his decision to
participate in this matter, for no one on
either side of the aisle wishes to see the
Senator from New Jersey without coun-
sel or without advocates on the floor. I
believe the Senator from Hawaii is
undertaking an important and honor-
able responsibility.

In view of that, Mr. President, it is my
responsibility to say that if this request
is supported by the distinguished minor-
ity leader, I am prepared to accede to it
and to announce that the matter will be
postponed until the convening of the
Senate in January.

I may say, Mr. President, that I con-
tinue to believe that the matter should
be dealt with promptly and if, indeed, it
is postponed, if this becomes a decision of
the joint leadership, then it will be my
intention to ask the Senate to turn to
consideration of this resolution as one of
the earliest, if not, indeed, the earliest
item of business to be considered by the
Senate when we reconvene in January.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I share the majority leader's view and
his decision that the request that has
been stated to us privately on yesterday
and now publicly by the distinguished
senior Senator from Hawaii be granted.
It is a reasonable request. It is a logical
request, it is a legitimate request.

I share the majority leader’'s view-
point—I do not presume to speak for
him—that legal counsel from outside the
Senate should not speak on the floor of
the Senate. In the final analysis, that
would be a judgment for the Senate to
make, of course, but I do not believe that
legal counsel outside the Senate should
address the Senate or ask questions of
Senators or examine witnesses or cross-
examine witnesses in the Senate Cham-
ber. Legal counsel outside the Senate
has not been elected to the Senate by
any constituency and answers to no con-
stituency through the political and rep-
resentative process. I think that only
Senators should speak to the Senate on
this floor with respect to this or any
other similar matter.

That is not to say, however, that Sen-
ator WirrLiams should not have ample
opportunity on the floor to speak for
himself or that he should not have an
advocate or advocates on the floor in the
persons of other Senators.

I respect Senator INnouve for assum-
ing this task. I admire him and, without
any reservation, I join with him in ex-
pressing to the majority leader the
rightness of this course of action.
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I also share the majority leader's posi-
tion that the Senate should not arrange
its schedule in this matter in accordance
with the schedule of any court. This is
not a legal proceeding which will occur
in this Chamber, it is a constitutional
proceeding.

It should not be equated with a legal
proceeding in the sense that the accused
would have witnesses, witnesses would
be sworn and would speak and would be
examined and cross-examined by lawyers
for the defense and for the opposite side.
The Senate has the responsibility under
the Constitution to determine the quali-
fications of its own Members and to make
decisions in cases of expulsion and cen-
sure and so on.

I congratulate and thank the majority
leader on acceding to the request of Mr.
InouYE. I also compliment the majority
leader on adhering to what he believes
is the overriding prerogative and re-
sponsibility of the Senate. The Senate
must reach a decision at some point in
this matter, The majority leader has been
most considerate in his decisions in re-
gard to this matter. He has not rushed
the Senate to judgment; he has not
pressed it at all unduly. But, having the
responsibility of programing the work
of the Senate, having the responsibility
of upholding the Senate's constitutional
prerogatives and pressing for a just and
reasonable decision in regard to one of
the Senate’s responsibilities, he has, at
all times, demonstrated a clear under-
standing of the process and also a clear
understanding of the sensitivities and
the needs of Senator WiLLiams.

He has not sought for any partisan
gain. If he had pressed the Senate for a
decision today or tomorrow or the next
day or last week or a month ago, I think
there are those who might have per-
ceived his actions and decisions as being
partisan. But he has studiously bent over
backward, based on my observations, to
avoid that perception. I fully support
his decision, as I have supported his
previous inclinations in this matter, be-
cause I think they have been right. I
think they have been fully cognizant of
the rights of a fellow Senator. But, also,
he has kept in clear view the responsi-
bilities of the institution.

I again express my deepest admiration
for Senator InouyE and I think that this
is the right conclusion. I, therefore, yield
the floor.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, may I
just say that I am most grateful to
the leadership for this most considerate
accommodation.

Thank you very much.

Mr. BAKER. Mr, President, I thank
the Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. President, I suppose that, in many
ways, the distinguished minority leader
has perhaps a heavier burden of re-
sponsibility in this matter than do I.

I wish to express now to the Senate
my appreciation and gratitude to him
for the exemplary way in which he has
conducted himself in this matter and
in the innumerable meetings that have
occurred between him and me as the
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joint leadership. No one could have been
fairer, more resolute, and more cour-
teous than the minority leader has been
in the face of this political adversity.
Throughout, Mr. President, considera-
tion of this matter has been fully and
truly a bipartisan undertaking. That is
not a foregone result. It could happen
only with the caliber of the leadership
the minority leader has brought in his
role here and in his previous role as
majority leader.

I remarked to the Senator from West
Virginia a few days ago on the floor
how fortunate I am to have been in the
position he occupies as minority leader,
because he knows the Senate so well
and has such a feel for this institution,
its traditions, and its precedents, and
perhaps how unfortunate he was as
majority leader to have me as minority
leader for 4 years.

I freely confess, Mr. President, that
he has, by reason of experience and in-
clination, an understanding of the Sen-
ate and the requirements of the Senate
that perhaps could not be gained other
than as serving in the role of majority
leader.

The Senator from West Virginia has
never more eloguently shown his cre-
dentials as a man of the Senate, as a
distinguished Senator, than he has to-
day, in his address with me, as the joint
leadership, in this delicate but import-
ant issue.

Mr. President, I express my apprecia-
tion to him and my appreciation to the
Senator from Hawaii for his careful and
honorable presentation of a point of
view that must be represented in the
Senate as we deal with this matter.

Finally, I express my appreciation to
the distinguished chairman of the Ethics
Committee, Senator WarLopr, and the
vice chairman, Senator Herrin, They
have worked harder than perhaps any-
body else in seeing that this matier is
dealt with fairly and professionally, that
they have undertaken their work with
skill and dignity, and that they were
fully prepared to proceed with the de-
bate on Senate Resolution 204. Tt is a
mark of their understanding and com-
petence when they recognize the merit
of the request made by the Senator from
Hawaii and accede in the recommenda-
tion of the joint leadership. I commend
them.

Mr. President, in view of the colloguy
which has just transpired, I announce
that the debate on Senate Resolution
204 will not occur beginning on Decem-
ber 3, but will be postponed until the
earliest days of the next session of Con-
gress, after sine die adjournment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I thank the distinguished majority
leader for his kind words.

RETIREMENT FOR HARRY F. BYRD,
JR.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
it is with genuine regret that I learned
yvesterday of the decision by the distin-
guished senior Senator from Virginia not
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to seek reelection next year. I know this
was g difficult personal decision and one
which must carry with it the mixed emo-
tions of leaving an institution which has
played so large a part in his family’s his-
tory. The State of Virginia has been rep-
resented in the Senate by a member of
the Byrd family for some 48 years. It is
hard to realize that this era will be com-
ing to a close.

Senator Harry F. BYRD, JR., first came
to the Senate in 1965, succeeding his il-
lustrious father, Senator Harry F. Byrd.
During his 15-year tenure in the Senate,
HARRY BYRD, JR., has become best known
as a champion of economy in Govern-
ment and reduced Government spending.
The Senator from Virginia has long
warned that deficit spendign and ambi-
tious Federal programs are unwise, and
he has remained the constant guardian
of the role of States’ rights in our consti-
tutional scheme. In that, he has fash-
ioned a truly independent role and has
earned the admiration of all his Senate
colleagues.

It was in 1970 that the distinguished
Senator from Virginia first sought reelec-
tion as an Independent. He ran on this
ticket again in 1976, winning the largest
vote ever given any Virginia candidate.
The people of his State knew that, above
all else, Senator Harry F. BYrp, JR., rep-
resented them and their interests. That
meant his commitment to coal as a cru-
cial domestic energy resource, his con-
cern for the unique role of Virginia’s
harbors in this Nation’s transportation
network, and his dedication to a strong
and secure America. It meant his deter-
mination that the Federal tax dollars of
Virginia's citizens be wisely spent. And
it meant his tireless efforts to represent
his beloved State of Virginia with honor
and integrity.

When the distinguished Senator from
Virginia retires from the Senate, T will
lose a long-time friend from the Senate.
I often refer to him as my “cousin,” al-
though we are of no known relation. T
will miss him. Despite his independent
political views, Senator Harry F. Byrb,
JR., has always caucused with this side
of the aisle, lending his wisdom to our
deliberations,

So, I say again and again that I will
miss him, and his Democratic colleagues
will miss him.

Erma and I wish for Harry and
Gretchen God's blessings in the years
ahead.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I join the
distinguished minority leader in his
statement of regret concerning the up-
coming retirement of Senator Harry F.
By¥no, JR., of Virginia.

I am sure I join every Member of the
Senate when I salute Senator Harry F.
Byrp, Jr., for his distinguished service
and express our appreciation for his in-
dependence, for his political acuteness,
and for the balanced judgment which he
has contributed to the deliberations of
the Senate for so many years.
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More than that, Mr. President, the
Senator from Virginia is a marvelous
human being. On many occasions, I wit-
nessed the warmth of that humanity
permeate the most difficult and con-
troversial debates, and that calmness
and reason led to a more useful and pro-
ductive result than might otherwise have
been the case.

Also, he is a good friend. Many of us
have visited his home in Virginia. Some
of us have his apple trees in our back
yard. Some of us will continue to call on
him as a friend and as a political adviser
for years to come. I know that the con-
tribution of Harry F. Byrp, JR., of Vir-
ginia, to the mainstream of the political
life of this Nation will not end when his
term expires in 1982; but, rather, his
restless spirit and deep commitment to
the welfare of this Republic will continue
to make itself known and his voice heard
for many years to come.

N ——

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
PROXMIRE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time for the leadership has expired.

Under the previous order, the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin (Mr. ProxXMIRE) is
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

THE DEBT LIMIT AND THE BATTLE
TO HOLD DOWN FEDERAL SPEND-
ING

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, a
week ago we stumbled through the first
day in American history in which the
entire executive branch of the Federal
Government operated without any funds.
Because Congress and the President
could not agree on the level of spending,
we did pass a resolution a week ago
Monday that postponed a decision until
December 15. On or about that date we
will confront almost exactly the same
situation again. We may have completed
and sent to the President a defense ap-
propriations bill that will obligate us to
spend about $200 billion during the fiscal
year. But we will probably have all the
remaining Government spending bills
pending. We could and should send all
the other appropriation bills to the
President by December 15, and we can
and should stay here in Washington in
session until we act on every spending
bill even if that means we work on
Christmas and New Years.

DO IT RIGHT

But, Mr. President, we should do more
than simply complete this business. We
should do it right. We should send the
President appropriation bills that will
cut spending much more deeply even
than the President has asked. We must
find a way to cut spending. We must
slash even good, popular, and useful
programs. Federal health programs, for
example, have generally served an in-
spiring and compassionate purpose. But
they have grown far faster than we can
possibly afford. Twenty-one short years

29221

ago in 1960 these programs constituted
2 percent of the budget. They now make
up a fat 12 percent of a much larger
budget.

We have increased our spending on
these programs literally 44 fold in those
brief 21 years. Consider that. We have
not simply doubled or tripled or quad-
rupled our spending on health research
and medicare and medicaid. In real
terms allowing fully for inflation and in
per capita terms allowing for our growth
in population, we have increased this
spending far more than tenfold. This
year we slow the momentum a little but
the cost surges on.

We should prompftly agree to cut the
Federal payments for medicaid by 5 per-
cent. Chairman HarrisoN ScuamiTT, of the
Labor, Health and Human Services, Edu-
cation Subcommittee, has urged that for
weeks. We should limit student loans to
the market rate; that is, provide the
loans but eliminate the subsidy. Those
two actions; particularly the medicaid
cut, will save even more than the Presi-
dent has requested on this appropria-
tion and almost surely assure that it
could go forward forthwith and without
a Presidential veto. And we should
promptly get to work on workfare. We
can make similar progress on other
spending bills. We can and should cut
the HUD budget further. In fact, if we
can cut the Health and Human Services
budget as I have indicated, why can we
not reduce these other budgets that gen-
erally do not have as high a human-
need priority? Each reduction will re-
quire sacrifice, but this is the price we
must pay for an economy with more
stable prices, with reasonable interest
rates that allow the homebuilding and
auto and other industries to prosper and
provide the job essential for the economy
to funection.

DEET LIMIT—THE KEY

On September 30, when we in Con-
gress passed the increase in the Federal
debt limit, we had given ourselves $94 bil-
lion of leeway hefore the debt limit ex-
pired on September 30, 1982. The Treas-
ury has reported that as of November
24—that is about a week ago—less than
2 months later the Government had sunk
another $25 billion into debt. As of that
day the national debt had reached $1.10
trillion. They also said they did not ex-
pect to have an official projection of our
debt for the remainder of the fiscal year
until the President’s budget report in
January.

Mr. President, I call on my fellow
Senators to think about these appalling
figures. Far from moving toward a bal-
anced budget, are we on the way to a $70
or $80 bhillion deficit in this fiscal year?
Indeed, the way this fiscal year has be-
gun we could easily exceed $100 billion.
And, Mr. President, I cannot think of a
worse, more damaging fiscal policy. What
has caused this serious recession into
which we find ourselves moving? Answer:
Inflation and high interest rates. And
what constitutes a prime cause of in-
flation and especially of high interest




29222

rates? Answer: the domination of the
credit markets by the Federal Govern-
ment.

WHY INTEREST RATES ARE HIGH

With a national debt in excess of a
trillion dollars—one thousand billion
dollars—with a looming Federal deficit
meaning a one hundred billion dollars,
with this huge, exploding Federal de-
mand for credit, can there be any won-
der why private investors have become
convinced that once we move out of the
recession, the Federal demand for credit
will choke off any reviving private de-
mand and thwart any prospect of a sus-
tained recovery for home building and
autos? Obviously, even with the best will
in the world we cannot and will not bal-
ance the budget in a recession year like
fiscal 1982. But we can limit the deficit
this year and we can take advantage of
the 1983 recovery to balance the budget
then, and the debt limit offers by far the
strongest way to achieve that 1983
balance.

We have arrived at the time when
prudent, restrained, conservative fiscal
policy will put our people to work. Can
anyone reasonably argue with the fact
that failure to cut spending and hold
down the deficit will cut any general eco-
nomic recovery short? Who will deny
that with our enormous and growing
Federal borrowing, high interest rates, as
they did both last year and this year,
will slow recovery and turn it into reces-
sion by smothering all the credit-sensi-
tive industries into recession? So what
do we need for more jobs? The precise
opposite of what we needed in our defla-
tionary, low-interest-rate environment
of the 1930’s. We have to do what comes
hard to economists and even harder to
Members of Congress who are elected or
defeated based on our constancy.

CHANGE OUR THINKING

We have to change our thinking about
the economy. How beautifully simple,
when people need jobs: Just appropriate
Federal money to put them to work.
Beautiful and under some circumstances
;ight. But when our people need hous-
ing, for example, and also need the jobs
housing construction brings, and when
we know that the private sector produces
that housing far more efficiently than
the Government can, and when the pri-
vate sector does not produce housing be-
cause mortgage interest rates are too
high, and when they are too high because
of excessive Government spending and
borrowing, then we can actually put far
more to work and far more efficiently by
actually reducing Federal spending than
by increasing it.

This brings us to how we solve the
most difficult part of this problem. It is
this: Can the President persuade Con-
gress to make the kind of sharp and pro-
longed reductions in spending we need
to balance the budget?

Some have argued that President
Reagax_l has had to reduce his goal of
balancing the budget in order to accom-
modate a hostile Congress that has
far less interest in a balanced budget
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and far more in maintaining or increas-
ing spending on social programs, Do yqu
believe it? Do not. It is not true. How
do I know? Here is how. President Rea-
gan can get a balanced budget, if he
wants it. And he can get it when? Pre-
cisely the year he wants it. He can force
Congress to give him a balanced budget
or a $20 or $30 or $100 billion deficit in
1983, 1984, or 1985 or any time.
HOW PRESIDENT USES DEBT LIMIT

How can the President do all this?
Answer: By using the debt limit. And
here is how: The President can decide
now that he will not increase the debt
limit above its present $1.79 trillion
level. By the end of the current fiscal
year, even with careful and conservative
fiscal policies, holding down spending
and with no further reduction, we will
still use up almost all of the remaining
$70 billion. That would mean that if
we do not increase the debt limit by
next September then we will have to
balance the budget in fiscal 1983 or
come very close to doing so. But, you
ask, why could not Congress simply pass
a higher debt limit? Answer: Because
the President could veto any such action
by Congress and Congress could not pos-
sibly override his veto.

PRESIDENT HAS POWER

In the first place, the leaders of Con-
gress know that the President has this
capacity to stop any increase in the
debt limit. They know that for them to
originate such an increase and try to
pass it over his objections by a major-
ity vote would, in all likelihood, fail.
They also know that if, for any reason,
Congress over the President’s objections
succeeded in the initial passage of an
increase in the debt limit, they know
they could not come close to persuading
two-thirds of the House of Representa-
tives, let alone two-thirds of the Re-
publican Senate, to vote to override the
President.

Would Congress then put the Federal
Government at long last on a cash, pay-
as-you-go basis? Yes. And here is why:

NO ALTERNATIVE

The alternative to pay as you go would
be even worse, because if Congress
should continue to refuse to balance the
budget, then when the Government ran
out of cash it could not send out social
security checks. It could not meet its
obligations to pay its soldiers, sailors,
and marines. It could not buy oil to keep
its ships sailing, its planes flying, its
tanks running. Consider the plight of the
Members of Congress who refused to cut
spending, or, if necessary, raise taxes to
meet these vital national needs. He
would thereby sign his political death
warrant. And not many, in fact, prob-
ably no Members of Congress would rush
out to commit political suicide.

WE DO IT OUR WAY

All this would not assure the country
that Congress would balance the budget
the way the President wanted it bal-
anced. We might cut military spending
more than the President desired. We
might reduce the space program. We
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might slash water projects. We might
cut foreign aid. And we might increase
taxes, possibly postpone some or all of the
scheduled July 1, 1982 10-percent income
tax cut. We might rescind some of the
corporate tax cuts. But we would bal-
ance the budget and stop net off-budget
borrowing. Interest rates would come
down and, as long as we persisted in this
absolute end of increasing Federal pres-
sure on the credit markets, interest rates
would stay down.
BALANCED BUDGET MEANS MORE JOBS

That would happen for two reasons.
In the first place, a balanced budget plus
the end of net off-budget borrowing by
the Federal Government would mean, as
compared with 1981, more than $100 bil-
lion of reduction in Federal borrowing.

Second, for the first time in many
years the Federal Government would
actually borrow less than in the preced-
ing year.

Third, and most important of all, bal-
ancing the Federal budget and the adop-
tion of a pay-as-you-go approach by the
Federal Government would provide the
vital psychological basis for an effective
war against both inflation and high in-
terest rates. With this firm, conservative
fiscal policy in place—demonstrated—
not by rhetoric but by a balanced budget,
investors would have a solid basis for
believing that the Federal Government
at long last meant business about fight-
ing inflation.

THE HARD SELL

But can we fight recession by slowing
Government spending and possibly in-
creasing taxes? Doesn’t this run smack
into the conventional wisdom that has
governed this country for 50 years?
Whatever psychological faith Americans
may have in a balanced budget was
not their belief that in a recession the
Government should increase spending
and cut taxes overwhelm it? And would
any attempt to balance the budget in
the coming year not only fail in the light
of 8-percent unemployment but while
failing, at the same time, aggravate and
prolong the recession? Let us recognize
that as of now we cannot and will not
balance the budget in 1982, But we can
and should balance the budget in 1983.

A DIFFERENT RECESSION

Second, we must realize that this reces-
sion differs sharply from other recessions
in the following respects: First, we still
suffer from extraordinarily high interest
rates, especially long term mortgage
rates which remain close to a devastating
16 percent. This key economic fact ac-
counts for half or more of our present
unemployment. Any expansionary fiscal
policy—more Federal spending or de-
ficit—causing tax cuts—that push this
rate up will push more people out of jobs
than it can employ; second, we still suf-
fer from powerful inflationary pressures.
Any spending or tax measures that in-
crease the deficit will aggravate that in-
flation, and destroy the faith of con-
sumers, savers, investors that they can
count on a gradual, steady reduction in
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inflation; third, potential demand for
houses and autos has become enormous.
Consumer income remains high. Eco-
nomic recovery can become strong and
sustained when people become confident
that we have really begun to get inflation
under control and interest rates have
come down to stay.
FISCAL RESTRAINT: THE ANSWER

For each of these three reasons—be-
cause unlike previous recessions we have
super-high interest rates, continued in-
flationary pressure and a potential de-
mand that above all needs to find faith
in a policy of fiscal restraint—the bal-
anced budget not in 1982 but in 1983
constitutes the best policy we can fol-
low out of this recession. Selling that
policy in the teeth of the recession will
be like selling a deep freeze to an im-
poverished Eskimo family at the Arctic
Circle. It is going to be tough. We have
to overcome a habit engrained by two
generations of steady, unremitting, knee-
jerk, increase-spending as the reaction
to unemployment. We have to face the
grim fact that increased spending will
deepen and lengthen unemployment by
keeping interest rates and inflation high
and rising. And we cannot wait until late
1982 or 1983 after we start recovering to
put a fiscal policy in place. We must act
now and stick with it.

But the key to all is the will of the
President to use the debt limit to balance
the budget in 1983.

REMINDERS OF THE PAST

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
latest work of Russian author Varlam
Shalamov has just been published and
was reviewed this past Sunday by Clar-
ence Brown in the Washington Post’s
“Book World.”

Shalamov’s work has been given the
English title Graphite. It consists of 31
short stories describing his experiences
in Russian concentration camps. It is
not pleasant reading, but it is important
for anyone who wishes to better under-
stand how life was in the Stalinist death
camps of the 1930’s, 1940’s and 1950’.

These stories take place in the camps
of Kolyma, a Siberian region infamous
for its slave operated gold mines. Here
the author eked out his existence for 17
years, living the terrible experiences he
recounts for us in his book.

His themes revolve around man's
ability to forget. Shalamov treats this
ability in one sense as a much-admired
feat and, at the same time, as a great
tragedy. These men forget, in order to
cope. They forget their wives, their chil-
dren, their former lives of happiness.
Their sole preoccupation is to survive.
In the process they also forget they are
men.

As Brown points out in his review,
these men are saddled with the excusa-
ble desire to go on living. So they ac-
commodate themselves to a world of
thieves, learn their language and do
whatever they must to survive.

Mr. President, in this environment
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human dignity is an early casualty and
human life follows soon after. It is esti-
mated that between 20 to 30 million
Russians perished in these camps. Those
that survived suffer permanent scars.

We are lucky that Varlam Shalamov
survived. His writings remind us of the
need to protect man’s basic human
rights. Most basic, of course, is the right
to live. It transcends all political, social,
or economic rights man could hope to
enjoy. Yet to this day, Mr. President,
we have not ratified a treaty designed
to guarantee the right to live. We have
avoided action on the Genocide Conven-
tion for over three decades.

Why, Mr. President? Have we for-
given a heritage whose foundation rests
on the natural rights of man? Have we
forgotten the misery of untold millions
who have perished in the most horrible
of manner? If we have forgotten, Mr.
President, there will be other Shalamovs
in the future to remind us—for this
problem will not disappear.

As the leader of the free world—we
cannot forget—if this convention is ever
to have any meaningful effect. There-
fore, I strongly urge my colleagues to
ratify the Genocide Convention.

Mr. President, I yield the remainder
of my time to the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EscLETON) who will be on the floor
in just a moment.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
EAGLETON

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. EacLETON) is recognized for
not to exceed 15 minutes and 58 seconds.

e ————

ON PROVIDING FOR THE NATIONAL
DEFENSE

THE REAGAN PROPOSAL

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, the
Founding Fathers entrusted the respon-
sibility of providing for our Nation’s de-
fense to the Congress. At no time in his-
tory has this responsibility been more
crucial to our well-being than it is today.
It has become a regrettable fact of life
that every year the Congress appro-
priates more funding for peacetime war
preparation than any other nation in
history. No matter what the outcome of
the debate on the defense appropriations
bill now before us, this year will prove
no exception.

Even in the early post-Vietnam years,
when antidefense sentiment ran high,
President Carter—who was elected in
part because of his pledge to reduce de-
fense expenditures—provided for real
growth in defense programs in every
year of his administration. In his final
budget submission to Congress, he—like
his successor—proposed massive in-
creases in defense spending in fiscal year
1982. All of this notwithstanding, the size
of the defense spending proposal that we
debate today is unprecedented.

President Reagan, if he has his way,
will spend a staggering $1.6 trillion on
defense over the mnext 5 years. This
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equates to almost $1 billion a day or
about $34 million every hour. His pro-
gram will cost the average American tax-
payer about $10,800 over the 5-year pe-
riod at a time when most Americans are
finding it difficult to make ends meet.

A strengthened national defense is a
clear part of President Reagan’s Novem-
ber mandate, and all of us are aware of
the need to respond to the continuing
Soviet military buildup by sensible in-
creases in defense spending—particularly
in the area of conventional preparedness
and readiness. Yet even as a general con-
sensus remains about the need to
strengthen our defenses, major areas of
dispute continue to surface about the
economic pitfalls of pursuing a massive
buildup at this time.

Any earnest attempt to improve our
defense capabilities must be based on a
sound, realistic evaluation of the ever-
changing “threat” environment. The true
measure of our Nation’s defense posture
is how well it meets our national need,
not how much it costs. As the leader of
free-world nations, America must have
a military capability that will effectively
deter aggression by our enemies, this we
do not get by throwing money about in-
discriminately. During last year's elec-
tion campaign, Republican candidates
got a good deal of mileage out of accus-
ing Democrats of committing this mis-
take in addressing domestic problems.
The tables are now turned, but the stakes
are substantially higher.

DAVID STOCKMAN ON FRAUD, WASTE, AND

ABUSE IN THE PENTAGON

It has been clear for some time that
the President’s principal thought about
defense spending is that we need more
hardware. He was prepared to throw as
much money at the problem as the gen-
erals and admirals wanted. The Pen-
tagon was posted “strictly off-limits"” to
the administration’s fraud, waste and
abuse hunters.

In his Atlantic Monthly interviews
OMB Director David Stockman ex-
pressed his frustration at the willingness
of the President to overlook the massive
waste involved in defense spending. He
acknowledged that OMB had taken only
a cursory glance at the proposed defense
budget. He recognized, as he put it:

There's a kind of swamp of $10 to 20 to
$30 billion worth of waste that can be fer-
reted out if you really push hard.

Later in the same interview, Stock-
man described the problem of Pentagon
spending as “blatant inefficiency, poor
deployment of manpower (and) con-
tracting idiocy.”

Mr. Stockman's revelations have been
widely disparaged by administration
spokesmen as the indiscretions of an
overworked young man. Not a word has
been said about the substance of Mr.
Stockman's comments. There has been
no effort to deny his charges; no at-
tempt to refute his account of White
House budget making. The reason, I
think, is simple. What Mr. Stockman
said about indiscriminately showering
tax dollars on the Pentagon without the
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smallest effort to assure that the money
is well spent is absolutely true.

A few days ago, this President was sO
anxious to demonstrate his commitment
to reduce Federal spending that he was
willing to close down the Government
over a small dispute about spending for
domestic programs. But, this same tight-
fisted “watchdog of the Treasury” quietly
hands a blank check to the Pentagon to
spend and waste as much as it wants.

I think it is time this administration
leveled with the American people and
faced up to the enormous problem of
waste in defense spending.

THE ABSENCE OF A CLEAR DEFENSE STRATEGY

From the outset of the Reagan Presi-
dency, there has been no shortage of
White House and Pentagon rhetoric in
support of the President's enormous re-
armament program. In contrast, there
has been scant justification of what pur-
pose the purported additional military
capability will serve. Throughout his
quest for the Presidency, Mr. Reagan
strongly criticized the ideas and assump-
tions that have governed American de-
fense planning from the outset of the
Truman administration. In a recent
column, Robert Scheer of the Los Angeles
Times observed:

The emphasis of the new administration
seems to be less one of preserving a delicate
post-World War II peace and more that of
preparing for a possible World War IIL

Candidate Reagan called for the re-
negotiation of the SALT II Treaty. He
took the hard line position that further
progress in arms confrol could only be
linked to a decrease of Soviet global ad-

venturism. He criticized what he termed

one-sided détente policies and he took

exception to unilateral U.S. concessions
in the area of trade, technology transfer,
grain sales, and arms control.

Since moving into the White House,
President Reagan has failed to articulate
a clear, comprehensive alternative to the
policies of past administrations.

True modernization and improvement
of our military deterrent must be based
on realistic assumptions. Valid Penta-
gon contingency planning must neces-
sarily rely on a firm, coherent statement
of domestic and foreign policy. Rhetoric
alone is not enough. For instance,
America must be prepared for more than
an all-out strategic nuclear exchange or
a short, high-intensity war in Europe.
Today, a far more likely threat to our
national security comes from the turbu-
lent Persian Gulf region. That is not to
say that the Soviet Union does not re-
main of paramount concern.

THE NEED TO RESUME ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIA-
TIONS AND CURTAIL FOREIGN MILITARY
SALES
In recent days, President Reagan took

the first step toward rectifying his dis-

turbing inattention to the most pressing
issue facing mankind today: the con-
tainment and control of nuclear weap-

ons. It took the President a full 10

months to present his views and he did

s0, in part, in response to the mounting

pressure brought about by the growing
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European peace movement. I applaud the
President’s statement but, as the New
York Times pointed out, “A speech is not
a policy.”

The true test of the policy espoused
will be the vigor with which the admin-
istration pursues the precepts of Presi-
dent Reagan’s speech initially at Geneva
in the negotiations over theater nuclear
weapons in Europe and subsequently in
negotiations with the Soviets over limit-
ing strategic nuclear weapons.

Nuclear arms control is not just an
issue for liberals and Democrats; to illus-
trate this, I offer the following comments
of three leading conservatives:

Senators JAKE GArRN and Pavur Laxant: The
U.S. should make every effort to negotiate
an equitable and verifiable strategic nuclear
offensive arms reduction agreement with the
Soviet Union at the earliest possible date.
Such an agreement must contribute to the
security of both countries by reducing the
dimensions of thelr strategic arsenals, par-
ticularly in those weapons which constitute
first-strike counterforce systems.

JAMES J. KILPATRICK: When will we and
the Soviets come mutually to our senses?
When will all the imperiled peoples of this
earth rise up, and through their leaders de-
mand that this insanity be stopped?

No problem in our lifetimes—not energy,
not water, not race relatlons, not the trivial
perplexities of politics and budgets—no
problem cries so urgently for solution as the
problem of atomic arms. . .

The bombs we dropped upon Japan . ..
were the merest Model T's. The mind of man
cannot conceive the destructive power of to-
day's atomic missiles. We are talking of great
cities wiped out in fractions of a second, of
millions dead and other millions maimed, of
a massive radioactive fallout spread by winds
around the world. In such a war there would
be no victory; there would be survival only—
and survival in an unimaginable land in
which civilized humans would fight like sav-
ages for the means of existence.

While certainly the most pressing con-
cern, containment of nuclear weapons
is not the only focus of attention in the
area of arms control. At a most delicate
time in world history, the Reagan ad-
ministration has displayed a disturbing
trend toward enhancing the U.S. leader-
ship role in exporting arms abroad. No-
where is this better illustrated than in
the sale of AWACS and other arms to the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.

Approval of the $8.5 billion arms pack-
age to the Saudis constituted the largest
foreign weapons sale in history. I opposed
the sale for numerous reasons. I still do
not believe it will do anything to en-
hance Saudi security; rather, I believe it
will increase local tension by destabiliz-
ing the military balance in the region,
Jjeopardize the Middle East peace process,
and ultimately endanger American se-
curity interests. Nevertheless, the sale is
behind us and I can only hope that future
events will prove my misgivings un-
founded.

The Saudi sale is only the most notable
example. Now before the Senate is a
proposal to sell F-16’s to Pakistan. This
$1.1 billion transaction narrowly survived
a 10 to 7 vote in the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee; nevertheless, it sur-
vives and will probably be approved. Be-
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sides my concern over the propriety of
selling such sophisticated weaponry to a
developing nation, I fear that it may
send just the wrong signal to the govern-
ment of General Zia at a time when we
are lobbying his government to desist its
efforts to produce an atomic bomb.

The traffic in international arms has
reached a truly frightening level; the
United States must not be the leading
wholesaler if we are to be credible in our
efforts to reduce global tensions.

If we are going to reassert ourselves in
the role as the spokesman of free world
nations, we must first resume serious nu-
clear arms control negotiations with the
Soviets and curtail the excessive exporta-
tion of weapons abroad.

THE REAGAN STRATEGIC REVITALIZATION PRO=-
GRAM: BUILD THE B—1 AND PROCEED WITH MX
DEVELOPMENT
After months of deliberation and de-

lay, the President unveiled his five-point

program to revitalize America’s strategic

forces. In addition to placing the MX

missile in existing, hardened silos in the

Midwest, it calls for developing a variant

of the B-1 bomber. Under this plan we

would deploy 100 MX missiles and build

100 so-called B-1B's—with the first

squadron to be deployed by the end of

1986.

The Reagan decision to build the B-1
is based, in part, on his belief that the
earlier decision to rely on converted
B-52's in the 1980's and develop the ad-
vanced technology—or Stealth—bomber
for the 1990's was risky given the age
and vulnerability of the B-52 force,

But at issue is the penetrating capa-
bility of the B-1. In open testimony,
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger
has made it clear that the B-1 will have
little, if any, penetration capability by
the year 1990.

Soviet air defenses, by any measure,
are the best in the world. The Soviet
national air defense system boasts more
then 500,000 individuals manning some
2,500 interceptors and 12,000 SAM's at
more than 1,000 separate sites. Nonethe-
less, as impressive as this system is, it is
not wholly effective against low-flying
aireraft and high-speed ballistic missiles.
Development and deployment of the
radar-evading stealth technology and
the cruise missile will go a long way to-
ward mitigating this Soviet advantage:
nothing short of this will.

The decision on the manned bomber
is basically a choice between cruise mis-
sile platforms. We can build the B-1, as
President Reagan suggests, for a total
program cost of possibly $36 billion: but
to be effective it will have to carry the
cruise missile.

The alternative is to proceed with up-
grading the B-52 force as President Car-
ter proposed. The B-52 fleet is already
undergoing such an upgrading; a com-
plete conversion can be expected by 1988.
The first aireraft will be completely fitted
out this fall and a squadron of 15 air-
craft will be on station by the end of
1982. By 1988, 172 of these planes will be
carrying 20 cruise missiles each if the
program proceeds as planned.
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It makes little sense to go ahead with
the B-1 when what is needed is the
Stealth bomber. Better we continue with
the B-52 conversion than risk losing
Stealth through a B-1 drain on the
budget now.

Likewise, there are reasons why bas-
ing the MX in hardened Titan silos may
be the least desirable means of shoring
up our strategic forces. Foremost among
them is the obvious faet that if the So-
viets do attack on any scale, the results
could be particularly damaging. The in-
evitable fallout would wreak havoc
across a large portion of the United
States. Some projections estimate that
as many as 100 million people would re-
quire relocation from areas that would
remain radioactive for generations to
come. Large agricultural and energy pro-
ducing regions would be contaminated
for decades if not totally abandoned.

Plans for a new land-based missile
program have been on the drawing board
for years. In September 1979, President
Carter proposed that we build a “race-
track” version featuring a multiple pro-
tective structure (MPS) basing mode. He
chose this over some 30-odd other alter-
natives such as air-launched MXS, a
“trench” system, and vertical silos. Car-
ter argued that the MPS system would
“do the best job” noting that it was com-
patible with the then-pending SALT II
Treaty and would keep the Soviets from
attacking since, under SALT, they would
not have enough warheads to effectively
kil all 4,600 of the proposed MX
shelters.

President Reagan has decided to “nar-
row the window of vulnerability” by put-
t{ng this newest and most accurate mis-
sile in our most vulnerable hole, the
present Titan hole. In my opinion, there
is no way to adequately harden the Titan
hole to protect it as the new receptacle
for the MX.

What the President’s decision does do
is to enhance our first-strike capability
against the Soviet Union. This may
warm the hearfs of America’s super-
hawks, but will chill the minds of the
Soviet Union’s generals and possibly put
th_osa generals on a nuclear war hair-
trigger. Seventy percent of the Soviet
Union’s missile force is land based—as
contrasted with the United States
roughly one-third land, one-third air,
and one-third sea. The MX missile in the
old_ Titan hole poses a potential first-
strike threat to the heart of the Soviet
missile system and thus risks greater
United States/Soviet destabilization.

Further, the placement of the MX in
the vulnerable Titan hole makes pre-
sumed sense from an American retalia.
tory point of view only if we pretend
tp protect that Titan hole with a point-
site ABM. Thus, if the President gets his
way on placing the MX in the Titan
hole, he will in time then seek to abro-
gate the ABM treaty between ourselves
and the Soviets. But do we need an ABM
system?

In an editorial in the respected Stra-
tegic Review, retired Rear Adm. Arthur
Metecalf argues that—

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Nothing has been put forward which tech-
nologically supports the belief that we (or
the Soviets) could, with any degree of con-
fidence, expect to hit one silo at ICBM range,
let alone 1,000 of them distributed over an
area equal to one-third of the United States.

From this standpoint, an ABM sys-
tem would be no more than symbolism.

There seems no end to the number of
respected commentators and military
experts who have voiced various con-
cerns about the MX. I offer the following
sampling:

Columnist JAMES J. KiLPATRICK: The Pen-
tagon budget drips with fat. In the MX
missile system, beloved of the generals, the
taxpayers face the biggest boondoggle of all
time—a $60 or $70 billion squandering of
public funds.

Former Defense Intelligence Agency Direc-
tor and Co-Chair of Coalitlon for Peace
Through Strength, General DANIEL GRAHAM:
The problem is that MX is the grotesque
child of bad strategy. It's grotesque to take
a missile that's designed for counterforce—
that is, to hit certain of the most dangerous
Soviet weapons before they can hit you—
and then deploy it in a system that is sup-
posed to absorb all the effects of those weap-
ons before you fire. That's a grotesquery,
from a military standpoint.

And then to put $50-360 billion into that
grotesquery is absolutely stupid. The MX
deployment scheme should be rejected, not
because it's golng to endanger the pronghorn
antelope or the desert tortoise, but because
it is the final offspring of very bad strategy.

Major General W. T. FameourN of the U.S.
Marine Corps, Former Senior Strategic Plan-
ner with the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Stafi: To
continue with the deployment of a system
that is already vulnerable, that cannot be
fully deployed for 10 years, that cannot ac-
complish its mission when deployed, that
increases the attractiveness of the United
States as a target; while failing to investi-
gate reasonable concepts such as presented
herein is in the author's judgment strateglc
lunacy.

Former C.I.A. Director STANSFIELD TURNER:
I believe the MX project as presently con-
celved is a serlous mistake . . . There is little
time left to reverse the momentum of the
MZX. A dramatic commitment by the new Ad-
ministration will be needed to accomplish
such a reversal, and the key word is ‘com-
mitment.' There are great vested and paro-
chial interests in the military and in in-
dustry that are intent upon going ahead with
the project. But the United States cannot
let such interests dictate the course of its
security, and indeed, the security of the
world. A new program is needed to correct
the strategic imbalance—to the extent that
it does exist—but, especially, to correct the
perception that the United States itself has
generated, that it is falling behind. Thus,
a prompt but thorough review of where the
MX may be taking us, as well as what alter-
natives there are to the MZX, is crucial to
America’s long-term security.

General MAXxweLL TayLor: Thus far, it is
my opinion that the proponents of the MX
have not mede a convincing case either as
to the need for a new weapons system to
replace our silo-based ICBMs or as to the
claims of the MX as the preferred replace-
ment. On these issues, I would need to be
convinced that, during the next decade,
there is a strong probability that the Soviets
will launch a surprise attack upon our
ICBMs, despite the risk of incurring a de-
structive retaliation in response. There must
also be reason to believe that such an attack
would destroy most of the ICBMs. I am un-
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convinced on both points and would glive a
very low probability rating to this threat.

Dr. BEYMOUR ZEIBERG, Deputy Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Research and Engil-
neering, Office of Technology Assessment:
This (MX basing options) is a question of
what is the least rotten apple in a barrel of
rotten apples. We see that all avallable
modes of basing MX pose serlous prob-
lems . . . None of them is without serlous
risks, high cost, important uncertainties, or
significant drawbacks.

WiLLiam H. GREGORY, Editor-in-Chief,
Aviation Week and Space Technology: The
Air Force wishes deep down the MX would
go away, just as the Navy wishes Trident
would. Babysitting a motionless tube in a
hole in the ground or in the confines of a
submerged submarine at sea for months at
a time has little career appeal. It is a factor
in the retention problem that both services
have.

A recent New York Times article on
the subject of the Reagan strategic pro-
gram quoted ‘“‘well-placed” administra-
tion officials as saying that Defense Sec-
retary Caspar Weinberger and others—
especially OMB officials—would not be
upset if the Congress voted to delay plans
to base the MX in hardened silos, but
suggested that the administration would
fight a little harder to save the B-1 pro-
gram. But, one acknowledged that the
White House is now wedded to the pro-
posed timetable of either program. De-
ferring the MX basing decision and can-
celling the B-1 would go a long way to-
wards reducing a deficit now growing
out of control. In addition, such an ac-
tion would not jeopardize our overall
defense posture.

One official, noting that Secretary
Weinberger had not promised a decision
on the MX basing mode until 1984, said:

You'd have to be awfully naive if you
thought that date just fell out of the sky.
CONVENTIONAL FORCES: BEEFING UP THE RAPID

DEPLOYMENT FORCE (RDF)

Even more critical a challenge to im-
proving our Nation’s military capabili-
ties than putting a new face on our stra-
tegic arsenal is properly addressing the
documented deficiencies in our conven-
tional force structure. For the Reagan
administration, this means developing
the RDF; it is a strategy of growing con-
troversy. Only three things can be said
about the RDF today with certainty: it
is not rapid; it is not deployed: and it
is not a force.

On January 20, 1980, during the annual
state of the Union address, President
Carter announced the so-called “Carter
Doctrine” and spelled out a specific U.S.
policy toward the troubled Persian Gulf
region. With it he gave birth to the RDF
mission.

In President Carter's words:

Any attempt by any outside forces to gain
control of the Persian Gulf region will be
regarded as an assault on the vital interests
of the United States of America, and such an
assault will be repelled by any means neces-
sary, including military force.

Initially created by Presidential Direc-
tive 18, in August 1977, the RDF was en-
visioned to be principally an army force
of about 100,000 strong under direct con-
trol of the Army Chief of Staff.
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The principal justification for creating
this quick strike capability was to pre-
serve the all-important Persian Gulf
shipping lanes. No doubt that the timing
of the decision was affected by the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan and it was issued
as a warning to the Soviets that the
United States intends to deter any form
of intervention—specifically in the Mid-
dle East and Persian Gulf region. But the
RDF has yet to prove itself a deterrent.

In the fall of 1980, in a test of the
RDF’s capabilities, it took a disappoint-
ing 6 days to complete the movement of
a 900-man infantry battalion from the
United States to Egypt. This is a far cry
from the stated goal.

In his book, “The Rapid Deployment
Force, and U.S. Military Intervention in
the Persian Gulf,” Jeffrey Record, a
critic, charges:

The RDF is little more than a hodgepodge
of improperly equipped and structured units
lumped together under & confused command
a.ppa.ra.tus rent by unusually vicious and de-
bilitating inter-service rivalry for domination
of the rapid deployment mission.

He and others claim that it will take at
least 5 years and another $25 billion to
field a force capable of combating large-
scale aggression in the Persian Gulf
region.

If there were a challenge to the secu-
rity of the Persian Gulf oil fields, for
instance, it is estimated that we would
need three Army divisions, four air wings
of 72 planes each, a Marine amphibious
force of 50,000 men, and two carrier task
forces on hand; the RDF of today is not
equal to the challenge.

Notwithstanding the fact that the
Reagan administration has budgeted an
extra $2.5 billion for the RDF in fiscal
years 1981 and 1982, many critics con-
tinue to argue that the developing force
is still too oriented toward a Soviet take-
over of the area, an area in which the
United States would be unable to count-
er trouble caused by indigenous forces.

A Library of Congress study on the
subject estimated that it would take the
United States a full 10 days to transport
just the 82d Airborne, its ammunition,
and a 5-day supply of rations and fuel to
the Persian Gulf. This does not include
the tactical air wings the 82d would need
for ground support.

The most serious problem confronting
RDF planners is a serious shortage of
airlift capability. Today, we must rely
on the Air Force’s fleet of 77 C-5's and
234 C-141's. The standard C-5 requires
a runway of at least 5,000 feet—a rare
item in most parts of the world; in ad-
dition, the C-141's are not capable of
carrying our larger equipment, such as
the M-1 tank. Regrettably, plans to buy
a fleet of McDonnell-Douglas C-17's—
the CX—have all but been abandoned.
Unless changed, this apparent decision
will leave the United States with a grow-
ing inventory of out-sized equipment and
no effective means of transporti: ~ it.

If we are going to proceed with .’ ~ns
to field a force that we can rapidly pro-
ject and subsequently support from a
distance, we must enhance our airlift
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capability. In addition, we must increase
the training time of our forces so as to
improve the mobility of both troops and
equipment. We must buy more ammuni-
tion and spare parts for our equipment.
These programs are not glamorous and
do not receive a great deal of attention;
nevertheless, they are nothing short of
essential. Finally, we must work more
closely with our allies to increase the
leverage of our respective military
strengths and defense investments.

GLOBAL COMMITMENTS: SHARING THE BURDEN

Senator Sam Nunw said it best during
consideration of this year’s Defense au-
thorization bill: “A bipartisan consensus
supporting increased defense spending
currently exists,” but that the consensus
could dissolve unless Congress is satisfied
that the “spending priorities are being
established within the context of a co-
herent national strategy.” The problem
we face is determining what direction to
take. Many defense analysts argue that
a military reorganization by the United
States and its NATO allies could vastly
increase the West’s conventional de-
fense capability without a large increase
in costs. One such approach would be a
shift in the balance of roles, with the
United States increasing its naval and
air defense contributions to NATO and
Europe increasing ground roles.

This arrangement would go a long way
toward alleviating the horrifying eco-
nomic problems encountered by enlisted
personnel and their dependents living in
Europe and would significantly reduce
the bitter exchanges we are having with
our allies over the matter of NATO bur-
den sharing.

During floor debate on the authoriza-
tion bill, I spoke to this particular issue.

Burden sharing is defined as “the fair
distribution of political, manpower, ma-
terial and economic costs of maintaining
our alliance posture.” Today, relations
between the United States and her major
allies—the NATO countries and Japan—
are strained by a basic disagreement over
what constitutes a “fair distribution” of
defense responsibilities.

In May 1977, the Carter administra-
tion proposed a new “long-term defense
program” for NATO. The keystone of
this proposal called on the NATO nations
to pledge to increase defense expendi-
tures to achieve real growth on the mag-
nitude of 3 percent per annum. In May
1977, NATO defense ministers issued a
communique that embraced the eall to
increase defense expenditures and stated
that such increases “should be in the
region of 3 percent recognizing that for
some individual countries: Economic cir-
cumstances will affect what can be
achieved.”

A Library of Congress review of the
performance of the Allies in meeting this
objective during 1979 and 1980 produced
mixed results. Only three countries met
or exceeded the 3-percent goal. Luxem-
bourg, 9.9 percent; United States, 3.6
percent; and Portugal, 3.2 percent.

Denmark’s performance was rated so
poorly—and planning for 1981 included
50 many reductions in defense efforts—
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that the term “Denmarkization” came to
be used to characterize wealthy democ-
racies with extensive social welfare pro-
grams, which in times of limited eco-
nomic growth, cut defense efforts.

Burden sharing is not a new issue. It
has been with us for years. Virtually
every Secretary of Defense in the past 10
yvears has discussed this American con-
cern in testimony before Congress.

A decade ago, then Secretary of De-
fense Clark Clifford testified before the
Congress that:

We are acutely aware and serlously con-
cerned that maintalning large numbers of
U.S. troops in Europe has caused a consid-
erable budgetary strain and has contributed
to a substantial deficit in the U.S. balance of
payments. In this regard, we have pressed
upon our allies the need for them to do more
for their own defense. We have long felt that,
by almost every measure, the tremendous
growth in the economies of our European
allles has not been accompanied by a com-
mensurate increase in thelir respective con-
tributions to the common defense.

A major U.S. role in the defense of
Europe and Japan was warranted in the
early post-World War II era when our
allies were weak economically and had
fragile political structures; but the eco-
nomic and political maturity of the allies
now suggests that they should play an
increasingly more responsive role in pro-
viding for the common defense.

Under the protective shield of the
United States, European countries and
Japan have been able to modernize their
industrial plants. The U.S. industrial
base is, on average, considerably older
than those of Europe and Japan. This
gives a competitive advantage to our al-
lies in matters of international trade.

The increased threat of Soviet aggres-
sion in the European theater mandates
increases in allied defense spending. If
the United States is going to make sacri-
fices to take the lead in this effort, the
Europeans and Japanese should be en-
couraged to follow.

To date, America's efforts to convince
our allies to increase expenditures and
share a greater portion of support costs
have been disappointing. It is evident
that our efforts have failed to convey the
message that increased participation is
of critical importance. A clearer message
is obviously needed.

ISDME NEW THOUGHTS ON SOME OLD PROBLEMS:
THE WORK OF SPINNEY AND BOYD

A considerable amount of attention is
currently being paid to a small school of
so-called “military reformers” who are
characterized as espousing the theme
that “America's defense is not giving
value for the money and needs ‘more
bang for the buck’.” The basic contention
of this group is that U.S. military hard-
ware tends to be too sophisticated, too
complicated, too unreliable, and too ex-
pensive.

In the coming 5 years, the President
proposes that the Congress fund the MX,
the B-1 bomber, and a new generation
Trident missile. The emphasis is clearly
on weapons procurement and will be to
the exclusion of the other key elements of
a balanced defense posture. That is not
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to say that vast sums have not already
been expended building the most tech-
nologically sophisticated war machine
ever. Make no mistake about it, in their
respective classes, our front line weap-
onry is the world’s finest, notwithstand-
ing its shortcomings. But, weapons su-
periority did not prevail in Vietnam and
there are those who would contend that
it will never suffice in future conflicts.

Nowhere is this warning sounded
louder than in an impressive pair of
studies conducted by two analysts of the
Secretary of Defense’'s program evalua-
tion staff—his in-house think tank. Be-
tween them, John Boyd and Chuck Spin-
ney have put together a two-session,
T7-hour presentation of their material.

To my knowledge, I am the only Sen-
ator who has taken the time to attend
both sessions of their briefing; I would
strongly urge my colleagues to take ad-
vantage of their availability. According
to the two, military conflict can gener-
ally be distilled to three basic ingredi-
ents: Manpower, weaponry, and strategy.

Boyd, in his work entitled, “Patterns
of Conflict,” focuses on the role of strate-
gy and manpower in the mixture. His
research and his conclusions are persua-
sive. Beginning with the battle of Mara-
thon (490 B.C.) and working his way for-
ward, Boyd points out that in a surpris-
ing number of historical engagements,
superior military forces succumbed to the
surprise, deception, and confusion tac-
tics employed by a weaker opponent.
Despite numerical disadvantages, suc-
cessful commanders have effectively em-
ployed strategy to achieve lethal lever-
age over adversaries.

Perhaps the most interesting note of
Boyd’s historical perspective is that al-
though military strategy remains a de-
veloping yet imprecise science, the gen-
eral body of theory upon which it relies
has been with us since the Chinese
master Sun Tzu gave us his “The Art of
War"” treatise around 400 B.C.

The point to be made is that although
warfare has changed dramatically since
then, the basic principles of engagement
have not. For that matter, evolution not-
withstanding, little has changed con-
cerning the role of the individual. As al-
ways, the foot soldier does little more
than employ the weaponry available to
him in the manner prescribed by his su-
periors. What has changed dramatically,
though, is the weaponry itself. Techno-
logical breakthroughs continue to insure
that our Armed Forces have the advan-
tage o_f superior firepower over all ad-
versaries.

We had such superior firepower when
we went into Southeast Asia: we did not
return the victors. There is still no con-
sensus on the matter of the Vietnam war,
but numerous defense experts have ques-
tioned the suitability of the weapons we
employed given the nature of that guer-
rilla war.

Evidence continues to mount that the
Defense Department'’s preoccupation
with state-of-the-art technology has led
us o develop weapon systems that are

increasingly more costly and of very
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questionable reliability under battle con-
ditions.

Chuck Spinney, in his work entitled,
“Defense Facts of Life,” explores the
matter of “high-tech” complexity in
weaponry—particularly as it has affected
Air Force tactical aviation.

Building on the work of a former Pen-
tagon analyst, Mr. Pierre Sprey, Spinney
has analyzed the variance in the Defense
budget over the past 30 years. He ap-
proached the subject with an eye toward
a better understanding of how budgets
have changed in the past and to better
project how procurement planning will
respond to future, but unforeseen,
changes.

What his study dramatically depicts is
that in the years of measured defense in-
creases, funding has been disproportion-
ately distributed between investment in
weaponry and operation and mainte-
nance accounts. While we have vigorous-
1y pursued the promise of technological
achievements, we have neglected our in-
ventories, facilities, and—most impor-
tantly—our people. While we have built a
large tactical air force, we have system-
atically cut back the training of pilots,
the replenishment of spare parts inven-
tories, and aircraft maintenance.

All the time, the costs of providing for
the national defense are rising. As vital
operation and maintenance programs
take a back seat to weapons procure-
ment, the rising cost of these programs
tends to decrease overall readiness.

In Spinney’s words:

This pattern reflects a tendency to reduce
our current readiness to fight in order to
modernize for the future; however, because
of rising operating costs, the price of even
low readiness is rising inexorably over the
long-term. We will see this as happening de-
spite a long-term decline in the overall quan-
tity of people and equipment. Moreover, mod-
ernization is being slowed and forces are de-
clining because (a) the cost of replacement
is increasing and (b) because thz long-term
budget constraint has made 1t necessary to
squeeze total investment growth in order to
relieve the unavoidable long-term growth
pressures in the O&S and Retirement ac-
counts.

We have uncovered a pattern of destructive
growth—when some parts of the whole start
growing faster than the whole itself, they
start eating up the remaining parts. One
could think of this as a form of organization-
al cancer. The short-term strategy of trying
to hold down growth in the O&S account to
pump growth into the investment account
does not cure the problem because although
we have been able to hold O&S growth to a
level approximating overall growth, we have
reduced force size and we are accumulating a
current readiness bill (in terms of deferred
people and material costs) that is not re-
flected in the budget data. Sooner or later,
this bill will have to be paid.

This pattern of behavior can be expected to
continue as long as costs, particularly operat-
ing costs, grow faster than the budget.

The Spinney study drives home three
significant points. First of all, budget
growth, by itself, is not a solution to our
defense problems and may, in fact, exac-
erbate an already difficult situation. Sec-
ond, the current plans for historically
unprecedented growth displays the same
unrealistic pumping up investment—the
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same pattern that in the past has failed
to yield increased readiness over the long
term. Finally—and most importantly—
Spinney points out that we will continue
to suffer the undesirable consequences of
increasing technological complexity if we
continue to pursue the course of action
implied in the Reagan defense proposals.

The message of the Spinney briefing is
indeed disturbing. An obsession with
high technology has led Pentagon plan-
ners to create a lineage of weapons in
which each succeeding generation of
weapons costs between 2 and 10 times
more in constant dollars than its prede-
cessors. Acknowledging that constant in-
creases will always be a fact of life, sta-
tistical analysis indicates that no “prac-
tical” amount of spending can match
the trend in increasing per unit costs.
Norman Augustine, vice president of
Martin Marietta puts it this way:

From the days of the Wright brothers
through the F-18, aircraft costs have been
increasing by a factor of four every ten
years. If the trend continues, In the 2054,
the entire defense budget will purchase just
one tactical aircraft. This alrcraft will have
to be shared between the Alr Force and the
Navy, three and a half days per week.

The F-16 presents a good example of
a weapon system that has grown in com-
plexity and cost over time. The constant
dollar cost of the aircraft has grown
strikingly since it was initially priced
out in 1972. Much of the cost growth is
attributed to increasing complexity of
the aircraft and its changing mission.

To quote from Spinney:

What started off as an austere high per-
formance within visual range air-to-air
fighter will be transformed by the later 1980s
into a lower performance radar missile air-
to-air fighter with avionles intended to at-
tack ground targets in night or adverse
weather. These Increases in the complexity
of the F-16 imply downstream cost and sup-
portability consequences that were not
imagined when the decision was made to de-
velop the F-16 In 1972—consequences that,
although still imperfectly understood, we
will have to live with in the year 2000.

According to the Spinney findings, the
rising costs and complexity of our tac-
tical aviation programs has had a pro-
found impact on equipment inventories
and the effect is likely to grow in magni-
tude. According to his research, some
tactical aircraft programs have experi-
enced cost increases of between 30 and
40 percent. This has occurred at a time
when the total inventory of American
fighter planes has fallen off from 18,000
to about 7,000. Since the midfifties, our
substantial inventory of proven aircraft
have been retired and are being replaced
by smaller numbers of more complex and
expensive planes.

As James Fallows points out in an At-
lantic article entitled, “High Tech Weap-
onry—Why More Money Is Buying Amer-
ica Less Defense,” the growing cost of
complex weapons is not a phenomenon
unique to aircraft procurement. It is
shared by every weapons system now in
production or development. Pentagon
designers have so successfully pushed in-
creased technology as the solution to
American defense woes, that the cost of
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any new weapon is predestined to rts_e
irrespective of increased efficiency or reli-
ability.

In an attempt to put the magnitude of
such cost increases into perspective, Fal-
lows offers that, in constant dollars, the
M-1 tank today will cost more than
seven times as much as did the World
War II Sherman tank, and the next
nuclear aircraft carrier will cost five
times as much as its World War II coun-
terpart.

Of vourse, rapidly escalating costs can~
not be looked at in a vacuum. They must
be evaluated against the value of the
high technology weaponry we are pro-
ducing. But here, too, the message is so-
bering. Thus far, “more complex” has not
meant “better”. Too often, “more com-
plex” has meant either “not combat-
ready” or “still in production.”

Reports by the General Accounting Of-
fice have frequently focused on reliabil-
ity of high-technology weapons. For
example, in a letter to Secretary Wein-
berger dated January 21, 1981, Comp-
troller General Elmer Staats noted:

We believe that the sophistication of many
weapons systems deployed today is one of
the contributing factors that has led to
budget problems, inventory short falls, and a

low state of readiness for certain combat
categories.

We have not advocated that DOD elements
do anything which would tend to lessen any
technological advantage currently existing
or that DOD use cheap or simple weapons
in quantity as substitutes for more costly,
more capable equipment. However . . . a
much better balance between performance
and reliability must be obtalned.

QUALITY VERSUS QUANTITY: THE TRADE-OFF
DECISION

By all odds, our individual weapon
systems are the best in the world. In
their respective classes, for example, the
F-14, F-15, and F-16 aircraft, when in
a one-on-one posture, are clearly su-
perior to comparable Soviet craft. How-
ever, when confronted by more numer-
ous but less sophisticated aircraft, tech-
nological superiority rapidly dissipates.

In June, CBS aired a five-part docu-
mentary entitled “The Defense of the
United States.” It was, in my opinion,
an excellent journalistic work. The re-
port’s visual format allowed layman and
expert alike to follow the lines of the
arguments presented and conclusions
offered. One particularly noteworthy
segment dealt with the matter of qual-
ity versus quantity under combat con-
ditions.

Both CBS and Fallows, in National
Defense, point to the findings of a rela-
tively little-known test program—code
named AIMVAL/ACEVAL—conducted
during the late 1970’s in the skies over
Nellis Air Force Base in Nevada—to sup-
port the contention that quality does not
always provide the necessary edge over
quantity.

For 2 years, 1976 and 1977, two teams
of Air Force and Navy pilots—one flying
sophisticated F-14's and F-15's, the
other flying the “simple” F-5’s—engaged
each other in simulated aerial combat.
The test results were conclusive. When
the F-14’s or F-15’s were matched one-
on-one against the F-5’s, technology
reigned supreme. But when the match-
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ups were, say four-on-four, the tech-
nological advantages of the more com-
plex aircraft were neutralized complete-
ly. Essentially, pilots found that with
eight planes in the air at one time, things
were too chaotic and moving too quick-
ly for sophisticated avionics to be of
much use.

As part of CBS's look at these tests,
Richard Threlkeld interviewed Bob Fay,
the now-retired Air Force officer who
was in charge of the testing. Quoting
now from Fay:

When you're up in the sky searching for
something in that gray mass . . . your eyes
tend to gravitate to the first object you see.
And you can see large airplanes quicker than
you can see small airplanes,

Fallows recounts the recollection of
two Air Force officers who participated
in the tests:

There was not a single ACEVAL 4-versus-4
trial in which the Blue (F-15) side managed
to target a missile against all four Red ma-
chines at the outset of the flight. This out-
come is rather sobering given the high costs
of P-15/F-14 avionics, together with the
fact that air combat in a future war in Cen-
tral Europe is likely to be more on the order
of 50-versus-20.

Pierre Sprey, the former Pentagon
analyst who contributed much to Chuck
Spinney's work, once conducted a major
study of the relative combat capabilities
of U.S. fighter aircraft—comparing all
major fighters built between 1950 and
1975. Sprey’s study purposely avoided
comparisons of design specification;
rather, Sprey measured performance
using what he termed “combat-derived
criteria.” The study conclusions support
Mr. Sprey’s contention that instead of
comparing top speed figures and elec-
tronics complexity, a plane’s relative
worth is better measured in terms of:
First, ability to surprise; second, ability
to outnumber the enemy; third, maneu-
verability; and fourth, lethality. Of
these figures, Sprey argues that the abil-
ity to surprise one’s enemy is paramount.

Indeed, the “element’” of surprise re-
mains the single most important ingre-
dient in an aerial encounter. And while
advanced technology has given us bigger,
more powerful, more lethal aircraft than
those possessed by any other nation on
Earth, it has also made us more vulnera-
ble to attack. It is easy to appreciate that
a larger aircraft is easier to see. In ad-
dition, the pilot who turns on a powerful
radar to scan airspace leaves a “calling
card"” for all other aircraft in the area.
To use Fallows’ analogy:

For the same reason that automobiles
equipped with a "“fuzz-buster” can tell when
police are running & radar speed check, pilots
with passive radar warning systems are in-
stantly aware when another plane has
turned on its radar to look for them.

A plane with a radar warning system
will know that another plane is scanning
the area long before visual contact is
even possible.

In the words of Charles Myers, a for-
mer Pentagon official:

Imagine wyourself holding a gun and a
flashlight in a pitch-dark room, with a lot
of other guys with flashlights and guns.
Who's going to turn on his flashlight first:
Well, radar is that flashlight.
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In summing up the AIMVAL/ACEVAL
tests, I refer to the comments of Mr.
Michael Kramer as carried in a New
York magazine article.

AIMVAL/ACEVAL taught the Alr Force—
or, more precisely, should have taught it—
four lessons. First, combat is always confused,
The only textbook battles are in textbooks.
Second, the number of planes available to
fight was far more important than the tech-
nical capabilities of the planes in the fight.
Third, the smaller, harder-to-see planes out-
lived the bigger ones—no matter the ad-
vanced gadgetry on the “better” planes.
And, fourth, the pilots of the smaller, less
souped-up planes learned to fly them faster
and, for the most part, flew them better.

As for the powerful radar that our “hot”
planes utilize in order to let them *see” the
enemy early—well, that radar often back-
fires. When in use, it acts like a beacon, and
thus denies its user the single most impor-
tant advantage in alr warfare—surprise.
THE DEFENSE ACQUISITION PROCESS: THE COST

OF COMPLEXITY

It is a basic fact of life that it takes
years to bring new weapons systems “on
line.” In recognition of the difficulties
that accompany the development and
construction of complex weaponry, the
Congress appropriates multiyear fund-

_ing to support procurement programs.

Take for example, the case of shipbuild-
ing; the Navy regularly receives a 5-
yvear obligational authority. Unfortu-
nately, it is all but impossible to com-
plete a construction program in a 5-year
time frame, given the complexity of the
modern naval combatant. In actuality,
the life span of some major ship con-
struction programs extends to 10 years.

The first of our Trident submarines—
the Ohio—took T years to build and was
delivered 2!, years behind schedule and
$280 million over budget. The rapidly
increasing lifespan of procurement pro-
grams—coupled with the growing com-
plexity of the weapons in general—and
the perils of an uncertain economic
future contribute significantly to the out-
year ramifications of defense spending
decisions.

When President Nixon granted produc-
tion approval in the early 1970%s, the
Navy envisioned having seven Tridents
at sea by the summer of 1983. This was
considered essential to counter the de-
commissioning of Polaris and Poseidon
submarines that will reach their planned
retirement age in the early 1980’s.

Last March, Vice Adm. Earl Fowler,
Commander of the Naval Sea Systems
Command, testified before a House sub-
committee on the status of the Trident
submarine construction program under-
way at the electric boat shipyard in
Groton, Conn. According to Admiral
Fowler, we will be lucky to have two
Tridents at sea in 1983.

Engineering changes have caused de-
lays and contributed to increased costs.
Costs on the Ohio rose during its con-
struction life from $1.5 billion to $2 bil-
lion, in fiscal year 1982 dollars. Con-
struction delays were caused by an
alarming number of basic failures; the
most graphic example was the discovery
of some 2,700 faulty or defective welds
on the Ohio’s hull after it was deter-
mined that substandard grade steel with
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inferior crack-resistance and “weld-
ability” was used in hull construction.

To use another example, the M-1
tank—hailed at the Pentagon as the
world’s finest armored and combat ve-
hicle—has also experienced surging costs
and production delays, while questions
linger about its performance. In 1972,
the cost per tank was estimated at $500,-
000. The Pentagon'’s latest estimate for a
production of 7,000 tanks is $2.68 million
per copy, if you include research and de-
velopment costs.

If this alone is not alarming enough,
Chrysler, who is building the tank, re-
ports having difficulties meeting produc-
tion schedules. The company still is not
producing tanks at its Lima, Ohio, plant
at the specified rate of 30 per month. To
boot, an internal Army report notes that
while some design flaws uncovered ear-
lier have been remedied, the tank still
does not meet military requirements for
durability and reliability.

The problems experienced with the
Trident submarine and M-1 tank pro-
grams cannot be dismissed as aberra-
tional. They seem to be symptomatic of
serious failings in the way that the Pen-
tagon approaches the planning and de-
velopment of high-technology weapons
and the shortcomings of the defense
contractors who provide the weapons.

Commenting on the “Spinney brief-
ing,” James Fallows notes:

The real message of Spinney’s analysis is
that unrealistic military planning, which
chronologically pays too little attention to
the economic and military effects of com-
plexity, constitutes a “form of organizational

cancer." The pattern, in essence, involves
four steps. . . .

First, the planners are eternally optimistic
about the amounts of money they will be
able to spend to buy new equipment.

Second, in their desire to buy more equip-
ment for the force, the planners forget or
fool themselves about how much money they
need to set aside for “operations and main-
tenance” of new equipment, especially the
more complex varieties,

Third, as a natural consequence of the
second step, the military has to make unex-
pected cuts in its “investment” in order to
make up the cost of maintenance and over-
runs on previous programs.

Fourth, when certain parts of the military
do enjoy monetary prosperity, they tend to
use the money not to bail out the projects
they have already started, but to get yet an-
other complex system, with yet another in-
adequate maintenance budget, underway.

The Trident and M-1 construction
problems are also symptomatic of prob-
lems faced throughout an industry that
lacks the depth to competitively provide
for the Pentagon’s increasingly exotic
needs.

Weapons systems tend to change in
configuration as development programs
extend in length. Whether because of
the lure of evolving technology or the
need to address changing mission re-
quirements, Pentagon planners routinely
reconfigure weapons without the slight-
est consideration for the impact change
will have on basic program objectives.

In addition, the effects of escalation
and cost growth caused by change are
magnified by program decisions that in-
variably inerease the complexity of sys-
tems. A good example would be the Navy
F/A-18 (Hornet) program.
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Initially planned to be a low-cost al-
ternative to the expensive F-14 fighter—
the mainstay of the current fleet air de-
fense—the program quickly exploded
into the “strike fighter” program known
today.

Originally, the F-18 was intended to
cost no more than $5 million a copy. But
at the time of the fiscal year 1977 budg-
et, the F/A-18 was priced out at $10.3
million—flyaway unit cost—per copy. In
1981, the cost grew to an incredible
$16.1 million. Recent Defense Depart-
ment estimates have an F/A-18 program
of 1,377 aircraft costing $35.3 bil]ion)—a.
unit cost of $21.6 million. It is signifi-
cant to note in citing these figures that
“flyaway” costs do not include amounts
spent on initial spares, support equip-
ment, research and development, and
military construction.

Inflation notwithstanding, the F/A-18
program has grown dramatically in cost
during its short life. Nevertheless, the
F/A-18 continues to be sold as the most
“cost effective” solution to meeting fleet
aviation requirements. When the “cost
saver” becomes more expensive than the
aircraft it is replacing—which is the
case here—we kid ourselves to talk of
low-cost or cost-effective replacement
systems. ;

Another good example of extraordi-
nary cost growth is the Black Hawk heli-
copter program. When this transport
was designed in the early 1970's, plan-
ners projected that the aircraft would
cost less than $1 million apiece. By fiscal
year 1980, the Black Hawk costs better
than $2.5 million per copy. In fiscal year
1982, the Black Hawk—with only minor
engineering changes—will cost in excess
of $5.2 million per, a 100-percent in-
crease over 2 years.

To add to this dilemma, once invest-
ment decisions and commitments have
been made, they acquire a momentum of
their own. They are not easily undone
or modified even if, as sometimes hap-
pens, evidence accumulates that the ini-
tial decision was ill advised, or is ren-
dered obsolete by changed circumstances.

The August 11, 1980, issue of Business
Week carried a much heralded article
entitled “Missiles, missiles, and missiles:
The New Defense Posture.” The article
format features this quote by William
Perry, the Pentagon's chief of research
and development. “The new missiles
* * = will revolutionize warfare.” To
many, technology is synonomous with
superiority; not everyone agrees. The
same article recounts at length, the views
of Norman Augustine, vice president of
Martin Marietta and former Pentagon
official, and the tale of the Maverick
missile.

“Change a few of the names, and this
(Maverick) could have been any account
of any exciting new weapon written in
the last 25 years,” was the comment of
one defense analyst. No matter how
sophisticated we make our front-line
weaponry, it is just a matter of time be-
fore advancing technology offers a new
bauble to focus on. No matter how well
a weapon performs, it is always behind
the state-of-the-art by the time it is de-
ployed. We must ask ourselves, “at what
point should we be satisfied?”

The story of Maverick and its succes-
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sors as recounted in the Business Week
article, merits repeating.

Maverick was initially developed as an
electro-optically guided missile that car-
ried a small television camera in its nose.
The camera was to photograph potential
targets and assist the missile in locking
on to them. Trouble arose when it was
discovered that the camera did not work
well in clouds and at night. This led the
Air Force to abandon the camera in fa-
vor of an infrared guidance system.

While the infrared system made the
Maverick an all-weather missile, it was
not sensitive enough to distinguish be-
tween some targets, leaving the com-
puter guidance system unable to ac-
curately steer the missile.

Because it did not see full shapes or
images, Mavericks still could not dis-
tinguish among real and spurious tar-
gets. Now we look to the air-to-ground
Wasp and a new missile called AMRAAM
(advanced medium range air-to-air mis-
sile), to correct this.

Perhaps the single best example of the
extremes to which a runaway procure-
ment system can take us is recounted by
James Fallows in his book “National De-
fense”:

During the time when Curtis LeMay was
the Air Force chief, there was a big move-
ment to develop the Air Force flashlight.
Flashlights never work. so they decided to
develop their own. It's nice to have one to
read maps in the cockpit, to count the tur-
bine blades before you take off at night,
things like that. Well, people started think-
ing about all the extra things it should do.
Somebody sald, wouldn't it be great if it were
a signal flashlight, so you could read maps
at night and protect your night vision. And
there were the usual military specs about
performing after two weeks on the North
Pole, or in the Sahara. Finally, it became
the Tri-Command Flashlight: the Strategic
Alr Command, the Tactical Air Command,
and the Ailr Defense Command all added
their requirements. By that time, the thing
was so huge that you couldn’t fit it in your
flight sult—hell, if you had to bail out, you'd
never take it with you, so what was the point
of all the signal flashing or the heat and
cold requirements.

The Alr Force turned out about 100 of the
things and left them around Andrews Alr
Force Base for pllots to try out. General
LeMay came out one time, saw one of them
all wrapped up, and asked what it was.
‘That's the new Air Force Flashlight, Gen-
eral!l' the supply officer sald. He asked LeMay
if he wanted to take one on this flight, and
LeMay said sure. So they peeled the alr-tight
wrapping off one of them, got out a new
battery—and 1t just wouldn’'t work. The
lights wouldn't even turn on. They opened
up a second one, with a second battery,
and it wouldn't work elther. Finally they got
the third one to work, but that was the end
of the Air Force Flashlight. Most pllots use
the $1.50 plug-in model now.

AN AILING DEFENSE INDUSTRY: A SECURITY

CANCER

Last December, a special panel of the
House Armed Services Committee pub-
lished a report questioning the Defense
Department’s ability to procure military
equipment in a “timely, efficient man-
ner.” The report characterizes the de-
fense industry as “crippled” by declining
productivity, aging facilities, and short-
ages of skilled labor and strategic mate-
rials. This assessment was bolstered by
a recent study by the Defense Science
Board, a group of industry executives
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and former Government officials which
faults the Pentagon for giving “little ef-
fective attention” to industrial prepared-
ness.

In his book, “The Defense Industry,”
Jacques Gansler, former Deputy Assist-
ant Defense Secretary for Materials Ac-
quisition, has cataloged the bottlenecks
and shortcomings affiicting the defense
industry. Gansler notes that after the
Vietnam war, as defense procurement
decreased, the number of defense sub-
contractors fell dramatically, weakening
the industrial base, reducing competi-
tion, and driving up costs.

One result of buying fewer more costly
weapons, Gansler notes, “is that the
peacetime defense industrial base cannot
achieve high production rates or be easily
maintained for future emergency surge
demands.” Generally, instability in de-
mand has forced large contractors to
undertake production chores previously
farmed out to subcontractors, thereby
further increasing concentration in the
industry, reducing competition, and driv-
ing up costs. In short, Gansler makes the
crucial point that defense contracting is
presently a “thin” industry with few
firms capable of providing for DOD's
very demanding needs.

At the present time, for example, only
one company makes castings for tank
hulls, only one makes airframe bearings,
and only one makes the titanium extru-
sions found in our more sophisticated
planes. Even if these few firms could
meet the demands of the administra-
tion’s defense wish list—an open ques-
tion among defense experts—the non-
competitive nature of the industry must
raise prices higher and higher.

According to a report by Coopers and
Lybrand, materials such as titanium
sponges are the “driving force” in price
increases. Competition between the mili-
tary and commercial firms—particularly
in the aviation sector—for limited pro-
duction facilities and materials could in-
crease production delays and further in-
flate costs. As MIT economist Lester
Thurow has written:

These companies have little extra capacity
for production, and few other firms can sur-
mount the technical and bureaucratic ob-
stacles to entering the field. As a result, when
demand goes up, as it has modestly done in
the last few years and will dramatically do
In the next few years, prices go up faster.

Concern about the complexity of the
weapons sought by the Pentagon, and
the structure of the defense industry, is
intensified by the Defense Department’s
vulnerability to fraud, waste, and mis-
management, As Senator GoOLDWATER
noted in a letter to Secretary Wein-
berger, our defense procurement policies
and the management of defense con-
tracts have been disastrous:

Runaway costs characterize our entire de-
fense program. These vast expenses have
nothing to do with maintaining the strength
of our military forces. They are, pure and
slmple, the result of a system that premita
DOD officlals to operate as though the pub-
He purse has no lmits. It is a system that
can and must be changed.

During the Carter administration, W.
Graham Claytor, Secretary of the Navy
and then Deputy Secretary of Defense,
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once told Congress that “there is noth-
ing wrong with the Navy that money
won't fix.” Such a mindset is wrong, and
dangerously so. Given the problems often
associated with high technology weap-
ons, the present structure of the defense
industry, and the Pentagon’s approach
to procurement and management, the
worst thing we could do is simply give
the Defense Department a blank check
without addressing underlying problems
which plague defense production.

MAINTAINING A “"HIGH-TECH" INVENTORY: THE

PROBLEM OF OPERATIONAL READINESS

Last year, Armed Forces Journal ran.

an article that quoted a then-classified
memo authored by Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown on the subject of readi-
ness as it relates to “high-tech” aircraft.

As he had testified before a House Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, Brown ad-
mitted that the overall readiness rate of
tactical aircraft often hovers at about
50 percent. Loosely translated, this says
that without sufficient warning, some
1,700 of the tactical aircraft now in our
inventories would be inefficient or inef-
fective if suddenly needed. In a world
where turbulence is the order of the day,
such a grim assessment is cause for seri-
ous concern.

There are numerous factors that con-
tribute to low operational readiness rates.
Two key factors in the case of tactical
aircraft are equipment maintenance and
spare parts availability. Despite the $1
trillion pumped into the Pentagon over
the past decade, these programs remain
woefully underfunded.

Secretary Brown expressed his con-
cern that—

During peacetime, underfunding of depot
maintenance . . . reduces the availability of

operational aircraft despite the low operat-
ing tempos.

He pointed out that the backlog in the
Navy's aircraft maintenance program
has grown in 3 years from $60.3 to $284.1
million and the Air Force backlog from
$67.7 to $196.1 million. Such a trend, al-
lowed to continue unabated, threatens
our ability to maintain a credible deter-
rent. The swiftest and surest means of
enhancing military air capabilities is to
revitalize our inventories and resist the
temptation to divert required funding
to procurement programs. Increasing
spare parts inventories is deserving of
the same priority treatment.

In his memo, Brown pointed out that
inadequate inventories of spares requires
cannibalization of aircraft and the draw-
ing down of war reserves, especially in
the case of the more complex aircraft:

Cannibalization is a particularly inefficient
use of resources in which increasingly scarce,
highly-skilled manpower is wasted on the re-
moval and relnstallation of two pleces of
equipment instead of one, and alrcraft
bought to fight the enemy are turned into
grounded “hangar queens.” Drawing down
war reserves to maintain peacetime activity
rates can be extremely dangerous particu-
larly since the drawdown tends to be greatest

in precisely those parts we would need most
in wartime.

Maintenance programs require and
must receive an increased share of our
limited defense dollars.

One has to take into account the time
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that sophisticated equipment is “down”
for repair and maintenance. As a rule of
thumb, the more sophisticated the
weapon, the greater the likelihood it will
require increased maintenance and in-
creased skills on the part of those doing
the maintaining. This raises, of neces-
sity, the military personnel problem. We
are terribly undermanned in the skills
necessary to maintain the most sophisti-
cated military equipment and the situa-
tion worsens every day. More and more
of our skilled personnel opt out of the
services for more lucrative job oppor-
tunities in the private sector.

We can have the best fighter aircraft
on the Earth, but if we cannot maintain
them adequately and keep them opera-
tional a high percentage of the time,
then they do not give us the security pro-
tection that the heavy investment in such
equipment ostensibly is designed to pro-
vide.

THE ALL-VOLUNTEER FORCE: DWINDLING MAN-
POWER RESOURCES

History shows that the single most im-
portant element in the defense equation
is manpower. The military services are
going to have to come to grips with its
burgeoning manpower problems. Accord-
ing to General Edward Meyer, the Army
Chief of Staff, it will take “in the neigh~
borhood of 80,000 men” to accommodate
the new Army role. If the White House
persists in its plans to build a 600 ship
Navy and add additional air wings to the
Air Force structure, Pentagon manpower
requirements are going to increase dra-
matically—about 200,000 additional in-
dividuals by the mid-1980’s.

Dwindling manpower resources cannot:
be attributed solely to the All-Volunteer
Force (AVF) recruitment shortfalls.
Scuttling the AVF in favor of returning
to the conscriptive service will not, in
itself, improve the situation. At issue is
the alarming exodus of those who—in
years past—could be relied on to make
the military a career. Today, skilled
technicians are completing their tour of
duty and instead of reenlisting, they are
leaving the service at an increasingly
alarming rate.

Statistically, the Defense Department
reports achieving most of its recruitment
goals. In contrast, reenlistment rates
have fallen dramatically. The first-time
reenlistment rates have fallen dramati-
cally. The first-time reenlistment rate of
Army personnel is down 8 percent and
retention of Air Force pilots with 12
years of experience is down 9 percent. A
Time magazine article on the subject,
pointed out that an Air Force pilot with
12 years of experience has received pay,
allowances, and training worth roughly
$4 million.

The need to address the issue of the
growing manpower shortage in the con-
gressional decisionmaking process is evi-
denced in the growing support for reac-
tivating the battleship fleet. While there
is no doubt that room can be made in
the coming year’'s defense bills to over-
haul those mothballed giants, the Con-
gress is in no position to ignore the vital
issue of manning.

At this point, we can only hope that
the Navy would be able to come up with
the number of officers and enlisted per-
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sonnel required to properly staff these
ships. With the Navy now estimating
that it is short some 21,000 petty offi-
cers—the backbone of the fleet—there is
cause for skepticism.

Since the Congress moved in 1972 to
increase military pay to bring it more
in line with private sector compensa-
tion, there has been the need for a
comprehensive revamping of the total
military pay and benefits structure.

All too often, you hear the charge that
the Congress has been systematically
eliminating the “perks” of military life
and that this has caused the mass
exodus. This is simply not the case. I
believe that a careful study of the issue
would support the conclusion that the
money we spend maintaining some of
the more outmoded and increasingly
more expensive benefits programs has
minimal—if any—impact on retention.

Last year, Congress passed the so-
called Nunn/Warner compensation pack-
age. Despite critics who say it did not go
far enough, Nunn/Warner provided a
fresh approach to the problem of ad-
dressing critical skill shortages. This year
the Senate passed the Exon graduated
pay bill. Experience has shown that
“across-the-board” pay raise approach
to retention has been a failure. We need
to go further in this direction. I favor
giving the Secrefary of Defense more
discretion in determining how future pay
increases are to be distributed.

The military compensation issue has
become increasingly more controversial
in recent years. It has been nearly a
decade now since Congress altered its
philosophy on military pay. But retired
pay, designed in part to compensate for
what was once a low wage structure, has
not yet been brought into line with the
revised active pay structure. As a result,
retirement benefits—which are linked
directly to the pay system and tied to the
cost of living—have skyrocketed. Even
the Defense Department has been moti-
vated at times to say that the system
“provides excessively liberal benefits.”
Former President Carter offered some
of these same sentiments—especially as
they relate to federally reemployed mili-
tary retirees, or “double-dippers” as they
are popularly called.

And I've been particularly concerned at the
excessive retirement benefits that are avall-
able to those who served in the military, who
then retire and get full-time jobs working for
the government. This is too expensive,

This problem of ‘“double-dipping” is
inextricably entwined with the “20-year-
and-out” syndrome so prevalent in the
military services today. There is some-
thing basically wrong with a system
where more than half—50.5 percent—of
all military retirees leave at or shortly
after reaching their 20th year of service,
usually at an age of under 45. It is very
disturbing to me that so much talent and
expertise is being lost to the military
through this premature retirement. The
costs to the Defense Department are con-
siderable in that skills, training, and pro-
fessionalism developed in a 20-year ca-
reer are very difficult to replace.

I do not find persuasive the argument,
used so often in defense of the current
system, that extended career will result
in a military force that is too old to
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fight. Much of the support capability,
command, control, and communications
operations, can be handled as well—if
not better—by older, more experienced
personnel.

If we are going to solve the critical
problem of manpower drain, some im-
mediate action is essential. We have to
come to grips with the unique aspect of
military service that requires sacrifice
beyond that of regular Government serv-
ice. We can never be comparable in pay
to the private sector, but we can be com-
petitive.

We must reward excellence and
achievement through pronounced pay
differentials. If necessary, we must track
military pay so that those who sign on
for longer terms in critical skill areas
receive higher pay and benefits than
short terms and nonskilled counter-
parts. Such a scale could be enhanced
with bonuses for greater lengths of serv-
ice and rewards for filling critical com-
bat assignments.

THE ECONOMICS OF DEFENSE:
DANGER

Military manpower shortages and the
serious problems we are experiencing
with our weapons development programs
are not the only threat to our national
well-being. It may well be that the
greatest danger facing us today is eco-
nomic. The decline in our standing in the
world relates more to double-digit infla-
tion, falling productivity, decay in our
industries, and debilitating energy de-
pendence, than it does to any shortage
of military manpower. We must ask our-
selves, “at what cost do we pursue a
course of massive increases in defense
spending?”

Sound national defense involves far
more than powerful military forces.
Measures to strengthen our economy, in-
crease energy independence and improve
public education are examples of non-
military efforts which enhance the fi-
nancial, industrial, and social elements
of a sound national defense program.

The proposed Reagan defense buildup
threatens to divert resources from more
productive investment, perhaps delaying
the revitalization of U.S. industry.
American allies, unburdened by similar
increases in their defense programs, may
well gain a competitive edge while the
United States revitalizes its role as the
world’'s preeminent military power.

In May, the Brookings Institution pub-
lished its annual review of the Presiden-
tial budget. Mr. William Kaufman—a
leading authority on the subject of mili-
tary expenditures—observed in the pub-
lication:

The United States can afford whatever 1s
necessary for a prudent defense. It cannot
afford to overshoot the mark . . . Aside from
the undesirability of provoking an even
greater arms race, the expansion of defense
spending must be tempered by budgetary
and economic consideration.

Certainly, we must enhance our de-
fense, but we must do so in a way that is
somehow consistent with strengthening
and revitalizing our economy.

To quote from a work by John Kenneth
Galbraith, entitled “The Economics of
the Arms Race—and After”:

Military expenditure is at a cost to eco-
nomic strength; and it is upon economic
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strength that our world position in the past
has rested.

He reminds us that the prestige and
position our Nation enjoyed in the early
years that followed World War II de-
pended more on our economic strength
than our military might.

The Reagan administration would
have us believe that military prowess
plays a more vital role in our national
and international politics than does our
economic strength. The respected Wall
Street economist, Henry Kaufman, dis-
agrees:

The influence on our economy caused by a
rise in defense expenditures . . . is probably
not fully appreciated. We have not had a
flourlshing defense sector for well over &
decade.

The powerful stimulative combination of
large tax cuts and sizeable increases in de-
fense spending is llkely to more than off-set
the restraining influence of a slow in federal
expenditures.

Massive tax cuts, large leaps In defense
spending, and a slowdown in other Govern-
ment outlays will not, in my opinion, be
enough. These measures will place an ex-
travagant strain on monetary policy, leading
to further distortions in flnancial markets,
much higher interest rates, and additional
fragility of our financial system.

In an article entitled “How To Wreck
the Economy,” economist Lester Thurow
warns that a massive increase in defense
spending, undertaken during a period of
tax reductions, could have a devastating
effect on the economy—Ilocking it into
double-digit inflation for years to come.

Professor Thurow emphasizes three
points.

First, he points out that the “military
buildup that is currently being contem-
plated is three times as large as the one
that took place during the Vietnam
war.”

Second, he asserts that “President
Johnson's refusal to raise taxes to pay for
the Vietnam war is legitimately remem-
bered as one of the key factors leading
us into our current economic mess * * *
President Reagan wants both dramatic
tax cuts to encourage investment and an
even more extensive military buildup
(without increasing taxes). If his cur-
rent program is carried out, he too will
wreck the economy * * *”

Thurow notes that the ill effects may
not be immediately evident: “Initially,
output will rise and unemployment will
fall,” as it did during the Vietnam ex-
perience from 1966 to 1968. “But even-
tually, a sustained inflation will result
from the economy’s inability to produce
both the civilian and military goods that
are being demanded of it.” And unlike
Vietnam, where inflation took off from
a starting point of 2.9 percent in 1966
to 1067, we start this time from the
neighborhood of 12 to 14 percent.

Third, in addition to dangerous in-
flation, the massive defense increase
coupled with sizable tax cuts, threatens
irreparable harm to our hope of re-
building economic productivity. Thurow
points out that the proposed buildup is
to take place at a time when our allies
are not raising their military expendi-
tures at anything like the rapid pace of
the United States.
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THE SOVIET RESPONSE AND DOMESTIC
SOCIAL COSTS

In addition to economic considera-
tions, we must anticipate what t_he
Soviet response will be to our massive
arms buildup, however misplanned or
misdirected that buildup is. Clearly the
Soviets will view it as a grave threat.
Clearly they will view our prospective
sale of “lethal” weapons to the People's
Republic of China as a grave threat.
Clearly they will respond to both our
massive arms buildup and our “playing
of the China card” as compelling rea-
son, to even further augment their al-
ready escalating arms buildup.

The Soviet response will surely take
into account their growing alarm about
the direction of American policy. Ac-
cording to Soviet Defense Minister
Marshal Ustinov, the current U.S. policy
will “undo whatever good was done in
Soviet-American relations during the
1970’s and break the rough military par-
ity between the U.8.S.R. and the United
States.” Mr. Ustinov claims the United
States hopes to undermine the Soviet
bloc economies by drawing them into a
heated arms race. He wrote recently:

It is already being calculated by some men
In Washington how many of the USSR.'s
economic programs would thereby be frus-
trated and how much less the people in the

Soclalist countries would get of food and
medical care,

Five years from now, after the ex-
penditure of $1.6 trillion and with the
People’s Republic of China armed with
modern American equipment, we may
find ourselves no better off vis-a-vis the
Soviets than we are today. The Soviets
will not benignly sit by and watch us
attain dominance or overwhelming supe-
riority in armaments. As we dare them,
they fear us. As we build, so will they.

To me, we would be well advised to

heed the prophetic words of George F.
Eennan:

We have gone on piling weapon upon
weapon, missile upon missile, new levels of
destructiveness upon old ones. We have done
this helplessly, almost involuntarily: like the
vietims of some sort of hypnotism, like men
In & dream, like lemmings heading for the
sea, llke the children of Hamlin marching
blindly along behind their Pied Piper. And
the result is that today we have achieved,
we and the Russians together, in the crea-
tlon of these devices and their means of
dellvery, levels of redundancy of such gro-
tesque dimensions so to defy rational under-
standing. . . . no une could deny, I think, that
the present Soviet and American arsenals,
presenting over a million times the destruc-
tive power of the Hiroshima bomb, are simply
fantastically redundant to the purpose in
question. If the same relative proportions
were to be preserved, something well less than
twenty percent of these stocks would surely
suffice for the most sanguine concepts of de-
terrence, whether as between the two nu-
clear superpowers or with relation to any of
those other governments that have been so
ill-advised as to enter upon the nuclear
path, Whatever their suspicions of each
other, there can be no excuse on the part of
these two governments for holding, poised
agalnst each other and poised in a sense
against the whole northern hemisphere,
quantities of these weapons so vastly in

excess foany rational and demonstrable re-
quirements.

If the current trend continues un-
abated, the likely outcome is predictable,
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if not pleasant: American scientists, en-
gineers, and technicians will increasingly
be drawn into the defense sector, leaving
the civilian sector, while our allies’ finest
scientists, engineers, and technicians will
be devoting their talent to civilian en-
deavors.

In a memorable speech delivered to the
American Society of Newspaper Editors
on April 16, 1953, President Eisenhower
spoke passionately of the social cost of
this type of resource drain.

Every gun that is made, every warship
launched, every rocket fired signifies, in the
final sense, a theft from those who hunger
and are not fed, those who are cold and not
clothed. This world in arms is not spending
money alone. It is spending the sweat of its
laborers, the genius of its science, the hopes
of its children . ..

In the area of national defense, it is
vital that we learn from our experiences
of the past decade. If the record sug-
gests high technology weapons inevitably
produce soaring costs, production delays,
and disappointing reliability, we ignore
those lessons at our peril.

There are a range of choices available
to us: For example, we could avoid the
“technology trap” by turning to simpler
weapons; or make improvement in tech-
nology more likely by spurring competi-
tion in the defense sector through
vigorous reforms in procurement and
contracting. We could—and probably
should—pursue some combination of the
two.

The worst possible course would be to
pretend that the problems do not exist,
and commit ourselves to some Pentagon
“wish-list"” which will never be attain-
able. Our defense effort must be ground-
ed in reason, not rhetoric.

Nothing could be more important than
to correctly assess the likely impact of
our proposed defense buildup on our
economy. We may discover that we sim-
ply cannot afford to do everything that
might be desirable from a defense stand-
point. Choices and tradeoffs must be
made. It would not be startling to dis-
cover that we cannot cut taxes and
engage in a massive military buildup at
the same time.

Back in the early 1960’s, Lyndon John-
son said we could have “guns and butter”
at the same time. This policy, exacer-
bated by the energy price surge, became
the inflation momentum of the 1970’s.
Ronald Reagan, in the face of double-
digit inflation, says we can have “guns
and Kemp-Roth” in the 1980’s. One has
to wonder if we will ever learn the lessons
of history.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am ad-
vised that the Senator from Arkansas
and the Senator from Nevada have no
further requirement for time under the
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special orders heretofore entered. I ask
unanimous consent that the orders be
vitiated.

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

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, there will now be a pe-
riod for the transaction of routine morn-
ing business, not to extend past the hour
of 11:30 a.m., during which Senators may
speak for not more than 3 minutes each.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DUr-
ENBERGER), Without objection, it is so
ordered.

CONGRATULATIONS TO DONNA AND
PAT BUTLER

Mr. BAKER. Mr, President, that
blessed of blessed events has been be-
stowed upon a member of my staff, and
I want to take this opportunity to send
my congratulations to Donna and Pat
Butler on the birth of their first born—
a baby girl.

The good news is that mother and
daughter are doing fine, and anxious to
g0 home. The bad news is that Papa Pat
is a nervous wreck. We all hope things
settle down for the old man, and we look
forward to his return.

THE NATION’S ECONOMIC PERIL

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I am
compelled to speak out today on an is-
sue that is perhaps the most serious issue
this country has faced during all my
years in the U.S. Senate. It is the issue
presented by the continuing double-digit
inflation with which we are all burdened
as individuals, and as a nation. Inflation
and the resulting high interest rates
threaten to destroy not only the tradi-
tional dreams and hopes of individual
Americans and their families, but also
our way of life, our economy, and our
security and position in the world at
large.

From every possible source and with-
out regard to party affiliation, political
ideology or economic school of thought,
we are assailed by only the bleakest of
forecasts for the economy. Over the next
3 years we face huge Federal budget def-
icits amounting to $200 or $300 billion.
And we are, it is now commonly con-
ceded, in a recession that began earlier
this fall and continues to advance. All
the indicators show that this current
downtrend is exacting a terrible price
from the American people and from the
life of the country as a whole.

Housing starts have reached the lowest
levels since the Depression of the 1930's.
The stock market is in a long continuing
decline. Unemployment is up to 8 per-
cent and rising. Interest rates are still
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too high to end the rigid credit crunch
that holds our economy in check, Reces-
sion may indeed be too soft a word to de-
scribe the fix we are in today. To read or
to hear the news today is to encounter
over and over again a litany of words
called back from the 1930's—Iloss, de-
fault, slumping, falling, and fear.

And there is much to fear. It is not just
that the individual American cannot af-
ford to maintain his livelihood, or that
there is now little or no development
money to start new enterprises. Industry
itself complains that it cannot afford the
credit needed to expand or, in some
shocking cases, even to survive. Failure,
bankruptey, acquisition, and merger are
the words today as American business
and industry fight the high interest
rates, the general lack of credit, and the
high costs of everything that plague us
all.

Worse yet, Government itself is
squeezed in the prevailing vice of infla-
tion. The Federal Government, perhaps
the biggest borrower of all, has paid in-
creasingly high interest rates in today’s
money market. And those higher and
higher interest rates have fed inflation
even more with well near disastrous
resulfs.

We are finding, for instance, that no
matter how serious the weakness in our
defense—and even in the face of a con-
tinually growing threat to peace

throughout the world—we cannot afford
the new weapons we need, and we can
acquire them only at the cost of multi-
billion-dollar deficits. Talk of a new
bomber—the B-1 or the Stealth * * *
talk of an MX missile system, of more

Trident submarines and other naval
weapons, of an adequate and effective
rapid deployment force * * * talk of
maintaining the combat effectiveness of
our forces overseas and in reserve * * *
all talk of achieving and maintaining
military parity in the world of the future
is problematical today. It all hinges on
ever-rising costs, and it hinges on our
resulting necessity to accept what are
really unacceptable multi-billion-dollar
deficits.

All talk of our ability to go on provid-
ing minimal social programs iz also prob-
lematical, if not specious, with today’s
economy. In the face of continuing infla-
tion and continuing high credit rates,
the outlook for the individual hard-
pressed American—the outlook for the
American family, the outlook for Ameri-
can communities and their needs—is as
bleak and unpromising as it is for the
country as a whole. Local government is
as hard pressed by inflation and high in-
terest rates today as is the Federal
Government.

Yet, it is still blandly supposed or
blindly assumed that the enormous
shortfalls of needed revenues can be
made up by further taxing our working
men and women—or that the greater
share of the tax burden still to be levied
can fall without further damage on the
backs of our senior citizens—that the
American family can somehow be made
to pay the bill, or that even our children
can be further penalized in order to
somehow make up the deficit and bail us
out.

I am reminded of the story of the old
Nevada miner who, when his mule fell
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dead in the traces, replaced the old mule
with his little terrier. “That dog,” they
told him, “will never pull your load.” But
the old miner, still stolidly determined to
get where he had to go, said, “Yes, he
will. I'll walk ahead of him and whistle.”

Well, we can go on whistling. But, if
you ask me, I have to say we have put
the wrong dog in the traces. The every-
day American is already asked to carry
more than his or her fair share of the
tax burden. But we have somehow
exempted the only class of citizens who
can afford to bear their share—but who
do not even begin to bear their share—
the super rich and the huge conglo-
merate corporations for whom we have
provided generous tax advantages which
are no longer justified, and which must
be ended if any semblance of fairness or
a free market economy is to survive. For
the plain and simple fact is that this
country can no longer afford to give the
super rich a super tax break.

Consider the chief among those who
have benefited from this liberality of
ours in the past—the big oil companies
with their windfall profits, depletion and
exploration and other allowances, that
run into the billions of dollars every
year. And year after year since the early
1970's these oil producers—and I want
to make it clear I am not talking about
retailers or distributors—have reported
increasing and tremendous profits. Since
the mid-1970's these beneficiaries of our
tax liberality have risen from 50th or
60th ranking among the richest and
most profitable corporations in America
to being four of the top five, according
to a recent House Committee study. With
what result for the rest of us?

Energy has been the single largest fac-
tor in inflation. As the oil company prof-
its have increased, so have the prices of
oil and gas at the pumps where we fill
our cars, and on the meters that meas-
ure fuel fed into our homes. The high
price of oil, the ever rising cost of energy,
continues to escalate year after year.
Yet, we have done nothing to seriously
tax the rising profits big oil has earned
for itself over the years since the disas-
trous Arab oil boycott of 1973.

On the contrary, we have, in effect,
lowered their taxes and inecreased their
profits. We did so in the conviction that
those lowered tax rates and increased
benefits would be plowed back into ex-
ploration and discovery of new energy
supplies—and that this exploration and
discovery would, in turn, lower our en-
ergy costs.

But that has not happened. And why
we continue to excuse the super rich oil
companies from paying their fair share
of taxes to help meet the rising costs of
their energy driven inflation is beyond
my ability to understand. It is also be-
yond my ability to believe that we must
continue to expect this kind of tax loss
to be made up by the average American
taxpayer.

But that is what we are left with at
the moment—the necessity to now con-
sider once again how to further tax re-
tired American workers, and thus
further deprive them of social security
and pension benefits they have earned
with their labor over their working
years—how to further cut school lunch
funds—how to more certainly end for
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American families the dream of owning
a home—how to further deprive the
needy—and how to further reduce our
support of schools, of research, of the
development of minds and of ideas on
which our future as a people will depend.

Rather, I firmly believe, we must now
take a look at our tax structure and our
tax laws in the harsh light of today's
reality. We must take a new look at the
gross inequities that exist. And I en-
courage my colleagues of the Finance
Committee to take that second hard look
at the law and the legislation now pro-
posed or still to be proposed. I charge
them to search out and to close the loop-
holes and alter the shelters that allow—
and even encourage—immoral tax in-
equities to stay on the books.

I do this for more than reasons of
alarm at the clear and present dangers
we face today—threats to our economy,
threats to our defense, threats to our
health as a nation. I do so for reasons
other than those of concern for the in-
justice and unfairness suffered by most
American taxpayers today. I do so for
what I regard as soundly pragmatic,
economic reasons as well. The present
tax structure in America is more than
unfair or unjust. It is dangerously in-
efficient and uneconomic as it is im-
moral.

Exempting the super rich from their
share of the tax burden is a costly pro-
cedure we can no longer afford. Looking
around the world we can see ample
evidence that this is so. Where the super
rich escape their tax responsibilities,
national economies are as soft and as
inflation-driven as our own. That of
Great Britain is a fair reflection of this.
Great Britain now has an average yearly
rate of unemployment of almost 6 per-
cent. Our own unemployment rate now
stands at 8 percent. Great Britain has
an average yearly increase of 14.4 per-
cent in consumer prices. Our rate of in-
crease is now 10 percent.

On the other hand, when we look at
Germany and Japan, two of the most
successful and sound economies in the
world today, we see another picture.

Both Germany and Japan are 10-per-
cent dependent on foreign oil with re-
sulting high energy costs. Both have in-
flation and all that it entails. Our high
interest rates, for example, impacts on
their economies. In Japan, however, the
unemployment rate is only 2.1 percent
and their average yearly increase in con-
sumer prices is only 6.5 percent. Ger-
many is similarly better off than we are,
with unemployment at only 4.2 percent
and consumer prices increasing at only
4.1 percent. Neither Germany nor Japan
faces the slowdown in growth and the
enormous deficits we are facing today.
That is largely because, in both Germany
and Japan, the big corporations pay
their share of the tax burden and also
pick up the tab for many social services
as well.

It is certainly true that in the past the
undoubted health of the German and
Japanese economies has been due to our
support. Their economies have further
benefited from the fact that both Japan
and Germany have very low defense
costs. But if the super rich in Germany
and Japan were not paying their fair
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share of the national tax bills, their
economies would be as shaky as our own.

It therefore behooves us, it seems to
me, to look askance at our own situation
with respect to theirs, and to wonder at
the sorry and unbelievable spectacle of
an America—groggy, disabled, and all
but disarmed under the blows of eco-
nomic forces that Germany and Japan
have survived with undeniable prosper-
ity. And that they are prosperous is un-
deniable, even with their dependency on
foreign oil.

We, on the contrary, have allowed our
privileged few to escape their fair share
of the tax burden. Year after year since
the 1973 Arab oil boycott, the super rich
companies have racked up billions in
earnings, much of it very lightly taxed
and some of it not taxed at all. Should
there be any doubt of this, let me refresh
your memory with some facts.

Between 1972 and 1980 the after-tax
profits of the nation’s 20 largest oil com-
panies quintupled—that is, increased
five-fold. From 1976 to 1980 their gains
nearly tripled—from $11 to $29 billion
annually. In 1980 the major petroleum,
oil service, and oil supply companies
showed an annual profit that increased
from 29 to 46 percent, while all other ma-
jor industries—including steel—showed
an average after-tax profit increase of
only 4 to 5 percent. Just this past week-
end I read a newspaper account of a new
congressional staff study, which traced
the $19.6 billion increase in combined
net income of the 500 largest industrial
corporations during the past 2 years. The
study says the 20 largest oil and gas
companies accounted for 83.7 percent of
the $19.6 billion, and that 24 others plus
12 industry and supply firms accounted
for an additional 14.2 percent. That left
only 2.1 percent—or $403 million—for
the rest of the corporations. The net
cash flow of just one oil company—
Exxon—last year equalled $1 billion a
month.

‘What kind of taxes do these companies
pay on all that money? Not very much.
By virtue of their deductions, allowances,
write-offs, and adjustments, oil com-
panies have been able to cut their Fed-
eral tax bills well below the percentage
paid by all other industries. In 1977, for
example, the oil industry had an ad-
justed income subject to tax totaling
$47.7 billion. For this the industry paid
$18 billion in foreign taxes—37.5 per-
cent—and only $3.5 billion in American
taxes—T7.5 percent. If the oil industry
would pay as much to our Treasury as
they pay to foreign countries, we would
have the President’'s $12 billion deficit
paid in a year’s time.

And what have the oil companies done
with these enormous tax savings? They
would lead you to believe they are put-
ting money into exploration. Yet, the
major oil companies spent less than 2
percent of their adjusted revenue in 1980
for exploration of new oil and other
energy sources. In fact, 90 percent of all
new wells being drilled, and 80 percent
of all significant oil and gas discoveries,
is the work—not of the major oil com-
panies with all their tax allowances but—
of wildcat independents. What the oil
companies seem to be doing in this re-
gard is not much of a mystery. They
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seem to be tying up land with leases and
waiting for the price of oil to rise even
higher.

So it is not into new oil discoveries and
new wells that the major oil companies
are putting their money. It is into merg-
ers and new acquisitions. Of the 204 such
mergers and acquisitions by major oil
companies since 1968, 116 of them were
in nonenergy fields. These include, I
must advise you, life insurance com-
panies, almond growing, fabrics, paper-
back books, jet engine parts, crushed
stone, ready-mix concrete plants, mag-
netic tapes, a shipyard, carpet dyes, per-
fume, motel operations, shoe manufactur-
ing, and even a Scottish trout farm—to
say nothing of a computer software firm.
Commendable enterprises all. But how,
may I ask, do they improve our energy
situation or help to relieve us of our
deadly dependence on Arab oil? Must we
continue to be the potential victims of
blackmail by a handful of feudal Arab
princes and our own oil barons so thaf,
with the taxpayers’ help, Exxon can de-
velop a word processor to compete with
Remington Rand or IBM?

And where else do you think their
money goes? In a recent major news-
paper investigation it was revealed that
94 oil Political Action Committees—PAC
groups—doubled their congressional
campaign contributions from $2.1 mil-
lion in 1978 to $4.5 million in 1980. The
headline of the special newspaper series
was ‘“How Oil Money Helped To Change
The Face Of Congress.” The article
stated that four U.S. Senate candidates
last year received oil money totaling $100
thousand each.

And what about advertising? Every
time I turn on the television or read a
newspaper or magazine, I am reminded
by oil company advertisements of their
efforts to spend money helping our Na-
tion become more self-sufficient in en-
ergy. What kind of budget does the oil
industry have for magazine ads, televi-
sion specials, and fancy photography? 1
do not know what this enormous budget
is. I am sure it is one of their betier kept
secrets. And I am sure that a portion
of that budget would go a long way to-
ward helping us find funding alterna-
tives.

It disturbs me to realize that all this
expansion into new fields by the oil
companies, all this growth, and all this
prosperity has been funded by the Amer-
ican public. And it has heen funded
through the guise of tax benefits granted
in the belief that the American oil in-
dustry would, in turn, deliver some relief
for the energy squeeze and its attendant
ills of inflation, the credit crunch, and
now recession, unemployment, and ‘the
rest. What has been delivered to us is
not the promised energy independence.
Instead, it is, as David Stockman has
pointed out, a Trojan horse, saddled
and bridled to fit the superrich, a long
disproven Republican white elephant
theory of trickle-down economics under
another name, and a $200 to $300 billion
deficit to be faced by the American tax-
payers in the next 3 years.

Think of $200 to $300 billion. Our
President seeks just $12 billion to sup-
posedly make his economic program
work. Just think of the money spent by
oil companies for exploration, campaign
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contributions, and even advertising. Just
think of the $400 million a year that an
Interior Department Commission claims
nine oil companies underpaid the Gov-
ernment for petroleum and gas produced
on Federal property. Just think of the
billions in taxes the oil companies should
be paying to the Federal Treasury, and
what it would do to end the credit
crunch, stop inflation, eliminate much of
our deficit, and bring our Nation back to
economic health.

Instead, we have only that enormous
deficit. It is a dismal prospect we face,
dismal unless we call an end to unfair
tax benefits and allowances and other
giveaways enjoyed by the superrich to-
day—dismal unless we call an end and
say enough—stop—no more. For the
truth is that if the superrich had been
paying their fair share of the taxes, we
would be facing no super billion-dollar
deficits today. And only if they pay their
fair share of the taxes can we hope to
see our economy thrive as it should, and
our country secure in the world as it
must be.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business?
If not, morning business is closed.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS, 1982

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the pending business.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4995) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year 1982, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 638
(Purpose: To add funds to procure four
additional EKC-10A tanker/cargo aircraft

in fiscal 1982)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is the amendment of
the Senator from Michigan.

TIME LIMITATION REQUEST

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I inquire
of the Senator from Michigan and the
distinguished manager of the bill on
the majority side if they will be agree-
able to a unanimous-consent order that
the debate on this measure will occur
as they may prefer but that the vote will
occur at 2 pm.?

Mr. LEVIN. I appreciate that.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator.

I intend to ask that the Senate stand
in recess from 12 o'clock until 2 p.m. I
can adjust that time, but there are cau-
cuses on both sides of the aisle that such
a recess would facilitate.

Will 20 minutes provide enough time
for debate?

Mr. LEVIN. I shall try to end it in 20
or 25 minutes, but it may take a few
minutes more than 20 depending on the
other side. May I have a few additional
minutes?

ORDER FOR RECESS FROM 12:15 P.M. UNTIL

2 P.M. TODAY

Mr. BAKER. Let me put the request

this way: I ask unanimous consent that
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at the conclusion of the debate on the
Levin amendment but in no event later
than 12:15 p.m. the Senate stand in re-
cess until the hour of 2 p.m.

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

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I further
ask unanimous consent that the vote
on this amendment, the rolleall, if a
rolleall is ordered, occur at 2 p.m. when
the Senate reconvenes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the
understanding of the Chair that the
rolleall has been ordered.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that that vote occur at 2 p.m. on
the reconvening of the Senate after
the recess.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is ther_’e
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the amend-
ment was introduced last night. It was
introduced on behalf of myself, Sena-
tors HOLLINGS, NUNN, and PRYOR.

This amendment would restore $220
million to purchase four KC-10A re-
fueling tanker airplanes. I say restore
because the Senate had these planes
in its authorization bill; the House had
the planes in its authorization bill; the
planes were in the President’s March
budget proposal. But then the President
sent over some cuts in readiness and
operations in October, and a number of
those cuts were adopted in conference,
including a cut in the number of KEC-10
tankers from eight to four. That leaves
us below the authorization bills which
the Senate and the House had previously
adopted.

Even though the conference reports
accepted the President's level of four
tankers, it was only because, in my
opinion, there was no practical way of
amending the conference report.

The decision was made certainly by
me at that time and, I think, by others,
that we would support on the appropria-
tions bill an increase in the level to
restore the number of tankers purchased
this year from four to eight, as origi-
nally intended in March by the Presi-
dent, as clearly intended through the
authorization bills by the Senate and by
the House.

There has been some question raised
as to what is the relationship between
this amendment and another amend-
ment that a “Dear Colleague” letter has
been sent around on, a “Dear Colleague”
letter signed by Senator Hoirrines and
myself, which indicated that we would
be offering an amendment to strike the
B-1 bomber and to spend the money on
readiness items and on the Stealth
bomber.

We pointed out in that letter there
had been serious cuts in readiness from
the levels adopted by the House and the
Senate in their authorization bills and
the levels established by the President
in March, in his March budget, and that
we felt the B-1 bomber, because of the
inadeguacies of it compared with
Stealth, was something that should be
cut and the momney spent instead on
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readiness, operation, and maintenance
and on Stealth.

We decided because of the great inter-
est in the number of items we would have
funded with that money to try to add in
those items first to the appropriation bill.
There was so much support for addi-
tional funding for some of these opera-
tions, including people who did not want
to cut the B-1 program in order to fund
them, that we have decided to offer a
number of amendments which will make
these readiness restorations so that the
Senate will have an opportunity to vote
on individual amendments doing things
such as restoring the Indian Ocean pres-
ence and readiness. We have cut that by
25 percent, unbelievable, a 25-percent
reduction in Indian Ocean and Persian
Gulf readiness.

We have reduced the size of the Army,
we have eliminated the B-52 program—
part of that has been restored by the Ap-
propriations Committee—but the early
retirement has not been totally rescinded
because insufficient funds have been
placed in this appropriation bill to elimi-
nate that early retirement and to go back
to our planned B-52 program.

Other reductions in our readiness
which have been outlined in that “Dear
Colleague” letter are now going to be
made the subject of individual amend-
ments.

Then, at the end, later on in this de-
bate, we will be offering the B-1 cut
itself,

Some of us may want to fund some
of these add-ons through the B-1 elim-
ination. Others may want to fund the
add-ons which will be proposed in a se-
ries of amendments by different Senators
in many ways. There are some Senators
who may want to simply increase the
size of the appropriation bill in order to
fund these critical readiness items and
the Stealth item. But, in any event, a
number of individual Senators will be
offering individual amendments on these
add-on items, and only at the end, when
that process is through, will we be of-
fering the B-1 elimination amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the “Dear Colleague” letter,
which summarizes these additional fund-
ing items, these readiness and Stealth
items, that has been signed by Senator
HorLrings and myself be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

U.S. SBENATE,
Washington, D.C., November 25, 1981.

DEAR COLLEAGUE: The Federal Government
is currently experiencing fierce competition
for Increasingly scarce resources. No where
is this more prevalent than in our defense
budget. And yet, in spite of this fact, we are
embarking on a program to procure three
new major strategic systems: the B-1, the
ATB, and the M-X missile system. These
three systems over the next ten years will
require tens of billions of dollars. If we, in
fact, pursue this course of action, we will do
so0 at the expense of readiness and force
modernization and we will be weaker, rather
than stronger, militarily in both strategic and
conventional capabilities.

Therefore, we the undersigned intend to
offer to the Department of Defense Appropri-

ation Bill for FY 1982, an amendment to de-
lete funding for the B-1B Bomber and allo-
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cate these savings to certain Defense modern-
ization and readiness priorities.

Our amendment would reallocate a portion
of the B-1B funding for the following items:

(A) Additional funding for restoration of
full amount of requested Navy steaming hour
program, $73 million;

(B) Additional funding for restoration of
reductions in Alr Force and Army active end
strengths, 877 million;

(C) Additional funds for acceleration of
advanced technology bomber, $300 million;

(D) Additional funding for a classified pro-
gram, $350 million;

(E) Additional funding for procurement
of ammunition for the Army, $148 million;

(F) Additional funding for one attack sub-
marine, $518 million;

(G) Additional funding for B-52D modifi-
cations/spares, $82 million;

(H) Additional funding for B-52D flight
simulator development, $5 million;

(I) Additional funding for Navy fleet mod-
ernization program, $80 milllon;

(J) Additional funding to retain nine ships
in the Navy active and reserve fleet, $15 mil-
lion;

(K) Additional funding to support the Tri-
dent submarine program, $20 million;

(L) Additional funding for Army force
modernization, 60 million;

(M) Additional funding for procurement
of thirty MBBA1l recovery vehicles for the
Army, $20 million;

(N) Additional funding for procurement of
four KC-10A (ATCA) aircraft for the Alr
Force, $220 million;

(O) Additional funding for procurement
of 100 AGM-84A Harpoon missiles for the
Navy, $50 million.

We have reached the juncture in defense
budgeting where the Congress must exercise
its responsibilities and begin to make hard
choices. We must begin to choose between
competing weapon systems designed for a
similar mission and between competing pri-
orities within the overall defense posture,

You will find attached a reprint of Fritz's
speech made to the Senate on Monday de-
tailing a rationale for the amendment. If
you are Interested In co-sponsoring this
amendment, please contact Mike Joy at
4-0850 or Peter Lennon at 4-0104.

Sincerely,
CARL LEVIN.
ErNEsT F. HoLLINGS.
[From the CoNcrREsslonaL Recorp, Nov. 23,
1981]

DEFENSE AND THE B-1 BOMBER

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, to under-
stand the controversy over the B-1 bomber,
a person must appreciate: First, the nature
of modern weapons; second, the limits of
our economic resources; and third, the 1imits
to the usefulness of a manned penetration
bomber.

THE NATURE OF MODERN WEAPONS

The strategy for American survival is pre-
mised on the superiority of technology. We
do not and cannot compete against the
Russians or Chinese militarlly on a man-
for-man basis. We do not and cannot com-
pete against the Soviets one tank versus one
tank.

We have 11,000 tanks while the Soviets
have 50,000. How do we hope to fight and
win given this ratio? The answer is in a
superior tank with a superior tank operator.

We intentionally include on our tanks so-
phisticated fire control systems advanced
suspension systems, laminated armor, and
other state-of-the-art gear because we know
it is not going to be one-for-one situation.
Our one tank must be capable of knocking
out 5 or 10 of theirs In order to prevail.

We are constantly hearing today that
America’s weaponry s too sophisticated,
that it contains too much expensive tech-
nological gear, and that we cannot find the
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skilled personnel to operate and maintain
the weaponry. Some argue that all we need
is a cheap, ‘‘tough” tank—Ilike the Sovieis
build—to survive better in battlefield con-
ditions.

We could easily produce that kind of tank,
\f we are ready, willing, and able to produce
and man 50,000 of them. This we cannot do.
For one thing, we do not intend to have
that large a standing Army, s0 we go for the
superior tank, making sure the advanced
technology is designed for the needs of the
battlefield. This has always been our mili-
tary approach.

It applies to the shoes the soldler wears
as well as to the bombers we send aloft. The
constant task facing Congress is to insure
that we keep ahead with technology. We
want our troops to have the best equipment
in every aspect. Of course, we must also be
able to afford 1t.

THE LIMITS OF OUR ECONOMIC RESOURCES

When we fought World War II, an M-1
rifle cost $41.20. A Sherman tank went for
$40,000. And a B-17 manned penetration
bomber cost $97,000. Right now it appears
that the projected cost for each B-1 bomber
would be $400 million,

Everyone knows that today we are Oper-
ating with limited economic resources. In a
world reeling under inflation and high inter-
est rates, every program is being cut. While
we are trying to increase our defenses, that is
not to say we are trying to increase our costs.
We must look at each proposed military ex-
penditure from every angle—not only how
much it costs, but how much it costs to re-
palr; not only how much one of them costs,
but how much do 100 cost and what iz the
eflect on the budget and the economy.

We must make economical buys, and when
it comes to bombers they must last. We are
not looking at the cost of just long-range
bombers, but the cost of medium bombers,
the cost of fighter bombers, the cost of fight-
ers, of helicopters, and observation planes all
the way down to the Piper Cub. And we must
figure the cost of the manned Shuttle be-
cause it too has military applications.

These costs must be seen within the larger
context of the overall defense budget—the
cost of equipping the infantry, the cost ot
building aircraft carriers and Trident subma-
rines at $2 billion aplece, and the cost of am-
munition from the rifle bullet to one plece
of ammunition fired from a plane—the Phoe-
nix missle costing over $1 million a copy.
Over and above hardware come personnel
costs which exceed $100 billlon a year.

All these defense costs must be considered
agalnst the backdrop of other Government
endeavors—Illke law enforcement, highways,
health costs, social security, price supports
for agriculture, and ald for small business.
Somewhere there is a limit—and we have
been exceeding the limit. We have been bor-
rowing from the next generation in order to
pay for all this Government. The results—
busted budgets, tax cuts written in red ink,
and high interest rates.

At $400 million each, the 100 B-1 bombers
being asked for will cost us $40 billion; $40
billion over the next 5 years is about what we
had hoped to increase the entire defense
budget.

For $40 billion, we can buy a lot of sorely
needed Infantry-fighting vehicles, subma-
rines, tanks, helicopters, destroyers, pre-posi-
tloning ships, landing gear for the Marines,
and ammunition for everybody.

So before we commit to $40 billion and 6
years on a single weapon, we must stop, look,
and listen. We must understand that our
conventional forces are In a sorry state of
readiness—the principal trouble being that
we have denied them the equipment, the fly-
ing hours, the steaming hours, and the ve-
hicles necessary for training, mobility, and
readiness,

We are 60,000 trucks short in the Army
right this minute. Look at our inability to
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defend against gas or chemiecal warfare. The
next war will not be fought by one soldler
just shooting at ancther man. The field of
battle for conventional forces may very well
be gassed by our adversary. The Russians
have already used gas in Laos, Cambodia, and
Afghanistan.

Their infantry wears protective clothing
developed for this kind of warfare. In an-
other advance, Soviet troops travel in mod-
ern infantry-fighting vehicles. They have
76,000 of these—the United States has none.
It is tough to tell the Commandant of the
Marine Corps that we cannot give him the
gear he needs because the B-1 has just
gobbled up all the money. I just did that this
week.

We are not prepared to fight a conventional
war. Clausewitz sald, “History shows that a
nation fights the war that it is prepared to
fight.”

We are not prepared to fight in the Indian
Ocean, so we will not. We are not prepared
to fight a conventional war in NATO, so we
will not. We are only prepared to fight a
nuclear war—so we will if one comes. The
best way to avold the nuclear holocaust is to
be prepared to fight the conventional battle.
But the B-1 is a nuclear carrier. Underpre-
pared for conventional war, the B-1 overpre-
pares us for nuclear.

The Soviets did not march on Angola or
Afghanistan with a nuclear attack. They
went with conventional forces. For 10 years
now, we have been "“détenting” and dillying
and disarming while the Soviets have been
beefing up and outspending us militarily by
$500 billion.

We cannot repair this difference in a year.
It will take several years. So we must set pri-
orities. Is the primary need another Trident
submarine, or is it an alrcraft carrier? Is the
first order “X" number of tanks, or heli-
copters? A manned bomber, or more and bet-
ter equipment for our conventional forces?

I believe the first priority is manpower. 1
have written about the draft in a previous
newsletter. I believe that the one best move
to build our military and show our commit-
ment is the universal draft. It would get a
cross-section of our society participating in
America’s defense. It would give us the skills.
It would cost less, and it would evidence our
will power as well as our military power.

My second priority would be readiness.
That includes money for ammunition, money
for fuel, money for operations and mainte-
nance of the equipment, and money for ade-
quate fiying, steaming, and training hours.

Rather than $40 billion for a single weap-
on—a manned penetration bomber—I would
rather spend that same amount over the next
5 years on fleshing out the Rapid Deploy-
ment Force in the Indian Ocean, equipping
the Marines, equipping our National Guard
and Reserves, refitting nine Navy ships, buy-
ing some attack submarines, tanks, helicop-
ters and fighters, and speeding up develop-
ment of the next generation of manned,
penetration bombers—the Stealth.

THE LIMITS TO THE USEFULNESS OF A MANNED
PENETRATION BOMBER

So you will understand where I am coming
from, I am a strong believer in the military
and a strong supporter of the Air Force. At
this moment, we have many bombers. We
have long-range penetration bombers, such
as 345 B-52's and 63 FB-111's. We have many
medium- and short-range bombers such as
the F-15's, remember the Saudis were asking
for bomb racks for their F-15's; hundreds of
F-16's, remember this is the plane that Israel
used to bomb Baghdad. We soon will have
the superior F-18 fighter-bomber by the hun-
dreds. We have A-6's, A-T's, and VSTOL
fighter-bombers. I touch on this to em-
phasize the difference between medium-
range bombers and the long-range bombers
needed to penetrate Soviet defenses. We are
continuing to build and capitalize on Ameri-
ca's technology. But as concerns the B-1,
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there are limits to its ability to penetrate.
Generally, there are limits on the manned
bomber which makes it necessary for us to
put our egg in more than one basket.

Everyone agrees that the B-1 bomber can
no longer be depended upon as a penetration
weapon after 1990, We know that the B-52,
old as it is, can carry us that far. And we
know that we cannot get the first squadron
of B-1's flylng until 1987 at the earliest.

The bottom line then, if everything pro-
ceeds on schedule is a $40 billion program to
provide penetration for the 3 years between
1987 and 1990. After that the state of Soviet
defenses will make it impossible for elther
the B-52 or the B-1 to get through.

The B-1 has simply become too expensive
for its primary mission. Surely it can be used
after 1980 as a stand-off cruise missile carrier
but paying $400 million a copy for this role
is unthinkable. The $400 million cost has
been disputed.

But special studies by the General Ac-
counting Office and the Congressional Budget
Office confirm this cost.

Finally as a maneuver with the Congress,
the Air Force has been citing infilated costs
to keep the B-52's going until the 1980's in-
ferring that rather than paying the expense
to keep the B-52’s in the air, you could use
the same money to buy the new B-1.

Whether you go for the B-1 or go for the
Stealth or go for both or go for neither, every
plan shows that the B-52 must be kept cur-
rent and flying until 1983. And so those costs
will have to be paid.

Then when they are phased out in 1893,
the question is: shall they be replaced total-
1y by the Stealths that can penetrate or by
the B-1 that cannot or by both—if we had
the money.

The B-1 is a superb plane and I wish we
had 200 B-1's on the line today. Five years
ago, I implored Presldent Carter to move
forward with the B-1. Instead we wasted &
years and $6 billlon and the opportunity to
have them flying over the kind of reasonable
lifetime that such a huge investment re-
quires.

made his decision, the factory has
closed down, and the cost has soared from
$100 million apiece to $400 million. There
i1s a time for every weapon, and the B-1's
is passing.

On November 5, Secretary of Defense Cas-
par Weinberger testified:

“I think there is no question whatever
that we will not be able to use the B-1 as &
penetrator after 1990.”

Earller, Secretary Weinberger had empha~
slzed the limits of the B-1 after 1890 by
stating:

“If you do the B-1 only you spend a lot of
money—again I am trying to guess at the
extent of development of the Soviet air de~
fenses, so If I use a couple of years, give me
leeway 1089, 1000, probably 1988 to 1080—
you lose the ability to penetrate unless some-
one wants to direct suicide missions and
that 1s not anything I am going to do.”

This only confirms a similar statement by
Fred C. Ikle, Under Secretary of Defense
for Policy before the Armed Services Com-
mittee on October 27, 1981.

Recently, the United States has been de-
veloping a Stealth or advanced technology
bomber. This plane is designed to confuse
the enemy radar and fire control system so
that it can penetrate successfully and reach
targets well within the land mass of the So-
viet Unlon. Some would argue that the tech~
nology is unproved, too “chancey"” to count
on and will not be ready by 1890.

However, the technology has been proved
and as former Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Policy Perry has stated, 1t can be devel-
oped by 1989.

Wanting both the B-1 and the Stealth,
the Alr Force is dragging its feet on the
Stealth to make it seem that both planes
will be necessary.

Accordingly, the administration has re-
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quested both the B-1 and the Stealth. Given
the limited usefulness of the B-1, given our
other defense needs, and given the general
state of the budget and the economy, I do
not belleve we can afford to proceed with
both,

It would be far more cost effective, and far
better for the overall strength of the military,
if we speeded up the Stealth bomber and
tried to get it on line a year or two earlier
than presently projected.

To understand the lmits on manned
bombers generally—and to appreciate why
proceeding with two new systems is outland-
ish—we need to remember that America’s
strategic defense consists of a triad: First,
the intercontinental ballistic missile, or
ICBM; second, the Poseidon or Trident sub-
marine; and third, the manned bomber.

These provide the options for penetrating
the defenses of the Soviet Union over a long
distance. If the military need ever comes to
penetrate all the way to Moscow, the best way
is with a ballistic missile launched from
either land or sea.

An almost equally good way is with a cruise
missile, whether it is land launched from
Europe, submarine launched from the sea, or
launched from a B-52 standing off outside
the borders of Russia. The most inefficlent
way is by manned bomber, given Soviet de-
fenses and the vulnerability of the weapon.

8o, in recent years, the long-range manned
bomber role is being more and more taken
over by the small, difficult-to-detect cruise
missile. It is relatively cheap, accurate, and
better able than a bomber to get through to
its target.

Some of our armchair experts argue for the
superiority of the bomber over the missile by
saying that once the missile is launched,
there is no calling it back. My answer is that
we better not have a plane with a nuclear
bomb wandering around Moscow while we are
still wondering if we have given the right
order.

In fact, I cannot imagine an American
Commander in Chief ordering a manned
bomber to attack Moscow unless we are
already into a nuclear holocaust.

When that point in warfare has been
reached, it seems pretty clear that we would
be going with our ICBM's, intermediate bal-
listic missiles, and cruise missiles.

This is not to say that the role for the
manned bomber is finished. But it is to
say that it does not have the command-
ing role it once had. It is now part of a
larger weapons inventory that includes fast-
er and more accurate systems.

Some, like the cruise missile, are far
cheaper. We can and should retain the abil-
ity to penetrate Soviet ailrspace with a
manned bomber. We have that capability
with the B-52 which has served us long and
well and which can be used to fly those 3
additional years beyond 1987.

After 1987, neither the B-52 nor the B-1
will be able to penetrate Soviet air defcnse,
After that, only the Stealth will be able
to get through.

So is it not the wisest policy to accelerate
Stealth? It will be able to penetrate from
the 1990's on, and it can be delivered as
early as 1989. By taking this course, we can
save the $40 billion and expend it on readi-
ness and in all those other areas of pre-
paredness that we have been short changing
for the past decade.

I know this disappoints my friends in
the Air Force. Secretary of Defense Mc-
Namara back in 1964 canceled the B-70,
and in 1977 President Carter canceled the
B-1. I am sure by now that if someone could
give a guarantee that the Stealth would be
built as a replacement for the B-52, the Air
Force would abandon its drive for the B-1.

They have been worried for years about
& replacement for the B-52 and now they
have a President, finally, willing to go
along—even though it is economic nonsense,
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As a result of this paranoia, the Air Force
has requested a $400 million conventional
bomber and a $300 million Stealth strategic
bomber. For a conventional bomber, we
could easily and far more economically beef
up our FB-111's at $64 million a copy rather
than $400 million as recommended by Gen.
Richard H. Ellis, former Commander in
Chief of the Strategic Air Command. But we
cannot afford the B-1 and the Stealth.

We need to strengthen our Triad with the
Stealth. We need to strengthen our overall
readiness in defense. The task is to allocate
Iimited resurces. On this basis, I oppose
the B-1, favor expediting the Stealth, and
favor immediately allocating this $40 billion
to readiness.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, less than a month after
this body went through a bruising fight
on the AWACS and F-15 enhancement
package, a package which the adminis-
tration argued was necessary to protect
our interests in the Persian Gulf region,
the administration slashed a critical pro-
gram designed to improve our capabili-
ties to rapidly deploy forces to the Per-
sian Gulf and to Europe and to defend
our vital interests, and that program is
the Air Force’s KC-10A advanced tanker
cargo aircraft procurement program.

As a matter of fact, the cut in this
program from the March budget level of
the President, from the Senate-author-
ized and House-authorized level, the cut
was part of a number of cuts in airlift
and in sealift, and shockingly enough—
and I say shockingly advisedly, because
as a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee which has reviewed our airlift
and sealift needs so closely, we have ac-
tually made over $1 billion in cuts from
March to October in airlift and in sea-
lift while, at the same time, talking about
how critical it is that we be able to rap-
idly deploy our forces to the Persian Gulf
and to Europe to defend those vital in-
terests.

This KC-10A program, this program
which originally was intended to pur-
chase eight of these refueling tanker
airplanes, but in the present bill are only
four, is a way of restoring and achieving
some of this critical airlift that is so es-
sential if we are going to be able to rap-
idly deploy our forces.

We have short-changed our airlift and
our sealift. General Davis, the head of
SAC, testified as follows in front of the
Armed Services Committee on October
28. He said that:

Modernization of SAC's tanker force is
one of the Air Force’s highest priorities. As
you correctly noted, the air refueling short-
fall has been of deep concern for several
Vears, . ..

In addition, tanker support for general
purpose airlift and fighter requirements will
also Increase over time. DOD planned en-
hancements to U.S. force projection ca-
pabilities cannot be fully attained without
commensurate increases in aerial refueling
capabilities. Of particular concern is the re-
quirement to responsively deploy and employ
our Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force, a
formidable mission under the best of cir-
cumstances, Suffice it to say that the Air
Force will continue to operate through this
decade with a shortfall . . . unless aggressive
steps are taken to modernize the tanker
force.

Let me underscore one of those sen-
tences that General Davis stated:
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DOD planned enhancements to U.S.
force projection capabilities cannot be fully
attained without commensurate increases in
aerlal refueling capabilities.

That means quite literally, Mr. Presi-
dent, that we cannot get there from here.
Our tactical fighter aircraft will find it
extremely difficult to ferry nonstop to the
Persian Gulf or Europe, and critical
delays could occur in our efforts to rein-
force those areas.

We need aggressive steps to modern-
ize the tanker force. Instead we took a
critical step backward between March
and October when we cut over $1 billion
in airlift and sealift from the first budget
and from the first bill on which we had
a chance to vote here in the Senate with
the authorization bill for the DOD.

General Dayvis said:

The KC-10 is being procured specifically
to support general purpose users. This
unique cargo-tanker aircraft provides an
outstanding opportunity to increase both
airllft and aerial refueling while incurring
minimal RDT&E risk and expense.

This is an ongoing program, Mr. Presi-
dent. This is not a risky program. This
is an ongoing program which has fallen
desperately short of what everybody
concedes is needed.

As a matter of fact, we originally were
going to buy eight in March, and whereas
this Senate, and the House in their au-
thorization bills before the conference
took place said eight, we had a recom-
mendation from the administration that
it be zero, that we buy zero, that is what
they said in October. The armed services
authorization bill, the bill which the
Armed Services Committees of both
Houses referred to this body, and to the
other body in conference restored four
of those eight. This amendment will re-
store the other four.

We would add back sufficient funding
to restore in fiscal year 1982 these four
tankers that were so inadvisedly cut in
that authorization conference that we
previously voted.

Mr. President, the Senate and the
House Armed Services Committees and
the Senate and House themselves have
been on record as supporting this full
tanker program. For instance, the House
Armed Services Committee wrote the
following in the report which they sub-
mitted to the full House. They said:

The budget request contained $437 mililon
for the procurement of elght KC-10A aircraft
in fiscal year 1982.

They pointed out the KC-10A is a
modified DC-10 aircraft capable of pro-
viding air refueling capability for air-
lift support. They said:

The air refueling capability of the EC-10
will permit deployment and reinforcement
of U.S. military forces without reliance on
uncertain intermediate foreign basing rights.
Tactical fighter forces and their support
equipment may be deployed simultaneously.
In addition, the KC-10 aircraft will signifi-
cantly expand U.S. strategic airlift capacity,
especially with respect to long-range move-
ment of oversize cargo.

Mr. President, the JCS, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, in their 1982 posture statement
wrote:

The KC-10 provides increased fuel offload
capability over a greater operating range,
thereby reducing dependence on staging
bases in other countries. It also carries cargo
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to facilitate more rapid worldwide deploy-
ment of general purpose and alrlift forces.

The Reagan administration was cor-
rect to add eight KC-10's to the fiscal
vear 1982 DOD budget in March.
The Senate and the House were right
when we authorized the eight. It was
wrong for the administration to reduce
that eight to zero in its October budget.
It was wrong for the conference of the
House and the Senate on the authoriza-
tion bill simply to reduce four.

We could not correct that in any prac-
tical way at the time of the vote on the
conference report because it was not
amendable. We can correct that today.
We can restore the additional four KC-
10 tankers which were originally sup-
ported both by the Reagan administra-
tion in March and again by the Senate
and House in their original actions on
the authorization bill.

Mr. President, at this time I would be
happy to yield the floor. I see my col-
league from Georgia is here. I know he
did have a few words on it, but I do not
know whether the manager of the bill
wants at this point to speak or to allow
the Senator from Georgia to speak.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I support
this amendment and I congratulate the
Senator from Michigan for sponsoring
the amendment.

One of the most critical deficiencies is
aerial refueling capability to support
strategic and conventional missions, and
that would be enhanced if this amend-
ment is adopted.

We must look at the overall tanker
requirements, and we must look at the
KC-135's and the EC-10’s, and that is
what the amendment focuses on.

Gen. Bennie Davis, the new com-
mander of the Strategic Air Command,
testified that modernization of SAC’s
tanker force is one of the Air Force’s
highest priorities.

Currently the KC-135 tankers are in-
tegral to the SIOP and a very significant
percentage of the bomber force is lim-
ited in its effectiveness due to inadequate
air refueling availability. The KC-135
enhancement program is necessary to
provide additional eapability.

The KC-10 is being procured specifi-
cally to support general purpose users. It
is unique cargo-tanker which increases
both airlift and aerial refueling with
minimal R. & D.

It is essential to the rapid deployment
force; it is essential to many of our other
contingency missions.

I urge that the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Michigan be adopted. I hope
the committee will accept it, but I will
certainly urge the Senate to adopt it.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to see this amendment presented
because I think the Senate ought to
realize that this is the beginning now of
the battle on the B-1. The letter that
the Senator from Michigan has placed
in the REecorp, comes from the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan and the
distinguished Senator from South Caro-
lina. It adds some $2.27 billion to the
budget that the Appropriations Commit-
tee adopted. The strategy by my good
friends, is to delete the funding in the
bill for the B-1 bomber, while attempt-
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ing to make the case that these items are
needed more than is the B-1.

The KEC-10 is not needed to fuel in
flight the B-52’s. The KC-135's do that.
The EC-10 is related to the generation
of the B-1 bomber and the ATB.

The decision was made to go ahead
with both the B-1 and the development
of new technologies. In doing so, it was
necessary to reduce some of the items
that will be needed later. The Senator
is correct; and our committee has ob-
served the authorization bill. We have
funded the full amount of the authori-
zation bill, which was signed into law
today by the President. The DOD au-
thorization bill provides for four KC-10’s.
As a matter of fact, that is in addition
to the President’s September mark with
respect to the budget request.

I find it very interesting that the
committee has been criticized for hav-
ing such a large budget; yet this is the
first of a series of amendments designed
to add over $2 billion to the bill, The
impact here seems to be that there is
great support for financing our efforts
to modernize our defense forces, but as
long as we keep the numbers in, it makes
no difference for what the money is
spent.

Our committee has worked long and
hard trying to allocate the funds we feel
are absolutely necessary to meet the
strategic priorities of our defense forces.
I must say parenthetically here that I
am a little bit disturbed that there is al-
ways some group in every one of the
services that is willing to gather around
any Senator who wants to add more
money to their particular service. The
time will come when we will find some
way to have the services follow the lead
of the Commander in Chief in deeds
rather than merely in words. These
amendments are wrong, and I intend to
make a motion to table each one of them
as they are offered.

I hope the Senate will recognize them
for what they are. They are good tactics.
I hold no malice for my good friend from
Michigan. I think it is one of the most
delightful and strategic tactics I have
seen on the floor in a long time.

He is going to put me in the position
of voting against the KC-10’s, and I do
favor, ultimately, the construction of all
eight KC-10's. There are other items in
this list. Just so the Senate will know
what we are going to face, there is going
to be an amendment, I assume, to restore
the money for the Navy steaming hour
program, $73 million. I will discuss these
as they come up.

I anticipate amendments to restore the
reductions of the Air Force and Army
active end strengths; to accelerate the
advance technology bomber; and to pro-
vide additional funds for a classified pro-
gram, although I hope this amendment
is not offered on the floor. There is no
way this Senator can control the in-
formation.

We have everything from an additional
attack submarine at $518 million to the
pending amendment which proposes ad-
ditional funding for the four EC-10
attack aircraft.

This amendment adds $220 million, Mr.
President. We have been criticized, as I
said, for going over the President’'s
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budget, and we are over the budget. We
are over the budget in some areas that
are critical in terms of the relationship
of this body and its negotiations with the
other body over what the final version of
this bill will be. We are over the budget
because of two major items: One is the
$4.8 billion associated with the pay raise,
and the other is the necessary $1.6 bil-
lion to fund a level of inflation with re-
gard to the procurement item. This fund-
ing level is more realistic and compares
more accurately to our actual experience.

Mr. President, the difficulty that I have
with this amendment is again, the level
of funding. I hope the Senate will under-
stand the problem that we would have in
getting this bill through conference. Cur-
rently we have a bill which is conference-
able. There is enough difference in this
bill as compared to the House version
for both the House and the Senate to
want to come to an agreement, to get a
bill before the Christmas recess. Actually,
it is in everyone’s best interest to get a
bill. It is in the best interest of the De-
partment of Defense, because they will
know what they can spend. They will not
be forced to sit there and see themselves
affected by the tactics of having to absorb
something like the pay increase or other
items, while living under a continuing
resolution.

Because the B-1 and MX are in the
House version of the bill, the impact of
that bill is such that if we do not get a
final version of the bill the major
weapons systems will be funded. But the
minor weapons systems are where we
have the major disagreement. Mr. Presi-
dent, that is where the current jobs are.
That is where people are working now,
in the smaller procurement items. We
really do not have the massive procure-
ment going on yet in terms of B-1 and
MX. So if you are interested in the em-
ployment picture of this country, you
want to build. If you are interested in
getting the best possible defense for the
least amount of money, you want to build
this year.

We want to build. The amendment be-
fore us is one of the amendments that, if
it is adopted, will lessen the necessity for
a conference.

We have conferenceable items that
exist between the House and the Senate
repeated throughout this bill. Many of
the items listed on the “Dear Colleague”
letter sent by the distinguished Senators
from South Carolina and Michigan, as
1 said, are substitutes for our items. The
Senators have chosen the areas where we
have actually reduced the House bill or
changed the House bill so that we know
there is a reason to get together and
reach a final version of the bill.

I am hopeful that the Senate will
realize that this is not an item that is of
immediate priority. It is a high priority
item, there is no question about that.
But the outlay of money in this fiscal
year for that item is of low priority. We
believe that the $220 million that we are
already over the budget to acquire four
KC-10's is enough for this year.

Mr. President, I intend to offer a
motion to table the Senator's amend-
ment, but I ask unanimous consent that
it be in order to make that motion when
we reconvene at 2 o'clock. As I under-
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stand it, there is still time for debate here
and I do not want to make that motion
now to cut off debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
D’AmaTo) . Is there objection?

Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded,

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

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to an amendment which I will offer
on the defense appropriations bill imme-
diately after the disposition of the
amendment that is presently pending,
offered by the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. STEVENS. Reserving the right to
object, it is just my understanding that
the Senator wants the privilege of being
recognized after the disposition of the
Levin amendment. I do not have any ob-
jection, if that is what he seeks.

Mr. BRADLEY. That is correct.

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

Is there objection?

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I do object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. LEVIN. I understand that the re-
quest of the Senator from New Jersey
has been granted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct. Does the Senator still lodge an
objection?

Mr. LEVIN. Yes; I do object. I under-
stand we had a prior unanimous-consent
agreement that there would be a rolleall
vote on my amendment at 2 o’clock, so I
object to the unanimous-consent request
being granted.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask that the clerk get
the record. It was my understanding that
the majority leader made the request
that the rollcall vote take place at 2
o'clock. I have not made a motion to
table yet. I intend to make a motion to
table unless foreclosed. I ask that the
clerk get the record and read it, to see if
a vote Is ordered to take place at 2
o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Offi-
cial Reporter will be asked to read back
the record.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the proceedings
for looking up the record be suspended
for the time being. I want to use about 5
minutes, Mr. President, on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Mississippi is recognized.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, I cer-
tainly have no objection to these KC-10
tanker planes by their nature. The au-
thorization bill has four of them in it.
But, Mr. President, an overall judgment
has been made here of the relative im-
portance of these items, and the request
itself has been moved back and forth
and changed twice this year. I respect-
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fully submit that to get four now in view
of the large, increased amounts that are
admitted to be necessary in a year when
we are trying to make reductions over-
all, that that is enough.

Let me say this about the offered
amendment. The Senator is a member of
our committee and we do not have a more
valuable member. He has a fine capacity.
He is a hard worker. He is determined
but open to reason always. He is making
himself felt. I am proud of his record. I
do not want to flatter him. However, 1
had something to do with him having a
chance, as the newest member of that
committee, to dig in, and to ask him to
take work. He would take the tough ones,
the hard ones, and would do a good job.
But I cannot support him in this position.

Mr. President, let me generally observe
that this bill is the largest we have ever
had. This does not qualify me to know
what is best, but for at least 15 years,
every year, I have been in the debate
about this appropriations bill. For a good
number of those years, it was my privi-
lege to handle the bill on the floor, back
in the Johnson administration during
the war in Vietnam, then the Nixon ad-
ministration and the war in Vietnam;
the effort to withdraw troops from
NATO, from Europe, to put conditions
on appropriations bills which would
weaken NATO, all of those things.

That is an experience. Through all
these innovations, though, we have never
gone in in a big way for the cargo plane,
I mean on a broad scale. This item has
been knocking on the door of the Senate
Committee on Armed Services for au-
thorization for the last few years along
with the MX, the B-1, and other modern
weapons. It has run second best. It has
nof gotten authorized in a big way by
our committees.

There is reason for it, the plausibilities
are there, but you just cannot do every-
thing. When the chips are down, the
choices that have to be made are not in
favor of a new cargo plane. There is rea-
son for that.

So, as these extra planes in this
amendment go along with the cargo
concept on a larger scale, I think that
is highly relevant. This is something
that we can leave off and we ought to
leave it off the bill, this time; and when
there is an advancement in the cargo
plane generally, these tankers will really
have their part to play. Right now, they
are not in the center part of the ad-
vanced stage but they are having to
wait their time. I shall oppose the
amendment for those reasons, Mr.
President.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, let me
make a couple of points clear. First,
this amendment is totally delinked from
a subsequent amendment relative to the
B-1. There is so much evidence support-
ing this amendment and other amend-
ments that they were delinked from the
B-1 and have nothing to do with the
B-1. As a matter of fact, many support-
ers of the B-1 program assured me they
would be voting for this amendment and
other amendments.
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Second, the list of items that are part
of the letter referred to by Senator
Horrings and myself are examples of
possible amendments. They do not con-
stitute mnecessarily all the possible
amendments, nor is there any assurance
that all of these itemized items will be
made part of separate amendments. It
was my statement, which is accurate,
that many of these on the list relative
to readiness and Stealth improvements,
fleet modernization and the restoring
of the size of the Army, I do expect will
be made part of individual amendments.
But this has nothing to do with a B-1
program.

(By unanimous consent the name of
Mr. DeConcini was added as a cosponsor
of the amendment.)

RECESS UNTIL 2 P.M. TODAY

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we recess in ac-
cordance with the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 12:14 p.m. recessed until 2 pm.;
whereupon, the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. MATTINGLY).

Mr. BAKER. Mr.. President, is there
an order for a vote to occur at 2 p.m.?
h The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, there
is.

Mr. BAKER. Have the yeas and nays
been ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Michigan.
The yeas and nays have been ordered
and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr., STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HaT-
F1ELp) and the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. MATHIAS) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HaTFIELD) Would vote “nay.”

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. Long), the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
TsoncAs) and the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. ZORINSKY) are necessarily
absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber wishing to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 38,
nays 55, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 430 Leg.]
YEAS—38
Eagleton
Exon
Ford
Hart
Heflin
Hollings
. Huddleston
Inouye
Jackson
Johnston
Kennedy

Leahy
Levin

Matsunaga
M
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Abdnor
Andrews

Pell
Percy
Pressler
Baker Proxmire
Boschwitz Quayle
Burdick Roth
Rudman
Schmitt
Simpson
Specter

yrd,

Harry F., Jr.
Chafes
Cochran
Cohen Stafford
D'Amato Stevens
Danforth Symms
Denton Thurmond
Dole Tower
Domenicl Wallop
Durenberger Warner
East Welcker
Garn

NOT VOTING—T

Goldwater Mathias Zorinsky
Hatfield Stennis
Long Tsonges

So Mr. LeviN's amendment (No. 638)
was rejected.

Mr, TOWER. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
New Jersey is recognized.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
under the order previously entered, Mr.
BrapLEY is to be recognized to call up an
amendment at this time. I should like to
call up an amendment at this time. I
have discussed this with Mr. BRADLEY
and I have alerted the distinguished
floor manager on the other side of the
aisle. I ask unanimous consent that I
may be recognized to call up an amend-
ment at this time without prejudice to
the order for the recognition of Mr.
BrapLEY to call up his amendment fol-
lowing my amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President, and I shall not
object because the distinguished minor-
ity leader has discussed this question
with us, I will object to putting aside the
Bradley amendment any longer. He
asked for priority and his amendment
will be the next amendment.

I shall also object to any attempt to
set aside an amendment once it is
brought up until we can get it to a vote.
It seems to me, Mr. President, that we
have to find some way to handle this bill.
I hear now that we have a lot of votes,
we are going to be here a long time today.
So, with due respect to my good friend
from West Virginia, I do not object, but
I will object to any subsequent attempt
to put aside the Bradley amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 723

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I send an amendment to the desk and
ask that it be stated by the clerk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

‘The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr. Ros-
ErT C. BYrD), for himself, Mr. Nunw, and Mr.

LEvIN, proposes an unprinted amendment
numbered 723.

On page 28, line 18, strike *$9,076,906,000”
and insert in lieu thereof *$9,326,960,000."
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I yield to the distinguished Senator from
Georgia (Mr. NUNN).

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask the
Senator from West Virginia, how much
time does he have on this amendment?
It is my understanding that the bill will
be set aside at 3 o'clock. I do not want
to take an undue amount of time, but my
remarks relate to the B-52 and the cost-
ing of that, the B-1, and also the Stealth.
I do not want to take up too much of the
Senator's time.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
there is no time limit on this amendment.
I wish the distinguished Senator would
take whatever time he desires. I think
it will be helpful for the Senate to hear
what he has to say.

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator.

Mr, President, unfortunately, the ma-
jor strategic issues facing us were not
debated thoroughly during the military
authorization process because the admin-
istration did not submit its strategic
program until the authorization bill was
already in conference. At a later
point——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will please come to order. Those de-
siring to speak, please go to the cloak-
room.

The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, at a later point in the
debate on this appropriation bill, I intend
to have a more thorough statement on
the President’s overall strategic package
because of the long-term and far-reach-
ing consequences of that package for our
national security. At this point, however,
with the amendment of the Senator from
West Virginia pending to add money to
a very important program called the
Stealth program, I want to focus on just
one problem area. That is the issue of af-
fordability, particularly as it relates to
the strategic bomber program,

Mr. President, I believe that our Na-
tion must allocate sufficient resources to
our overall security to assure our free-
dom and to provide every incentive for
peace. It is naive, however, to assume
that the defense budget is openended. If
we allocate so much of our defense
budget to strategic programs that we al-
low our conventional posture to suffer, we
will inadvertently decrease our options
in protecting our vital interests without
resorting to the use of nuclear weapons.

‘We have seen much focus on the $180
billion price tag for the President’s stra-
tegic program.

Few people in the news media and few
people in Congress at this point seem to
realize that this $180 billion figure is only
the 6-year cost measured in constant
1982 dollars. The $180 billion figure does
not include inflation. Neither does it in-
clude most of the cost of the Stealth
bomber, the procurement of the Trident
II(D-5) missile, or the permanent bas-
ing mode for the MX. Those are not ex-
actly what you call small ticket items.
Given this budget situation, it is no won-
der that the Army and Navy as well as
the Marine Corps and some in the Air
Force are concerned about the allocation
of resources for conventional programs,
when this overall strategic package
comes to fruition.
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There are two critical questions on the
B-1. The reason why I bring this up at
this time is that I have to make a ra-
tional, informed judgment on the

amendment of the Senator from West
Virginia, which is, to accelerate the
Stealth. I think we need to discuss the
B-1 in that capacity, and that is the rea-
ipn why I make this argument at this
ime,

B_'fhere are two critical questions on the

No. 1, will the B-1 penetrate Soviet
air defenses for a period of time suf-
ficient to justify its expense as a pene-
trating bomber? For this answer, I sub-
mit that it is a matter of picking your
expert.

Dr. Richard DeLauer, Under Secretary
of Defense for Research and Develop-
ment, testified:

I am confident that the low radar cross
section of the B-1B (which is less than one-
one hundredth that of the B-52) and its
state of the art electronics will allow it to

pge;xnetra.te to needed targets well into the
1990s.

Dr. William Perry, who held the same
%oel:iin the Carter administration, testi-

I have no idea how anyone could make that
kind of projection if the penetration de-
pended on ECM (electronic countermeas-
ures). . .. I can't think of any fleld in
which there is more dynamics and in which
there is see-saw back and forth between
measures, countermeasures and counter-
countermeasures.

So we are not going to resolve that
decision in this debate. Experts who hold
sincere views have profoundly different
views on this subject.

I may also say that the former head
of the Strategic Air Command, General
Ellis, has a fundamentally different view
on this subject from that of his succes-
sor, Gen. Benny Davis.

The question of penetration of the
B-1, again, is a matter of choosing your
expert, so far as I am concerned. I do
not have the answer to it, and I am not
sure that anyone can have the answer
here on the floor. It is a matter of judg-
ment.

The second question on the B-1 is a
question of economics, as I see it. I be-
lieve that the economic consequences of
the B-1, over a period of time, may well
exceed the military effect of the B-1
on the balance of power. The question
is, can we afford to spend $400 million
per unit for a plane that even in the best
penetrating case—in other words, if you
take the best case for penetration—will
be limited to being a conventional bomb-
er or a cruise missile carrier for most
of its useful life? Not for all its useful
life, but for most of its useful life. That
is the economic question.

Based on the Air Force's extensive re-
search and development of the B-1, and
Rockwell International’s excellent rep-
putation, I have confidence that the
B-1 will be a sound airplane. The issue
is, how much should we spend for this
plane as compared to extending the
B-52's and accelerating the Stealth
bomber program, which is exactly what
the Senator from West Virginia pro-
poses we do here.

Much attention has been given a re-
cent DOD cost analysis as provided to
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Congress by Dr. Richard DeLauer during
critical decisions by the Senate Appro-
priations Committee.

Over and over again, I have heard
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee say that this was the main part
of their decisionmaking progress—that
is, a comparison of cost for the B-1 and
the ATB or Stealth bomber, compared
to the B-52 extension with the Stealth
bomber added on.

For the purposes of analysis, these
two estimates are $93 billion for the
current B-52 force extended and $114
billion for the B-1B Stealth program.
These figures are about the same as
estimates previously provided by the Air
Force and contained in the Air Force
Secretary’s recommendations to Secre-
tary Weinberger which has now officially
been provided to the committee. The
point is obvious. For $21 billion more, if
these figures are accurate, a new two-
bomber program is indeed an attractive
bargain and an attractive option.

These figures, however, must be sub-
jected to detailed scrutiny, since there
is considerable disagreement over what
is actually required in modification costs
for the current B-52's.

In July of 1981—and at that time I did
know about these figures; I had no idea
about the figures—I asked Gen. Richard
Ellis, then SAC Commander, to provide
an analysis of what modifications of the
B-52’s would be necessary if this Nation
opted to produce only the Stealth and
to extend the B-52 force as needed.
SAC’s analysis was provided in writing
and did not include a significant num-
ber of the B-52 modifications and costs
which Dr. DeLauer now includes in his
list. I will give a few examples.

For example, Dr. DeLauer included
$6.3 billion for reengining the B-52 G's
and H's. General Ellis did not. Is this
$6.3 billion modification necessary or
no_t? There is no festimony supporting
this requirement for the B-52 extension.

Dr. DeLauer includes a $4.3 billion re-
quirement for modifications for the
B-52D's. General Ellis did not. What is
the justification for spending $4.3 billion
on the B-52's which, I think everyone
agrees will be useless as a penetrator in
the mid-80s and which will not be modi-
fied to carry cruise missiles? These planes
were supposed to be phased out in 1986,
even before the B-1 was revived. So we
are talking about a $4.3 billion require-
ment for modification included in the
DeLauer list for the B-52D models which
are going out in 1986. There is no testi-
;rixony to support this level of modifica-

on.

Dr. DeLauer includes $5.7 billion in
operating and support costs for the
B-52's beyond 1986. General Ellis does
not. What is the basis for this cost esti-
mate? There is no testimony I know of
supporting this position.

Dr. DeLauer includes $4.9 billion for
electromagnetic pulse hardening work.
General Ellis did not. General Ellis
agreed with the January 1982 budget jus-
tiﬂcati_on data as submitted by the Air
Force in which the total costs of this pro-
gram was stated to be $465 million. This
estimate was based on the only actual
nuclear trestle test and supported by the
nuclear labs. Where is the testimony to
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support a tenfold increase in this pro-
gram from January 81 to November 81°?
$465 million is a long way from $4.9 bil-
lion. Even in the history of cost over-
runs, I do not know of any 1,000 percent
program increase that has occurred ip
this timespan.

The total in question in the DeLauer
submission, as I will call it, at this point
adds up to over $21 billion.

To summarize, that $21 billion would
include $6.3 billion for re-engining the
B-52G’s and H'’s; $4.3 billion for modifi-
cations of the B-52's; $5.7 billion in oper-
ating cost for the B-52 after 1986; and
$4.9 billion for electromagnetic pulse
hardening work.

Both the Strategic Air Command and
the Air Force conducted a considerable
amount of detailed analysis as to what
was needed to extend the B-52 force af-
ter former President Carter canceled the
B-1 in 1977. I think everyone should keep
in mind that this work was done by the
U.S. Air Force after the B-1 was can-
celed, when there was no B-1 or Stealth
on the horizon and the B-52’s actually
were being extended. Even when the
Stealth was the only follow-on bomber
option, these modifications to the B-52's
were not included. None of Dr. DeLauer's
questionable $21 billion add ons appeared
until the promotional program began for
the B-1.

It is interesting to note in a letter I
just received—and other colleagues re-
ceived it—from Senator Garw, for whom
I have a great deal of respect in this
area, and other Senators supporting the
two-bomber approach that they state—

The B-52 and is not sufficlently hardened
to withstand nuclear blast effects and it can-
not be modified to do so.

I believe that these Senators would be
interested in learning that in the pro-
jection that Dr. DeLauer submitted to
the Appropriations Committee showing
the comparison of B-52 extended versus
B-1 and Stealth combined, I think they
would be interested in recognizing that
Dr. DeLauer included in that list $4.9
billion in his current fourth projection
for the hardening of the B-52, even
though I would certainly agree with the
signers of that letter that that program
does not make sense, but that is a part
of the comparison of cost that is offi-
cially before the Appropriations Com-
mittee and that they made a great deal
of their decision on.

The letter from our colleagues also
cites this very analysis by Dr. DeLauer
on extending the B-52's as a major rea-
son to support the B-1 and Stealth pack-
age. In other words, the letter, first of
all, says you should not harden and can-
not harden the B-52’s and then it goes
further to include the B-52 hardening
by implication when it includes the De-
Lauer letter that has that $4.9 billion
electromagnetic pulse hardening work.

So it is clear, Mr. President, that this
package of costs for extending the B-52,
at least it is clear to me, was engineered
to convince the Senate that it is cheaper
to procure and operate two new bombers
than produce only the so-called Stealth
or ATB and maintain the B-52 as needed.

Where are the facts—I ask again
where are the facts and where is the
testimony supporting Dr. DeLauer's
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analysis? How did it change so much
from the SAC analysis that was sub-
mitted back in early summer? These
are very, very large differences.

If this $21 billion in questionable costs
for the B-52's is removed, then the total
differential between extending the cur-
rent force and procuring the planned
two-bomber program is significantly
larger than the figures given to the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee. The dif-
ference, if these $21 billion in costs are
eliminated, the difference is $43 billion
and the $21 billion unsupported add-on
costs is coincidentally, I am sure, about
the same as the constant dollar estimates
for the procurement of the B-1.

Mr. President, until I receive further
evidence, and perhaps there is further
evidence on this, but until I do I would
at this stage conclude that this analysis
by Dr. DeLauer and the Air Force is
clearly designed to make the B-1 option
look like a bargain. In my mind, how-
ever, it raises more questions than it
answers.

The issue of affordability also applies
to the number of B-1's being procured.
A great deal has been focused on the
total costs of the B-1—from the $20.5
billion that Secretary Weinberger sup-
ports to the $25.2 billion GAO estimates.
If DOD makes good on its promise to
hold the costs to $20.5 billion, will they
also make good on their promise to pro-
cure 100 B-1's for that amount? If the
costs increase as much as commonsense
and history indicate, will then the sac-
rifice occur with reduction in numbers
of the B-1's? What number of planes,
then, is affordable as the unit costs in-
crease and the numbers decrease? What
number makes sense in terms of force
size?

What number of planes will be cut out
of the overall program?

These are questions that I think prob-
ably cannot be answered now but cer-
tainly are important ones in considering
both this amendment and the overall
bomber program.

The final issue on what I call afford-
ability or economic analysis relating to
the strategic bomber relates not to our
budget in this country but rather to the
budget of the Soviet Union.

Although it is difficult to quantify and
assess precisely, the Soviets have already
expended a significant amount of re-
sources to counter and defend against
low-altitude penetrators such as the
B-52, the air-launched cruise missile,
and B-1. Experts estimate these costs in
excess of $100 billion. Determining the
gap between expenditures to counter the
B-1 and additional expenditures to
counter the Stealth is very, very difficult
to make.

And certainly my remarks should be
understood with that background.

Testimony indicates that our own tech-
nical wizards have great difficulty in pro-
jecting a defense against the Stealth.
This means the Soviets will probably
have an even greater problem. It is rea-
sonable to assume from the Soviet's his-
torical emphasis on strategic defense that
they will expend significant sums over a
long period to deal with Stealth and if
and when we develop it and they will
have to largely redo their current $100
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billion defense system if and when we
develop the Stealth.

The critical economic question then
must be asked. Would Stealth cause the
Soviets to divert and expend resources for
defenses at far greater levels than cur-
rently planned? ,

My answer to that without any equivo-
cation is, yes, it would.

Although no defense experts are will-
ing to speculate on the record as to the
costs for Soviet defense of the B-1 versus
Stealth, off-the-record, reliable defense
sources—and I hate to use that term but
I must in this case——

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. NUNN. I am glad to yield for a
question.

Mr. STEVENS. I have great respect
for the Senator. But I have sat here
listening to things I have read only in
classified documents and I am concerned
that this may not be unclassified.

Mr. NUNN. The Senator is incorrect.
There is nothing here that is classified.
Every bit of this has been in unclassified
sources.

The Senator is in a position, and I did
not intend to bring this up at this time.
of having done damage to some of the
classified programs in this budget and
then every time anyone brings it up in
committee or in the Chamber or in con-
versation, the Senator says any discus-
sion is classified.

Now the Senator is not going to put
me in that position because I know that
what I am talking about is not classified.
If the Senator wants to have someone
on his staff check it out I will be de-
lighted.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
going to be happy to do that.

I want to tell the Senator I have not
done what he says. He knows better than
that. I have been in this body almost as
long as many of the people in the Cham-
ber right now, and I never remember a
Senator making the suggestion that the
Senator has made before to me here
dealing with a highly classified category
and in effect saying that it is political.

Mr. NUNN. I am not saying that.

Mr. STEVENS. We have to get this
straightened out somewhere. If we have
to go into a classified session of the Sen-
ate, then we are going to do it. Even the
very word “Stealth” was classified as far
as technology until barely a yvear ago.

Mr. NUNN. Does that mean I cannot
use the word?

Mr. STEVENS. No, not now. It has
been divulged now.

The things the Senator is talking about
put together add up to classification and
he knows they do. He knows they do
when he talks about the amount of
money it is going to take the Russians
to overcome certain strategies. Those
conclusions become classified in terms
of our analysis of their strategies vis-a-
vis ours.

Mr. President, I am serious. I have not
stayed in this Senate for the 13 years I
have been here to be the manager of the
defense bill and see the classification
system that protects our security weak-
ened in the Chamber, and I hope the
Senator understands that. I have great
respect for the Senator.
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Mr. NUNN. I yielded for a question.

Mr. STEVENS. It is going too far to
suggest that I have damaged the classi-
fication system by virtue of responding
to a request which we have discussed
with the Senator at length.

Mr. NUNN. We had about a 15-minute
discussion and during that discussion
we were not even permitted to go into
detail there because the Senator felt
that the classification was too high.

Mr. STEVENS. It is too high to be dis-
cussed in the Chamber or in the room
we were in. I offered to go into the clas-
sification room in this building and to
invite members of the Armed Services
Committees of both the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate, the Appropri-
ations Committees of both the House of
Representatives and the Senate, and
discuss the matter with the Senator,
without any rancor and without any
politics.

Mr. NUNN. I would say to the Senator
the Senator is talking about a different
amendment and a different program that
I have not even decided to bring up yet.
We are talking about Senator B¥RD's
amendment to the Stealth bomber. I sub-
mit the Senator from Alaska may nob
have seen the transcript before the
Armed Services Committee and what has
been unclassified. This has been very
thoroughly researched. I have been in-
formed by the staff of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee that it is unclassified,
and I would like to see anywhere that
this is not unclassified, and so I am very
carefully avoiding that.

But I would say to the Senator, as I
have said privately, when you start hav-
ing very significant cuts in black box
programs the Senator invites discourse
on the subject, and I am going to avoid
that if at all possible. But when you do
that in the appropriations bill then you
are inviting the kind of discussion th_at
you say you fear, and which I will avoid.

I will assure the Senator I will avoid
that. But the Senator puts everyone who
is concerned about these programs in a
virtually untenable position regarding
classification after making very serious
cuts in the program, and I find that to
be disconcerting.

I do not think anyone in the Senate
has more respect for the security of our
classified secrets than I do, and if the
Senator implies otherwise, then I would
issue him a challenge to find anyplace in
this statement that I in any way used
anything other than unclassified sources.
If he cannot find that, then I would ex-
pect at some appropriate time for him to
correct the REcorp at this point.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I will be
happy to look at the Recorp. I have not
vet said what I would like to say in terms
of that black box reference, and the time
will come when I will do it. We will just
have to wait and see whether the Senator
wishes to raise that question on the floor
or not. If he does, we will have a closed
session and we will discuss it.

The amendment before the Senate
now, the amendment of Senator Byrp,
does not say anything other than to
delete an item, strike an item, and add
another. It amounts to an increase, and
it adds the same amount that the Sena-
tor addressed before.
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Mr. NUNN. The Senator is mistaken.
I have not even discussed this program
with the Senator.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator tell
us what program he is discussing?

Mr. NUNN. I am discussing the ad-
vanced technical bomber program which
is the subject of the amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. Maybe I am wrong, is
that not Stealth?

Mr. NUNN. That is right. But the Sen-
ator and I were not discussing this pro-
gram the other day.

I am now talking about the ATB pro-
gram. That is the one the Senator from
West Virginia is now amending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May I ad-
vise both Senators to address all ques-
tions to the Chair,

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. NUNN. Yes.

Mr. GLENN. This brings up some-
thing—I will not belabor this discussion
whlch_ has been going on here—but I
was in discussion with the majority
leader yesterday just very briefly and
the Senator from Alaska addressing the
same phing as well as the Senator from
Georgia. How do we get effectively the
word across on some of these very com-
plex and secret programs to 100 Senators
so that they can vote intelligently with-
out risking giving away some of our
secrets, and that is a problem here.

I have wrestled with this for the last
3 days, thinking about it as to whether
I would ask for a closed session of the
Senate to go into these very matters that
are being kicked around here right now.

There are matters pertaining to the
whole Stealth technology, very highly
classified, but which we cannot—which
every Senator needs to know to vote in-
telligently, and yet if we close the doors
and brief 100 Senators on the technical
aspects that some of us have gone into
privately, I can imagine about how
secret it would be. Yet how can we vote
intelligently on these things without
having that kind of information?

The same thing applies to the MX
basing and some of the other things we
are faced with here.

But the issue under discussion here
of Stealth technology is one that I am
very vitally involved with, and it is one
of the key elements in whether Mem-
bers here will vote for the B-1, whether
we will vote straight for Stealth, whether
they will vote for a B-52 add-on of some
kind here that is a modification pro-
gram, and I do not know how we do
this, I do not think this body is well
set up to handle it.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. GLENN. In just a second.

We supposedly have a room set up
here—I personally set up two different
meetings in which I had all the Penta-
gon experts over so I could put forward
with other Senators some of the reser-
vations I had about some of these tech-
nologies that have been touted to the
skies and I do not believe are that good.

Nevertheless, we had those meetings,
and we got about 10 or a dozen Senators
at each one of those meetings, which is
not bad. Some of those were repeats, so
we actually have only briefed on the real
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technologies involved here on the ques-
tionable aspects of them, we have only
briefed, I would say probably not more
than 15 Senators or maybe 20 Senators
here who have gone into all these real
details, and yet we are expecting to come
out here and vote.

I am still debating whether we should
have a closed session, and I hope Mem-
bers could be impressed with the fact
that this is something that each Sena-
tor should treat as the most highly
classified information and keep it to
himself, not even to his staff. But it is
a lack that this body seems to have to
deal with classified material, and we are
getting more into this all the time.

I hope that everybody listening in
their offices or anyplace else is thinking
about this so maybe we can have some
sort of a closed session here tomorrow or
the next day before this bill is off the
floor so that we really can go into some
of these details, because we cannot in-
telligently, without knowing them—and
yet we risk putting these things out in
public to somebody through inadvertent
slips of the lips, if they do not treat this
with the most confidentiality.

I yield.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the distinguished Senator raises an im-
portant question. Arrangements have
been made for the program director to
converse with Senators about this matter.
This is in room 407, which is a secure
room, and I would hope any Senator who
wishes to have such a discussion would
go to that room and raise any questions
they have or may have.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, that is the same room
that is cleared and in which T set up two
previous meetings. We got about a dozen
Senators there for each one. But every
Senator here should know this informa-
tion t.o_ vote intelligently, and yet we are
not going to. We will have about 25 or 30
Senators who will really be informed, and
the others will come running in asking,
“Which side of the aisle am I on and how
am I voting because I am on this side of
the aisle,” and we are talking about a
25- or 30-year program. I think I can
imagine how many people are going up
to that room this afternoon to get briefed
wi_th all the other pressing things, com-
mittee meetings, and so forth, and we are
just not set up to deal with this, and I
would like to have some more discussion
with the majority leader on this,

I do not know how we handle this, but
Wwe cannot require Senators to go up there
and get b}'iefed nor can I sit up there for
2 days bringing up my doubts for people
as to what they should be looking into
and get answers to. So we are going to
vote as an ill-informed body, as I see it,
when we vote on this Thursday or Friday.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. NUNN. I will be glad to vield.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I would like
to ask a question, trying to figure this
out. I have been listening to the debate.
I am on the Armed Services Committee,
and I know about most of these things. I
am simply confused now myself, and I
hope the body is not as confused as T am.
But it seems to me in listening to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
West Virginia, and having listened quite
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carefully to the statements thereon by
my colleague from Georgia, it seems to
me that all this amendment has to do
with is the advanced technology bomber,
sometimes known as the Stealth bomber,
and there is not anything classified about
those words, nor have I heard the Sen-
ator from Georgia make any classified
statements.

The question is simply this: To my
friend from Georgia, does not the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from West
Virginia, which you have been talking to,
have only to do with adding additional
money to the advanced technology
bomber, sometimes known as the Stealth
bomber, nothing more and nothing less,
with the idea of moving that along faster
than the administration wants to do?

Mr. NUNN. That is right. The Senator
from Nebraska is absolutely correct.

The Senator’'s amendment is aimed at
that. It is clear on the record it is aimed
at that. There is nothing classified about
those words.

Just to save members of the news
media time if they look through my re-
marks very carefully, which I normally
encourage, they will not find any new
information whatsoever except the mat-
ter of opinion on these programs, and
they would certainly find nothing that
has not already been declassified com-
pletely. That was done very carefully be-
fore we even started this.

It seems that the Senator from Alaska
had in mind a different program, and
that different program is one that we
have discussed and that different pro-
gram has been cutf, and that it is not
classified, that itself is not classified. Be-
yond that I do not say any more. But
at this point in time I have not chosen to
bring up an amendment on that. I keep
my options open on that, and I will be
glad to discuss it in a specific way with
the Senator from Alaska if we can find a
way to deal with that subject.

But the Senator from Nebraska is en-
tirely correct. The pomnt I was about to
close with in supporting the amendment
of the Senator from West Virginia is sim-
ply this one: On the question of eco-
nomics and the question of the B-1 ver-
sus the Stealth B-52 combination, one
of the most critical elements is one that
most defense experts do not have any
answer to as a matter of judgment, a
matter of speculation, and I have not
seen any defense expert go on the record
on this not because of classification but
because it is highly speculative. That is
the judgment of about how much the
Soviet Union is going to have to spend
to defend against the Stealth as opposed
to how much they have to spend to de-
fend against the B-1.

If the Senator from Alaska is con-
cerned about that being classified I would
alleviate his worries because these figures
do not even exist. They are not on the
record, classified or otherwise. It is a
matter of judgment.

I think one of the judgments that peo-
ple need to make in considering this
overall area is the question of what it
does to Soviet resources in trying to de-
fend and also the question of what hap-
pens if they decide that they cannot
make adequate defense in these areas
and decide at that stage that the pene-
tration capability of the Stealth will not
be interfered with in their air defense.
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Those are crucial questions and will
affect the balance of power.

Now with all our saying on that sub-
ject, there is nothing in it even in any
way remotely concerning classification.
I do close by saying that the Senator
from West Virginia has a good amend-
ment, it is an important amendment, and
I would hope that it would pass. I would
hope that it would pass overwhelmingly.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I apologize. If the distinguished majority
leader wanted someone to yield to him,
I will be glad to yield.

Mr. GLENN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I do not
know whether this is classified or not. I
will preface my question with that. Can
the Senator tell us how much money is
already provided for?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I think that
would be a highly classified figure.

Mr. NUNN. The increments are not
classified. The total program is.

Mr. GLENN. The increments are not
but the total is. Is that figure available
to us privately?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I beg the Sen-
ator’s pardon.

Mr. GLENN. Is that figure available?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Is what figure
available?

Mr. GLENN. Is the total figure being
spent available? I do not mean here, but
can that be made available to Members
who request it?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It can be

available to any Senator who goes to
room 407.

(Mrs. HAWKINS assumed the Chair.)
Mr. GLENN. The total cost?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That is my
understanding.

Madam President, I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia (Mr.
Nunn) for his meaningful and forceful
supporting statement. May I say for the
benefit of the Senate that I have cleared
every word that I am about to say with
the appropriate people in the program as
to classified material because I certainly
would not want to say anything on the
floor or anywhere else with respect to
unclassified material if it would endan-
ger the program in any way or endanger
this Nation’s security.

This amendment, in which I propose
$250 million of additional funding to the
advanced technology bomber, or Stealth
bomber program, would assure the de-
livery of an operational aircraft at the
earliest feasible date.

I have been concerned, as have many
of my colleagues, that the initiative on
the B-1 program will delay important
classified programs, including the ATB
or Stealth bomber. Many in the Senate
have expressed concern that the initial
operational capability—or IOC, which is
defined as a 15-plane operational squad-
ron—of Stealth not be allowed to slip.
I believe most of my colleagues agree it
is desirous to have the earliest possible
deployment of Stealth technology.

It is my understanding that the ad-
ministration has assured the Senate that
it is committed to the fastest track pos-
sible and the earliest IOC feasible tak-
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ing into consideration the various un-
certainties which must be resolved.

Yet, Madam President, I do not know
to what IOC the administration has in
fact committed itself. Obviously, we can-
not pin a date certain down with absolute
assurance, because we have not yet fin-
ished answering all the questions. Nor
can anyone say with complete certainty
the exact amount of funding which
would bring us to the earliest possible
10C. But I am very concerned that, be-
cause the administration has also opted
for the B-1 bomber, funding for Stealth
will be inadequate. The Congressional
Budget Office is now estimating the B-1
could well end up costing us $400 million
per copy over the next 5 years. In light
of the almost certain competition for
funds between the B-1 and Stealth, I
am satisfied that the evidence shows this
appropriations bill does not contain
enough resources to launch a vigorous
program, I am concerned the IOC will
be delayed as a result—perhaps substan-
tially—if this practice continues. The
net result could well be one in which by
the early 1990's we will not have a
manned bomber in place which can
penetrate Soviet air defenses with as-
surance.

Why am I so concerned that the pro-
gram offered by this bill does not meet
the urgent national need in this area?
First, I have relied upon the testimony
of our strategic air commanders on the
question. Second, the action of the other
Chamber on this bill which increased
funding for the Stealth program. Third,
my own knowledge of the program. And
fourth, a pattern that seems to be
emerging which is one of delaying the
necessary hard decisions to correct the
strategic imbalance with the Soviet
Union.

Both past and present commanders of
the Strategic Air Command have testi-
fled that the enormous cost of the B-1
will require a stretching out of the
Stealth program. They have also stated
that the uncertainties of B-1 penetra-
tion capability after 1990 make an early
Stealth IOC a matter of urgent national
security.

General Ellis, the highly respected, re-
cently retired, SAC commander stated in
Senate testimony that:

The B-1's would have questlonable capa-
bility in terms of sucecssful penetration to

the degree that would be acceptable in war-
planning in the early 1990’s.

Although he stated that a case could
be made that developments in electronic-
countermeasures, or ECM, might allow
our SAC forces to stretch that date be-
yond 1990, it is a “weak crutch and it is
one that could be protected by early de-
velopment of the ATB,” or Stealth. The
unique characteristics of the ATB, he
further stated, are such that the airplane
would cause the Soviets “‘great difficulty
Ehrou.gh the 1990’s and into the next cen-

ury.”

There are many unknowns in this
game, so the decisions we make are cal-
culated risks. How fast will Soviet air
defenses be upgraded? How quickly can
technological uncertainties in Stealth be
solved? But, as General Ellis again stated,
if there are many unknowns in the 1980’s,
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there are a “lot more unknowns in the
1990’s.” Given these uncertainties and
what is known about Stealth capabilities,
he concludes that it would be better to
“take the risk in the 1980’s than in the
1990's. The earlier we get the ATB the
less risk we have in the 1990’s.”

General Davis, the present SAC Com-
mander, admitted in open testimony that
going with the B-1 would delay Stealth.
He said that ‘“we couldn’t afford to pro-
ceed at the same pace with ATB if you
went with the B-1."

As has been stated in this debate be-
fore, Senators should not delude them-
selves as to the serious question of wheth-
er or not the B-1 can penetrate Soviet
airspace after 1990. I remind my col-
leagues that the Secretary of Defense
was quoted on November 5, 1981, less
than a month ago, that sending our boys
into Soviet air space in a B-1 after 1990
would be tantamount to directing “sui-
cide missions and that is not anything I
am going to do.” The Secretary reiterated
this statement several fimes. Since that
time, he has restated his position, and
other officials have had to revamp their
arguments. Now we are told the B-1 is
judged able to penetrate Soviet airspace
“well into the 1990's.” This changed
analysis disturbs me. It reduces my con-
fidence that this bomber decision is being
made on the merits, on the basis of cold
technological fact, and with the best risk
calculation we can develop.

Let us be clear about this scenario.
If the B-1 could penetrate only until
1990 or thereabouts, it might make sense
to still build the airplane as a cruise-
missile carrier or conventional bomber.
But it only makes sense to do this after
we have funded Stealth fully. In other
words, if penetration is our top priority,
and I think it should be, we must develop
Stealth first. Then we should look at the
B-1 as something we might evaluate as a
successor to the B-52 in a conventional
sense.

General Davis was asked his view of
these dates. He was asked whether or not
he would recommend procurement of the
B-1 if we knew it could not penetrate
Soviet airspace in the “early 1990's.”
He answered that he could not make such
a recommendation. Yet, that is precisely
what is happening.

We must ask about what could be char-
acterized a “window of nonpenetrability”
between the time when our B-52’s lose
their penetration ability and when the
Stealth comes on board. I submit that an
accelerated Stealth program, which gave
us an IOC in the very early 1990’'s, would
assure us that a penetration gap would
not occur. To support this contention, I
point to General Davis' statement that
the B-52H, the latest model of which we
have about 90 in our inventory, could
penetrate to “1989 or so.” Indeed, accord-
ing to public reports the Central Intelli-
gence Agency, in testimony before the
Appropriations Defense Subcommittee,
testified that the B-52 force could indeed
penetrate Soviet air defense with accept-
able degree of risk throughout the re-
mainder of this decade.

Madam President, it may be argued
that the B-1 would be a more effective
penetrator than the B-52, but the point

December 1, 1981

is that both aircraft could do the job.
Soviet air defense could be likened to a
hitter in baseball, and our bombers as a
pitcher on the mound. If the batter can
only hit baseballs traveling at 80 miles
per hour, it really does not matter if a
pitcher can throw a ball at 85 miles an
hour or a second pitcher can throw it at
90 miles per hour. Both pitchers will be
able to strike out the batter. In other
words, both the B-562H and B-1 can do
the job.

But if the next batter can hit any ball
under 100 miles per hour, then we had
hetter be getting a new pitcher ready in
the bullpen. Because the betting is that
only our Stealth pitcher will be able to
win inning after inning, and game after
game, as the decade of the nineties opens

up.

I want to be sure that it is the technol-
ogy, and not the funding level, which
limits the pace of the Stealth program.

The second point I want to make is
that the House of Representatives has
funded the Stealth program at the level
I am proposing in my amendment. It
should be noted also that the House ver-
sion of this bill is some $11 to $12 billion
below the level of the Senate bill. I pose
the question, then: Are we to assume
that the House is being overly extrava-
gant with this vital program at the same
time it is so far below the Senate appro-
priations bill in our overall defense
spending effort? I do not believe this to
be the case. The House also sees the de-
sirability of avoiding a “window of non-
penetrability” in our strategic bomber
systems.

Third, I have consulted other Sena-
tors who have studied the details of the
Stealth program. It should be pointed
out that these Senators are well briefed
and up to date on the status of the pro-
gram, I am confident that the present
funding level in the bill, as opposed to
the full funding I propose, will lead to
an IOC that will be measurably delayed—
at least a year, but more probably longer
if the B-1 funding eats up more and more
of the budget in the out-years.

The important thing is not the $250
million additional for Stealth develop-
ment in fiscal year 1982. The important
thing is the initiation of a practice of
seriously underfunding the development
of a technology which, in its many uses,
may very well have a major impact on
the Soviet-American strategic balance
through the end of this century. It could
very well negate a Soviet air defense in-
frastructure into which the Russians
have invested well over $100 billion thus
far.

The administration has argued that it
will be more successful in conducting ne-
gotiations with the Soviets on strategic
weaponry only if it goes into those nego-
tiations from a renewed position of
strength. Yet, there is a growing feeling
that the recent mix of strategic decisions
announced by the administration, in
reality, only reduces our strategic capa-
bilities. In sum, we intend to retire B-52
bombers earlier than previously sched-
uled and retire Titan missiles earlier
than previously scheduled. There is
nothing to take their place until after
1985. The hardening of our current silos,
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be they Titan or Minuteman, from what
I understand, will not add to our missile
survivability.

Therefore, it is probably a waste of
money for the lack of a workable pro-
gram. In the meantime, we are delaying
& decision on the possibility of a mobil
MX basing mode until 1984—a 3-year
delay. On top of that, Stealth would be
delayed if Congress agrees to the admin-
istration’s funding request contained in
this bill. Furthermore, we shall be re-
dueing our procurement of cruise missiles
very significantly, from about 5,000 if we
kept the B-52 in service, down to only
3,000 if we opt for the B-1.

In sum, Madam President, this de-
fense appropriations bill does not look
like a commitment to strengthen our
strategic posture. Indeed, General Davis
admitted in open testimony that we “lose
capability” with the program funded by
this appropriations bill. This is extra-
ordinary. The head of our Strategic Air
Command has testified that the strate-
gic program announced by the adminis-
tration, and funded by this bill, will be
providing us with a gradual reduction in
our capability over the next 5 years.

In my estimation, there are serious
flaws in this program which weaken our
entire strategic posture. The Senate has
a responsibility to correct these flaws to
the extent it is possible. The Stealth is-
sue is merely a part of the problem, but
a very important part.

It is possible that the Senate will en-
dorse the administration’s decision on
the B-1. But this administration’s policy
is purportedly one of pursuing an ag-
gressive Stealth program which will not
be sacrificed at the alter of the B-1. I
do not have confidence that there are
sufficient funds in this hill to carry out
the administration’s policy on both the
B-1 and Stealth, and that is the pur-
pose of my amendment. The Senate
should agree here and now that we fund
the Stealth technology at the maximum
level until the aircraft are all delivered.

To those who argue that the technol-
ogy is not developed enough and that we
would only be throwing money at it, I
would agree there are risks. But if one
goes to the major corporations involved
in the development of Stealth, they will
tell one that the risks are no greater than
they take with any major new commer-
cial development, Further, it is hard to
address risks by conducting only paper
research. We have to start spending
money to build the equipment in order
to find out the potential problems of any
premise.

To say that since all our programs slip,
so must this one, is simply throwing in
the towel. It is the same criticism that
this administration leveled at the pre-
vious administration’s defense program,
Madam President.

Our leverage with the Soviets rests
upon exploiting our technology to the
fullest and Stealth represents the most
advanced technology we have the capa-
bility of developing in a critical strategic
program. If we fail fo provide adequate
resources for the Stealth program, it
would be a tragic mistake.

Madam President, my amendment
would fulfill & commitment made by the
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administration that the Stealth program
would be funded at the fastest prudent
pace. I share that commitment. My
amendment is putting the resources be-
hind the administration’s commitment.

I urge the adoption of the amendment,
Madam President.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, my
good friend from West Virginia makes an
interesting presentation to the Senate.
It is a complicated one. I can say at the
outset that, as he may recall and other
Members of the Senate will recall, when
I first started digging into the overall
question of the manned bomber and the
ATB and the program for the future, I
had some question whether we could
afford the course that we are on. As a
consequence, we have had hearings. We
have had a series of hearings in our sub-
committee examining into the question
of the options that we have.

The first option is obvious, to maintain
the B-52 force, the present force. The
second would be to go to the B-1. The
third would be to go to the combined
B-1/ATB, and the third one would be
to put all our eggs in the ATB as quickly
as possible.

As I examined that and the members
of our committee examined it, it became
apparent that the first option was un-
workable. The B-52’s, which originated
in the generation of Harry Truman as
President, have served the country well.
To maintain them into the future in-
volves a substantial cost and does not
present a change in technology that is
necessary to deal with the ever-increas-
ing threat that we face. The cost of main-
taining them through the year 2000 is
substantial and, should we decide to do
that, maintain them into the 1990's, when
we reach whatever deadline we set, we
would have no more manned bomber.
We would have no asset value left in our
main vehicle as far as manned bomber
force is concerned.

The B-1B is a different breed of cat
than the B-1 and we are presenting here
in the committee bill the approach which
is basically the combined B-1B/ATB
option. That option is cost effective. It
means that we can, in fact, go into an
interim vehicle, the B-1B, which will
meet all our program objectives, have a
life span beyond the year 2000, and, at
the same time, be able to concentrate as
much of our defense funds as possible in
the area of ATB.

Following the appearance of repre-
sentatives of the Department of Defense
in a classified session of our subcom-
mittee—and we did receive a classified
statement at that time—I asked for an
unclassified explanation of the position
of the administration on the bomber
modernization portion of the President’s
strategic modernization program. It is,
I think, a very enlightening document. It
is one that I hope Members of the Sen-
ate will study, because it contains enough
information, in my judgment, to reach
an opinion on the bill before us without
any classified information. As a matter
of fact, if Members of the Senate wish
to compare the two, I would be happy
to let them read the classified document
and the unclassified document. It be-
comes apparent what is classified in this

29245

process. But that classification is not, in
my judgment, a determining criterion
as far as the issue before us is concerned.

Madam President, there have been
many things mentioned about the Secre-
tary’s testimony and Secretary Wein-
berger has testified before several com-
mittees, including ours, that the B-1B
will penetrate with competence well into
the 1990’s. In a letter of November 9 to
the chairmen of the Appropriations and
the Armed Services Committees, Secre-
tary Weinberger and the CIA Director,
Mr. Casey, maintained the B-1B would
have the capability to penetrate antic-
ipated Soviet air defenses well into the
1990’s in a multitude of employment
modes and perform effectively as a cruise
missile carrier and a bomber into the
next century.

It was that judgment that led us to
decide to recommend to the Senate the
combined program.

We do not have an ATB option only.
We are not abandoning the B-52's. There
is money in the B-52's to keep them
operational until the B-1B's are delivered
and operational ready for combat.

However, we are looking for the ability
to deal with the projected changes in So-
viet air defenses, and the program we
present to the Senate gives us that
ability.

I quote from Dr. DeLauer's letter,
which was declassified. He states:

The combined prog:am offers both near
and far term modernization that will force
the Sovlets to Improve thelir air defense pro-
gram starting now, and continuing through-
out the rest of the century. The heavy in-
vestment this will require will provide the
U.S. with significant leverage and restrict the
Soviet's ability to upgrade their offensive
forces. In contrast to this, an ATB only pro-
gram allows the Soviets to delay the improve-
ments to their air defenses and gives them
many years to work exclusively on ways to
counter ATB technology. Finally, the com-
bined program allows us the option of decld-
ing to buy more or less of either the B-1B or
ATB at mlid-decade depending on the prog-
ress made and the cost of each program.
This competitive posture is extremely impor-
tant in controlling costs and exlsts only in
tho combined program.

Madam President, Dr. DeLauer goes on
to say:

Alr defense in today's world is done in
depth and consists of varying degrees of de-
fense depending on the importance of the
target and timing of the attack.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the unclassified letter from
the Under Secretary of Defense, together
with the statistics which are attached,
be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., November 17, 1981,
Hon. TEpD STEVENS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Yesterday I sent to
you a classified explanation of the Bomber
modernization portion of the President's
strateglc modernization program. At that
time you and other members of the commit-
tee expressed a desire for an unclassified ex-
planation. This letter is in response to your
request.
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The President’s recommendations for a
two bomber force have their genesis in the
joint, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Air
Force, Bomber Alternatives Study, which was
mandated by the FY 81 Department of De-
fense Authorization Act, As you know the
Authorization Act directed our study to
focus on a multirole bomber that would be
operational prior to 1987 and be able to
perform the missions of a nuclear weapons
delivery paltform, cruise missile carrier, and
a conventional bomber. This study and other
analyses have convinced the Air Force and
the Administration that the aging B-52
must be replaced as soon as possible.

As you know, to be an effective deterrent
a manned bomber must be able to accom-
plish three baslic parts of the manned bomb-
er mission; take off and base escape prior
to being struck, with particular concern to-
ward a surprise attack; navigate and fly
safely the long range to its targets; and,
penetrate any defenses required to reach
its targets.

As the Soviets deploy increasing numbers
of warheads (which can be used for barrage
attack), and develop more effective forward
air defenses, the B-52's ablility to accomplish
all three parts of its mission in sufficlent
numbers to be an effective and credible de-
terrent becomes Increasingly questionable in
the last half of the 1980's. In addition, the
cost of the B-52's operation and mainte-
nance is rising dramatically as its age in-
creases. In contrast to this, the B-1B and
the ATB can accomplish all three parts of
the bomber mission effectively and will be
able to do so for many years to come.

As I mentioned to you during your hearing,
we were able to narrow our bomber alterna-
tives to four basic options: (1) modifying
and modernizing the present force of B-52's
and FB-111's, and (2) an all B-1B force, (3)
an all ATB force, and (4) a mixed force of
B-1B's and ATB’s.
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When these alternatives were examined in
detall, we found that the cost of operating
the persent force until the year 2000 would
range between approximately 85 and 100 bil-
lion (FY 818) including tanker costs, cruise
missiles, and other costs needed to keep the
force operational and depending on the mod-
ification and retirement schedule for the
B-52.

The cost for an equivalent force of B-1B's
turned out to range between approximately
86 and 106 billion (FY 818) given an IOC for
the B-1B of 1986 and depending on the re-
tirement schedule for the B-52. The cost of
the ATB only option is, of course, classified
but I can say that the cost is not significantly
different from the cost of the combined B-1/
ATB program recommended by the President.
The combined program, however, is much
more effective in maintaining the deterrence
of the manned bomber force. It also provides
significant added capabilities in this decade
which the ATE only program does not. An
unclassified cost comparisen of these pro-
grams is attached for your information.

The combined program offers both near
and far term modernization that will force
the Soviets to improve their air defense pro-
gram starting now, and continuing through-
out the rest of the century. The heavy in-
vestment this will require will provide the
U.8. with significant leverage and restrict the
Soviet's abllity to upgrade their offensive
forces. In contrast to this, an ATB only pro-
gram allows the Soviets to delay the im-
provements to their air defenses and gives
them many years to work exclusively on ways
to counter ATB technology. Finally, the com-
bined program allows us the option of de-
clding to buy more or less of either the
B-1B or ATB at mid-decade depending on the
progress made and the cost of each program.
This competitive posture is extremely impor-
tant in controlling costs and exists only in
the combined program.

In closing, I would like to briefly mention
the controversy over the issue of the ability
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of manned bombers to penetrate Soviet air
defenses. On 10 November 1081, Secretary
Weinberger and Mr, Casey, the Director of
the CIA, sent a joint letter to you which
discussed this subject In detail, I can only
add that people uninformed with the facts
and technical detalls of air defense often
imagine air defense as & wall or barrler
that is or is not broken at any given point
in time. This conception is misleading. Air
defense in today's world is done in depth
and consists of varying degrees of defense
depending on the importance of the target
and timing of the attack.

Thus, there is no magic moment when a
given type of bomber cannot “penetrate.”
What occurs is that the probability of alr
defenses being effective over a range of de-
sired targets gradually Increases over time
as defenses are improved. These improve-
ments, however, can be offset through the
introduction of new equipment and tactics
in the attacking force. I am confident that
the low radar cross section of the B-1B
(which is less than one one hundredth that
of the B-52) and its state-of the-art elec-
tronics will allow it to penetrate to needed
targets well into the 1990s. The improve-
ments that the ATB will offer in these areas
promises to allow similar effectiveness to be
maintained well into the next century. By
combining these two programs, we main-
taln the important deterrent capabillity of
manned bombers, that is, reliabllity, surviv-
ability, recallability, endurance, and ability
to hit mobile targets, well into the future
for essentially the same cost we would incur
if we continued to operate our older obso-
lete systems.

Attached per your request are unclassified
point papers which elaborate further on our
bomber modernization program, I trust you
will find them helpful. Please feel free to
contact me at any time if you desire addi-
tional Information.

Sincerely,
Dick DELAUER.

B-1B

B-52 G/H

Physical characteristics:
Length (feet
Wing span (feet)
Wing sweep (degrees).
Takeoff gross weight (poun
Maximum  inflight gross weigh

Parfunﬂi:ence data:
Power plant/number of engines.
Takeoft distance (feet)

477,000
F/101-GE-102/4
A 8, 3&)

147
781137
67. 5/15
477,

Weapon carriage capacities:
Nuclear gravity:
B-28.

B-52
internal
B-1B B-52

an
internal internal external

Speeds (mach number). ...
Maximum high ali%tude
High altitude cruise A
Low altitude penetration.__ ..

1.20
0.70
0.85

B-83.
Nuclearr:uid&d:

AGM-69 (SRAM).

AGM-86B (ALCM)...
Conventional gravity:

MHK~82

0.77
0.53-0.55

Historical perspective:
B-

Szialhri:uﬂ requirement established. ianua

Ng 8888

2
8

B-52 B-1A

1946. . . cceeeeeaea oo June 19702
December 1974,

December 1976.

1 DSARC 11 (full-scale development).

Planned programs:

B-52G I0C for ALCM/OAS, (one squad-
ron), 1982,

B-52H with ALCM carriage, 1986.

B-1B IOC (15 aircraft to SAC), 1986.

B-1B FOC (100 aircraft to SAC), 1988.

Operational inventory:

B-52D, 78.

B-52Q, 127.

B-b62H, 986.

B-1A, 4 in non-flyable storage at Edwards
AFB, CA.

Components for survival:

Base escape characteristics:

Distance from incoming weapon detona-
tion.

Altitude from
nation.

Alrcraft hardness from multiple nuclear
effects.

incoming weapon deto-

Base location relative to Soviet SSBNs.

Range: Increased SIOP range allows for
more flexibility in timing, circumnavigation
of threat areas, target coverings, etc.

Penetration characteristics B-1B vice B-52:

Reduced radar cross-section (B-52 RCS
is 100 times that of the B-1B):

Reduces engagement opportunities.

Provides more ECM cholces.

Speed and altitude.

Dilution effects of ALCM.
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COST SUMMARY
[In billions of 1981 constant dollars]

Present
force
extended

All B=18
1986 (10C)

0-1
45

Existing force modifications i
53-60

required.
Operation and support. .

Total !
(Fiscal year 1982-2000)..

2 §5-100
2 (105-125).

1 The ranges reflect different force structure decisions that
might be made over the next 20 yrs, especially the precise
retirement profile for the B-52's as cruise missile carriers.

2|t should be noted that around the year 2000 the B-52
will exhaust its structural lite and have to be replaced at a
cost of approximately $20 to $25 billion in fiscal year 1981
dollars. Thus, these costs should be included.

Note: ATB costs are classified. Further breakdown of these
figures is available to cleared personnel only.

A COMPARISON OF B-52/B-1 BOMBER FORCES!
[Costs shown in billions of fiscal year 1981 dollars]

Present force
extended
(376 PAA)

B-1B only
(200 PAR)

FB=111___
Tanker (KC-135
Procurement

TEISSI es):

Production

. & S./Mods.
aircraft  and

! Hypothetical force structure for comparison purposes only
(fiscal year 1982 through year 2000).

B-52/B-1 COST COMPARISONS

Unclassified comparisons of the cost of ex-
tending the present force of B-52s versus the
President’s combined B-1/ATB program are
not possible due to the classified nature of
the ATB program.

A comparison of the B-1B portion of that
package and the B-52 can be done on an
incremental basis.

The operation and maintenance (O&M)
costs through the year 2000 of the Presi-
dent’s program is over 6 billion (FY 81%) less
than the O&M cost of extending the present
force of B-52s and FB-111s. O&M compari-
sons are:

Present Force (O&M): 60 Billion.

President's Program (O&M): 54 Billion.

Since the President’s program replaces the
aging B-52 with modern state-of-the-art
equipment, many aircraft modifications are
avoided. The President's program avoids ap-
proximately 20 billion dollars (FY 818) of
these modifications. This 20 billion cost
avoldance is approximately equal to the cost
of acquiring the B-1B force planned by the
President. Modificatlon comparisons are as
follows:

Present Force (Mods):
818).
SIgesident‘s Program (Mods) : 8 Billion (FY

28 Billion (FY

RATIONALE FOR A B-1B/ATBE PROGRAM
B-52 eflectiveness rapidly declining:
Poor base escape characteristics: Increas-

ingly vulnerable to SLBM threat. Incentive
for Soviet first strike.

Vulnerability to nuclear effects.
Vulnerability to forward defenses: Long
range fighters and SUAWACS.
. 0308)9 (structural life ends &pprox. year
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B-1B operational in 1986:

Near term response to redress strategic
imbalance.

Provides survivable, enduring, recallable,
strategic force.

Provides effective means to penetrate de-
fenses well into the 1990s.

Provides Crulse Miasile carriage well into
the next century.

Improve conventional air power: Range/
payload exceeds B-52. Greatly improved
penetration. Near term capability.

ATB available in early 1990s:

Allows development to proceed at fastest
prudent pace.

Avallable before B-1B penetration capa-
bility is at risk.

Provides highly effective approach to pene-
trate into the next century.

Bomber Force Costs:

Modernization of the B-52 will range be-
tween 85B and 100B (FY818) thru the year
2000 depending on the modernization and
retirement schedule of the B-52. New plane
needed in approx 2000 at cost of 20-25 billion
(not included in above range).

“B-1B only” force would range between
86B and 106B (FYB81$) thru year 2000 de-
pending on the retirement schedule of the
B-52. Advantage of ATB lost. Allows early
retirement of costly B-52 force.

“ATB only” force would cost essentlally
the same as a combined B-1/ATB program
depending on IOC thru the year 2000. Cost
of walting for ATB pays for the B-1B.

Combined B-1B/ATB program. Provides
cost competition between the B-1B and ATB.
Allows early retirement of costly B-52 force.

Impact on Soviet Defense Expenditures:

B-1B plus ATB place maximum stress on
defenses:

B-1B will stimulate massive Soviet invest-
ment:

Soviets will spend several times the cost
of our bomber program for air defense in this
decade.

Defenses optimized for low altitude.

ECCM retrofits.

B-1B and ALCM will be extremely difficult
to defend against despite massive Investment
in defenses,

When ATB is available:

Soviets must maintain defenses against
E-1B.

Limits resources avallable to develop new
systems against.

Combination of B-1B, ALCM and ATE will
drive Soviets to massive investment in de-
fenses, diverting resources from other forces.

Despite enormous investment, defenses not
likely to be successful.

Risk:

B-1B plus ATB minimizes risk of program
execution;

ATB provides incentive to control B-1B
performance, cost.

B-1B provides incentive to achieve ATB
performance, cost.

ATB only program ylelds potentially unac-
ceptable risks:

Leaves US dependent on B-52 for more
than ten additional years.

Possibility of ATB development problems:

Enown risk areas of wunconventional
design.

Unknown risk areas.

Impact on reactive defenses;

Without B-1B, Soviets focus on ATB.

Possibility of dramatic breakthrough.

Summary: B-1B plus ATB Program:

Provides effective military forces into 21st
century.

Produces near term response to redress
strategic balance.

Provides near term conventional force pro-
Jection capability and improved support for
conventional missions.

Costs the same as B-52 plus ATB force
(within estimating uncertainty).

Allows needed time to design and develop
an operationally effective ATB.
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Avolds risk of depending on aging B-52
force until an effective ATB is developed,
produced and available in significant
numbers.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, let
me emphasize, in terms of costs, what we
are doing. We are providing a cost-effec-
tive program. It is not possible for us to
put in the ReEcorp a comparison of the
total costs because of the classified na-
ture of the ATB program. But a com-
parison of the B-1B portion and the B-52
can be done and has been given to us by
Dr. DeLauer.

The President’s program avoids the
modification costs on the B-52. The
President’s program avoids the heavy
cost of continued maintenance of the
B-52's beyond 1990, in terms of their
need as a penetrating bomber. I believe
that if we compare the President’s pro-
gram costs, the rationale of the B-1B,
and the ATB program, with the mainte-
nance of the B-52’s until the B-1B’s have
been delivered for the penetrating bomb-
er, the Senate will find that we have the
most cost-effective program.

The effect of the Senator’s amendment
is to put into the bill additional money
for the ATE.

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, will the
Senator yield for a brief question on that
point?

Because of our disclosure, I hope the
Senator will emphasize and eclarify that
point, that this amendment is directed at
the advanced technical bomber, the so-
called Stealth bomber.

Mr. STEVENS. This amendment, as I
understand it, is directed at Stealth
technologies, and it is my understanding
that the sponsor of the amendment in-
tends it to be directed toward the ATB.

Does that answer the Senator's ques-
tion?

Mr. NUNN. That does, and that is ex-
actly the point I was trying to make a
little while ago.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President,
there are other items in the Stealth tech-
nologies in the same category that this
money is being added to, and that is the
difficulty of dealing with it.

I have a letter which is not classified
but which has not been released for dis-

tribution, so I do not feel right in read-
ing it.

Let me make the same point, and that
is the point that there is no intention
whatsoever, from the point of view of
the Appropriations Committee, to allow
the ATB technologies to slip.

On the contrary, they present some of
the greatest cpportunities for us to show
the ingenuity of the American system
and our ability to deal with innovation
and to adapt it to our needs of anything
this Senator has come across.

We are dedicating the maximum
amount of money possible for the ATB
technologies, consistent with the deci-
sion that we must maintain the B-52's
until we get the B-1R’s delivered as pene-
trating bombers; and we must be able
to utilize, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, any of the developing technologies
that would enhance the B-1B as it is
delivered.

I have said it before—perhaps I am a
dreamer—but I am one who believes that




29248

we will see the B-1B, as it goes into sub-
sequent generations, incorporate thﬁ:
product of this fantastic research that is
going on in our country. It is research
that every American can be proud of, be-
cause it is full-scale engineering capa-
bility to deal with wholly new concepts.

I am now informed that I can quote
from this letter. It is a letter that I be-
lieve the Senator from Georgia, the Sen-
ator from Texas, and the Senator from
Virginia sent in November to the Secre-
tary of Defense, concerning the ATB
and whether or not the IOC—that is, ini-
tial operational capability—of the ad-
vanced technology bomber would be al-
lowed to slip and what steps they were
prepared to take to provide the earliest
production schedule for the program
which was reduced.

Secretary Weinberger wrote back to
the three Senators as follows:

Regarding your concerns pertaining to the
bomber program, let me assure you that I do
not intend to permit the Advanced Technol-
ogy Bomber Program (ATB) (Stealth) to
slip. As I stated in my letter of 10 November
1981, the ATB will serve as an essential ele-
ment of a mixed force of penetrating bomb-
ers and crulse missiles through the 1880s
and well into the next century. In accord-
ance with the importance attached to the
ATB, we have identified the technical risk
areas and have adequately funded them. As
soon as technical progress allows, we will
move into full-scale development. Funds
have been set aside in our out-year planning
to fund this program fully and to cover the
earliest start of full-scale engineering devel-
opment that we now forecast to be prudent.
We are, In sum, committed to proceed at the
fastest prudent pace based on demonstrated
technical p . We intend to hold peri-
odic technical reviews under the sponsorship
of the EXCOM to reassess progress and fu-
ture schedules.

The Secretary goes on to discuss other
aspects of the Stealth technology.

However, my point in regard to this
amendment is that we have more than
enough money in this budget to cover
the ATB, the Stealth technologies, the
B-1B, and the B-52. As other people have
pointed out, this is the largest budget in
peacetime, so far as weapons procure-
ment is concerned, that has been pre-
sented to the Senate.

I hope the Senate will recognize that
this issue has been explored thoroughly.
After having started from a position dif-
ferent from that of the authorization
commitiee, we have come back to the
point where our committee believes the
program that was presented and author-
ized is the correct one, and that is what
is funded here, so far as the bill before
the Senate is concerned.

Mr. GARN. Madam President, I sup-
port the distinguished Senator from
Alaska, the chairman of the Senate Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Defense.

Senator StevEns has done an excel-
lent job, in my opinion, in putting this
package together to insure that we can
have the best possible spread of weapons
systems with money properly allocated.

I certainly do not intend to take much
time now debating the whole issue of
B-1, B-52, and Stealth. As a matter of
fact, it becomes rather difficult in the
Chamber to be able to talk about the
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so-called ATB because of the highly
classified nature of it.

In my opinion, there has been far too
much talk in public over the last year
or two in any event. Still as unfortunate
as it is, it is not a secret program, and
we have been talking about it so much.

But I do wish to speak briefly about
points that Senator STEvEns has made
about the options available and specifi-
cally one at this point and only one,
and I will have more to say when we
get to the B-1 amendments.

We are constantly told by some that
the B-52 is a viable option well into
the 1990’s, that the airframe will still
be good in the 1990’s.

I have no doubt that the airframe
will fly in the 1990’s. The DC-3 was
built in the middle to late 1930°'s and
the airframes are still fiying by the hun-
dreds all over the world.

But we have to ask the question about
capability. There are lots of old auto-
mobiles that still travel the roads of
this country but their capability I do
not think would be considered in a num-
ber of areas equal to the newer models
that are out.

But a B-52, as Senator STEVENS
pointed out, is a very old airplane. The
comment that has been made over and
over again is true, that many of the
crews who are flying that aircraft were
not' born when it became operational.

I had not yet gone through flight
training when the B-52 became opera-
tional. I have had the opportunity to
t_’ly the B-52's, and 15 to 20 years ago
it was a very fine airplane. It was the
best we could produce. But it simply is
tllgglanymore. It is not a penetrator in

At the very best, the B-52 might get
a few into the Soviet Union. I doubt if
anyone would come out, with the air de-
fenses they have and the tremendously
large radar cross sections where the B-52
will simply appear big on the radarscope
to our enemy.

And something else is true about all
our planes, whether it is the B-52 or
whatever it is, and possibly a lot of the
old planes I used to fly as an Air Force
pilot. The older they get the more ex-
pensive they are to maintain,

So when we first of all look at the
capabilities of the B-52 and what it will
do if it is still around in the 1990’s this
Senator will not vote for any funds under
any circumstances to waste a lot of
money on an old airframe that is not
capable of doing the job in 1981 that it
was designed to do 25 years ago, and to
suggest that we should spend billions
and billions of dollars to try and make it
continue to do that job into the 1990’s,
is the most foolish military expenditures
we could possibly make.

The second point is as to these esti-
mates about how much it will cost to ret-
rofit, upgrade it, and try and put new
black boxes on it to make it do that job.
I do not care how much money we spend
on the B-52 we cannot turn it into a
B-1. We can reskin it. We can restring
the wings. We can put new engines on it.
We can do all sorts of things, but it is
still a B-52. We are on the H model now
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and as much as I am an advocate of in-
creased military strength to spend more
money into the 1990's for an old, old air-
plane does not make any sense.

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, will the
Senator yield for a brief question?

Mr. GARN. I am happy to yield to the
distinguished Senator from Georgia.

Mr. NUNN. I have a great deal of re-
spect for the Senator’s opinion on this
subject. We have talked about it many
times.

The Senator signed a letter with sev-
eral other Senators today, and in the let-
ter the Senator says the B-52 is not suf-
ficiently hardened to withstand nuclear
blast effects and cannot be modified to
do so.

The Senator goes on to refer to the cost
comparison of the B-52 taking all the
way to the year 2000 versus the B-1/
ATB.

I agree with the Senator. I think that
that would be a foolish expenditure to
try to have B-52's with electromagnetic
pulse hardening work.

Does the Senator realize in the cost
comparison we received from Dr. De-
Lauer on the B-52 he includes $4.9 billion
for just that expenditure, and that was
not part of the program that anyone had
advocated and so in effect it is a straw-
man simply jacking up the cost of the
B-527 Does the Senator realize that?

Mr. GARN. May I say to my colleague
from Georgia that I am aware of that
and what I was just about to say is that
the cost estimates well in the 7 years
I have been in the Senate and served on
the Senate Armed Services Committee,
with the Senator from Georgia, I have
vet to see anyone's cost estimates on any-
thing be correct.

Mr. NUNN. I agree with that.

Mr. GARN. That is in 7 consecutive
yvears. So, when we have figures out here
in constant this year dollars and inflation
rates and all of that I kind of smile that
anyone'’s estimates of being close. Maybe
some estimates we get in the ball park.

So my reply is simply I do not doubt
that. Everyone tries to make his best
case. Those who are opposed to the B-1
will inflate it as far out as they can show
the most huge cost overruns and in-
creases they possibly think they can get
away with. Those on the other side will
try and inflate or deflate the figures as
necessary to show the best possible case.

I am not here to argue dollar figures
one way or another.

Mr. NUNN. The Senator would agree,
then, to spend $4.9 billion for electro-
magnetic pulse hardening work on the
B-52 would be a foolish expenditure,
would he not?

Mr. GARN. I think my statement about
not wishing to spend any additional
money on the B-52 to make it try to do
something in the 1990’s certainly covers
that particular point rather well so I
agree with the Senator.

But again we are looking, I am look-
ing at the total package and not an in-
dividual item. But I am willing to bet
that even those figures increased to show
the best possible case, I am willing to bet
anyone in this Chamber or out of this
Chamber that we will find that the cost
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of maintaining that B-52 through those
years if we decided to do that would be
more than those estimates, even though
we may agree they are sort of padded
now, simply from history, my hindsight
does tell me when I have seen most
everything cost considerably more,
whether it is in the social field or mili-
tary field constantly running on and
on and on, that they probably are low. I
do not think there is much doubt about
that. But I say that from a practical ex-
perience standpoint of the cost of main-
taining older airplanes I have seen it
happen over and over again. The Sena-
tor from Georgia remembers the C-121
which I spent a large number of years
flying back and forth across the Pa-
cific. We were hand-making parts the
last 3 or 4 years of operation of that be-
cause they were not in production any-
more. The C-124 is about the same vin-
tage as the B-52, not too much differ-
ence, the old Boeing Stratocruiser, the
old fighters, and so on, and the cost when
we have no production facilities remain-
ing but we continue them far beyond
their original intended service life they
become very costly.

So I think on just from the stand-
point of the maintenance figures by any
hindsight we want to apply we want to
keep that B-52 going through the year
2000 I think the costs are going to be
far, far beyond what DOD is saying to-
day even if we want to subtract out the
$4.9 billion. That is one of the reasons
I am so opposed to attempting to do
than on the basis of cost alone, even if T
thought it would do some of these func-
tions in the 1990’s, but I repeat again we
simply cannot turn a B-52 into a B-1
or have the capabilities that it has.

The other point I wish to make, with-
out getting into any classified or tech-
nical information, is that Senator
STEVENS in this budget has tried to pre-
sent a very truthful budget by increasing
the inflation rate that is shown and by
also on the B-1 including a 3-percent
cost overrun per year, which from his
study showed that that was the average
cost overrun in a large number of air-
craft purchased over the last several
decades.

I think that is a fair thing to do to try
and present realistic figures. But, on the
other hand, if it is fair to do that for
those who propose to go directly to the
Stealth and ignore the B-1(D) at this
time and say that it will be flying in 1991
or even spend additional money to make
it fly faster, I think that is one of those
cases where the difficulties of the tech-
nology involved to expect to speed that
up before 1991 are ridiculous. It is simply
not possible. We pour all sorts of money
:?1?3 reai(i}h a point of diminishing returns

re the money will not
faster results. e

But again I will be willing to make
most anyone a bet that we are not going
to i'{a.ve that aircraft until 1995 at the
earliest because again if it is fair to apply
an average cost overrun it is also fair to
apply an average time overrun. It is
almost impossible to find a major weap-
ons system that has not had months and
years of time overrun from when they
were originally supposed to be opera-
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tional. The Trident first boat in the
water was 2 years after they originally
said it would be and they hope to accel-
erate that program.

I will not take the time of the Senate
to go through all of the examples, but I
cannot find examples of major weapons
systems where they were completed prior
to the original time. They have all been
late by a factor of years in many cases.

Forgetting what Stealth can do, we are
dealing with from a pilot standpoint sta-
bility, flyability, and all sorts of new tech-
nologies. When we get into the actual
testing phase, usually it is necessary to
redesign this part of it. They change this.
“Well, we goofed on that.” You have to
add a little fuselage here and change the
empennage and so on.

I think just again from the practical
standpoint we are looking at a situation
where it is going to drift into the middle
1990’s.

So to those who say let us go with the
B-52 we are giving the choice of spend-
ing money on an old outmoded aircraft
that will probably be much higher than
most people estimate or waiting all the
way until the mid-1990's and having
nothing capable in between.

So I believe the only responsible posi-
tion we can take, both from a cost stand-
point and operational capability, is the
B-1B, not really that I want to make a
choice like I want a choice between a
Model A or a possible future car model
that may be out in the 1990's, and I will
not do anything in between except con-
tinue to try and upgrade the Model T
during those years until we get it. We
are really betting on the “to come” in
my opinion.

So as I think I said, the distinguished
Senator from Alaska, the chairman of
the subcommittee, has done an excellent
job on balancing out these strategic
weapons systems and I certainly hope the
Senate will support that position.

Mr, LEVIN. Madam President, I rise
in support of the amendment of the
Senator from West Virginia and I only
wish to make a couple points.

First, in response to the Senator from
Utah, we will indeed see the IOC of the
Stealth bomber drift into the 1990’s if we
do not fund it adequately.

One of the purposes of this amend-
ment is to fund it adequately.

I might also point out that I do not
know anybody who is supporting the
B-52 as an alternative. The alternatives
which are going to be offered are an all
ATB and a mixed force. The question is
which new bomber or bombers. not
whether we have a new bomber. There is
a critical need for this amendment.

In testimony before the Strategic Air
Subcommittee earlier this year, General
Ellis stated:

The most pressing requirement is to pre-
pare for the long term, 1990 and beyond. To
do this right, we should start now to develop
a new technology bomber with the earliest
possible initial operational capability (10C),

That, my colleagues, is the definition
of the Stealth bomber.

I would point out also to my colleagues
that Secretary Weinberger himself said
in public testimony:
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Our vigorous ATB program will lead to
that plane's deployment under current plans
beginning in 1989.

He said that on October 5. Now the IOC
slipped several years between October 5
and October 29. Now we are told the IOC
is the early nineties. But I repeat that on
October 5 in public session the Secretary
of Defense said that:

Our vigorous ATB program will lead to that
plane’s deployment under current plans be-
ginning in 1980.

Finally, Madam President, I would, of
course, want to avoid any risk of getting
into classified information. There has
been enough debate about that already
this afternoon, although I might say that
I was at the same meetings of the Armed
Services Committee in public that the
Senator from Georgia was at, and the
information about which he spoke earlier
this afternoon, to my memory, was in-
formation which was discussed in public
session before the Armed Services Com-
mittee. There was nothing that he said,
to my recollection, that was not discussed
in public session at the Armed Services
Committee.

But I do want to say that while the
questions and the proofs as to how we
can speed up resolution of design uncer-
tainty of ATB and how we can give our-
selves the option of accelerating the IOC
is classified, how we can do that and how
fast we can do it is classified, it is not
classified information that we can speed
up resolution of design uncertainties of
the ATB and give ourselves the option of
accelerating the IOC. That is not classi-
fied information. That is the purpose of
the amendment of the Senator from
West Virginia, the amendment which is
before us.

It is the most critical thing which we
are about in the entire strategic program
of this country, to have a Stealth bomber
earlier rather than later. It is the most
advanced technology bomber known to
mankind. It makes use of American tech-
nology, and I hope we will adopt the
amendment of the Senator from West
Virginia.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair.

Irise, Madam President, to support the
amendment proposed by the Senator
from West Virginia. I have listened to
most of the debate on this and I fully
recognize and realize there are two legit-
imate sides to this question.

Those of us who are supporting this
amendment are simply saying we are
convinced that with the addition of $250
million provided for in this amendment
we will indeed, not necessarily have as-
surance, but the high likelihood we can,
move up the IOC on the advanced tech-
nology bomber. There are those who do
not agree.

But I believe if you would talk to those
who are in charge of this program they
would likely be with the Senator from
West Virginia in simply stating the only
thing we could do by not approving this
amendment is to make sure that the ad-
vanced technology bomber would not
come on line sooner than the administra-
tion is presently projecting.
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It seems to me, Madam President, that
with the extensive funding we are going
to assure ourselves of the best possible
defense, and that we would be wise in-
deed to take the chance of the $250 mil-
lion provided for in this amendment,
which will indeed allow us to move ahead
months, if not a year or more, faster on
the IOC for the Stealth advanced tech-
nology bomber,

I yield the floor.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, if
the committee thought additional funds
could be used for the research that is in-
volved, we would have added them. We
have not been at all reticent about mov-
ing to increase the funds available for
the Department of Defense at this criti-
cal time.

The plain and simple fact of the mat-
ter is there must be continued research.
I think my friend from New Hampshire
probably has spent as much time as any
member of our committee on this, and
perhaps he wishes to make a comment
about it. But he makes the point to me
quite often that there is just a limit to
the number of people who can be em-
ployed in technology research such as
this,

The impacts of those limits have been
measured. The money we have in this
bill now to deal with these technologies
is more than sufficient. There is no ques-
tion that our committee is dedicated,
and that the administration is dedicated,
to the concept of pursuing the ATB and
related technologies at the fastest pru-
dent pace.

I call the attention of the Senate re-
spectfully to the fact that this is another
one of the items that was listed on the
“Dear Colleague” letter of the Senator
from Michigan and the Senator from
South Carolina, “additional funds for
acceleration of the advanced technology
bomber.”

Maybe I am not understanding the
situation, but I seem to remember so
much rhetoric from people who say we
are spending too much for defense, that
we brought out a bill that is too big.

Now I think we are going to face a
series of amendments, as I have said to
the Members of the Senate, to add to the
largest bill in history in peacetime. Who
is kidding whom? No one is kidding me.
If there is some indication that people
think they can attempt to make the
whole concept of defense into sort of a
through-the-looking-glass type of prop-
osition, that somehow or other this bill
is not big enough, then I think we need a
better explanation.

This money is not needed. The money
that is needed is in the bill. There is a
sufficient amount of money, as a matter
of fact, in the R. & D. account to repro-
gram funds, and they could come back
and get additional approval forthwith
in this regard.

I know of no Member of the U.S. Sen-
ate who would deny the Department of
Defense the moneys that were requested
to pursue the concept of the ATB and
the technologies related thereto.

I yield to my friend from New Hamp-

Mr. RUDMAN. Madam President, I
rise to oppose the amendment offered by
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the distinguished Senator from Georgia
and the minority leader.

After listening with some interest to
the rather spirited exchange between
the chairman of our subcommittee and
my friend from Georgia, I rise with some
trepidation because unquestionably we
are all debating this issue, Madam
President, with our hands tied behind
our backs.

It is impossible to address the real is-
sues that underlie this amendment with-
out disclosing data which cannot be
divulged in open session.

Having said that, let me try to ad-
dress the salient points of this discus-
sion: First, although the chairman of
our subcommittee, the Senator from
Alaska, is unable to announce on the
floor and to the American people the
level of funding in the program this
year, let no one think for 1 minute that
it is a small, minuscule sum.

It is an enormous sum of money.

Second, although I am sure the Sena-
tor from Nebraska is correct when he
says that the people involved in this
program would like more, I have yet to
find anybody from the Defense Depart-
ment, either civilian, military, or con-
tractor, who did not want more for the
particular program that was before the
Senate.

Third, I would like one scrap of evi-
dence presented to this Senate today
from any responsible contractor who, in
fact, is involved in this program to in-
dicate that any additional money, be-
yond that which is authorized and which
will be appropriated in this bill, will
contribute 1 minute of increased effi-
ciency toward reaching an early IOC.

Without going into classified material,
let me simply say that the broad tech-
nical problems facing the Stealth pro-
gram are far from solved. They chal-
lenge technology, they challenge the
state of the art, and they challenge the
companies that, in fact, are working on
them. We best move slowly and care-
fully lest we find we have in 1990 a boon-
doggle that costs billions of dollars and
will not fulfill the mission.

This debate at this moment has noth-
ing to do with the B-1 or the B-52. It has
to do with whether or not what we are
spending is enough.

Further, for those of my colleagues who
are on the floor and those who are listen-
ing in their offices, the greatest service
they can do for their constituents would
be to partake of the briefings that are
available to us on the Stealth program.
When they listen to those briefings and
ask the right questions, they will come to
some conclusions the nature of which
cannot be disclosed in an open session of
this type.

So I hope that the $206 billion or $209
billion, or whatever the figure will finally
amount to when this bill is passed today
or tomorrow, is enough. There is an
enormous amount of money in this ap-
propriation for the Stealth technology
and we do not need a dime more. I hope
we can defeat the amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
move to table the amendment and I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
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a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Asp-
Nor) ., Without objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the mo-
tion to lay on the table the amendment
of the Senator from West Virginia. The
yeas and nays have been ordered and the
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. (after hav-
ing voted in the affirmative). Mr. Presi-
dent, on this vote, I have a pair with the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. SASSER).
If he were present and voting, he would
vote “nay.” I have already voted “yea.”
Therefore, I withdraw my vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. Har-
FIELD), and the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. MATHIAS) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. Harrierp) would vote “yea.”

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. Long), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. SASSER),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STEN-
Nis), the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. Tsoncas), and the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. ZORINSKY) are necessarily
absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
wishing to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 40, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 431 Leg.]
YEAS—51

Gorton
Grassley
Hatch
Hawkins
Hayalawsa
Heinz
Helms
Humphrey
Jepsen
Kassebaum
Kasten

Laxalt
Lugar
Mattingly
McClure
Murkowskl
Nickles

NAYS—40

Eagleton
Exon
Ford
Hart

Packwood
Percy
Pressler
Quayle
Roth
Rudman
Schmitt
Simpson
Specter
Stafford

Abdnor
Andre

Stevens
Symms
Thurmond
Tower
Wallop
Warner
Weicker

Baucus
Bentsen
Biden
Boren
Bradley Heflin
Bumpers Hollings
Burdick Huddleston
Byrd, Robert C. Inouye
Canmon Jackson
Chiles Johnston
Cranston Kennedy
DeConcini Leahy
Dixon Levin
Dodd Matsunage
PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—1
Harry F. Byrd, Jr., for.
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NOT VOTING—8

Mathias Tsongas
Sasser Zorinsky

Goldwater
Hatfleld
Long

Stennis

So the motion to lay on the table
Mr. RoeerT C. ByYrp's amendment (UP
No. 723) was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to consider the vote by which the mo-
tion was agreed to.

Mr. BAKER. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that the Senator from
New Jersey has an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the Senator from New
Jersey is recognized.

TP AMENDMENT NO. 724
(Purpose: To require the President to submit
certain reports to Congress)

Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Jersey (Mr. Brap-
LEY) proposes an unprinted amendment
numbered 724.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place and the following
new section:

“Sec. . (a) The national security requires
a8 sustained enhancement of our military
capability during the 1980s and 1990s. An
adequate base of domestic economic power
and enduring public acceptance of the cost
are essential to a sustained improvement in
our military readiness.

(b) The Administration’s original forecast
of economic and productivity growth, had it
proven correct, would have substantially
ensured that we could have satisfied these
requirements. However that forecast pre-
sumed & radical improvement in our eco-
nomic performance compared with the actual
experience of the past several years. More-
over, our most recent experience, as well as
the Administration’s revised projections, con-
firm that we will not achieve the high growth
levels on which the 1982-86 defense budget
was premised. Furthermore, the economy ls
now in a recession of uncertain magnitude
and duration. Because output has fallen, the
burden of defense spending on American tax-
payers has risen. If this burden grows, it
could erode both the economic and the politi-
cal base for a sustained increase in defense
spending. To anticipate this threat and pro-
vide a comprehensive framework for Congress
to evaluate the Administration's 1982 Posture
Statement and 1963 Budget Request, the
President shall prepare a report to Congress
by January 31, 1982 describing:

(1) How the combination of a three-year
tax cut and the projected defense spending
increases for the period fiscal year 1982
through fiscal year 1986 will affect inflation,
interest rates, and unemployment given low
(under 2 percent), medium (2 to 4 percent),
and high (over 4 percent) real economic
growth rates.

(2) What alternative tax and expenditure
policies the Administration will propose and
what specific adjustments to our military
strategy and programs will be required for
the near, medium, and long term if economic
and productivity growth continue to fall far
below originally projected levels.
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(3) The specific adjustments to our mili-
tary strategy, requirements, and programs
that would be needed if inflation in the de-
fense sector is significantly higher than in
the economy at large.

(c) A sustained enhancement of our mili-
tary capability also requires a strategy that
efficiently serves our most important na-
tional security and foreign policy objectives.
This requires recognition that the U.S. no
longer has the resources to defend independ-
ently all Western interests that will be
threatened by Soviet power in the late 1980s
and 1880s. We must therefore concentrate
improvements In our military capability
either on helping allies deter Soviet attacks
in Western Europe and Northeast Asia or on
defending frlends and assets in the Near
East. We must also foster progressive redis-
tributions of the burdens and responsibili-
ties for the defense of Western Europe,
Northeast Asla, and the Near East. Accord-
ingly, by January 31, 1982, the President
shall prepare a report that answers the fol-
lowing questions:

(1) To what extent and in what ways does
the Administration intend to allocate addi-
tional resources to securlng vital allied inter-
ests in the Near East?

(2) What are the relative, long-term costs
of defending the Perslan Gulf region with
and without at least one nearby base com-
plex or set of facilities that could support
major air defense and maritime operations
as well as training, command, control, com-
munication, intelligence, and logistics
functions?

(3) How do the requirements for defend-
ing the Near East differ from those of West-
ern Europe and how does the Administration
plan to design more effective and efficlent
forces for this regilon's climate, terrain, and
logistical environment to minimize the costs
of developing and deploying such forces?

(4) What plans does the Administration
have to Increase our forward deployment
capabllity by home-porting more ships in
forelgn bases, by pre-positioning equipment
and material, or by bullding greater logis-
tical facilities near the Persian Gulf?

(6) How does the Administration’s long-
range defense planning take account of eco-
nomic competition between America and its
allles and the decline in U.S. productivity
relative to Japan and Western Europe?

(6) What assumptions does the Adminis-
tration’s budget make about the long-term
redistribution of roles and responsibilities
between the U.S. and its allies in defending
Western Europe, Northeast Asia, the Near
East, and their adjacent seas or ocean areas?

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, before
I begin my statement on this amend-
ment, which will be lengthy, I yield to
the Senator from Arizona for a unani-
mous-consent request,

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank the Senator
from New Jersey.

Mr. President, due to circumstances
beyond my control, it will be difficult for
me to offer tomorrow an amendment I
have, and I have notified the Policy Com-~
mittee. I have talked with the manager
of the bill, the majority leader, and the
minority leader, and I ask unanimous
consent that following the conclusion of
the amendment offered by the Senator
from New Jersey, my amendment be the
next pending amendment.

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

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, the
amendment I am offering today is sub-
stantially the same one I offered last
May when we were debating the first
concurrent budget resolution.
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I argued then that our national secu-
rity requires a sustained enhancement of
our military capabilities.

I further argued that sustaining a
large increase in defense spending re-
quires a sound economy and good pros-
pects for future economic growth.

I suggested that the administration’s
economic forecasts on which their orig-
inal defense budget was based would
prove excessively optimistic, and I sug-
gested that the tax and expenditure poli-
cies premised on those forecasts would
lead to high inferest rates and rising
unemployment.

Finally, I argued that the administra-
tion’s exclusive reliance on tight money
to control inflation would choke off any
potential we might have for rapid eco-
nomic growth in America.

Mr. President, I did not then, nor do
I now, share the administration’s faith
that a supply-side miracle will cause
productivity and economic growth rates
to surge. I was concerned about how to
preserve a consensus for a sustained de-
fense buildup in the face of a recession
of unknown magnitude and duration.

One reason for my concern is that ris-
ing unemployment means lower output.
This, in turn, increases the burden the
defense spending imposes on American
taxpayers. I feared that this additional
burden, at a time when our economic
future is uncertain at best, would erode
support for defense before our buildup
had even begun.

To help us avoid this outcome, I pro-
posed an amendment that would have re-
quired the President to do four things:
to anticipate, first of all, the implica-
tions of both low economic growth and
high inflation for the administration’s
defense policies; second, to consider what
alternative economic strategies the ad-
ministration might pursue should their
original forecasts prove incorrect: third,
to identify the adjustments to our de-
fense strategy programs and require-
ments that might be needed, given high
inflation and low economic growth: fi-
nally, to report these findings to Con-
gress by October 1981.

Mr. President, had this amendment
been adopted, it is my belief that Con-
gress would be in a much better posi-
tion today to manage the appropriation
and budget processes. It was not adopted,
and I offer it again in the same bipar-
tisan spirit that I offered it last May.

Let me repeat the purpose of the
amendment. It is to underscore the im-
portance to our Nation of a sustained
enhancement of our military capability.
This is necessary both to deter conflict
and, should deterrence fail, to win that
conflict.

Mr, President, in a democracy as ro-
bust and open as ours, sustaining a big
defense buildup in the face of strong
competition from civilian programs re-
quires several things.

First and foremost, it requires a
healthy economy and good prospects for
continued economic growth.

If a lot of people are out of work, or
if there is a pervasive fear of high infla-
tion, the consensus for allocating the
growing share of our resources to defense
will rapidly erode.
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Experience bears this out. In the past
our defense spending has undergone
cycles of boom and bust. This pattern has
done a number of things.

It has increased cost. It has under-
mined our defense industrial base. It has
impaired the readiness of our general
purpose forces. It has interfered with the
efficient evolution of our strategic pro-
grams, and it has caused friend and foe
alike to question the reliability and credi-
bility of our security guarantees.

If we are serious about avoiding past
errors and improving our military capa-
bility over the long haul, we must act
now to foster the vigorous economic
growth on which those improvements in
defense depend.

Had the administration’s economic
forecasts been correct, there would prob-
ably be no need for this amendment.

But instead of high growth and low
unemployment we have a recession. In-
stead of growth in fiscal 1982 of 5.2 per-
cent, as the administration projected, we
are now more likely to have 1.5 percent
or 2 percent max. Instead of unemploy-
ment at 7.3 percent, as the administra-
tion projected, we are more likely in
fiscal 1982 to have unemployment at 9
percent. Maybe the tax cuts we have
enacted will keep that recession short
and shallow. Right now, though, a lot of
analysts are betting it will be long and
deep.

Let us say it is short and shallow be-
cause the tax cuts are coming online in
July. What does that signal? It signals
the possibility of renewed inflationary
pressures.

When the President’s budget is fully
implemented in 1986, he will have cut
taxes by over $750 billion, raised military
spending by over $180 billion and cut
civilian programs by no more than $130
to $140 billion.

Even if the President gets all his civil-
ian cuts, most of which are still un-
specified, they still are not large enough
to do the job.

Were the administration wholeheart-
edly committed to a sustained improve-
ment in our defense programs the Presi-
dent would have been calling for tax in-
creases not tax cuts. Why did he not?
Presumably because he believed in the
supply side miracle, that that would
produce sufficient revenues for the mili-
tary buildup and in fact at one point he
said that the increased revenues from
the tax cuts would provide the revenues
to finance the military buildup.

As one of a handful of Senators who
voted against the multiyear tax cuts but
for the spending cuts, I can say un-
equivocally that I do not believe in the
supply side miracle.

I do not think that we can count on it
to finance our buildup in national
defense.

Guns, butter, and a balanced budget
cannot all be delivered by 1984, Yet so
far the administration has shown reluc-
tance to trim its ideology to economic
reality, and here I put in evidence, the
latest budget resolution coming out of
the Budget Committee where the admin-
istration refuses to take a position on
economic prospects.
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The amendment I offer will assist them
to do so.

If the budget deficit is to be contained,
even at levels previously held unthink-
able, either defense will have to be cut
or more revenue will have to be raised.
Those are our choices.

As I pointed out earlier, cutting non-
defense will not give us the numbers. If
this amendment is adopted, it will in-
crease the likelihood that our economic
policies can accommodate the level of
military spending our leaders demon-
strate we need.

We should not have to formulate de-
fense policies in terms of what we can
afford. The notion that we cannot afford
the defense effort our security requires
is a dangerous illusion.

We are fortunate that with proper eco-
nomic policies we can sustain the level
of defense spending our military and
foreign policy objectives deserve and re-
quire. The key phrase though is “with
proper economic policies.”

I remain skeptical, as I said, that the
present combination of tight money and
highly stimulative fiscal policy is well
designed to promote noninfiationary
growth. On the contrary, it is likely to
lead to a possibly protracted recession
followed by increasing inflation. This
outcome quite simply will not permit us
to maintain the level of defense spend-
ing the President and the Senate Armed
Services and Appropriations Committees
say we need.

My distinguished colleagues on these
committees have already voiced fears
similar to those I have expressed today.
In fact, in the report of the Senate
Armed Services Committee to accom-
pany the 1982 defense authorization bill,
8. 815, the members stated:

The Committee is convinced that a sus-
talned and increased defense effort is re-
quired. Moreover, it is the commitment to
defense programs—not to a defense funding
level—that is essential.

In this regard, the committee is concerned
about the potential impact of underestimates
in inflation on the execution of defense pro-
grams. The President has embarked on an
ambitious economic recovery program in-
tended to curb the Increase in inflation.
There is substantial disagreement, however,
between the inflation projected by CBO and
that of the President. Based on the CBO esti-
mates of inflation, additional spending will
be required to execute the President's
planned defense programa.

And I emphasize that.

The report says:

Based on the CBO estimates of inflation,
additional spending will be required to exe-

cute the President’s planned defense pro-
grams.

The report goes on:
The committee found no basls for accept-

ing the CBO estimates of inflation instead
of the President's estimates.

That report was issued last May. Since
then, it has become clear that the Presi-
dent's estimates were wrong. This fact
is acknowledged by the distinguished
members of the Senate Appropriations
Committee in their November report to
S. 1857 which states:

The Committee has carefully analyzed in-
filationary trends in the natlonal economy,
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particularly as they apply to defense activi-
tles and purchases. Two points become viv-
idly clear: the rate of inflation is not slowing
to the degree projected in the President's
budget, and infiation In defense activities
and purchases continues to exceed by a sub-
stantial margin the national average.

Although the budget anticipated an infla-
tion rate of 8.7 percent for fiscal year 1981,
the final composite figure was actually 13.3
percent. And there s no evidence yet that
this rate has slowed markedly.

These developments make it painfully ap-
parent that the optimistic 8.4 percent infla-
tion rate projection contained in the Presi-
dent’s September budget is not attainable.

The impact of badly underestimating in-
flation is severe. It will cut back FY81 pro-
gram levels by more than $2 billion and the
impact in FY82 will be much the same if
steps are not taken now to finance a more
realistic rate....

Based on Its analysis the Committee is
recommending an increase above the Presi-
dent’s budget and above the authorization
level for FY82 totalling $1.6 billion, which
is the amount needed to finance a 10 percent
inflation rate. Even this projection is con-
sidered moderate, but it at least presents a
more realistic approach to the economic real-
ities confronting the Nation.

What I have to say about the Appro-
priations Committee’s report expressing
grave reservations about these economis-
forecasts is that I commend my col-
leagues for their realism and their can-
dor in bringing these important consid-
erations to the Senate’s attention. But I
submit that it is unlikely we will have
the votes to expand defense spending to
accommodate rising inflation. Rather, we
will more likely have to absorb inflation
within existing budget levels. It is there-
fore essential that, as the administration
prepares their 1983 budget request and
1982 Defense posture statement, they
start thinking about how to bring defense
and economic policies in line with reality.
This amendment will assist them in that
effort.

Unless we face up to the facts now, we
are all too likely to gloss over the gap be-
tween the programs we say we need and
the actual cost of those programs. Nor
will we make the tough decision to live
within our means by cutting out certain
programs and closing down production
lines. Instead, we will tacitly acquiesce
in a defense budget we know to be under-
funded. And we will doubtless cope with
this situation the way we have in the
past—by shortchanging the readiness of
our general purpose forces.

This outcome must be avoided. There
already is a serious question about our
forces’ capacity for a timely, effective
and sustainable response to the most
likely military threats. The reason is that
we have historically underfunded essen-
tials like spare parts, major overhauls,
and operation and maintenance activi-
ties. And we have subordinated readiness,
mobility, and sustainability to weapons
procurement. This trend must be re-
versed, for without readiness, deterrence
is a sham.

At the same time, calculated under-
funding of defense in the past is no ex-
cuse for overfunding in the future. To
strike the right balance we must search
systematically for the defense policy and
programs that are appropriate for the
United States at a time when there is




December 1, 1981

fierce internal competition for resources
and fierce economic competition from
abroad.

This amendment will assist that
search. It requires the administration to
anticipate the implications for military
spending of low or zero economic growth.
And it calls on them to articulate a
strategy for defense, premised on a
sharply focused analysis of the tough
choices we must make if we are to sus-
tain our military commitments over the
long haul. What are these tough choices?

First, these choices are forced upon
us because the economic and military
fat that used to give the United States a
protective layer has virtually disap-
peared. It is a fact of life that the di-
vision of responsibility among the NATO
allies was predicated on quite different
political and economic circumstances
than exist today or for the foreseeable
future.

When the alliance was formed, Amer-
ica did not need allies; they needed
America. At the end of World War II, the
United States had a virtual monopoly of
the world’s productive capacity and
monetary reserves. Whereas the rest of
the world, including Soviet Russia, ap-
peared hopelessly devastated by the war,
the United States emerged from it im-
mensely strengthened. By the end of the
Vietnam war, the situation had radical-
ly and fundamentally changed.

This fundamental change in the rela-
tive economic strength of the United
States, Western Europe, and Japan

makes it imperative that we reassess our
roles in, and responsibilities for, the de-
fense of Western Europe, Northeast Asia,

and the Near East. This reassessment
should take place before we become com-
mitted to a particular set of defense pro-
grams. And the conclusions of that re-
assessment should guide our defense
strategy and our military requirements.

In addition to shifts in the economic
balance among the allies, our defense
strategy must also reflect a recently and
belatedly discovered priority, namely the
need to secure a sustained flow of oil
from the Persian Gulf region to the in-
dustrialized democracies. Our economic
circumstances mean that we will be
hard pressed to independently defend all
Western interests that will be threat-
ened by Soviet expansion or local wars
in the 1980’s and 1990’s.

Thus, we will need a strategy that con-
cenfrates improvements in our military
capability either on helping allies deter
Soviet attacks in Western Europe and
Northeast Asia or on defending friends
and assefs in the Near East. In making
this choice, we need to recognize where
our comparative advantage lies and
where we have a unique role in defending
our collective security interests.

Implementing the choice requires a
long term strategy based on agreement
with our allies for a redistribution of re-
sponsibilities for the defense of Western
gm-?pe. Northeast Asia and the Near

ast.

But before we can decide on the op-
timal allocation of our defense resourc:s.
we need to know how the problem of, and
requirements for, an adequate defense of
the Near East differ from those of West-
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ern Europe and Northeast Asia. We also
need to know what the alternative costs
are of defending this area with and with-
out at least one nearby base complex or
set of facilities.

This issue is fundamental to our stra-
tegic choices. The region's remoteness
from the United States and major allies,
and its relative proximity to the U.S.S.R.,
may make it impossible to compete with
the Soviet Union in the Near East at an
affordable cost unless we secure facilities
to support major air defense and mari-
time operations in the area.

These are the kinds of questions my
amendment poses to the administration.
There will be some in this body who will
argue that the amendment is out of place
or redundant. When I offered it last May,
the distinguished chairman of the Armed
Services Committee assured me if I would
just read the report accompanying the
1982 DOD authorization bill all my ques-
tions would be answered. I did read that
report. But it did not talk about fiscal
and monetary policy. Nor did it plan for
the contingency that our economy would
be in recession this year and perhaps
much longer. And the programs, that
legislation authorized, were based on in-
flation estimates that the Appropriations
Committee now recognizes are invalid.
So I believe this amendment is appro-
priate and useful in focusing the admin-
istration on the real problems we face in
sustaining 2 sound defense buildup.

Others will argue that the amend-
ment is redundant because we are al-
ready getting information on allied and
Japanese contributions to our common
defense. But I am not talking merely
about how much each of us spends rela-
tive to the others. I am talking about
the development of an American strategy
premised on U.S. leadership and on a
frank appraisal of where we have a
unique advantage in defending common
interests of our allies and ourselves. This
is essential if we are to be perceived as
strong and credible by our friends and
by our adversaries.

Some in this body may say “no, do not
offer the amendment at the outset of
TNF negotiations with the Soviet Union.”
These critics will tell me I am under-
cutting the President. On the contrary,
by facing up to reality we will be
strengthening the President’s hand.
Whether the TNF talks succeed or fail,
Europe must play a larger role in deter-
mining her own defense. And America
must do more to defend those areas be-
yond Europe’s reach.

What have we done so far to secure
vital allied interests in the Persian Gulf?
Not much. We have agreed to sell
AWACS and F-15s to Saudi Arabia and
we have created the rapid deployment
joint task force—at least on paper. But
we still do not have a strategy for allo-
cating additional resources to this re-
gion. The Appropriations Committee rec-
ognizes this. The report states once more:

To date, the joint task force nature of the
present RDJTF has falled to create both
plans and organization necessary to meet the
threats which the United States may face in
Third World areas throughout the 1980s.

If my amendment is adopted, the ad-
ministration will be forced to address
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these questions before we are locked into
programs and procurement contracts
that do not most efficiently promote our
main security objectives.

Mr. President, in closing, let me just
add America is virtually unique among
Western democracies in that most other
countries the elected representatives
debate the underlying concepts of their
defense budgets and programs. They deal
with foreign policy and with broad is-
sues of military resource allocation. The
technical decisions as to which weapons
systems will most efficiently implement
the policies are left to the experts.

In the United States, however, par-
ticularly in Congress, debates focus on
weapons systems. No one seems willing
to debate the underlying concepts. My
amendment, I hope, will be the first step
in redressing this dangerous imbalance.

Finally, it is worth repeating that the
defense budget cannot be isolated from
the economy as a whole. How much we
spend for defense and the way we allo-
cate our defense dollars have large eco-
nomic implications. If, for example, we
divert the bulk of the Nation’s R. & D.
to defense while the Japanese are free
to commercialize the results, our com-
petitiveness will deteriorate rapidly. In
the long run, both countries will suffer
and the world will be much less stable.

So far, we have resisted putting our
defense programs in context. This
amendment is a small but important step
in remedying that situation. I would
hope that my colleagues would support
it and I hope the chairman of the
committee will see its merit and that we
might engage in further discussion after
he has had a chance to study this
proposal.

(Mr. CHAFEE assumed the Chair.)

Mr. STEVENS. Mr, President——

Mr. BRADLEY. If the Senator will
yield, I wonder if he would respond to
the No. 1 question, which is what hap-
pens to our defense programs if infla-
tion is higher than expected, and how
will he in the Appropriations Commit-
tee and we in the Senate begin to make
the choices that are going to be neces-
sary to fully fund the levels we have ap-
proved but the programs we have ap-
proved? Further, what kind of strategy
backs that up?

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
high regard for the Senator from New
Jersey, but to answer his question would
be to assume the capability of speaking
for the Armed Services Committee, the
Budget Committee, the Finance Com-
mittee, the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, the Joint Economic Committee,
and that I would be prepared to amend
the Constitution of the United States
with a rider on the defense appropria-
tions bill.

The Senator’s amendment would re-
quire the President of the United States,
by January 31, 1982, to prepare a report
that answers a series of questions: What
additional resources we are going to al-
locate to the Near East; what the long-
term costs of defending the Persian Gulf
are; what we plan for a more effective
and efficient force in the region of the
Near East; what plans the administra-
tion has to increase deployment capa-
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bility by home porting of more ships in
foreign bases; how the administration’s
long-range defense planning takes into
account economic competition of Amer-
ica; and what assumptions the adminis-
tration's budget makes about the long-
term redistribution roles and responsi-
bilities as far as Western Europe, East
Asia, the Near East, and the adjacent
seas or ocean areas.

Very frankly, Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to debate the provisions of the ap-
propriations bill that is before us. This
amendment, in my opinion, is not an ap-
propriations amendment. It is legislation
on an appropriations bill. If the Senator
wishes to debate the concept, perhaps he
would want to have a separate joint
resolution.

With as much comity as I would like to
be known for in the body, I have to tell
my friend there is no alternative but to
ask that the amendment be tabled, and I
do move to table the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
?uestion is on agreeing to the motion to

able,

Mr. STEVENS. I ask for the yeas and

nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the mo-
tion to lay on the table the amendment
of the Senator from New Jersey. The
yeas and nays have been ordered and
the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
and the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MaTHIAS) are necessarily absent.

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CAxNoN), the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. Lowng), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. SASSER),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STEN-
N1s), the Senator from Masachusetts
(Mr. Tsoncas) and the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. ZorINSKY) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. Sasser) would vote "nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
wishing to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 36, as follows:

[Rolleall Vote No. 432 Leg.]
YEAS—56

East

Garn
Gorton
Crassley
Hatch
Hatfield
Hawkins
Hayakawsa
Heinz
Helms
Humphrey
Jepsen Stafford
Eassebaum Stevens
Kasten Symms
Laxalt Thurmond
Lugar Tower
Mattingly Wallop
McClure Warner
Murkowskl Weicker

NAYS—36

Bradley Chiles
Bumpers
Byrd, Robert C. Dixon

Abdnor Nickles
Packwood
Percy
Pressler
Quayle
Randolph
Roth
Rudman
Schmitt
Simpson
Specter
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Dodd
Eagleton
Exon

Ford

Glenn

Hart

Heflin
Hollings
Huddleston

Inouye
Jackson
Johnston
Eennedy
Leahy
Levin
Matsunaga
Melcher Sarbanes
Metzenbaum  Willlams

NOT VOTING—8
Mathias Tsongas
Sasser Zorinsky
Stennis

So the motion to lay on the table Mr.
BrApLEY's amendment (UP No. 724) was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the mo-
tion to table was agreed to.

Mr. WALLOP. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I know
that the Senator from Arizona is to be
recognized and that he has an amend-
ment. Are there other Senators with
amendments they would like to get in
line here, so to speak, following the
amendment of the Senator from Ari-
zona?

Mitchell
Moynihan
Nunn
Pell
Proxmire
Pryor
Riegle

Canmon
Goldwater
Long

UP AMENDMENT NO. 725
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that the MX missile system should not be
based in or near areas with high popula-
tion density)

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. DECoON-
CINI) P! an unprinted amendment
numbered 725.

On page 28, line 19, insert the following:

The purpose of the MX missile system is
to provide the United States with a surviv-
able counterforce strateglc weapons system
to counter the growing technological and
numerical advantages of the Soviet Unlon’s
strategic arsenal;

It is the sense of the Senate that basing
the MX missiles in or near areas of high
population density is inimical to the coun-
terforce goals and other purposes of the MX
missile system and unnecessarily exposes ci-
villan populations to risk; and,

The Senate urges the Department of De-
fense to avold high population density areas
either for interim basing sites for the MX
missile or in its selection of a permanent
basing mode.

Mr, DECONCINI. Mr. President, there
have been years of discussion and study
over the proper and most effective
method of basing the MX missile. The
legislation before us today provides
moneys to carry forth that study and
evaluation process. President Reagan re-
cently announced that his administra-
tion would move forward with a limited
MX deployment while a final decision on
the ultimate basing mode was made.

I must confess a certain disappoint-
ment that the new administration did
not feel yet able to make a final basing
decision., However, I also believe that it
is critically important to the security of
the Nation to deploy MX as rapidly as
possible. If that means making do with
an interim basing mode, then we should
move ahead quickly.
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However, I am greatly disturbed by
some preliminary indications emanating
from the Department of Defense that the
interim basing of MX might involve us-
ing existing Titan sites located adjacent
to densely populated areas. This seems to
me, Mr. President, to be totally
counterproductive.

The MX missile represents a new
phase in American strategic thinking; a
departure from the concept of mutual
assured destruction which relied almost
solely on a countercity or countervalue
strategy to deter Soviet aggression. In
the years since MAD first came into
prominence, we have discovered that the
Soviet Union not only believes that a
limited nuclear war is possible, but has
constructed a nuclear arsenal based
upon that assumption.

Because the Soviets are building a
strategic force capable of waging a coun-
terforce nuclear war—that is, an attack
limited to military targets which specifi-
cally exempts civilian populations cen-
ters—the United States is forced to deal
with that possibility. Not to do so would
subject our Nation to nuclear blackmail.
The MX missile, thus, serves two inter-
related purposes.

First, its great accuracy and payload
make it an ideal weapon to target
against hardened Soviet military targets.

Second, its basing mode should make it
either capable of withstanding a first-
strike or so costly in terms of an ex-
penditure of Soviet missiles to eliminate
it that it is effectively survivable,

Logic dictates that in basing the MX
we should not sacrifice either of these
capabilities. Unfortunately, if the MX is
based adjacent to urban areas, its ef-
fectiveness in bringing the United States
into a new strategic era will be almost
entirely undermined. By basing it—
even on an interim basis—next to cities,
we insure that a counterforce exchange
is automatically escalated into a coun-
tervalue or countercity exchange. And
while no one wants to contemplate such
awful scenarios, it must be done.

If the MX is to be housed on an in-
terim basis in renovated existing silos,
they should be located as much as pos-
sible in remote areas. It serves abso-
lutely no purpose to locate them next to
urban areas. Simultaneously, of course,
it also exposes the inhabitants of those
areas to potentially greater danger. In
the event that a catastrophe should
oceur, we must be mindful to take steps
in our planning to minimize the total
number of casualties.

My amendment which is structured
as a sense of the Senate resolution is
simple. It merely urges the Department
of Defense to take this important factor
into account and to develop basing
modes for the MX—interim and long
term—which are as removed as prac-
ticable from high density population
areas. It is not binding, but it does pro-
vide some guidance from Congress to the
Pentagon planners. Clearly, if over-
whelming technical considerations dic-
tate that the MX must be based near ur-
ban areas, then my amendment would
not prevent this from being done.

Mr. President, I hope the managers
of the bill will accept this amendment,
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because I do not believe it is anything
to which anyone can violently object.

The area of some of the Titan missile
silos has grown very rapidly, and we find
them in very densely populated areas.
There are alternatives for the basing of
these missiles, and this sense-of-the-
Senate resolution would instruct the
Pentagon planners to give this careful
consideration.

In the case of the Titans, they are to
be removed, as indicated, by the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Secretary of
Defense; and if other missiles are to be
placed there, it seems to me that the
consideration of the population density
should be paramount in any such deci-
sion.

I yield to the Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, my good
friend from Arizona does have an inter-
esting amendment; but if the same
rationale applies to strategic systems, I
do not know what any President, as
Commander in Chief, could do to deploy
our systems and to maintain the options
that are necessary.

Not only do we have the Titan silos
under study, but also, we have the whole
question of the MX.

I understand the Senator’s interest,
from a geological point of view and a
geographical point of view, as he well
knows, because of my own personal
knowledge of the area in which he lives;
but there is no way we could agree to
take this amendment to conference. It
would yield, I am afraid, to additional
restrictions upon the Commander in
Chief in terms of deployment of our stra-
tegic arsenals.

I hope the Senator will not press the
amendment. It is a sense-of-the-Senate
amendment. This is really not a proper
place for the amendment. If we want to
have a debate on a sense-of-the-Senate
resolution dealing with the whole ques-
tion of counterforce and strategy con-
cepts, I think we should do it another
time. It is not technically legislation on
an appropriation bill. It is just a sense-
of-the-Senate amendment.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield.

Mr. DECONCINI. I say to the distin-
guished Senator that when the Titan
missiles were deployed, it was 19 or 20
years ago, and at that time it was the
policy of the Pentagon obviously not to
place them near populated areas. With
the growth of many of these areas, we
see a change—not in the decisions of the
Defense Department but in a population
decision, in a geographic location. The
statistics have altered what now exists—
our populated centers with these missiles
nearby.

And my amendment is not a mandate.
I am not trying to step into the decision
process that that requires and I thought
about that because many people in the
State that this Senator represents feel
very strongly that they want to be strong
and supportive of national defense and
a new missile system, but they also have
some real concerns when there are alter-
natives and there are many alternatives
that are yet to be formally decided by
the Defense Department for the deploy-
ment of the MX.

In the case of southern Arizona we are
talking about an immediate population
area of over 500,000 people. Some of these
Titan missile bases now border on the
city limits. They are surrounded by sub-
divisions and schools and there are areas
that these MX missiles could be placed
in in either the Minuteman II silos or
perhaps Titan silos that are not near
populated areas. All the ones in Arizona
are in fact, with the exception of three,
very near populated areas and those that
are not are within 10 or 15 miles.

I just cannot quite agree with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alaska that this
is an area that we should be involved in
unless we are going to have a big debate
about counterforces and what have you.

So I am prepared to vote on the
amendment, and I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second on the request for the
yeas and nays on the amendment?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to table the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay
on the table the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Arizona.

On this motion the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
and the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MaTHIAS) are necessarily absent.

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CannoN), the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. Long), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. SASSER),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
STENNIS), the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. Tsoncas), and the Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. ZoRINSKY) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. Sasser) would vote “nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Havaxawa). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 35, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 433 Leg.]
YEAS—57

Glenn
Gorton
Grassley
Hatch
Hatfield
Hawkins
Hayakawa
Heinz
Helms
Hollings
Humphrey Stafford
Jepsen Stevens
Kassebaum Symms
Kasten Thurmond
Laxalt Tower
Lugar Wallop
Mattingly Warner
McClure Weicker
Murkowskl

Nickles

Nunn
Packwood
Percy
Pressler
Quayle
Roth
Rudman
Schmitt
Simpson
Specter
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NAYS—35

Exon
Ford

Baucus
Boren
Bradley Hart
Bumpers Heflin
Burdick Huddleston
Byrd, Robert C. Inouye
Chiles Jackson

Johnston

Kennedy

Leahy

Levin

Matsunaga
NOT VOTING—S8

Mathias Tsongas
Sasser Zorinsky

Stenmnis

So the motion to lay on the table Mr.
DeConcinr’'s amendment (UP No. 725)
was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the mo-
tion to lay on the table was agreed to.

Mr. BAKER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SCHMITT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Mexico.

VIPER

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, the
committee in its report has addressed
the concerns which have been expressed
over the time about the Viper program.
I want to mention the outstanding ef-
forts of Senator Rupman in this matter.

This program has encountered prob-
lems, major cost increases and delays in
schedule. In the past, the committee has
refused to allow the Army to proceed
with production due to these problems.

On July 8, 1981, six members of the
Appropriations Committee wrote to
General Meyer urging the Army to con-
duet a competitive analysis of compara-
ble systems which are currently avail-
able or could be available in the very
near term. To date the Army has not
conducted such analysis to the satisfac-
tion of the committee. I ask unanimous
consent that the letter to General Meyer
be printed in the RECORD.

The letter has been signed by Senators
STEVENS, RUDMAN, PROXMIRE, D’'AMATO,
AnDREWS, and myself.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Cranston
DeConeini
Dodd

Dole
Eagleton

Cannon
Goldwater
Long

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, D.C., July 8, 1981,
Gen. E. C. MEYER,
Chief of Staff, U. S. Army, The Pentagon,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR GeENERAL MeYER: The preponderant
advantage in battlefield armor enjoyed by
Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces unquestion-
ably represents & significant challenge to
Western security objectives in Central Eu-
rope. Efforts to modernize U.S. and allied
armored capabilities and upgrade those sys-
tems designed to counter or neutralize this
threat have met with varying degrees of suc-
cess. In the area of light anti-armor capabil-
ities, however, concern has been raised about
the adequacy of our modernization pro-
grams, particularly with respect to the cost-
effectiveness of systems under development
and their ability to meet or exceed the per-
formance criteria originally established.

In this regard, we wish to express our deep
concern over the developmental problems ex-
perienced by the Army’s Viper anti-tank
rocket system. Testimony before the Defense
Appropriations Subcommitee has led to dis-
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turbing questions about Viper's recurring
technical defects and unbridled cost escala-
tion, problems which compound the substan-
tial slippage in its IOC date even as the So-
viet threat expands., Doubts about Viper's
suitabllity as a replacement for the LAW
system (initially fielded in 1062) have grown
accordingly.

With respect to cost, the Army testified
last year before the House Defense Appropri-
ations Subcommirtee that each Viper round
could be purchased for $308. The per-round
cost estimated cited this year is $619, and
some cost projections hover in the $800-$1000
range, if and when Viper enters the produc-
tion stage. Total program costs are now antic-
ipated to be approximately four times great-
er than originally predicted.

Reflecting this concern, House-Senate con-
ferees on the FY 1981 Supplemental Approp-
riations bill agreed to add report language
which placed stringent restrictions on the
Army, requiring prior Congressional approval
from both the House and Senate Appropria-
tions Committees before a production con-
tract on Viper could be signed. This measure
underscored the conferees’ fear that the Army
would make a “premature and unjustified”
decision to field Viper before all mechanical
deficiencies had been satisfactorily resolved
and program costs brought under control.

We understand that the Viper anti-tank
rocket is designed to be the infantryman's
weapon of last resort against the battlefield
armor threat. As such, we were distressed by
the findings of the General Officer In-Process
Review of December 1980, which highlighted
Viper's shortcomings and fueled additional
skepticism about the system’s adequacy to
perform the light anti-armor role. More re-
cently (March 1981), a Viper round exploded
on its gunner and all testing was temporarily
suspended.

The significant improvements which Viper
was touted to incorporate over the LAW sys-
tem are still highly problematical. Indeed,
test results since 1975 support the conclusion
that Viper will be unable to achieve its orlgi-

nal battlefield mandate. For example, it is
our understanding that, contrary to initial
performance specifications, a Viper system

deployed today would have virtually no
chance of penetrating the frontal armor of
a Soviet T-72 tank sufficlently to ensure a
“kill." Moreover, the anticipated vast reduc-
tion in the firing slgnature (i.e. noise, flash,
smoke, overpressure, etc.) which would dis-
close & gunner's position to adversary forces
has failed to materialize. It has been re-
ported to us that Viper's signature even ex-
ceeds that of the LAW system, Yet even with
this performance record and an apparent
relaxation of the requirements which would
qualify Viper for preliminary production, we
understand that overall Viper costs will be
approximately five times greater than those
of the system it would ostensibly replace.

At the same time that the Army has ex-
perienced ongoing difficulties with the Viper
development program, several of our allies
have made substantial progress with their
own anti-tank weapons. For example, sys-
tems such as West Germany’s Armbrust,
which has been in production since 1978,
may offer a potentially more cost-eflective
alternative for light anti-armor missions ac-
cording to the operational requirements
which the Army has itself defined. We un-
derstand that efforts have consistently been
made over the past three Yyears to generate
interest within the Army to test this system
pursuant to determining its adequacy for
this critical role.

In view of the significant advances
achlieved by some of our allies in the field of
light anti-armor weaponry, we strongly urge
you to conduct a competitive analysis of sys-
tems such as Armbrust which might respond
more effectively to the threat confronting
our forces. Although it is essential that the
Army and other military services be per-
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mitted sufficient latitude to develop new
weapon systems, we likewise believe that
sound procurement policies and a prudent
sensitivity to cost growth warrant the testing
of alternative foreign systems whose opera-
tional capabilities for a glven mission may
surpass those of U.S. prototypes.

The Army's paramount obligation is to
provide our combat troops with the most
reliable and technically proficient systems at
afflordable prices. We sincerely hope the Army
wlill take due account of this verity through-
out the remainder of the Viper development
program.

We would appreciate recelving a full report
from you on all issues affecting this program.
Thank you for your attention to our
CONCEerns,

Sincerely,
TED BTEVENS,
HARRISON SCHMITT,
AvroNsE M. D'AmaToO,
WARREN B. RUDMAN,
WiLLIAM PROXMIRE,
MARK ANDREWS,

U.5. Senate.

Mr. SCHMITT. Recognizing the need
for a new, light antiarmor weapon for
the Army at this time, the committee has
provided production funds for Viper in
this bill. It has also included language
approving the use of fiscal year 1981
funds for production of Viper. This ap-
proval, however, does not indicate that
the committee is no longer concerned
about the problems encountered in this
program, nor has the committee’s desire
for a full competitive analysis of alter-
nate systems diminished.

The report language specifically directs
the Army to commence testing of all
available light antiarmor systems, for-
eign and domestic beginning within 90
days of contractor notification of avail-
ability. The results of such tests shall be
reported to the Appropriations Commit-
tees of the House and Senate within 60
days following completion of the tests.
This language provides for initial produc-
tion of Viper and, at the same time, it
meets the concerns of the committee in
finding the best available light, antiar-
mor weapon at the best cost.

This Senator, however, did have a con-
cern whether the Army would, in fact,
comply with the report language since
the Army has refused in the past to con-
duct a shoot-off of any competing sys-
tems of Viper. As a result of this concern,
I was in contact with the Army and ex-
pressed these concerns to them. The
Army has assured me that they intend
to comply with the report language. In
a letter dated November 30, 1981, Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army J. R. Sculley
assured me of the position of the Army
on this matter. I ask unanimous consent
that Secretary Sculley’s letter be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., November 30, 1981.
Hon, Harrison H. SCHMITT,
Committee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR ScHMITT: The United States
Senate Committee on Appropriations Report
No. 97-000, Department of Defense Appropri-
ation Bill 1982, expresses concern over the
VIPER program and provides specific lan-
guage for the Army to commence testing all
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available light anti-armor systems, foreign
and domestic, beginning within 90 days of
contractor notification of availability and
expression of desire to test and that the
results of all such tests shall be reported
to the Appropriations Committee of the
House and Senate within 60 days following
completion of the individval tests.

The Army shares the Committee’s interests
and concerns that the most cost effective
system must be selected to provide a quality
weapon for our soldlers. The Army is pre-
pared to implement the Committee language.

The conduct of a comprehensive test and
evaluation program involves the selection of
candidate system, development of test stand-
ards and plans, appropriate and equitable
contractual arrangements with the forelgn/
domestic participants, and actual testing and
analysis. Currently, the Army is only in the
Initial stages of developing plans and pro-
cedures for the envisioned program. Funding
requirements have not yet been budgeted
but will be developed after the program is
structured.

Subsequent to determination of the final
Conference report language, the Army will
proceed to develop an estimate of the test
effort, as well as the associated funding re-
quired. We will keep you informed of our
progress and Ifunding requirements and
would seek your assistance in resolving the
funding assoclated with the test program,

Sincerely,
J. R. ScULLEY,
Agsistant Secretary of the Army (Re-
search, Development and Acquisition).

Mr. SCHMITT. It is this Senator's un-
derstanding that the Army shall develop
plans and procedures for the competi-
tive analysis and report to the Commit-
tee these plans as well as any costs in-
volved for the analysis. It is also this
Senator’s understanding that the Army
will not attempt to change the commit-
tee's language during the House-Senate
conference on this bill.

Again I want to recognize the out-
standing efforts of the Senator from New
Hampshire on this issue. It is extremely
important. It is particularly related to
the general philosophy of trying to mateh
Soviet armor tank for tank or personnel
carrier for personnel carrier; we will
make those systems as obsolete as we
possibly can through the use of modern
antitank and antiarmor weapons.

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I want
to say briefly that I thank the Senator
from New Mexico for adding what I
think is a very constructive addition to
the language that we had already worked
with in our report. I think it is vital that
the Army proceed with these tests and
not spend enormous amounts of money
for weaponry that may be obsolete in
the near future. I am delighted that this
is now part of the record. I am sure this
will mean that the Army will have a
better weapon when these competitive
fests are completed.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

UP AMENDMENT NO. 726

(Subsequently numbered amendment

No. 643.)
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(Purpose: To provide funding for increased
Army and Air Force active strength levels)

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The hill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
HorriNgs) proposes an unprinted amend-
ment numbeerd 726.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

Beginning on page 2, line 1, strike out
through line 12 on page 3, and insert the
following:

“TITLE I—MILITARY PERSONNEL
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Army on active duty (ex-
cept members of reserve components pro-
vided for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation
cadets; $14,130,781,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
mmovements), and expenses of temporary
duty travel between permanent duty sta-
tions, for members of the Navy on active
duty (except members of the Reserve pro-
vided for elsewhere), midshipmen, and avia-
tlon cadets; $10,453,767,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary
duty travel between permanent duty sta-
tions, for members of the Marine Corps on
active duty (except members of the Reserve
provided for elsewhere); $3,151,526,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay. allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary
duty travel between permanent duty sta-
tlons, for members of the Air Force on ac-
tive duty (except members of reserve com-
ponents provided for elsewhere), cadets, and
aviation cadets; $11,730,381,000."”

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my staff, Mr.
Mike Joy and Mr. Bob Sneed, be granted
the privilege of the floor during con-
sideration of these two amendments.

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, for the
distinguished manager of the bill and
others who are interested, this is the bill
relative to the Army and Air Force end
strengths. I am adding some $77 million
to the bill for the purpose of restoring
the end strength cuts made in the Army
and the Air Force.

The original request, Mr. President,
and program called for total manpower
levels of 786,000 personnel in the Army
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and 586,800 in the Air Force. These levels
were reduced in an effort to effect so-
called defense savings in the fiscal year
1982 budget and represents, Mr. Presi-
dent, part of the much publicized agree-
ment reached in August between Mr.
Stockman and Secretary Weinberger.

Right to the point, Mr. President, the
President has asked for this particular
manpower level in March that I am
seeking to restore. And right to the point
on this particular manpower level, I say
to the Senator from Virginia, who has
been a leader in the realm of the man-
power and full strength for both the
Army and the Air Force, these are the
levels attested to by the Secretary of
Defense before the Senate Appropria-
tions Subcommittee—stating that we are
now trying to flesh out the rapid deploy-
ment force and it would take, over a 5-
year period, an additional 100,000 per-
sonnel.

What they actually represent, these
levels—the 780,000 level in the Army, for
example—is a reversal of a manpower
policy and a defense posture that had
been carefully considered as a minimum
force necessary to man our Armed
Forces and meet our commitments
worldwide.

In the spring of the year, Gen. Edward
C. (8hy) Meyer, Chief of Staff of the
U.S. Army, announced a plan to flesh
out what he termed the hollow army.
This plan involved adding to the force
structure four divisions—two Active
and two Reserve. This would have
brought our total strength to 18 active
divisions—we currently have 16, Mr.
President—and 10 Reserve divisions—we
currently have 8—for a total of 28 divi-
sions. That is 28 proposed divisions, Mr.
President, to meet the threat of the So-
viets.

Mr. President, while we were to have
the 28 proposed divisions, the Soviet
threat currently is one of 173 divisions.
Admittedly, of course, our divisions num-
ber some 17,000 and their's is a lesser
amount of around 12,000. But their 173
divisions total approximately 1,825,000
men. We have now proposed, in the de-
fense appropriation bill, 780,000. In other
words, 6,000 were cut in the defense ap-
propriation version that is now before
the Senate from the Army and some 6,000
from the Air Force.

Mr. President, when General Meyer
unveiled this plan, it was much bally-
hooed by those in the administration as
providing a signal that we meant busi-
ness. That signal, however, was short-
lived because, by late summer, the four-
division increase began to look like a
one-division decrease, or a swing of five
divisions in 5 months.

What kind of signal was that, Mr.
President? What sort of determination
does that demonstrate?

For example, the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. GLENN) will soon offer an amend-
ment relative fo steaming hours in the
Indian Ocean. Here we are trying to
put on a front. We have strong talk, but
rather than following through, as many
of us have begged and prayed and hoped
for over so many years, that is what is
finally going to occur under the leader-
ship of President Reagan, is a setback
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on readiness and we will have a cutback
on the steaming hours in the Indian
Ocean. We have withdrawn one aircraft
carrier. We have backed down on the
equipment. And now on the manpower
proposal, at the last minute, even though
they are still testifying for it—still
testifying for it in November—it is cut
back by some five divisions. Why in
Heaven's name, one would ask, would
you pick that method of cutting the
budget?

My answer is in how the defense dol-
lars are spent. Procurement dollars are
spent at a rate of about 20 cents a year.
Actually, in the first year, you can put
in quite a bit of procurement dollars,
and they have a minimal effect on the
budget—8 cents of the procurement dol-
lar to be expended in the first year. But
in order to get a dollar-for-dollar reduc-
tion, you really have to go to manpower.
In procurement, to get $1 reduction, you
must cut five. In operation and mainte-
nance or manpower dollars, they gen-
erally spend at a ratio of nearly one to
one.

Therefore, the easy way, when you get
into the dispute between the budgeteers
and the need for national defense and
national security—the easy way to effect
budget cuts is to cut the programs which
not only have the highest spend-out rate
but also have little or no constituency.

Let us face it: Operation and mainte-
nance is not manufactured in any State.
Readiness, drilling, training, firing the
guns, the weaponry, ammunition—those
kinds of things do not have a State or
district. If the manpower cuts do not
result in a base closure, then who's to
care? That is exactly the situation we
have.

In 1964, pre-Vietnam, our military
manpower stood at 2.6 million. In 1964,
we had approximately 972,000 Army per-
sonnel, as indicated in a table I will have
printed in the Recorp. And in 1960, for
example, we had 871,348 in the U.S.
Army. That is when we even had the
missile gap; the end of Eisenhower: the
beginning of Kennedy. Evervone was
laid back. We were having world peace.
There were no problems. I think they
found two little islands to fuss about,
called Quemoy and Matsu. The Senator
will remember those. We had a more
powerful Army, and the threats were far
less than today.

In fact, in 1962, the Army had an
authorized strength and a full comple-
ment of about 1,164,000. Now, we are
down to the 780,000 level.

As the prophet Paul said in his letter
to the Corinthians:

If the sound of trumpet be uncertain then
who shall prepare himself to the battle?

This defense budget has been char-
acterized by that uncertain trumpet.

We are legislating here in the absence
of a 5-year plan, without a clear sense
of direction and with a vacillating force
structure.

Senators have been concerned, and
we can see the great number of amend-
ments hitting the floor relative to read-
iness. Our distinguished chairman of
the Senate appropriations subcommit-
tee, the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
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StEVENS), generally speaking, has done
an outstanding job. He tried his best to
fill up the particular commitments we
had, and we worked closely, but then
we never did get a 5-year plan from
the Defense Department. They would
never come forward with that green
book, the procurement annex, so that
we could look and find, as appropriators
on the Appropriations Committee, ex-
actly where we were headed.

In contrast to that, having given clear
signals all during the early part of the
year and in the summer about increases
in defense, what they then began nib-
bling away at was readiness and our
manpower.

The highly touted fleshing out of the
hollow army is now dismissed by the
Defense Department with the following
two sentences. All you have to do is look
at the DOD green book, to get into its
lingo. We have a green book entitled
“Highlights of Fiscal 1982 Budget Re-
visions, June of 1981 and September of
1981, with Strategic Program Changes.”

I quote from the book:

Actlvation of new units planned during
FY 1982 will be delayed to reflect revised
phasing of Army’s manpower program. De-
actlvation of & separate brigade is also
planned.

For those of you who have difficulty
with Pentagonese, as I do, let me provide
a translation. In plain English, what that
means—and the distinguished Presiding
Officer, the Senator from California (Mr.
Havaxawa), likes these interpretations,
having been a college president—is less
capability. That is exactly what that
Pentagonese means.

How does the Air Force plan to meet
its reduction in planned end strength?
I quote from the same document:

In addition, the amended budget antici-
pated an Increase In the standards used
to determine manning of specific units. We
now plan to phase in the increased stand-

ards beginning in FY 1982 with full im-
plementation by 1885.

I say to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire that that requires no translation.
That simply means lower standards.
That is Pentagonese for delay or lower
standards.

So the crux of the issue is that we are
asked to reduce end strength, resulting
in less capability and lower standards.

Does the majority leader want to ob-
tain a time agreement for voting on this
amendment? I have another amendment
relative to ammunition, on which I can
present the argument this evening, and
we can have a rollcall vote tomorrow,
Is that the wish of the distinguished ma-
jority leader?

Mr BAKER. I thank the Senator for
vielding to me. I think we are on the
brink of getting an agreement to stack
votes. We are not ready yet.

I express my appreciation to the Sena-
tor from South Carolina for his coopera-
tion tonight.

What I am trying to arrange with the
minority leader and other Senators is to
have three or four amendments debated
tonight and stack them tomorrow, with
the votes to occur at 10 o’clock in respect
to those amendments.
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I might say that there will be motions
to table, I am sure, against all or part of
the amendments. The request I make will
be with relation to the amendment rather
than voting on the amendment.

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator mentions
motions to table. I would not show my
hand that way.

Mr. BAKER. I find that if I say these
things today, I do not have to worry
about them tomorrow.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I understand. I will
continue.

Mr. BAKER. Will the Senator con-
tinue?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I am
offering an amendment which I say
would add $77 million.

There are further compelling reasons
why the amendment to increase active
strength level should be supported.

The proposed reductions in active end
strength would severely compromise the
need to develop the rapid deployment
force that is so important in protecting
U.S. interests outside the NATO region.

Any cut in the Army and Air Force
manning levels can mean only one thing,
nonsupport for the rapid deployment
force concept or the belief that U.S. in-
terests outside of NATO are of a very
low priority.

I wish to recite that phrase just one
more time for emphasis because every-
one watches the United States. Cutting
the Army and Air Force end strengths
would mean either the nonsupport for
the rapid deployment force concept or
the belief that U.S. interests outside of
NATO are of very low priority.

We have all kinds of movements of
peoples and populations and countries
and commitments. And, over in Europe
we have seen the recent move relative
to the peace movement as a result of our
delays actually in engaging in the stra-
tegic arms reduction talks. We also could
mislead and alarm people unnecessarily
by this particular phrase in this particu-
lar cut in the Army and Air Force man-
ning levels. If we cut forces, it means
nonsupport of the rapid deployment
force concept or the belief that the U.S.
interests outside of NATO are of very
low priority. Let us not go back on our
commitments.

We need to build and maintain a cred-
ible rapid deployment force. We do not
have anything out there now but an air-
craft carrier and some very brave sailors
and pilots and a few folks manning an
AWACS in Saudi Arabia. But other than
that, there is really no rapid deployment
force and it has not approximated one.
We have been cutting back ever since
the beginning of this particular admin-
istration, although it was my belief that
under this administration we were going
to finally flesh out our defense hollow-
ness.

Building and maintaining a credible
rapid deployment force—I emphasize
“credible”—without cutting back on
NATO commitments will require an in-
crease of roughly 100,000 troops to the
active end strength of our forces.

That can best be done over a 5-year
period. But that add-on is for the Air
Force and the Army only. At this time
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we do not have the requirements in-
cluded in this debate necessary for the
Navy and for the Marine Corps, since
the DOD has so much trouble getting its
act together to define them.

But, here Secretary Weinberger is cut-
ting 12,000, rather than commencing
with the RDF. This exercise is almost
like the budget process. No one could
balance the budget this year. But at least
we wanted to aim it in the right direction
toward lesser or smaller deficits,

No one can put in the 100,000 troops
overnight without a draft. But at least
we could put in these nominal increases
rather than cutting back the brigade
and closing down Fort Ord and other
things of that kind like taking a brigade
from the readiness disposition over in
NATO.

This increase in end strength must be
accomplished in order to provide the re
quired active support of the Rapid De-
ployment Force.

Combat strength of the active forces,
if the RDF is constructed in a balanced
manner, might have to be increased by
at least one air mobile and possibly an
additional mechanized division to insure
the present NATO force balance once the
RDF is committed. Five-year acquisition
and personnel costs for this increase
could range up to $10.2 billion.

Mr. President, should the size of the
RDF increase as Secretary Weinberger
proposed in his testimony before Con-
gress in September we might possibly
add another two Army divisions, on¢
mechanized and one infantry, with their
required support increments. These 5.
year costs would be approximately $9./
billion.

In addition, a minimum of four tacti-
cal fighter wings may be required for the
Air Force to maintain the currant Soviet:-
to-NATO combat aircraft ratio and still
provide tactical fighter air support for
the Rapid Deployment Force. The 5-year
costs for increased air capability is ap-
proximately $5.6 billion.

I should emphasize that these addi-
tional forces are for the Air Force and
the Army requirements only. As I have
stated they do not include the Navy and
Marine amphibious requirements. I do
not believe anyone has a complete un-
derstanding of our amphibious needs at
this time.

And it is a sad commentary over the
entire Defense Establishment that while
we are actually trying to make up an
adequate budget to keep our commit-
ments and maintain our national secu-
rity that we cannot have the information
since the Pentagon does not have it. You
ask the Pentagon and they will not give
it to you. But in this particular case we
got a little bit of cooperation out of the
Army in a roundabout way and we were
totally stonewalled by the Air Force.
They acted like I was a Communist or &
member of the Soviet Senate or some-
thing else trying to increase the Air
Force strength to the particular level.

If you want to see a clampdown, not
discipline, but lock-jawed government
and a lock-step group that headed off
not knowing where they were going be-
cause they cannot tell you, you ought to
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see the Pentagon today and the admin-
istration today and my Republican ma-
jority, I say most respectfully, today.
They have already said, “Go ahead and
make your arguments. There will be mo-
tions to table,” because we do not be-
lieve, I guess, in readiness. “We have
enough of our readiness and we are not
going to consider what you think may
be necessary for readiness.”

Mr. BAEER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield.

Mr. BAKER. With great regard and
due respect to the ftranslation of the
Senator from South Carolina I respect-
fully suggest that is not an exact trans-
lation of what I said. What I said was,
as I recall it, that if we got an agree-
ment to stack these votes the agreement
would be in such a form that tabling
motions might be made.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Oh, might be made.

Mr. BAKER. They will not be bound
to vote on the amendments. Obviously if
the weight and burden of the logic stated
by the Senator from South Carolina is
s0 irresistible that we find we should
vote on the merits I am willing to do so.
But I thought it best to advise the Sena-
tor from South Carolina at least to the
remote prospect that we are going to
table it.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished majority leader. I understood
him to say that motions to table would
surely be made. But I appreciate that
clarification and I will continue with
what I hope may be some persuasion be-
cause this is taken in all seriousness.

We had to take on our last President.
Those interested in manpower will re-
member how they had the Nimitz inci-
dent where on Memorial Day we had the
Commander in Chief meet there and say
we were going to have increased pay.
He said how terrible a thing it was that
they were only getting paid as much as
a cashier at MecDonald's—at least I
think that was the expression. That was
on Sunday and by Tuesday morning with
community leaders he said that in-
creases for defense for pay were robbing
social programs.

So we are not talking in a partisan
fashion, but we continue in the struggle
that the distinguished Senator from
Georgia, Senator Nuww, and many others
have been making over the years to put
reality and credibility in our force struc-
fure, in our national defense.

Now, Mr. President, the costs for real
U.S. commitment to the development
and maintenance of a rapid deployment
force capability and thus a commitment
to its interests around the world will be
substantial. At a minimum we may have
to spend $20 billion over and above the
budget projections of the Department of
Defense, and these costs exclude our am-
phibious needs. The commitment to the
rapid deployment force means more and,
I say again, more Army and more Air
Force personnel, not less.

While I favor getting started right
now in enhancing our capability, I real-
ize we cannot add today all the person-
nel and equipment needed to fully com-
plement the rapid deployment force.
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We must have a 5-year program to do
s0.
Mr. President, this amendment to in-
crease our active strength keeps us on the
track for showing our resolve in this mat-
ter. To accept the personnel cuts pro-
posed in the bill weakens our credibility
significantly.

Mr. President, I refer to one other mat-
ter because I understand there will be
debate on another amendment, and I do
not know that many of my colleagues
would join issue to any extent, and I do
not want to be cut off. I want to empha-
size the particular situation with respect
to end strength.

For example, I have already pointed
out pre-Vietnam in 1960, for example,
871,000 rather than the 780,000; in 1962
1,064,647 in the Army rather than 780,-
000. I am going to ask unanimous consent
that we include in the Recorp a table
which has the Army actual strengths be-
tween 1960 and 1982, and the authorized
strengths for both the Army and the Air
Force for the last 10 years.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

ARMY AND AIR FORCE END STRENGTHS

Army
Actual

Authorized 1 Air Force 2

3759, 000
777, 000
780, 000
780, 000

1 Actual and authorized strengths were identical, 1960-69-

* Air Force authorized and actual end strengths are ap.
proximately the same, ‘

3 Original authorized level of 776,000 was revised downward
to ?59.500.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Presiding Officer.

In 1979 we had an end strength au-
thorized at that particular time of 776,~
000. Now you will see that the Army was
some 18,000 shy at 758,000.

If you want to see what they really did
just before the 1980 election, trying to
balance the budget and cut back savings
dollar for dollar, on the one hand, and
trying, on the other hand, if you please,
Mr. President, to give the unwarranted
credibility to the volunteer army by say-
ing that we met the end strength, when
it was 776,000. But, they changed the
numbers. David Stockman is no innova-
tor. Actually Secretary Clifford Alex-
ander of the Army led the way in put-
ting in different figures into the com-
puter so the actual and authorized
strengths were nearly the same—not
18,000 apart.
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Now, when David Stockman started in
January and it came out with a $40 bil-
lion deficit, he said:

I just went to the computer and changed

the figures we put in and got what we
wanted.

Well, history will show that Secretary
Alexander led the way in 1979 with the
Army’s end strength figures. He put into
the computer 759,000 as the revised end
strength. This revised it downward.

Then we look at the statement of the
distinguished writer regarding military
personnel matters, Charles C. Moskos, in
his article “The Force Levels of the
Volunteer Force,” and quoting from him:

The Gates Commission “estimate” was not
achieved and, indeed, was a gross economlc
miscalculation. In 1972, the year preceding
the all-volunteer force, the total active-duty
strength stood at 2,323,000. The startling
trend, the one which has not recelved much
public attentlon, however, is the gradual but
consistent decrease in the year-by-year level
of military personnel under the all-volunteer
force from an active-duty strength of 2,253,-
000 in 1973. The force stood at 2,069,000 in
1978 and was scheduled to be further reduced
to 2,049,000 in 1979,

In brief, under the all-volunteer concept
the active-duty force has been reduced by
204,000 personnel in the period between 1873
and 1979. There is reason to belleve that al-
though pressure to reduce force levels will
continue, the breaching of the 2 million fig-
ure will generate intense political debate.
Over the short run, because of lowered man-
power goals and the dramatic Increases in
military pay, the armed forces have been
able to “make the volunteer force work.”
In additlon they have been assisted by high
levels of youth unemployment and the new
emphasis on recruiting and utilizing women.

Of course, there is no disparagement
of women here. But we really wanted to
take a hollow army and get to the cut-
ting edge. And we were going to have
what we talked about as more readiness
and less quartermaster and equipment of
that kind of support and more force
levels. And, if you want to get right down
to the particular point, we really have
got about 10 percent of the force level
structure being female.

So, yes, the All-Volunteer Force is
making it with respect to the unemploy-
ment; making it with respect to the ade-
quate pay levels initiated by the Nunn-
Warner amendment, and making it by
supplementing and having what we call
our manpower, also our female power,
which is outstanding in its own right,
but not in the combat nature of a rapid
deployment force in the Persian Gulf
or the frontline at NATO.

With that having been said, Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield the floor.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am al-
most prepared, I think, to offer a unani-
mous-consent request with one last item
to be checked with the minority leader.
But it appears at this time there will be
no more votes this evening. I am pre-
pared to say there will be no more record
votes tonight.

The agreament I will propose, if it is
cleared, is that there be 20 minutes of
debate on these two amendments, 10
minutes on each amendment to be
equally divided to begin at 9:40 in the
morning, and the rolleall votes to occur




29260

back to back in relation to the amend-
ments at 10 o’'clock tomorrow.

As I say, final clearance, the final
clearance process, is being completed at
this time, and if it survives that clear-
ance process, I will make the request
shortly.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, does
the distinguished majority leader intend,
when he says back to back on the man-
power amendment and the ammunition
amendment to follow, that we would
have 10 minutes on either side commen-
cing at 9:40?

Mr. BAKER. I suppose I would add the
first vote be 15 minutes and, as we fre-
quently do, the second back-to-back vote
will be 10 minutes.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I could put down the
argument, then relative to the ammuni-
tion amendment?

Mr. BAKER. If the Senator from
South Carolina would be agreeable we
can stay in session so that the bulk of
that debate can be conducted yet this
evening.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Very good.

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from South Carolina has made some
very compelling points, but I think there
are a few that have been overlooked.
First, the authorization was set by the
Armed Services Committee. The bill
came on the floor and no amendment was
offered at that time changing end
strength. The pay bill came on the floor
and no amendment was offered at that
time.

The present bill before us increases
Air Force strength by 10,500, in accord-
ance with their request. It keeps Army
strength static, which also was the
Army’s request. As a matter of fact, the
authorizing committee made those re-
ductions at the request of those services.

Of course, the argument has been made
here today and has been made many
times before that the end strength of the
services has been declining. That is ob-
viously true. But that statement has to
be taken in measure with the times at
which that end strength was higher.

The fact of the matter is that general-
ly, with increased use of technology by
the armed services, the total forces, as we
might have experienced in Vietnam, the
Korean war and, certainly, in World
War II, have been declining and prob-
ably will continue to in a number of
areas.

The committee feels that $209 billion
or $208.8 billion contained in this de-
fense appropriation bill is a rather high
state of readiness. One might debate
where these funds might go, but the fact
is that the Armed Services Committee
held hearings, had discussions with the
services and, in fact, came out with these
strengths.

So, unfortunately, although I often
find the Senator from South Carolina
and hls_ logic irresistible, I do not find it
irresistible on this particular argument.

I understand that we will stack votes
tomorrow and thus, Mr. President, I am
Boing to in respect to the vote coming

tomorrow move to table thi m
g el 5 amendment

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if the Sen-
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ator will withhold that for just a
moment.

Mr. RUDMAN. I withhold.

Mr. BAKER. What I would like to do
is to make sure we exhaust debate this
evening on two amendments and then
make the tabling motion, if indeed there
is a tabling motion, prior to the hour of
10 o’clock tomorrow. In that way we can
still provide limited time for debate in
the morning that I mentioned earlier.

Mr. RUDMAN. I withdraw that.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from New Hamp-
shire has done an outstanding job and is
most experienced in the defense field,
and I have the highest regard for him. I
would only counter by stating that nec-
essarily—and the staff would point this
out—there is no authorizing amount for
funds associated with military personnel
levels.

You put in the military personnel ac-
count dollars and those dollar amounts
would include pay and allowances, bands,
travel, and everything like that, but the
appropriation bill before us funds the
military personnel accounts and that is
what my amendment changes.

Now I was prepared, Mr. President, to
present amendments of this kind in the
Appropriations Committee. And our dis-
tinguished chairman was under a crunch
to finish the bill. He did a magnificent
job. I hated to see the abuse given to the
appropriations process, when Senator
HartrieLp led the way this year in stream-
lining, if you please, the appropriations
process; actually melding together the
relations between the Budget Committee
and the Appropriations Committee so
there were not hours on end of wrangle
and disagreement that had been experi-
enced before, because I have been on
both the Budget and the Appropriations
Committee.

We were ready, willing, and able, in
early September, to debate and pass—
and the Recorp will show that we were
ready, willing, and able to pass—appro-
priations bills and it was at the request
of the administration that we did not
pass these appropriations bills.

Now, having responded to their re-
quests, they now beat on the head of the
disgraceful Congress. I saw the President
on national TV. He said it was disgrace-
ful the way we did business. Well, he is
the one who authored the disgrace, I can
tell you that, because he asked for it. He
asked for it also on the budget, and we
will get to that with respect to the budget
resolution.

The Senator from Oregon had an MX
amendment. I had one with respect to
the Towa battleship. I had others with
respect to the attack submarine, the
end-strength levels, the supply of am-
munition and various ones. We all
agreed we would take the bill to the
floor under the pressure of time and get
it to the floor so it could be debated and
considered at that time.

So that is why I do not think we ought
to look at the needs of our national se-
curity on whether or not we were
prompt and diligent Senators at the
authorizing level or at the appropria-
tions level. The issue is now before the
full body. It is one of the most impor-
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tant issues that we will ever confront,
and that is readiness.

Everybody gets wound up. I have been
asked 15 times about the B-1 amend-
ment. Everybody gets interested. The
B-1 encompasses $40 billion—and the
B-1 encompasses 135 contractors. And
that means the B-1 encompasses 135
constituencies, and there are all kinds
of forces and movements around inter-
ﬁ%‘l in a large amendment of that

But where is there something for
readiness? Who is going to argue man-
power and strengths to flesh out our
forces or who is talking to our posture
in NATO when they our allies do have
a draft and they do have readiness and
they do have a commitment?

On the one hand, all you want to do
is talk about nuclear war and how we
will nuke them and we can have limited
nukes and thig and that and everything
else. And when you come down and say
if you move 1 inch further ir the Gulf
ares that will mean war and get on na-
tional TV and then you actually pull
the aircraft carriers out, you cut the
steaming out, you cut the end strength,
you do not flesh out what your own
Chief of Staff calls a hollow Army.

Mr. RUDMAN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, I yield.

Mr. RUDMAN. Did I understand the
Senator from South Carolina to say that
there was not an authorized end
strength presently?

Mr. HOLLINGS. The appropriations
bill does not have an authorized end
strength. It has a funding amount.

Mr. RUDMAN. I may be incorrect, but
I want to point out to my friend from
South Carolina that the conference re-
port and our report contains in section
401, 780,300 for the Army; 554,600 for
the Navy; 192,100 for the Marine Corps;
and 589,800 for the Air Force. It says
that those are authorized strengths for
active duty personnel as of September
30, 1982. I want to make that observa-
tion. I believe that is the law and would
be the law if this bill were adopted.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Not necessarily. The
authorization bill has an end strength.
And that is difference. I had to learn
the same thing.

But the bill before the Senate itself
does not have an end strength. And
the only way to effect that, of course, is
the amount itself. And it has been com-~
plied with before.

In fact, we had cuts in the end
strength and had a similar debate just
a couple of years ago relative to a 25,~
000 manpower cut in the end strength
of the Army.

Be that as it may, the substance of the
issue before the body is, will we actually
put meaning and credibility to the rapid
deployment force? Will we flesh out
what the Chief of Staff calls a hollow
Army, or will we go in the other direc-
tion?

We thought, under President Reagan,
we would start increasing. I am sad-
dened to see these cuts and decreases,
particularly at this time.

Mr. BAKER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.
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Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I believe
the request I am about to make has now
been cleared by the minority leader.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that after debate is concluded on the
Hollings amendment dealing with man-
power, the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of a second Hollings amend-
ment dealing with armaments and that
it be in order at this time, with one show
of hands, to order the yeas and nays on
both amendments and that the votes on
those two amendments be postponed
until tomorrow at 10 o’clock, to occur
back-to-back, the first to be a 15-minute
rollcall and the second to be 10 minutes.
There will be votes in relation to these
amendments, with the full expectation
that there may be a tabling motion: and
that, Mr. President, there be 10 minutes
of debate, equally divided on each of the
t.\:yo gmendments. to occur tomorrow be-
ginning at 9:40 in the morning, and that
the control of the time on the amend-
ments under this order will be in the
usual form.

I put that request, Mr. President.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object.

Mr. GLENN, Mr. President, reserving
the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, would the
ma:or_zty leader be willing to put my
steaming time amendment in there after
those votes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon has been recognized.

Mr. GLENN. I am sorry. My apologies.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to objeet, I would ask
that the majority leader not place that
request before the Senate at this time
and perhaps have a brief quorum call
to discuss a few points.

Mr. BAKER. There is an ominous ring
to the Senator's voice and a terrible look
in his eye, Mr, President. Taking account
of that, and the courtesy I owe him, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator with-
hold that request?

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I withhold
the request for the time being.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, in a
prior discussion with the Senator from
Georgia, I alluded to the problem of
classification. We have now studied the
record to which the Senator has re-
ferred us. I find that I was in error: that
the Department of Defense had, in fact,
used in open session a reference which
the Senator has used. I was in error in
indicating that that statement that was
made by the Senator from Georgia had
gone beyond the scope of classification.
I regret that error.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, let me
thank my friend from Alaska. He has a
very difficult job in managing this bill.
The classification on some of these pro-
grams, of course, is very sensitive. I have
been very careful. I know he has been
careful and I certainly appreciate him
clarifying that for the record.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, is it
the desire of the managers of the bill,
the majority leader or the distinguished
Senator from Alaska, that I now com-
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mence the second amendment to save
a little time?

Mr, BAEKER. Mr. President, let me
amend one part of my request. I ask
unanimous consent that the first Hol-
lings amendment be temporarily laid
aside and that the Senate proceed to the
second Hollings amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

TF AMENDMENT NO. 727
(Purpose: To provide funds to meet the

Army's requirements for ammunition)

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
HoLLINGS) proposes an unprinted amend-
ment numbered T27.

On page 18, line 4, strike *$2,338,400,000"
and insert in lieu thereof the following:
'$2,486,400,000.”

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, for the
fiscal year 1982, the Army's stated re-
quirement which went to the Depart-
ment of Defense for ammunition hard-
ware was for $2,138.1 million, but the
budget request by the Department of
Defense to the Congress for ammunition
hardware was $1,976.6 million or the
request was under requirements by the
amount of $161.5 million.

The House appropriation allowance,
Mr. President, for ammunition hardware
is $2,088.5 million, whereas the Senate
appropriations bill before the body here
as reported, allows for an amount of
$1,990.4 million. So the Senate appropri-
ations for ammunition is $97.9 million
under the House. The Senate appropria-
tions under the requirement requested by
the U.S. Army is $147.5 million.

Our amendment is to restore what the
Army said it needed in the spring of the
year. But, the requirements are geared
to a 60-day war reserve requirement and
I should emphasize to my colleagues that
the Army’s mobilization plans call for a
180-day supply. The shortfall in ammo
needs are significantly under the 180-
day supply.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed at this point in the REecorp a
table not only for the ammunition hard-
ware requirements I have just stated
verbally, but also for fiscal year 1982-86,
the Army requirement for ammunition
hardware in each of those years, plus the
5-year DOD plan, showing, of course, the
difference between the plan under the
requirements.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ARMY AMMUNITION HARDWARE REQUIREMENT

Amount
(millions)

Fiscal year 1982
1. Army stated requirements for ammo
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Amount
(millions)

3. House appropriation allowance for ammo
hardware. ... ..
4. Senate appropriations allowance as reported.

Senate appropriations under House.....

[In billions of dollars]

Fiscal year—
1983 1984 1985

1982

Fiscal year 198286

Army requirements for
ammo hardware. . ._......
5-YrDOD plan....ooeeeeerm

Difference=Plan
under requirements. —.1 —.1

2.1 2.5
20 2.4

1. Cumulative 82-86 shortfall $1.4 billion,

2. The requirements are 2lso geared toward a 60 day war
reserve requirament. The Army's mobilization plans call for
a 180 day s?ply. Thus, the shartfall is significantly under the
180 day need, <
3. To move to a 90 day reserve supply would add an addi-
tional $8.4 billion to ammo hardware requirements.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I know
this can be boring to some people, but
I am going to get to the real meat of this
situation in just a second.

(Mr. BOSCHWITZ
chair.)

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the
schedule for 1982-86, for the b5-year
period, will find the Army requirement
under the DOD plan is shortchanged.
There is no better expression. It is short-
changed by $100 million in 1982, $100
million plus in 1983, over $400 million in
1985. The request is satisfied in 1984.
In 1986 there is a $700 million shortfall.
So the cumulative 1982-86 shortfall is
$1.4 billion.

The reduction in the Army’s ammuni-
tion hardware requirements in the Sen-
ate bill includes roughly $50 million in
training ammunition needs. As a matter
of fact, the procurement of training
ammo in the fiscal year 1982 budget is
nearly $300 million below the Army’s real
need. The $148 million addition to the
Army’s ammunition hardware budget will
greatly enhance the overall Army train-
ing program.

I will give you an idea of what the
screaming need for ammunition is.
Whenever they need money in the DOD,
this is the particular budget they go to.

I will never forget when Mr. Eliot
Richardson was Secretary of Defense
and he came over with my good friend,
Lt. Gen. George Seignious, the adviser to
the Joint Chiefs of Staff or the dlrect-9r
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. We were ir.
the Appropriations Committee and they
were asking for $500 million for a par-
ticular project.

There was a question among the ma-
jority. I was supporting the continuation
of funding, but I was in the minority.
The majority said we were not going to
give the money. Just to put it bluntly, the
Secretary said, “Well, I will get it any-
way.” They would just take it out of the
ammunition budget.

That is what happened to the ammu-
nition budgets over the many years.

assumed the
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We found at one time intelligence ac-
tivities in the ammunition budget. We
found at other times different commit-
ments made out of the ammunition
budget. Now with all the other needs, the
ammunition budget is the one which
really has been cut back very severely.

I ask unanimous consent that at this
particular point in the Recorp there be
printed a table of the recommended in-
creases as requested by the Army for
ammunition totaling $200.4 million. But,
Mr. President, we are only asking for $148
million. We have cut that back. This was
their request in the spring of this year.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcorbD, as
follows:

tit
Qu(.';:uluy-r
sands)

Amount

P-1 BLIN (millions)

“

NN 500 [

O 50 = 83 5 3 5 0 e et 0 LD R e

Cartridge, 105 mm, TP-T..
Cartridge, 105 mm, DS-IP__
Cartridge, 5.56 mm, blank. .
Cartridge, 7.62 mm, all types
Cartridge, 4.2 in lilum_
Rocket, 2.75 in (HE) ..
Csrlndge 20 mm, all types.
Signals (smoke pots)._ .
Mines, practice, and inert_.
Demelition munitions... -
Signals (illum. grnd. W./S. para.)

(Subtotal training items). .
Cartridge, 105 mm, APFSDS=T
Cartridge, 105 mm, HEAT-T_.
Rocket, .75 in (smoke}
P.o,ectnle 155 mm, ADAM.__
Projectile, 155 mm, RAAMS .
Cartridge, 25 mm, APOS=T_.
Cartridge, 25 mm, HEIT=T_

(Subtotal $159, 400 ,000) (raduclmn)

Charge, propelling, 155 mm, G.B....

o

i
~

3 P et et

Grand total.... oo e oo

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, that
refers, of course, not only to power sup-
port detonators; I could go right on down
through tank ammunition and various
other matters—M-16 ammunition for
the rifle, and what-have-you, We get to
the real crux of it, and that is with re-
spect to training. We get into readiness.
The training in the Army relates in a
sense to crew training and teamwork. In
other words, working as a crew.

I noticed a good bit of James Fallows’
book, National Defense, had to do with
the comity of personnel from the com-
munity. The commitments that a man
made in batile were not necessarily in
his mind patriotically, that he was going
to receive the Medal of Honor or that
he was really doing something at that
particular point for his country no, more
than anything else, he was doing some-
thing for his comrade—the person he
knew, the person he had worked with,
the person he had trained with, the per-
son he had learned to depend upon and
who, in turn, could depend upon him.

When it comes to ammunition, you en-
gage in crew training and teamwork,
and you have a problem with the turn-
over of personnel. They call it personnel
turbulence in the Army. That amounts
to a turnover every 5 to 6 months. And
you need to fire frequently in order to
maintain the crew proficiency as well as
the individual performance. Let us go to
what happens because of the shortages.
And you can see this illustrated by the
very dramatic articles—maybe by tomor-
row, I will find those by John Fialka—
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that appeared in the Washington Star,
that former great evening newspaper
here in Washington, D.C.

He wrote a series of articles last year
or previcusly about the exercises of
NATO and the failure of our troops to
come up to competition with the other
troops in NATO. And the cause is basic.
It goes right down to the very abstract
of ammunition. It has no constituency;
it is a readiness measure. There are no
contractors sitting out in the hall. I have
never seen one who asked me to put in
this type amendment. But the truth of
the matter is that the Army has been
begging for this. Let me illustrate.

We can go right to the field artillery.
After a battery adjustment is made and
they prepare to fire for effect, they would
like to have, regularly speaking—all six
guns fire together. But, Mr. President,
as the result of a lack of ammunition,
actually, they allow, after going through
all of that training in the field ariillery,
one gun to fire and the other five sim-
ulate fire.

Mr. President, this really detracts from
crew training. This really detracts from
individual performance, If I wanted, as
a Senator, to make a logical argument
ahout drugs and the use of drugs in the
front at NATO and why we have such
an increase there and such a problem
there, I could say it goes right to the
matter of the lack of ammunition.

How does it occur? There is no man
happier than a 19- or 20-year-old when
he is firing his weapon. Go in the field
and ask the commander. He will say,
“Well, the morale is high, but we do have
problems.”

You ask the individual soldier, and
the soldier will say, “Fine, If I can fire
my weapon.”

He is gung ho. He is not over the hill
like some of us here, in the U.S. Senate,
who are glad to simulate firing and sim-
ulate what the country needs and what
the country stands for. That is one big
act of simulation. Close down the Gov-
ernment—that is a big simulation we
had the Sunday before last.

If you want to tee off a guy and ruin
his morale and turn him to drugs from
restlessness and the folly of it all deny
him the ability to realistically train. He
will say, “I was going to come in here
and be a fighting man in the Army but
when I come into the field to fire my gun,
I go over and make believe fire.” And
the problem continues.

It is similar with tanks, Mr. President.
The same turbulence—personnel turn-
over—there. They fire what they call
table 8, which is a realistic firing pat-
tern, where they move, fire and then go
into defilade and then continue to fire
from different positions. They first fire at
a fixed target; the tank crew moves again
to another defilade in behind and then on
to a moving target. This pattern is called
firing table 8. It is necessary, to main-
tain any kind of crew efficiency. They try
to do it two or three times a year. The
real requirement is for a minimum of
three times a year. But now, as a result
of lack of ammunition, they normally
can only engage in this once a year.

Sometimes it is actually twice a year
from what I can determine but none
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actually engages in it three times a
year. So the table 8 firing practice for
tank crews to really perform their du-
ties is limited due to a drastic shortage
in ammunition.

Let us review the situation with the
TOW, ior example, the terminal optical
wire-guided missile—which is an anti-
tank missile. Can you imagine having
this fine missile? I say it is fine from the
standpoint that you have to expose your-
self to fine it. And then a little trail-
ing wire follows the missile and you
have to stand behind the wire as it con-
tinues on to zoom on the farget. You
do not duck up and fire and duck back
down. It is a rather dangerous exercise.
So they have training crews that go
through a lot of simulation.

‘1Then they have competition and they
have it in the east coast and the west
coast and down the south of Texas and
everywhere else. They come with com-
pet.tive crews to fire this TOW missile.

You know what, Mr. President? When
they go to the competition, the one honor
graduate gets to fire one. The rest of
them all go through simulation and
they never fire a TOW missile.

The reason for only one firing would
be, if we had someone discussing this,
is that the TOW costs between $5,000
and $9,000 apiece. But people out there
who are talking about waste, fraud, and
abuse when they come to the floor of
the Senate understand what the cost is
for national defense. We have to survive.
We need ammunition. Let us discuss the
Redeye, the antiaircraft heat-seeking
missile. All the training for Redeye is
simulation. The troops walk through the
woods saying, “Bang, bang.” That is all
they can do. They have competing
teams and they train. But only the top
training team geis to fire and they fire
one Redeye antiaircraft missile. You
have to be almost Johnny on the spot to
inspect the troops and find them firing.
And they talk about readiness.

The Soviets know this. I wish all those
people who were anxious about secret
weapons would get to the biggest secret

all kept from the American people.
And that is what finally, the Chief of
Staff, Gen. Shy Meyer, had to call “A
hollow Army”’ because he is embarrassed.
He is a fighting man. He knows of these
restrictions.

His needs are reviewed by some OMB
Director who tinkers around with all the
computers. They can find $16 billion for
big oil, they can find leasing their losses
for Ford to lease to IBM or Occidental,
$14 billion, or a $27 billion kitty over a
5-year period. They can find it for oil
companies and all. But for the fighting
man, when we are trying to keep up his
morale and keep the crews together so
they can fire the TOW missile, fire the
Redeye antiaireraft missile, and give
them true readiness, along comes an-
other ammo cut and all of our troops
might as well go through a penny ar-
cade, People who cut ammunition ought
to buy those things I see advertised on
TV for kids by Atari.

Just buy them one set and send them
to the officers to put them in the bar-
racks, and let them bam, bam, bam with
all these simulating machines. You and
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1 know better. Simulation is good, but
you must have actual practice.

We have mechanized infantry in
Grafenwohr, Germany. Last year, mem-
bers of the budget staff visited there, and
watched a crew training. That was in
October, at the beginning of the fiscal
year. In the first month of the fiscal year
they fired 70 percent of their ammuni-
tion. They were out of ammunition, for
all praetical purposes for the rest of the
year, and could only sit around. Maybe
they found time to travel to the Alps or
somewhere else to go, or whatever it was,
because all the ammunition was used up.
Show them a Senator visiting—anything
to have them stand around and look
soldiering. They could not actually per-
form as troops.

So what you have, in essence—and the
Fralka articles showed this—is a very
low state of readiness.

The commanders in the field cannot
come up here and testify and say, as a
captain of a company, “My company is
no good."” They have immediately lost
their ability to command. They cannot
come up, as a brigade commander or a
chief of staff, and say, “We are not
ready."”

He says, finally, that it is a hollow
army—a matter of personnel, ammuni-
tion, and everything else. If is all on
paper. The Russians know it, and they
know it in spades, and they understand
it. Yet, we tinkertoy around here and
commend ourselves on the biggest de-
fense budget we have had in the history
of the country. Well, we have the biggest
deficits we ever had in the history of the
country. That is bothering me more than
anything else.

However, I can show you many, many
places to save this money, and we will
have an amendment whereby we can al-
locate savings from just one piece of
weaponry over the next 5 years, $40
billion.

So let us not talk about mammoth
budgets or the biggest defense budget or
that this would bust the budget. That is
absolute tommyrot. I will debate the
budget with you whenever you are
ready. I am for readiness heic and now.

Clauswitz said, I say to the Senator
from Alaska, that a nation fights the
war it is prepared to fight. We are not
prepared in the Indian Ocean, so we
will not fight in the Indian Ocean. We
are not prepared in NATO, so we will not
fight a conventional war in NATO. We
are prepared with our nuclear subma-
rines, our Minuteman and Titan missiles,
our B-52 bombers, all for nuclear war.

In spite of the fact that we have 345
B-52’s, 63 FB-111's, and hundreds of
F-16’s, F-15's, F-18's, A-6's, A-T’s, and
bombers—bombers, bombers, bombers—
the request of the chairman of the sub-
committee here is, “Give me one more
bomber at $400 million a copy, or $40 bil-
lion in 5 years, so T can he”—what? pre-
pared even further for nuclear war.

No one contemplates using a B-1 ex-
cepting in nuclear war. I can tell you
that if we have a nuclear war the most
inefficient way to drop a piece of ord-
nance on Moscow would be by a manned
penetrating bomber. You would al-
ready have, of course, your ICBM's
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SCLM's, ALCM’s, cruise missiles—I could
go down the list—and after all those,
before you put a manned crew on a
bomber, in a nuclear exchange. It might
become a situation where you have a
Piper Cub trying to find civilization.

Yet, overprepared for nuclear war,
they would table this amendment and
make us unprepared for conventional
war.

1 say to those who are interested in
peace, those who are frightened, as I am,
by nuclear holocaust, let us become real-
istic and get cn a talking basis, a credible
basis, if you please, with our NATO
allies.

If we can get on that basis with them
in conventional warfare, we will not have
all these peace demonstrations. If we get
a draft, not just military power, to dem-
onstrate our willpower, so that when the
Commander in Chief commands them we
all move forward together, that will cost
less rather than more. And, I will go
along with it.

I have introduced a bill on the draft,
and I have been assured of hearings on
December 5, and I hope everyone will at-
tend. We will not get it through this
year, but we will have an education ses-
sion, in many ways, to strengthen the
Army, strengthen the United States of
America, within the budget and even for
less.

We are not here as stark, raving hawks,
demanding more for the DOD. On the
contrary, we are trying to make a wise
allocation, and the wisest allocation after
manpower—and I have already talked
about that particular amendment—is for
readiness itself.

And about the biggest need we have in
readiness is the ammunition I have
listed here. That is the embarrassment.
We can find a billion dollars, if you
please, for the All Volunteer Force and
run around promising to show them how
to travel and see the world.

Well, we have spent over a billion dol-
lars to try to get them into the Volun-
teer Army. Why do we not just cut that
and get a draft started and give me $148
million out of the savings so that soldiers
can act like soldiers?

[ thank the distinguished manager of
the bill.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I will
respond to the Senator's remarks in the
morning. It is my understanding that
there is an agreement to have divided
time in the morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

(The following proceedings occurred
earlier and are printed at this point, by
unanimous consent:)

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I believe
it may be possible to report on the re-
quest I made earlier.

Mr. President I ask unanimous consent
that after debate is concluded on the
pending Hollings amendment, which is
the ammunition amendment, that it be
in order with a single show of seconds
to ask for the yeas and nays on both
amendments. I further ask unanimous
consent, Mr. President, that when the
debate is concluded on this second
amendment today, that the vote on both
the Hollings amendments be deferred un-
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til the hour of 10 o'clock tomorrow, with
a vote to occur first in relation to the
first Hollings amendment, that is to say
the manpower amendment, where the
rollcall will be 15 minutes in length, fol-
lowed immediately without intervening
motion, appeal, or point of order, by the
vote in relation to the second Hollings
amendment, which is the ammunition
amendment, and the rollcall on that
amendment will be 10 minutes in length.

I further ask unanimous consent, Mr.
President, that at 9:40 tomorrow there
be a period for further debate on each
of these two Hollings amendments of 10
minutes each to be equally divided and
controlled, with the time under this or-
der to be in the usual form, and that in
any event the votes occur back to bacx
as contemplated herein beginning at 10
o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, would it
be possible to——

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, could I
make sure that in each case on each
amendment the request was for a vote
in relation to the amendment? That is
my intention.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I wanted to ask the
majority leader if he objects to including
in his unanimous-consent request the
taking of a steaming amendment imme-
diately after those votes he has re-
quested.

Mr. BAKER. Would the Senator be in
a position to suggest a time limitation
that we might have on the steaming
amendment?

Mr. President, let me get this request
at this time because we have worked hard
to get it. That will help me on the com-
mitment I have made that there will be
no more rollcall votes tonight. Then I
would respectfully suggest that the Sen-
ator from Ohio and any other Senator
who is interested confer with us further
on how we might sequence this or other
amendments after these two rollecalls
which will be stacked if this request is
granted.

Mr. GLENN. I withdraw my objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator from
Ohio and all Members who have made it
possible for us to arrange for the orderly
consideration of this bill beginning in the
morning.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, has
there been a period for the transaction
of routine morning business today?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes,
there has.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll,

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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RETIREMENT OF SENATOR HARRY
F.BYRD, JR.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, yesterday,
our colleague HArrY F. ByrDp, JR., an-
nounced that he would not seek reelec-
tion to a fourth term.

I must confess that I have mixed feel-
ings about Senator Byrp’s decision. After
a lifetime of public service including 18
years in the U.S. Senate, Senator BYRD
and his wife, Gretchen, who has been his
partner in serving the people of Virginia,
have earned the right to have time for
themselves. They have given far beyond
the call of duty. I wish them both much
happiness.

At the same time, the retirement of
Harry Byrp will be a great loss to the
Senate and to the country. In an age in
which self-gratification has too often
been a major motivation, HArRry BYRD
has truly sought to serve and to give of
himself. I have never known a person in
public life who was less self-serving and
more sincerely patriotic than HArrY
BYRD, JR.

In an age in which pragmatic relativ-
ism is the rule, Harry BYRD is a man of
unyielding prineiple. His integrity is uni-
versally respected by political friends
and foes alike.

Throughout his career in the Senate,
he has warned of the dangers associated
with excessive Government spending. He
understood far earlier than most that
even the U.S. Government could face a
liquidity crisis. With interest payments
on the national debt running as high as
$100 billilon per year and Government
borrowing bidding up interest rates to
levels that bankrupt small farmers and
businessmen, all of us would do well to
listen more carefully to the warnings
sounded by Senator Byrp of Virginia. It

is tragic that they were not heeded
earlier.

Harry BYRD, JR., deserves to be known
as a gentleman as well as a statesman.
How much better our country would be
if more people practiced his unfailing
courtesy and his demonstrated respect
for each person with whom he has con-
tact. His career is proof that a decent
and good person who refuses to sacrifice
either his principles or his humanity
ﬁ%n succeed in Government and public

e.

I am grateful that I have had the
chance to come to know Harry Byrp, Jr.,
and to serve with him in the U.S. Sen-
ate. His character and high standards
are a challenge to me to do my best to
be a good public servant. Those who
come Iio the Senate after his retirement
will miss the very rewarding experience
of serving with him. We can only hope
that enough of the spirit of Harry Byrp,
JR., will have rubbed off on each of us,
that it will be a continuing part of this
institution of Government,

There have been many outstanding
men and women in the lines of the Byrd
family extending back to the earliest
colonial days of Virginia. None has had
a clearer sense of public duty or a more
urselfish desire to serve than Harmy
Byrp, Jr.
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VOLUNTARY VITAMINS ACT OF 1981

Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, to-
day, I want to share my thoughts with
you about Federal Government regula-
tion of vitamins and minerals. Quite
simply, I believe that people should be
allowed freedom of choice regarding
their dietary needs. Such regulation is
an unnecessary intrusion into the lives
of our citizens.

Recently, I joined Senator Harcr in
sponsoring 8. 1277, the Voluntary Vita-
mins Act of 1981. This landmark legisla-
tion would insure the freedom to volun-
tarily decide whether or not to consume
vitamins and mineral supplements.

The enactment of 8. 1277 will funda-
mentally change the regulatory powers
of the Food and Drug Administration
(FDA) over vitamins, minerals, and
other nutrients sold for dietary purposes.
It requires that such supplements be
regulated as food, not as food additives
or drugs, without compromising the
FDA's authority to protect consumers
from fraud and deception in labeling
such foods.

There is an interesting history behind
the development of this legislation. In
1962 the FDA proposed regulations re-
quiring that most vitamins and mineral
combinations and potencies should be
obtained only with a doctor’s prescrip-
tion. Congress received hundreds of
thousands of letters from irate consum-
ers opposing the FDA's proposal. In re-
sponse, Senators WiLrLiam ProxMire and
Richard Schweiker introduced a resolu-
tion to block the FDA's proposed rules
and restrict its authority in regulating
vitamins and minerals. Unanimously en-
acted by the Senate and House in 1976
the Proxmire-Schweiker bill amended
the Food and Drug Act to include, for the
first time, a definition of “foods for spe-
cial dietary uses.”

In March of 1979, the FDA attempted
to reverse this clear congressional intent
of the Proxmire-Schweiker resolution. A
proposal was issued to regulate vitamins
and minerals as ‘“Over-the-Counter”
(OTC) drugs, if they were offered for use
in the prevention or treatment of a
vitamin or mineral deficiency. The FDA
attempted to prevent controversy by
making the regulation appear to be con-
ditional, and applicable only to those
supplements used to treat deficiencies.
Are not all vitamins and minerals used
to replace some deficiency in our diets?
The constituents noticed this ironic
twist, and responded with the same level
of opposition as they had expressed to
the earlier FDA proposal. Once again,
Senate and House offices were over-
whelmed with negative reactions from
the folks back home. Clearly, they would
not stand for such Government intru-
sion into their right to determine their
own diets.

To his credit, the new Commissioner
of the Food and Drug Administration,
Dr. Arthur Hull Hays, Jr., assured the
Senate shortly after taking office that he
would rescind the over-the-counter reg-
ulations proposed in 1979. He plans to
make a formal announcement of this re-
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scission in the Federal Register before
the end of this year.

Dr. Hayes is obviously a unique ex-
ception to his predecessors in demon-
strating commonsense and leadership
in directing the FDA. Unfortunately, Dr.
Hayes will not remain in office forever.
Therefore, I believe that we in Congress
have a responsibility to provide statu-
tory protection for the kind of regulatory
policy Dr. Hayes has initiated. Mr. Presi-
dent, we are public servants, elected to
serve the people, not to regulate them.
We need to insure this relationship
through the passage of S. 1277. It would
remove the FDA’s option to regulate, as
either drugs or food additives, any vita-
mins, minerals, and other food supple-
ments used to treat a dietary deficiency.

It certainly seems peculiar to me that
we give people credit for being smart
enough to elect us to office, but question
their judgment when it comes to taking
care of themselves. 8. 1277, the Voluntary
Vitamins Act of 1981, is long overdue.

NEW YORK STATE RESOLUTION
CONCERNING IRISH UNIFICATION
POLICY

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp Resolution No. 1207, which
was adopted by the New York State
Legislature, and which has been received
by the Office of the President pro
tempore.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION—ASSEMBLY No. 1207

Whereas, The members of the New York
State Leglslature, being for the most part
not of Irish ancestry, have viewed the Eng-
lish Government’s lack of response to the
recently ended Maze Prison hunger strike,
the ultimate protest against injustice, with
inecreasing horror; and

Whereas, This Legislative Body believes
that the time has come for Americans of all
ethnle backgrounds to take notice of the
urgent human appeal that is the message of
these Irish martyrs and patriots; and

Whereas, The United States purports to
have a special relationship with the United
Kingdom which should also imply a special
responsibility for the actions of the United
Kingdom; and

Whereas, Certain responsible groups in the
United Kingdom, although not in the seats
of power, have urged that the Government
of the United Kingdom adopt an explicit pol-
ley that Northern Ireland be united under
the jurisdiction of Free Ireland over a rea-
sonable period of time, most likely a decade;
and

Whereas, The announcement of an explicit
unification policy, the unification itself how-
ever to take place through a gradual process
over a number of years, would assuredly have
the effect of initiating the processes of psy-
chological as well as political and economic

adjustment to this inevitable occurrence;
and

Whereas, Those who prefer to avold action
using as a cloak for their real motivation the
false excuse that the particular dilemma of
Northern Ireland is forever insoluble should
have been confounded by the recent example
of the Rhodesian solution; now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the Government of the
United States shall express to the Govern-




December 1, 1981

ment of the United Kingdom our firm con-
viction that an Irish unification policy must
be implemented if the United Kingdom
wishes to retain its status as a nation which
lays clalm to a reasonable standard of civili-
zatlon, and to a special relationship with the
United States, this conviction to be expressed
in increasingly concrete terms, both diplo-
matic and economic, as time passes; and be
it further

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution,
suitably engrossed, be transmitted to the
Honorable Ronald Reagan, President of the
United States, to the President Pro Tem of
the Senate, to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, to the Secretary of State and
to each member of Congress from the State
of New York.

GUAM EXPRESSES SUPPORT FOR
NATIONAL TUITION TAX CREDIT
LEGISLATION

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp two resolutions, Resolutions
Nos. 192 and 201, that were adopted by
the 16th Guam Legislature and which
have been received by the Office of the
President pro tempore.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

ResoLuTiON No. 192

Be it resolved by the Legislature of the

Territory of Guam:

Whereas the 1981 Packwood-Moynihan

Tultion Tax Credit Bill would establish a
federal tax credit for tuition paid by par-
ents who send their children to a non-gov-
ernment school; and

Whereas, an additional feature of the 1981
Packwood-Moynihan Tuition Tax Credit Bill
s a refund provision for those parents who

do not earn a taxable income but do pay
tultion for their children to attend & non-
government school; and

Whereas, the 1981 Packwood-Moynihan
Tultion Tax Credit Bill would apply to col-
lege, vocational, secondary and elementary
tuition; and

Whereas, under present law, parents who
exercise thelr basic right to send their chil-
dren to a non-government school are being
doubly taxed and are not afforded relief as
proposed by the 1881 Packwood-Moynihan
Tuition Tax Credit; and

Whereas, November 1981 has beon declared
“National Tuition Tax Credit Month” to
draw attention te the proposal ihat tuition
tax credit legislation is urgently needed to
remove the unfair burden of double taxation
placed upon parents who exercise their basic
right to educate their own children accord-
ing to their own moral, religious and cul-
tural values; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, that the Sixteenth Guam Legis-
lature of the territory of Guam does support
passage of federal tuition tax credit legisla-
tion with refund provisions as proposed in
the 1881 Packwood-Moynihan Tuition Tax
Credit Bill and urges the Congress and the
President to accept this legislation that
would eliminate tax penalties which now
exist for those parents who pay tuition to
send their children to non-discriminating,
non-government schools whose curriculum
corresponds with religious, moral and cul-
tural values embraced by the families; and
be it further

Resolved, that the Speaker certify to and
the Legislative Secretary attest the adop-
tion hereof and that coples of the same be
thereafter transmitted to the President of
the United States of America, the Honor-
able Ronald Reagan; to the U.S. Secretary
of Education; to the Speaker of the United
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States House of Representatives; to the
President of the U.S. Senate; to all members
of the U.S. Congress; to the Honorable An-
tonio B. Won Pat; to His Excellency Bishop
Felixberto C. Flores; to the Administrators
of each nongovernment schools within the
territory; and to the Governor of Guam.

ResoLuTION NoO. 201

Be it resolved by the Legislature of the
Territory of Guam:

Whereas, the Congress of the United States
has under consideration H.R. 3517; and

Whereas, if enacted, H.R. 3517 would grant
permanent resident status to nonimmigrant,
aliens who have been long-term residents of
the Virgin Islands; and

‘Whereas, the persons who are the bene-
ficiaries of HR. 3517 are ones who entered
the Virgin Islands under a temporary worker
program authorized by Section 101(a)(15)
(H) (1) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act; and

Whereas, the Judiclary Committee of the
House of Representatives of the Congress has
recommended enactment of HR. 3517 by &
vote of 20-0 and noted in a report to the
House:

In 1975, a study by the Judiciary Subcom-
mittee on Immigration, Citizenship and In-
ternational Law concluded that there was a
moral obligation to provide permanent resi-
dence status to H-2 workers and their fami-
lies who have become established members
of the Virgin Islands community and that
legislation to regularize their status should
be enacted. The study also recommended the
temporary-worker program be tightened up;
and

Whereas, the situation of many aliens in
Guam is exactly parallel to that of those in
the Virgin Islands in that the H-2 workers
and their families came to Guam at a time
when the territory was in need of their con-
struction skills and the work these persons
performed has been of material help in the
stimulation and development of the island’s
economy; and

Whereas, the unlimited flow of nonimmi-
grant workers into Guam could now injure
the island’s fragile economy because it might
result in the displacement of local workers;
and

‘Whereas, HR. 3517 seems to provide an
equitable solution to the issue of how to
grant permanent residency to a limited class
of long-term ‘“‘temporary” workers without
creating an unending flow of new aliens into
a small American territory, it being noted in
the summary of H.R. 3517:

The bill expresses the sense of Congress
that longstanding resldents of the U.S. Vir-
gin Islands with H-2 status have contributed
to the development of the islands, are an in-
tegral part of the soclety there, and should
be allowed permanent residence status. The
bill also recognizes the need for Congress to
prevent any further influx of aliens into the
islands by limiting the ability of adjusted
allens to file Immigrant visa petitions for
their relatives,

The bill allows aliens admitted to the Vir-
gin Islands as temporary workers, who have
lived on the islands continuously since June
30, 1975, to have thelr status adjusted to
that of permanent residents. Adjustments of
status must be made within one year of the
hill’s enactment. The adjustment is also ap-
plicable to the alien spouse and minor chil-
dren if they meet the residency period re-
guirement. Adjustments would be denied to
aliens found to be excludable from U.S. resi-
dence under the conditions of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act.

The bill provides the Secretary of State
with discretionary authority to limit the
number of immigrant visas that could be
issued to allen spouses or unmarried chil-
dren of individuals whose status s adjusted
under the bill. Married sons, daughters,
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brothers, and sisters of aliens who become
permanent residents pursuant to this bill
would be unable to obtain visas unless it
could be shown that denial would cause ex-
ceptional hardship. The bill prohibits the
preference system restrictions contained in
the bill from being applied to the adminis-
tratlon of any other immigration law. The
bill terminates the temporary-worker pro-
gram in the U.S. Virgin Islands. It authorizes
a joint report by the Departments of Healt?
and Human Services; Education; Housins
and Urban Development; Labor; and )I»
terior, the Attorney General, and the Vire -
Islands Government on the soclal and e
nomic impact of the bill on the Virgin »
lands. Findings must be reported to Conr
gress and the President within one year r-
the bill’s enactment; and

Whereas, the Legislature is of the opinion
that the same solution should be applied to
Guam as is being proposed for the Virgin
Islands; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, that the Sixteenth Guam Legis-
lature does respectfully request the Congress
of the United States to amend H.R. 3517 to
allow the Immigration and Naturalization
Service to process for permanent residence
those aliens who entered Guam as defense
parolees or H-2 workers prior to 1977 and
who are still within the island at the time
HR. 3517 is enacted into law; and be it
further

Resolved, that those allens be permitted to
sponsor for permanent residency only their
spouses and children who would enter the
United States prior to attalning their 18th
birthday; and be it further

Resolved, that the Speaker certify to and
the Legislative Secretary attest the adoption
hereof and that copies of the same be there-
after transmitted to the President of the
United States; to the President of the Sen-
ate and the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States Congress; to
the Attorney General of the United States;
to the Commissioner of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service; to Guam’s Washing-
ton Delegate; and to the Governor of Guam,

e —————

STATE RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING
MIA'S AND POW'S IN VIETNAM

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as
the President pro tempore, I would like
to call to the attention of my colleagues
resolutions passed by the States of Mas-
sachusetts and Pennsylvania which con-
cern POW's and MIA’s in Vietnam.

These resolutions are further proof of
a growing interest throughout our Na-
tion over the continuing tragedy of those
Americans who are still unaccounted for
after the Vietnam war. For years, I have
urged a renewed emphasis on resolving
this situation, especially for the families,
relatives, and friends of those who are
still listed as POW’s and MIA’s. Any-
thing less than a full national effort to
resolve this tragedy is not acceptable.

Mr. President, I commend the dis-
tinguished members of the General As-
sembly of Pennsylvania and of the State
Senate in Massachusetts for their worthy
resolutions. In order to share the senti-
ments of these concerned State legisla-
tors with my colleagues, I ask unanimous
consent that these two resolutions be
printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

House REsSOLUTION No. 20

Whereas, Article VIII, section (a) of the
peace accord which ended the Vietnam Con-
flict provided that the United States and
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Vietnamese governments would, on the date
of United States troop withdrawal, exchange
prisoners of war and complete lists of in-
formation on all military personnel who died
in captivity or were found dead by the
enemy; and

Whereas, There are still nearly 2,600 Amer-
fcans still unaccounted for by the Indo-
chinese governments (specifically Vietnam,

Laos and Cambodia), even though there

have been approximately 1,000 siting reports

of captured Caucasians, of which 300 are
based on reliable first-hand information; and

Whereas, The Vietnamese government has,
to date, only returned the remains of T2

United States soldlers who died in captivity

and, who along with the Cambodian and Lao-

tian governments, have provided a dismal
record of cooperation toward the full ac-
counting of all Americans still unaccounted
for; and

Whereas, Fundamental humanitarian prin-
ciples are violated by the continuing lack of
cooperation from the Indochinese govern-
ments; therefore be it

Resolved (the Senate concurring), That
the General Assembly of the Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania memorialize the President
of the United States, Congress and the De-

partment of Defense to continue to place a

high priority on securing the fullest possible

investigative accounting of Americans listed
missing in action (MIA), prisoner of war

(POW) or killed in action (KIA) body—not

recovered and; be it further
Resolved, That copies of this resolution be

transmitted to the President, the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, the President
of the Senate, the appropriate committee
chairmen in both chambers of Congress, the

Becretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of

staff.

RESOLUTIONS REQUESTING THE GOVERNOR TO
ProcLAIM THE MoNTH oF NOVEMBER, NINE-
TEEN HUNDRED AND EIGHTY-ONE As P.O.W.-
M.I.A. AWARENESS MONTH

Whereas, More than seven years after the
end of the participation of the United States
Armed Forces in the Vietnam war there re-
mains approximately two thousand, five hun-
dred Americans still unaccounted for and
missing in action; and

‘Whereas, There is reliable Information that
justifies our bellef that a number of the
Americans still unaccounted for are still be-
ing held as prisoners in Southeast Asia, par-
ticularly by the North Vietnamese Govern-
ment; and

Whereas, The withholding of information
by the North Vietnamese Government as to
the existence of the remains of Americans in
Southeast Asla and the existence of living
Americans still being held prisoner in South-
east Asia is a violation of the highest order
agalnst humanity, causing indescribable suf-
fering to the families of those missing in ac-
tiog or still prisoners of a war long ended;
AL

Whereas, The negotiations by commissions
and other represntatives of the United States
have lacked the success and the tenacity of
purpose which could have forced the P.OW.—
M.I.A. issue in Southeast Asia to have been
resolved to the satisfaction of the American
people, particularly the families of the P.O.W.
and M.IA. Americans; and

Whereas, We must not allow the efforts by
the United States Government to slacken and
die by the lessening of public clamor for ac-
tion on this P.O.W.-M.I.A. issue, remembering
that throughout American history our pris-
oners of war have always been called upon to
make uncommon sacrifices; and

‘Whereas, We must sacrifice for those who
have suffered so much in fulfilling their duty
as citizens of the United States by our taking
the time to renew the public pressure and
awareness against our Government's seeming
tendency to desert and turn away from a to-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

tal confrontation of this problem; therefore
be it

Resolved, That the month of November in
the year nineteen hundred and eighty-one be
proclaimed by His Excellency the Governor,
Prisoner of War-Missing In Action Awareness
Month; and be it further

Resolved, That appropriate acts of aware-
ness, and individual and group communica-
tions to the President and Congress of the
United States and other suitable action be
taken to spread awareness throughout the
Commonwealth thereby increasing the public
demand that the Government of North Viet-
nam complete a full and honest accounting
of the identity of all Americans numbered
among the twenty-five hundred known by
sald Government to be dead or alive, who are
still in Southeast Asia; and be it further

Resolved, That this resolution be made
known throughout the Commonwealth as a
public service by courtesy of the various en-
tities of the news media operating within the
Commonwealth; and be it further

Resolved, That this resolution be forwarded
to the President of the United States, the
Governor of the Commonwealth, the United
States Secretary of State, the Speaker of the
United States House of Representatives, and
the President Pro Tem of the United States
Senate.

THE FISCAL YEAR 1982 BUDGET AND
THE CITIES—A HUNDRED CITY
SURVEY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,
since this administration took office last
January, it has pushed through the larg-
est package of budget and tax cuts in our
history, and we now hear that more
spending cuts will have to be made.

Before we are forced to make new cuts,
we should fully understand what we have
already done. Because these cuts were
made through an unusuai use of the rec-
onciliation process, many Senators did
not have the opportunity to carefully re-
view the cuts they were asked to vote for.

As the reports from various sectors
come in, it is more and more obvious that
we have sliced through the fat, and sev-
ered muscle from bone in many places.
The U.S. Conference of Mayors has re-
cently completed a survey of 100 cities
and has issued a report entitled “The FY
82 Budget and the Cities.” This survey
details the harsh impact this year's
budget cuts are already having, and
warns of greater dangers from future
cuts.

According to this survey, 61 percent of
the cities responding have already laid
off workers, and 13 percent more say they
will do so soon. Forty-one percent of the
cities say they have already or will soon
increase taxes. Sixty-four percent of the
cities said they will reduce services. For
instance, Little Rock has had to end its
street resurfacing efforts; St. Paul Minn.,
has had to eliminate 20 policemen; and
Toledo now collects garbage only once
every 2 weeks. These cuts threaten the
safety, security, and health of all citi-
zens, and more cuts mean that these
threats will multiply.

Fully 63 percent of the responding cit-
ies said they will have to defer work on
capital infrastructures, such as waste
water drainage, city waterlines, and
sewer projects. We can defer such infra-
strueture repairs, but at some point we
must make them if our Nation's cities
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are to survive. The longer we wait the
more it will cost. Such deferrals are a
clear example of the penny-wise, pound-
foolish approach to budget reductions
that was embedded in much of the ad-
ministration’s 1982 program.

So that my colleagues may better un-
derstand the impact these cuts have on
real people and real places, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Conference of
Mayors survey be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the survey
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

THE FiscaL YEAR 1982 BUDGET AND THE CITIES
INTRODUCTION

Recently-enacted federal budget cuts are
imposing immense burdens on city budgets,
resulting in massive layoffs, service reduc-
tions, tax increases, and postponement of
needed capital investments. FY82 cuts in
federal spending have fallen disproportion-
ately on grants to state and local govern-
ment, with cities forced to absorb major re-
ductions in housing, transit, employment,
and other programs. Nor is this the first cut
which cities have faced. For three consecu-
tive fiscal years since FY80, cities have had
to adjust to major reductions in federal aid.

Federal budget cuts have resulted in the
following service cuts at the local level:

Reductions in school services;

Major cutbacks in employment and train-
ing programs;

Elimination of park and recreation pro-
grams;

Crippled housing efforts;

Reduced police, fire,
services;

Sharp reduction In street, road, and bridge
maintenance;

Cuts in city programs to serve the poor;

Reduced transit service at a higher fee;

Rapidly deteriorating urban infrastruc-
ture;

Deferral of purchases of garbage trucks,
buses, and other city-owned equipment, and
reduced maintenance;

Dirtier water; and

Reductions in community and economic
development programs.

A survey of one hundred American cltles,
conducted by the U.S. Conference of Mayors
from November 3-10, 1981, indicates that
federal cutbacks in key urban programs
have already caused citles to reduce sub-
stantially the services they provide to urban
residents. They predict that further cuts,
such as a 12-percent across-the-board cut
proposed by the Administration, will have
major adverse effects on citles and city
residents.

The survey asked cities to dndicate how
they have been affected by federal cuts in
public transportation, housing and com-
munity development programs, public as-
sistance, wastewater treatment programs,
education, CETA, parks and recreation pro-
grams, and public works. (See Appendix I
for a list of the cities surveyed and Appendix
II for the list of questions used Iin the sur-
vey). Questions also included how the cuts
are hitting urban budgets now and how po-
tential cuts may affect them in the future.

The pleture that emerges is stark. Sixty
percent of cities are laying off workers; 41
percent have raised or will soon increase
taxes; and a substantial majority have re-
duced services substantially and deferred
capital spending to try to absorb federal
cutbacks. Cities variously warn that they
are already at the “bare bones level"” “cut

and sanitation

to the marrow,” and stress the seriousness
of the cuts on their continued ability to
meet the needs of their people. Citles em-
phasized the leadership they are exhibiting
by raising taxes at the local level, by mak-
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Ing the difficult choices, and by trying val-
lantly to overcome the barriers they face.

As one official from a city in the South
stated, the goal of the city as a “life-en-
hancing residential community, and as a
viable economic entlity,” 1Is severely
threatened by federal withdrawal of funds.
And, a city officlal from the far West ob-
served, "“Citles touch people more closely
than any other level of government. These
cuts mean the loss of amenities and services
that people take for granted. We are paring
our essential services to the bone. Where do
we go from here?”

The US. Conference of Mayors will con-
tinue to survey the nation's cities on a peri-
odic basis to assess the impact of budget cuts
and related economic policies on those cities.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors is commit-
ted to working with the Administration and
the Congress toward policies to enhance the
natlon and its cities. It is the hope of the
Conference that the information such as
that found in this survey will make a posi-
tive contribution to the federal policymaking
process.

FEDERAL BUDGET CUTS AND THE FISCAL
CONDITION OF CITIES

The FY 82 federal budget cuts have caused
large and immediate budget adjustments by
cities. A significant majority have already
made decisions to increase taxes, lay off
workers, postpone capital spending, and re-
duce services. The detalls are highlighted
below.

City Worker Layoffs: Sixty-one percent of
all citles have had to lay off workers as a
result of federal budget cuts. An additional
13 percent say they will soon do so. These
layoffs have a particularly adverse impact
on city revenues, welfare burdens, city serv-
ices, and crime rates.

1a. [Have you] lald off workers?

61
26
13

100

While the number cf layoffs varied by the
size and fiscal condition of cities, some cities
were forced to reduce their work force by as
much as 20 percent, including York, Penn-
sylvania and Youngstown, Ohlo.

Layoffs by cities

Per-
centage,
if given

Number,

City: if given

Allentown
Anchorage
Austin _.___
Baltimore
Berkeley
Billings _
Buffalo

Cedar Rapids
Charleston, W.

1-2
34

El Paso (fewer than)._.___
Ft. Wayne

Little Rock
Long Beach ..
Los Angeles
Louisville
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Per-
centage,
if given

Number,
City: if given

3
“*10

New Bedford -
Norfolk
Portland, Me.
Portland, Oreg.
Providence

Toledo ___-
Wilmington
Winston-Salem
York
Youngstown

*Positions eliminated.

**Through layoffs and attrition.

***Includes 401 positions eliminated
through attrition.

Note.—42 Cities of the 59 that have experi-
enced layofis gave a number that could be
cited; 5 others gave a number, but asked
that they not be quoted directly. These lay-
offs include CETA workers and other city
employees.

Layoffs recognize no regional boundaries,
as the figures below indicate.

Regional distribution of cities with layoffs

Per-

centage

Region:
New England 10
Midwest 20
Southwestern U.B. —ccauaaa 7

22
Far West (including Alaska) - 15
Mid-Atlantic 10 17

100

In describing its layoffs, Louisville indi-
cated that it “has been forced to lay off
approximately 703 CETA employees who were
placed in various city departments and out-
side agencies. In addition, approximately 93
general fund positions in various city oper-
ating departments were eliminated largely
because of a 12 percent reduction in the city's
fiscal year 1981-82 payments. These included
positions in the parks patrol unit, school
crossing guards, and sanitation workers.”

Tax Increases: Despite restrictions on city
revenues, many cities are responding to fed-
era] budget cuts by raising local taxes. Of the
06 cities responding, 40 (41 percent) have
raised or will raise taxes, and 1 (1 percent)
tried, but failed.

Twenty-seven cities specified the kind of
tax Increase adopted, with some adopting
more than one increase.

Types of taz increases
Number of cities

Tax increases:
Property

City income.
Utility

Ten citles, surveyed and responding to this
question, already have a sales tax; 18 have an
income tax; and 11 have both a sales and
income tax. It is important to emphasize,
however, that revenue-raising through sales,
income taxes, and other methods, are pro-
hibited in a number of states. Currently, 40
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states do not allow local governments to levy
income taxes, and local sales taxes are not
allowed in 24 states. Limitations on property
taxes, such as Proposition 2! in Massachu-
setts, further hamstring the revenue-raising
capacity of cities.

Service Reductions: In order to cope with
federal cutbacks many cities have had to re-
duce city services. Ninety-three cities re-
sponded to this question. Of these, 64 (69
percent) stated that they have had to, or
will soon, reduce services; 29 (31 percent)
reported that they have not, although some
noted that they were already cut to the bone
and could not cut any more.

The types of services cut and the number
of cities indicating reductions in these areas
are as follows: (It Is important to remember
that one city could cut in more than one
area.)

Service area cut:

Park and Recreation.... ...

Health and Human Services

Public Works.

Sanitation

Across the board in all departments__._
Fire Protection

Police Protection

Libraries .
Streets and Bridges.__..

Training and Employment. .
Environment

Arts

Mass Transit

Some, not specified. . ooneao o

Many cities have been forced to reduce
services in several areas. For example, Berke-
ley, California, noted that their cuts have
been across-the-board, but noted that the
federal ald cuts have had a particularly ad-
verse impact on personnel levels in the fire
department, police station closings, reduc-
tion of police-administered staff, and have
resulted in nearly a two-thirds reduction in
community soclal services.

Boise noted that their reductions have
affected library hours, recreational programs,
and street lighting. Although it has a grow-
ing population, Bolse has added only three
policemen, and no firemen, to their city staff.
In Little Rock, city officials have ellminated
street resurfacing for lack of funds: their
sltuation has been exacerbated by voter re-
peal of a $3 million road tax. In addition,
Little Rock officials have been forced to con-
sider the closing of fire stations.

Manchester has reduced its park mainte-
nance, street sweeping, and refuse collection.
Nashville has reduced fire code inspections,
the juvenile court budget, health depart-
ment staff, sanitation, social services for the
elderly and deinstitutionalized persons,
parks, recreation programs, libraries, jails,
and workhouses. Pawtucket has reduced pub-
lic works and such social services as pedes-
trian crossing guard programs for the elderly.

One Sun Belt city is reducing cash assist-
ance to the indigent, vacant lot weed con-
trol, drainage maintenance, parks and recre-
ation, health, the arts, and air pollution con-
trol programs. In addition, it has reduced
family planning monies; programs for
women, infants, and children; and commu-
nity services. The city official noted that,
“These cutbacks are necessary despite some
increases in local revenue sources that we
have generated and corresponding budget
increases, because the city has not been able
to keep pace with its service needs.”

St. Paul has closed three recreation cen-
ters, reduced library hours from five days to
four a week, eliminated 20 police positions,
and four firefighter positions, and the rest of
of Its cuts are spread throughout the
city departments.

Toledo has reduced garbage collection
from weekly to every two weeks. It has virtu-
ally eliminated park and recreation activ-
itles, and has completely eliminated its con-

N gaaomoo®
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sumer protection program. The clty has not
increased its police force since 1979, with
reductions there being made by attrition.
Springfield has cut all departments except
public saiety.

Deferral of Capital Spending: The Urban
Infrastructure: The street, sewers, and
bridges of many citles have not been ade-
quately maintained or repalred. Sixty-three
percent of the cities have deferred capital
spending as a result of federal budget cuts
or plan to do so.

These cities range across all regions of the
country: Akron, Allentown, Baltimore, Berk-
eley, Billings. Boise. Bufialo, Cedar Ranids,
Charleston, SC, Cleveland, Dade County,
Denver, Des Moines, Detrolt, Duluth, El Paso,
Fargo, Flint, Gulfport, Kansas City, MO,
Libiooun, wobg buaci, Los Angeles, Louisviile,
Manchester, Memphis, Minneapolis, Nash-
ville, Omaha, Pawtucket, Pittsburgh, Rich-
mond, Rockford, St. Louis, St. Paul, Salt
Lake City, San Jose, Seattle, Springfield,
Winston-Salem, Yonkers, York.

(Five citles requested anonymity.)

Nine clties stated that they have not yet
had to defer capital spending, but that they
will have to do so soon. These are Burling-
ton, Charleston, West Virginia, Dayton, Hart-
ford, Indianapolis, Little Rock, Miami, Port-
land, Oregon and Tucson.

Denver stated that it had “almost totally”
deferred capltal spending, particularly afiect-
ing expansion of librarles, badly needed
bridges, and wastewater dralnage.

Citles most frequently cited deferral of
capital spending for street and bridge proj-
ects. Other deferrals have hit parks and
recreation programs, building inspection and
code maintenance, fire and police stations,
water projects, sanltation, mass transit, and
libraries.

Asked to indicate whether or not any
“major urban infrastructure plans had been
deferred,” 62 cities responded with an indi-
cation of impact on thelr infrastructure ef-
forts. Of these, 63 percent stated that they
will defer such major undertakings.

Clities that have deferred major infrastruc-
ture plans: Allentown, Austin. Berkeley,
Eoise, Buffzlo, Charleston, SC, Dade County,
Denver, Des Moines, Detroit, Duluth, Fargo,
Flint, Kansac City, MO, Louisville, Manches-
ter, Memphis, Nashville, Oakland, Omaha,
Pawtucket, Providence, Richmond, Rockford,
8t. Louis, 8t. Paul, Salt Lake City, Toledo,
Warwick, Wilmington, Winston-Salem, Yon-
kers, Youngstown.

Examples of such major infrastructure de-
ferrals include Allentown, which has de-
ferred a sewer run-off system: Berkeley,
which has deferred road repalrs, street sweep-
ing, and all equipment maintenance and re-
placement; Boise, recreation and park main-
tenance; Buffalo, street resurfacing, street
lighting, a sludge transfer plant which is re-
quired by the Environmental Protection
Agency, and an updating of clty water lines;
Charleston, South Carolina, many equipment
purchases, including garbage trucks and
street sweepers; Des Moines, a major sewer
project, which has been In planning for sev-
eral years; Duluth, storm sewer construction;
Louisville, city incinerator repairs; Man-
chester, transportation centers; Memphls,
major street repalrs; Omsha, two fire sta-
tions, three senior citizen centers, and wa-
ter and sewer projects; Rockford, road ex-
pansion in industrial areas; and Youngs-
town has deferred buying any new fire
equipment and noted that they “can't repair
all the bridges and streets that need
repalzs.”

One point is clear—the itmpact of budget
cuts respects no limits. It hits all cities, and
affects all services within a city, and reduces
the quality of life of all of a city’s residents.

The sections which follow spell out in some
detail the urban services affected by federal
budget cuts.
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GENERAL REVENUE SHARING

Cities use general revenue sharing funds
for a wide range of municipal services rang-
ing from fire protection to street lighting.
City officials in 60 percent of the cities re-
sponding said they would be forced to lay
off workers if their general revenue sharing
allocations are cut, with the number of lay-
offs in the cities interviewed ranging from a
half dozen workers to more than 75. At least
one-quarter of those responding said they
would have to also increase taxes In the face
of such a cut, and 70 percent said city serv-
ices would be significantly curtailed.

Those services affected by such cutbacks
include police and fire protection, street
lighting, parks and recreation, sewer con-
struction, major infrastructure work, sanita-
tion services, street maintenance, and health
and human services. Birmingham reports
there would be a reduction or elimination of
the Neighborhood Participation Program.
Tampa uses revenue sharing for 19 percent
of its police department budget, and would
face serious cutbacks in police service with
a 12 percent revenue sharing cut.

Over 25 percent of the cities predict they
would have to increase property taxes if
revenue sharing is cut. Many other cities
would be unable to raise taxes because of
taxpayer resistance, state restrictions, or tax-
ing authority or strict tax restrictions which
have been adopted.

The keystone of the Reagan Administra-
tion'’s “New Federalism”, general revenue
sharing has become an integral part of city
budgets. It is clear that any cut in 'this pro-
gram, which is widely supported by local
officials, will have a major adverse result on
city services and tax rates.

STATE BLOCK GRANTS

A major thrust of the FY82 budget pro-
posals was the development of state block
grants to replace categorical programs
formerly run by the federal government.
These block grants in health and human
services, education, and community develop-
ment for small cities are pointed to by the
Administration as harbingers of its “New
Federalism.” Many cities expressed misglv-
ings about direct state entitlement through
block grants without adequate safeguards
for city involvement in the development of
allocation plans and priorities for the use of
these funds. Our survey hears out the con-
cerns which were expressed prospectively by
s0 many cities,

State block grants
responding) :

65 percent sald the state has not con-
sulted with them or offered an opportunity
to participate in the state's decision-making
process.

38 percent said they have not been able to
get information from their states about the
implementation of the block grants.

58 percent said they expected to lose
money as a result of the block grants. Only 1
community surveyved thought the block
grants would mean an increase in funds.

42 percent said their state wns optine to
take over the Small Citles CDBG program,
and 27 percent said they were doing it poor-
ly, or had some comolaints about the process.
Fully 53 percent didn't know how the state
was carrving out this transition.

Many of the cities contacted said that con-
sultations with the state had occurred only
after decisions had been made and a program
drawn up. This was true in states as diverse
as California, Tennessee, Nebraska, and
Maine., Many communities said communica-
tion had begun only after they had initiated
it. Other cities said they had met with genu-
ine lack of response even after initiating
contact themselves and seeking information
from the states. Respondents blamed their
troubles with the states on confusion at the
state level about the programs and their

(percent of those
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responsibilities; historic bad relations be-
tween the city and the state; and state legis-
latures with strong rural and antiurban
biases.

Many citles expressed strong doubts that
their needs would receive the same attention
from their states as they have from Wash-
ington. One major reason for this apprehen-
sion is a widespread belief that states will
disproportionately cut the share of funds go-
ing to urban areas in order to provide cover-
age of some kind in every part of the state.
In Washington State, for instance, the Hu-
man Services Department is anxious to
maintain a basic level of services everywhere
in the state. Reduced overall funding means
that areas like Seattle will receive less fund-
ing than in the past so that rural areas can
receive some service at all. Needs-based allo-

e riries believe, will not be

adopted by states. Rather, the effort will be

iy posgible constituency,

particularly the strong rural-suburban con-

tingents which dominate many state
legislatures.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING

Severe cuts In employment and training
Plug-weus 1unaed unaer the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act are having a
very negative effect on city economies at a
time when national and city unemployment
rates are extremely high. The national un-
employment rate at, 8 percent and rising,
translates into double-digit rates in many
cities and 50 percent rates for minority
teenagers.

In response to the Administration’'s
elimination of all public service jobs under
CETA Title ITID and VI in FY82, cities have
laid off all of thelr CETA employees—a total
loss of 300,000 jobs from the CETA system.

Resulting costs to individual eities in dol-
lars and services are immense an diverse.
Of the 65 citles reporting direct financial
effects due to the elimination of CETA_ 42
percent are paying unemployment compen-
sation, and 8 percent welfare. One north-
eastern city will spend approximately $20-25
million on unemployment compensation for
former CETA employees, based on 2,000 peo-
ple getting $130/week for 34 weeks. Colum-
bus, Ohio is spending $40,000-£50,000 per
month for unemployment compensation.
Baltimore anticipates losing $27 million in
wages, which multiplies to a $60 million
drain on the economy because of lost wages.
Only eleven percent of those cities surveyed
felt there would be little direct cost to their
cities, and only 20 percent sald the county,
state, and/or federal governments are paying
the costs.

The stark reality of being newly unem-
ployed in a recession economy is the prospect
faced by former CETA employees, Some—but
not all—former CETA em-lovoeg ho? hean
hired by the city government in 52 percent
of the respondent clties, other governments
in 26 percent, private industry in 47 percent
and nonprofit organizations In 5 percent.
Fully 10 percent of the citles said none of
their former CETA employees had found
employment.

In Anchorage, 18 of the 80 employees lald
off are now on the clty payroll. Buffalo city
government had hired 100 and private in-
dustry 380, of the 1,400 laid off, In Corpus
Christl, 253 of the 362 terminated have been
hired by the city government. Detroit city
government has picked up 1000 of the 1,124
laid off from CETA. Two hundred of the 760
lald off In Fort Wayne have found other
Jobs. In Fresno, the city has hired 40-50 of
the 250 unemployed. In Los Angeles, of the
5,000 laid off, 63 are working for the city,
300 for other governments, and 800 for pri-
vate industry.

Of the 10,330 lald off in New York City,
5,350 have been hired by the city, 39 by
other governments, and 347 by private in-
dustry. Less than 5 percent of Pawtucket's
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1156 former CETA workers have found new
jobs. None of Sdvannah's 83 public service
employees has been re-employed. Approxi-
mately 40 of Waterbury's 205 laid-off CETA
employees are working for the city. Five
hundred of Seattle’s 523 are working for the
city now. And, in Toledo, 125 of the 694 are
working for the city and other governments
and none in private industry.

Of the 71 cities reporting the termination
or cuts in services, 30 percent have reduced
or eliminated parks and recreation programs,
25 percent health and human services pro-
grams, 20 percent street and bridge mainte-
nance and construction, and 17 percent
training and employment projects, most af-
fecting youth. Maintenance and security in
city housing projects will be cut in over 10
percent of the citles surveyed. Health and
numan services affected include day care,
transportation and food programs for the
elderly, alcohol and drug abuse centers,
youth counseling, rape crisis centers, minor-
ity advocacy, displaced homemaker pro-
grams, and health delivery services. Aid to
community-based organizations, which pro-
vide many of these services, will be elimi-
nated in 13 percent of the citles surveyed.
In Atlanta, at least 10 community-based
organizations have closed so far and the
termination of the CETA program will have
“a significant negative impact on the city.”
According to an official in Cedar Rapids, the
program was “killed without regard to Its
effectiveness. PSE was our best program."
Public service employees represent “20 per-
cent of Miami's current work force—Iit will
be a severe loss to the city." Eight percent
sald some programs in all public services will
be terminated and many large urban cities,
like Detroit, which must pick up all the
costs of the terminations of employees and
services, feel it will mean “disaster” for their
communities, especially for the poor and
minorities.

Mayors and county officials are now
working for reauthorization of a national
employment and training program that will
continue the direct federal-city relation-
ship established in 1973 under the Nixon
Administration’s Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Tralning Act. Many cities surveyed
stressed that the direct federal-city link has
worked well for them and that they want to
see 1t continued.

One person with over eight years of experi-
ence as a city employment and training di-
rector made the following observation: “un-
der the Nixon Administration, we worked
out a compromise to provide a way by which
all cities and counties with a population
over 100,000 could tackle their employment
and training issues directly in concert with
the federal government. Thus, in 1973, we
agreed after months of negotiation that
while there s a role for all governmental
levels, the best system is one in which cities
work with the federal government directly,
without any intermedliary barriers. That
?tll:?ct system works, and we have to keep

Many city officlals expressed
about a fundamental ?;structu%‘lggghg sé?:l’;
officlal of a Midwestern clty sald, "Look, we
are really hard hit by all these cuts and by
our unemployment. We have Just laid off
more than 500 city workers and eliminated

more vacant positions from ef

that we needed to have filled. It w:styblgillys
and painful and hard to say ‘get lost’ to peo-
Ple, some of whom had thirty years in with
the city. In addition to our having to lay off
clty workers, we are dealing with a huge un-
employment problem here. Remember, when
¥ou see an eight percent unemployment fig-
ure nationally, that translates into 15 or 20
percent or higher unemployment in citles,
and in some instances, among our minority
youth population, for example, we have un-
employment over 40 percent.”
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The survey question on layoffs of public
service employees produced a broad range of
observations, not only about Public Service
Employment (PSE), but also about the em-
ployment and tralning system in general.
The picture that emerges is that cities across
the country feel serious apprehension about
the effects of federal cubacks on urban em-
ployment and training programs in this
country. When recent proposals to shift re-
sponsibility for employment and tralning
from the local to the state level are added to
the discussion of federal employment and
tralning cutbacks, local officlals expressed
even more alarm.

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Since 1974, Community Development Block
Grants (CDBG) have provided cities around
the country with a flexible source of funds
for infrastructure improvements, neighbor-
hood development, housing rehabllitation,
and targeted delivery of services to low- and
moderate-income people. Proposed funding
for the program in FY82 was equal to FY81
levels, despite the addition of some 35 new
SMBSA's to the program. Also, other comple-
mentary programs such as Section 312 reha-
bilitation loans, Section 701 planning grants,
and low-income energy weatherization were
substantially reduced or terminated, and
the burden of providing these services
pushed into the CDBG program. The FYB2
budget legislation on the program translated
to an effective cut in real dollars of 10 per-
cent for all entitlement communities, com-
pared to allocations in FYB81. Citles surveyed
sald that this cut is having an immediate
effect in this way:

Community development block grants
(percent of respondents):

36 percent of the cities surveyed said that
the FY82 cuts in CDBG already enacted have
had a substantial effect.

72 percent sald that a further 12 percent
cut would have a disastrous or substantial
effect.

Surveyed cities sald that services under
CDBG have already been curtailed as a result
of projected funding cuts. Nearly all the cities
contacted said that CDBG cutbacks will mean
across-the-board reductions in activities such
as capital improvements in distressed neigh-
borhoods; reduction in the amount of hous-
ing rehabilitation; cutbacks in services such
as special transportation for the elderly in
target neighborhoods, and elimination or re-
duction of street paving and repaving pro-
grams in deteriorated areas.

An additional 12 percent cut in FY82 fund-
ing for CDBG was viewed by most cities as
particularly serious. Atlanta, for instance,
sald that it would be “disastrous.” “In addi-
tlon to a general deferral of programs now
underway, there will be no other place to
make up the lost funds—all the pots are
empty now.” The city pointed out that there
is 1little hope of ald from its state, particu-
larly given its rural bias and the stiff com-
petition from rural areas for scarce funds.
Boston sald further cuts would be “devastat-
ing" “—these (funds) are the city's principal
development tools.” Buffalo pointed out that
CDBG funds are the key to its economic
development efforts to increase its revenue
base and become more self-sufficient. One
southern community commented, *“We've
been given ten new things to do with this
program and one-half the money.” El1 Paso
commented that all social service programs
would be cut by at least $200,000. Another
southwestern city stated that a further cut
would mean that existing commitments from
previous years would have to be broken, leav-
ing some projects unfinished in target neigh-
borhoods.

Another major thrust in city programming
since 1974 has been economic development.
The adoptlon in 1977 of the Urban Develop-
ment Action Grant (UDAG) program spurred
even greater attention to this vital area. Pro-
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gram funding through the Economic Devel-
opment Administration (EDA) also provided
cities resources which they could use to lev-
erage private sector investment to create jobs
aud reduce dependence on public assistance.
The UDAG program was cut by 26 percent in
FY82 from FY81 levels; EDA was proposed by
the Administration for elimination. The
UDAG program appears headed for an ad-
ditional 12 percent cut in the second round
of Congressional budget reductions.

Urban economic development (percent of
respondents) :

31 percent said the cutback in UDAG has
had a substantial effect in their communi-
ties.

38 percent sald reductions in EDA were
having a substantial effect.

45 percent sald further cuts in UDAG would
have a disastrous or substantial effect locally.

51 percent said the elimination of EDA
would have a disastrous or substantial nega-
tive effect on their communities.

The City of Knoxville summarized many
comments by calling UDAG cuts “self-de-
feating.” Thanks to the program, that city
has "‘totally revitalized our downtown."

In Dayton, the EDA cutbacks will mean
that a 81 million revolving business loan
fund to help businessmen in the city stay in
business there, will not be funded completely.
Ft. Wayne will be forced to cut staff in the
city working on economic development proj-
ects because of the withdrawal of EDA sup-
port. Portland, Maine's effort to revitalize its
waterfront for private investment and jobs
may be lost entirely if EDA funding is cut
ofl. Salt Lake City might have to abandon a
downtown development project because of
the EDA cuts. Youngstown, which has lost
10,000 jobs since 1977, needs loan guaran-
tees from EDA to attract new Industries and
help those there now to expand.

ASSISTED HOUSING PROGRAMS

In the March revisions to the FY82 budget,
housing assistance funds were proposed to
be cut by nearly 30 percent. This reduction
in Tunding affected cities’ ability to use Sec-
tion B subsidies in existing, rehabilitated,
and newly constructed housing, and to de-
velop publicly-owned and operated low-rent
housing. Subsidies for the operation of low~
rent public housing also were slated for cuts,
and public housing authorities were notified
to expect no more than 85 percent of the
funds to which they were entitled by the
Administration’s own Performance Funding
System. Cities across the country are feeling
the impact of these cuts.

Assisted housing programs (percent of
those responding) :

57 percent characterized the cuts already
enacted as having a disastrous or substan-
tial effect In their communities.

T0 percent said an additional 12 percent
cut would cause & disastrous or substantial
impact in their communities.

Particularly serious were the comments of
many respondents—many of whom asked
not to be identified by name—that further
cuts in housing funds could easily lead to
the bankruptey of local public housing agen-
cles. Many communities sald that further
cutbacks in public housing operating sub-
sidies would lead to the closing of substan-
tial numbers of public housing units. One
southern jurisdiction pointed out that 1t
has a waiting list of 27,000 people already for
public housing, and its housing authority
is close to bankruptcy. The City of St. Paul
characterized a further cut in housing as-
sistance as “devastating,” pointing out that
without additional federal assistance, the
city’s efforts to encourage the development
of smaller, more energy-efficient homes will
be hampered. This will mean further waste
in energy and space in the city, while put-
ting increasing pressure on the existing
housing stock.

City after city noted that vacancy rates
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are below 3 percent, in many cases hovering
between 1 and 2 percent. Citles as diverse as
Corpus Christi, San Jose, and Springfield,
Missouri, all pointed to low vacancy rates
as a major problem which cutbacks in fed-
eral housing assistance will exacerbate.

While cities share responsibility with
states and counties for public assistance
programs, & large number of cities surveyed
expect to be negatively affected by cuts in
federal income support programs.

More than 33 percent of the cities said
they have a public assistance or general as-
sistance program for the indigent, with the
remaining cities reporting that counties,
states or non-profit agencies are responsible
for these programs.

Where cities provide assistance programs,
the three most common are general assist-
ance, emergency services, and medical assist-
ance programs. Because one-fourth of the
program's clients are on Medicaid and/or
Medicare, reductions in federal support for
these programs will cost the city revenue.
For the past 25 years, one southwestern city
has been giving assistance to those ineligi-
ble for state ald. Already feeling the pinch,
the city says, “we have reduced our program
by consolidating staffl and making smaller
amounts available for cash assistance. The
future focus will probably bé on home energy
costs and homemaker services.”

Some 58 citles stated that cutbacks in fed-
eral income support programs are resulting
in calls from or on behalf of the poor. An
Increase in calls and inquiries from the poor
was experienced by 40 cltles surveyed. An-
other 18 sald public assistance agencles were
calling to ask the clty for help or money for
the poor. Thirty-nine cities felt calls were
being placed to county officials responsible
for administering public assistance pro-
grams.

“The impact is immediate,” says Atlanta.
“Poeple are asking for help.” And, in Knox-
ville, “people are contacting the city because
they don't know where to go now.” Calls are
up 30 percent in one southwestern city and
up 20 percent In Baltimore. New Bedford
projects “calls will really hit the city if un-
employment increases.”

Almost all cities that fund local assistance
programs expect federal cutbacks to result in
increases in the city's public assistance
budget. Cities that won't have increases say
it is because there isn't any more local money
avallable. Cities relying on states and coun-
tles to operate assistance programs foresee
a ripple effect that will end up taking a bite
out of the city budget.

In Madison, the city's public assistance
budget is expected to jump 15 percent in
fiscal year 1982, Providence has had a first
quarter budget increase to $2 million, up
from $1.5 million.

In Baltimore, the city projects changes in
the food stamp income eligibility standard
may mean 8£1.1 million in lost income to
some 20,000 of Baltimore's working poor and
households with high expenses relative to
Income. For the city, there will be more stress
placed on emergency services,

Cincinnati’s health department is facing
“a real crisis” with the loss of approximately
$3.5 million in federal grants. Hard hit will
be programs directed to mothers and infants,
immunizations and rat control.

Many citles anticipate a domino effect
where, as the providers of last resort, they
will be obligated to step in and aid the in-
digent. In Columbus, Ohlo, the county funds
the general assistance program for the poor,
but federal cutbacks will place a greater bur-
den on city social services. “If the county
can't handle the needs, the clty may have to
develop new programs,” predicts Corpus
Christi. Buffalo reports the county operates

public assistance programs, but reductions
In federal funds may make the county in-
crease taxes, “thereby creating an adverse
impact on the city's ability to raise sufficlent
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revenue for city programs. There's already a
gap between county expenditures for public
assistance and county revenue to provide
them.” And, in Texas, the state has made
heavy cuts in day care and nursing home
services, forcing El Paso to compensate by
increasing its budget for these.

Many cities also make contributions to
private, nonprofit agencies. Of the 90 cities
which make such contributions, donations
total $1 million annually. These city dollars
support a wide range of activities which in-
clude social and health services, cultural,
educational, and recreational programs, legal
services, and economic development. Addi-
tionally, some cities contribute in-kind serv-
ices to their private, non-profit agencies. A
total of 11 cities indicated that their con-
tributions will be reduced in FYB82. Berkeley
will have to cut their contributions by 60
percent and Denver by 50 percent. Fresno
will have to take the extreme measure of
eliminating the city's contribution to the
private sector.

Combined cutbacks in avallability of city
general assistance funds and in contribu-
tions to private, non-profit agencies, when
viewed in combination with cutbacks in fed-
eral and state programs that directly assist
the poor and disadvantaged, paint a picture
of great hardship and significantly decreas-
ing assistance for the poor and the working
poor.

EDUCATION

Education services are being reduced In
most cities across the country. Layoffs are
rampant. School lunches cost more. These
are the impacts now—and the impacts in
the coming months.

Reduced Services: The most dramatic im-
pact of the federal cuts in education has
been in the reductlon of services, as indi-
cated by three-fourths of the 62 responding
cities. Even more significant are the areas
cited as most frequently receiving the cuts—
Title I programs for the disadvantaged, bi-
lingual education, and programs for handi-
capped students,

And it does not appear that new local dol-
lars will be available in many cities to make
up this slack in reduced services. Forty per-
cent of the cities responding said that school
taxes would be increased to offset the fed-
eral cuts. State laws prohibit many other
cities from even considering this option.

In view of the large numbers of disadvan-
taged and handicapped children presently
served by special programs, as well as the
increasing numbers of non-English speaking
immigrant and refugee children, the federal
cuts in special services could portend seri-
ous problems. For example, Dade County
alone has an influx of 16,000 new students
from Cuba and Halti whose special needs
cannot be met. The availability of speclal
services has given school systems large clien-
teles of speclal needs students who will have
to be educated within the regular curricu-
lum.

Bince it is doubtful that the regular edu-
cation programs of school systems can re-
spond to all the needs of children served by
special programs, city social service and
health agencies will be called upon to assist.
And, cities also may have to cope with more
frustrated youths who become school drop-
outs as a result of the diminished capacity
of public school systems.

Layoffs: Layoffs also were a frequently cited
result of the federal cuts. Nearly two-thirds
of the responding clties indicated that re-
duced federal funds had necessifated em-
ployee cuts across all categories of school
personnel.

Other Effects: Other effects cited by 14 of
the 40 responding cities were school closings,
service fees for recreation, and fewer auxili-
iary staff members such as counselors, tutors,
and aides. Los Angeles schools have suffered
a severe setback In integration efforts be-
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cause federal funds for thls purpose have
been cut from $15 million to 87 million.

Future Impact: In discussing the future
impact of federal cuts, several cities indi-
cated it was too early to predict effects. How-
ever, reduced services were again cited as the
primary target area by 95 percent of the re-
spondents. In the words of the Director of
Finance for the East Baton Rouge Parish
School Board, “Title I special programs will
evaporate.” More layoffis were predicted by
79 percent of the 33 respondents. School clos-
ings, increased taxes, and other stringent
measures, were indicated by 65 percent of the
responding cities. Atlanta summed up its sit-
uation by stating that “the effects will be
traumatic.”

School Lunch Program: The school lunch
program will suffer in many cities with in-
creased costs and prices resulting in decreased
participation in several cities. For example,
in Baltimore, 4,918 children have dropped out
of the school lunch program. As a result,
some schools may not be able to continue
their programs. Of 54 citles providing infor-
mation about the impact of the cuts on their
school lunch program, almost a third sald
the effect was disastrous, another third said
substantial, and the remalinder indicated
moderate effects.

INDUSTRIAL REVENUE BONDS

Tax-exempt Industrial Revenue Bonds
(IRBs) have played an increasingly impor-
tant role in city economic development ef-
forts in recent years. Cities report that this
tool has been particularly helpful in working
with small businesses which need funds at
reasonable interest rates to expand and in-
crease employment. The Administration has
proposed curtailing or even ending the tax-
exempt status of these bonds for small issues.
Citles surveyed sald this would have a serl-
ous negative effect on their economic devel-
opment efforts.

Industrial revenue bonds (percent of re-
spondents) :

64 percent of those surveyed said they used
IRBs.

79 percent sald that an elimination of
IRBs would have a disastrous or substan-
tially negatiive effect on their cities.

34 percent said requiring a 5 percent match
for issuance of the bonds would make their
use impossible.

Cedar Rapids reported that, “it would stop
all expansion in the city” if IRBs were ellm-
inated. *'All the economic growth of the last
two years (in Cedar Rapids) depended on
IRBs, The effect would be dramatiec.” A south-
ern city said that a jJob creation effort in-
volving 11,500 jobs in depressed parts of the
city would be halted if IRBs were terminated.
Garland, Texas reported that “it would have
a substantial effect. There have been about
8 projects here recelving IRB assistance, all
small issues."

Requiring cities to match IRBs with local
funds would virtually end the program In
most areas, according to survey respondents.
Berkeley said it would make it “impossible”
for the city to participate in the program.
Cedar Rapids said that state law would pro-
hibit it from matching the funds at all. Du-
Iuth said that “budget constraints make any
match impossible.” Gulfport sald “the city
would stop issuing them” if a match were re-
quired. Indianapolis said such a requirement
would have a “chilling effect.”

TRANSPORTATION

The nation’s cities are enduring difficulty
across the board in meeting basic urban
transportation needs including publle tran-
glt, streets, roads, and bridges. And the situa-
tion is likely to get more difficult in the
months ahead.

Public Transportation: Fare increases—
both recent and projected—and the common
thread running through most urban public
transportation systems, combined with rider-
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ship declines and reductions in service. The
summary figures below graphically illustrate
the dilemma.

Public transportation and cities (percent
of respondents) :

Sixty percent have had fare increases in
the last six months.

Fifty-three percent expect another fare in-
crease in less than a year.

City officials are concerned that additional
cuts In federal operating assistance will re-
sult in cuts in service, decline in ridership,
and increased fares. With further cuts in
the capital program, the most likely impact
would be deferred purchase of new equip-
ment along with generally deferred mainte-
nance.

Public transportation can be the victim of
a viclous cycle. Budget cutbacks yield hizgher
fares, which lead to declining ridership,
which results in deferred maintenance and
service cutbacks, further impairing services.

But more than an economic cycle, federal
transit budget cuts mean real impacts in
cities. Public transportation serves a largely
dependent population—the poor and the
elderly, in particular. Yet fares are approach-
ing $1.00—one way—In cities across the
country.

Transit also serves an Independent popu-
lation—those who can afford to make the
choice between transit and other modes. As
fares rise and service shrinks or declines, this
group might return to their automobiles—
which means a far greater amount of street
congestion, energy waste and dirty air in
cities.

Cuts—particularly in operating assist-
ance—mean that just as transit is poised to
make major gains, cities will have neither
the resources to expand nor to properly
maintain their public transportation
resources.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors has argued
that in addition to the overall level of fed-
eral resources, it is critical to look at the uses
of those dollars. The Administration's pro-
posal to phase out operating assistance
would make the federal transit program
highly inflexible—available for capital only.
The Conference has proposed an adequately
funded flexible block grant approach so that
local officials, within broad limits, could
tallor federal resources to meet local needs.

Streets, Roads and Bridges: Transportation
is a basic component of the urban infra-
structure. Unless cities can reverse the de-
cline in the infrastructure, any possible eco-
nomic growth in the future will either fail
to develop or surely bypass them.

By all accounts, the urban transportation
infrastructure is in serlous disrepair, as the
figures below indicate.

Streets, roads and bridges (percent of
respondents) :

56 percent have decreased their budgets for
streets, roads and bridges in this fiscal year.

65 percent indicated that the situation is
deterlorating.

Local budgets for streets, roads, and bridges
which are declining, will get worse should the
Administration’s proposal to eliminate the
Federal Ald Urban System (FAUS) go for-
ward. The FAUS program is the only federal
effort specifically targeted to meet the surface
transportation needs of local government.

It is important to note that city budgets in
the infrastructure area are not decreasing
because of federal largesse, either current or
antlcipated. Rather, decline in this budget
account is the direct result of the need for
Mayors to divert funds to the pressing day-
to-day service needs of police, fire, and sani-
tation, to name a few. Added to this are the
revenue and expenditure ceilings under which
many cities must live.

Finally, the street, highway, and bridge
budgets of citles are uniquely tied to the
bond market. Conditions in these markets,
sensitlve to federal tax polley and interest
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rates, are now making city participation in
the bond market difficult.

Clearly, cities want to do the necessary job
in the transportation infrastructure area, but
are pressed for funds from all sides—federal,
state and local. As noted, the abllity to do
much more at the state or local level to raise
new revenues is limited. One possible answer
is enhancement of an existing national user
tax—the federal tax on gasoline. This source
could be raised and sufficlently targeted to
have an extremely positive impact on meet-
ing street, highway, bridge and public trans-
portation needs without further denting the
federal budget.

WATER QUALITY

Progress in cleaning up urban water is
headed for a halt in cities across the coun-
try unless the federal government soon re-
sumes its funding of the Wastewater Treat-
ment Construction Grants Program.

The construction grants program has pald
for 756 percent of the costs for states and lo-
calities to meet federal clean water man-
dates. The Administration, with Congres-
slonal approval, has withheld funding
pending revision in the basic clean water law.
But, while Congress works toward a new law,
cities are left with massive sewerage treat-
ment plants uncompleted. City reaction is
summarized below.

Wastewater treatment construction grants:
The Effect of Zero Funds for FY82 (percent
of respondents) :

9 percent say it has had a disastrous effect.

23 percent say it has had substantial
effect.

16 percent say it has had moderate effect.

Nationally, some 30 states across the coun-
try have either ceased, or will soon cease, pro-
gram operations because federal funds have
run out.

What cities currently face in the clean
water fleld Is a classic case of federal man-
dates but no federal resources. But, what
makes this situation far more serious and
severe is that many cities are under federal
court order to meet the clean water man-
dates. The court orders, and Congressional
action, make no allowances for the absence
of planned-on resources.

Major cities have also suffered because the
program is administered through the states
and large-scale projects have often not re-
ceived adequate attention on state priority
lists.

Because these wastewater plants are es-
sentially construction projects, they will also
suffer by the increased costs brought about
by inflation, if and when construction finally
resumes.

Many cities report that because of the
withdrawal of federal funds, urban residents
will be forced to pick up the costs of com-
pletion through higher user fees. These costs
have been Inflated by mandated require-
ments and technologies.

Because sewerage capacity is such a basic
element of the urban infrastructure, many
cities fear that the program moratorium will
also have a negative impact on their com-
munity and economic development plans—
there is no growth and development without
the proper sewer facllities,

Finally, to the extent that cities attempt
to complete federally mandated projects with
more local funds, it will require diversion
from other important city projects.

The Wastewater Treatment Construction
Grant program has historically been a roller
coaster of both funding and regulations, and
as such, has continuously presented a major
challenge for citles to handle. This latest
funding crisis, however, puts the cities as
never before, on the receiving end of arbi-
trary federal declsions and places urban en-
vironmental programs in jeopardy.

TURBAN PARKS AND RECREATION

Mayors are being forced to curtall local
expenditures for these efforts by a wide mar-
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gin. Cities understand the importance that
parks and recreation access contributes to
community and economic development and
the quality of life in cities. But as funds
grow Increasingly scarce, cities are forced to
both reduce all budgets across the board and
divert funds to public safety functions such
as police, fire and sanitation. Moreover, the
public service employees who performed
many critical tasks in the parks and recrea-
tion areas are now gone. The figures below
illustrate the severity of the problem.

Urban parks and recreation (percent of
respondents) :

65 percent have made or plan to make re-
ductions in the cities parks and recreation
budget.

$1.1 million is the average dollar reduction.

13 percent s the average percentage re-
duction.

The federal government has never played
& large role in the financing of urban parks
and recreation systems, although those cities,
which have recelved small funding from the
Urban Parks and Recreation Recovery Pro-
gram (UPARR) or the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund (LWCF), have found that it
can play & crucial role in helping to turn a
city around.

But when UPARR or LWCF are cut, or
when other federal programs are cut, one
way or another the city parks and recrea-
tion department will be among the first to
bear the impact. And this is displayed in very
human terms.

One major city will have to soon close 10
of 652 recreation centers—a twenty percent
elimination of a system, Many programs in
many cities designed to keep youth off the
street have had to start late and prema-
turely end. One big city is literally closing
its parks and recreation department for one-
half of the year.

The bottom line for city park and recrea-
tion efforts Is a lower level of services. Some
cities report that they will attempt to go to
the bond market or adjust local tax sources
to compensate for lost park funds, but expect
difficulty in doing so. The elimination of the
federal Land and Water Conservation Fund
and the reduction of the Urban Parks and
Recreation Recovery Program increases the
burden.

The dramatic and swift reduction and
decline in the overall park and recreation
effort of all levels of government will hit
hardest at those with the least recreation
choices—the poor and the elderly. Parks
and recreatlon resources should also be con-
sidered part of the urban infrastructure—
to the extent they continue to decline, the
prospect for the city as the foundatlon of
economic growth 1s also diminished.

Many cities are now working hard to sup-
port thelr park and recreation systems
through a varlety of means Including con-
tributions of dollars and human resources
from the private sector and volunteers. The
future of parks and recreation opportunities
in cities will rest on a complex partnership
between a varlety of participants, anchored
by city governments, but including the state
and federal governments and the private
sector.

APPENDIX 1

List of all cities surveyed:

1. Akron, Ohlo.

2. Allentown, Pennsylvania.

3. Anchorage, Alaska.

4. Ann Arbor, Michigan.

5. Atlanta, Georgla.

6. Austin, Texas.

7. Baltimore, Maryland.

8. Baton Rouge, Louislana.

9. Berkeley, Callifornia.

10. Billings, Montana.

11. Birmingham, Alabama.

12. Bolse, Idaho.

13. Boston, Massachusetts.

14. Buffalo, New York.
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15.
16.
17.
18,
19,
20.
21.
22,
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31,
a2.
33.
34.
35.
36.
a7.
38,
39.
40,
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49,
50.
51.
52.
£3.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.

Burlington, Vermont.
Cedar Rapids, Iowa.
Charleston, South Carolina.
Charleston, West Virginia.
Cheyenne, Wyoming.
Chicago, Illinois.
Cincinnati, Ohlo.
Clearwater, Florida.
Cleveland, Ohlo.
Columbus, Ohio.

Corpus Christi, Texas.
Dade County; Florida.
Dallas, Texas.

Dayton, Ohio.

Denver, Colorado.

Des Moines, Iowa,
Detroit, Michigan.
Dubugque, Iowa.

Duluth, Minnesota.
Elizabeth, New Jersey.

El Paso, Texas. ]
Erie, Pennsylvania.
Fargo, North Dakota.
Flint, Michigan.

Fort Wayne, Indiana.
Fresno, California.
Garland, Texas.
Guliport, Mississippi.
Hartford, Connecticut.
Indianapolis, Indiana.
Kansas Clty, Missourl.
Knoxville, Tennessee.
Las Vegas, Nevada.
Lincoln, Nebraska.

Little Rock, Arkansas.
Long Beach, California.
Los Angeles, California.
Louisville, Kentucky.
Madison, Wisconsin.
Manchester, New Hampshire.
Memphis, Tennessee.
Miami, Florida.
Minneapolis, Minnesota.
Nashvlile, Tennessee.
New Bedford, Massachusetts.
New Haven, Connecticut.
New Orleans, Louisiana,.
New York, New York.
Norfolk, Virginia.
Oakland, California.
Omaha, Nebraska.

. Pawtucket, Rhode Island.
. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.
. Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

Portland, Maine.

. Portland, Oregon.

. Providence, Rhode Island.
. Richmond, Virginia.

. Riverside, California.

. Rochester, New York.

. Rockford, Illinois.

. Rockville, Maryland.

. St. Louis, Missourl.

. Bt. Paul, Minnesota.

. Balt Lake City, Utah.

. San Antonlo, Texas.

. San Diego, California.

. San Francisco, California.
. San Jose, California.

. Santa Barbara, California.
. Savannah, Georgia.

. Seattle, Washington.

. Springfield, Missouri.

. Byracuse, New York.

. Tacoma, Washington.

. Tampa, Florida.

Toledo, Ohio,

. Tucson, Arizona.
. Warwick, Rhode Island.
. Washington, D.C.
. Waterbury, Connecticut.
. Wilmington, Delaware.
. Winston-Salem, North Carolina,
. Yonkers, New York.
. York, Pennsylvania.
100. Youngstown, Ohio.

APPENDIX II

100 City Survey, Follow-up, November 1981
City:
Contact:
Phone:
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Questionnaire

The U.S. Conference of Mayors is conduct-
ing a survey of 100 cities which we intend
to use in our lobbying efforts here in Wash-
ington, D.C. We intend to make public in-
formation you and other cities provide, so
if there Is any need for confidentiality at
any point in the survey, please let me know.

I want to ask you several questions on the
impact of the FY82 budget cuts on your
city:

1. What budget adjustments has your city
made in FY82 as a result of cuts in federal
ald?

(a) Lald off workers? Percent of work-
force? If so, how many?

(b) Increased taxes? If so, which taxes?
Do you have a city income or sales tax?
Does your state allow you to levy one?

(e) Cut services? If so, which?

(d) Deferred capital spending? If so,
which projects in particular? Were any ma-
jor urban infrastructure plans deferred?

2. If your general revenue sharing alloca-
tion is cut by 12 percent in FY82, what
budget adjustments would your city have to
make?

(a) Lay off workers? If so, how many?
And what type?

(b) Increase taxes?

(c) Cut services? If so, which services?

3. When was your most recent transit fare
increase?

Do you expect another fare increase be-
fore Oct. 1, 19827

Has ridership declined as a result of your
last fare increase?

Do you expect ridership to decline be-
fore Oct. 1, 19827

What would be the likely effect on your
transit system of an additional 12 percent
cut In federal operating assistance for
FY82?

(a) Increased fares?

(b) Cutbacks in services?

(¢) Declining ridership?

(d) Other (explain)

What would be the likely effect on an ad-
ditional 12 percent cut in federal capital
assistance in FY82?

(a) Deferred maintenance?

(b) Deferred purchases of new equip-
ment?

(e) Other (explain)

4. As you know, federal subsidized hous-
Ing programs have been cut by nearly 50
percent in FY82. What effect has this had on
your own local housing efforts?

(a) Substantial

(b) Some

(e) Little

(d) None

What types of programs?

What will be the result of an additional
12 percent cut in your housing allocation?

5. What has been the effect in your com-
munity of federal cutbacks in FY funding
for Community Development Block Grants,
UDAG and EDA?

What will be the effect If CDBG and
UDAG are cut by another 12 percent and
if EDA is ellminated?

6. Does your city use industrial revenue
bonds? If so, what would be the impact on
your local development efforts if small issue
IRBs were eliminated by the Treasury
Department?

If the city were required to put up 5 per-
cent of its own funds to match the IRB?

7. Does your city have some sort of public
assistance or general assistance program for
the indigent? As a result of cutbacks in fed-
eral income support programs—food stamps,
AFDC, unemployment compensation, Medi-
care, etc.—have you received more calls and
inquiries from the poor?

Do you expect the city’s public assistance
budget to increase?

8. So far in FY82, no funds have been ap-
propriated for the EPA wastewater treatment
program. What has been the effect of this on
your city’s water and sewer programs?
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Are you under court order to make
improvements?

9. In implementing the new block grants,
has your state consulted with your city and
has your city been allowed to participate in
the decision-making process? Explain:

Have you been able to get information from
your state about the implementation of the
block grants?

How have services in your community been
affected by the block grants? What do you
anticipate will happen?

(a) City will lose money?

(b) Funding about the same?

() City will gain funds?

.8 your state administering the small cities
portion of the Community Development
Block Grant? What is your general impres-
sion of how well they are doing, whether or
not you are a small city?

(a) Very well.

(b) Some complaints (explain).

(¢) Poorly.

10. What impacts have the FY82 budget
cuts in education already had on the school
system In your city?

(a) Lay-offs

(b) Reduced services? Explain.

(e) Increases in school taxes?

(d) Other (e.g., school closings due to
budget cuts)

What do you anticipate will be the fu-
ture impact of the FY82 budget cuts on the
school system in your city? (please respond
in the same areas)

What has been the effect of FYB2 budget
cuts on your school lunch program?

11. How many CETA public service em-
ployees have been lald off since March, 19817

Which services provided by public service
employees have been eliminated?

How many of those public service employ-
ees who were laid off have been hired by the
city government? By other governments? By
private industry?

What kinds of costs have the city had to
incur by the removal of PSE workers from
the city payroll (e.g., unemployment com-
pensation, welfare, etc.?)

How much were they?

12. In FY82, have you made or do you plan
to make, any reductions in your city's parks
and recreation budget? By how much?

13. In FY82, what is happening to your
local budget for streets, roads, and bridges?

14. Does your city make contributions to
private, non-profit agencles? If so, how
much?

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his secre-
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
pri.nt}ed at the end of the Senate proceed-
ings.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with ac-
companying papers, reports, and docu-
ments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-2277. A communication from the Archl-
tect of the Capitol transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on all expenditures from moneys
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appropriated to him for the period April 1
through September 30, 1981; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

EC-2278. A communication from the Clerk
of the U.S. Court of Clalms transmitting,
pursuant to law, a copy of the court’s judg-
ment order in re The Pyramid Lake Tribe of
the Pyramid Lake Reservation v. The United
States, No. 87-C; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

EC-2279. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)
transmitting, pursuant to law, a secret listing
of contract award dates for the period No-
vember 15, 1981 to February 15, 1982; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

EC-2280. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Defense Security Assistance
Agency transmitting, pursuant to law, a con-
fidential report on a proposed foreign mili-
tary sale to Australia; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-2281. A communication from the Di-
rector of the Defense Security Assistance
Agency transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port on a proposed foreign military sale to
Saudi Arabia; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC-2282. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of Defense for Facili-
ties, Environment, and Economic Adjust-
ment transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port on nine construction projects to be
undertaken by the Army Reserve; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

EC-2283. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of Defense for Fa-
cllities, Environment, and Economic Ad-
justment transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on seven construction projects to
be undertaken by the Naval and Marine
Corps Reserve; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC-2284. A communication from the
Comptroller General of the United States
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report en-
titled “DOD (Can Increase Revenues
Through Better Use of Natural Resources
it Holds in Trust”; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-2285. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to eliminate
the requirement of review and approval of
plans and location for bridges and cause-
ways over certain navigable waters of the
United States; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-2286. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of the Interior for
Territorial and International Affairs trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, audit reports for
Guam/TTPI/NMI and American Samoa; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. .

EC-2287. A communication from the
Comptroller General of the United States
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report en-
titled “Annual Report on Outer Continental
Shelf Shut-In or Flaring Wells is no Longer
Needed”; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

EC-2288. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Energy Information Ad-
ministration transmitting, pursuant to law,
reports on sales of refined petroleum products
and sales of retall gasoline for August 1981;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC-2289. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary for Congressional Relations,
Department of State, transmitting a Process-
Verbal of Rectification of the text of the
Conventlon on the Conservation of Antarctic
Marine Living Resources, 1980; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

EC-2290. A communication from the As-
slstant Secretary of State for Congressional
Relations transmitting, pursuant to law, an
agreement between the American Institute in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Taiwan and the Coordination Council for
North American Affairs, relative to certain
aeronautical equipment and services; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-2201, A communication from the SBecre-
tary of the U.S. Postal Rate Commission
transmitting, pursuant to law, notice of &
hearing scheduled for December 10, 1981, at
the Postal Rate Commission, Washington,
D.C.; to the Committee on Governmental
Affairs.

EC-2202. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a copy of
an Act of the Council, D.C. Act 4-115; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-22083. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Co-
lumbia transmitting, pursuant to law, a copy
of an Act of the Council, D.C. Act 4-114; to
the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-2204. A communication from the As-
soclate Commissioner of the Immigration
and Naturalization Service for Examinations
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
orders exercised under section 212(d)(3) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act in 521
cases; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

e

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. MOYNIHAN, from the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence:

Special Report entitled “Report of the Sen-
ate Select Committee on Intelligence on the
Casey Inquiry' (Rept. No. 97-285).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committee were submitted:

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

Edward R. Becker, of Pennsylvania, to be
U.S. Clrcuit Judge for the Third Circuit;

Jackson R. Kliser, of Virginia, to be US.
District Judge for the Western District of
Virginia;

Robert G. Doumar, of Virginia, to be U.8.
District Judge for the Eastern District of
Virginia;

Brent D. Ward, of Utah, to be U.S. Attorney
for the District of Utah for the term of 4
years;

Joseph P. Stadtmueller, of Wisconsin, to be
U.S. Attorney for the Eastern District of Wis-
consin for the term of 4 years;

Donald B. Ayer, of California, to be U.S.
Attorney for the Eastern District of Califor-
nia for the term of 4 years;

Louis G. DeFalaise, of Eentucky, to be U.S.
Attorney for the Eastern District of Kentucky
for the term of 4 years;

William 8. Vaughn, of Missouri, to be U.8.
Marshal for the Eastern District of Missourl
for the term of 4 years;

Howard V. Adalr, of Alabama, to be U.S.
Marshal for the Southern District of Ala-
bama for the term of 4 years;

James L. Meyers, of Louislana, to be U.S.
Marshal for the Middle District of Louisiana
for the term of 4 years;

Paul R. Nolan, of Washington, to be U.8.
Marshal for the Eastern District of Washing-
ton for the term of 4 years; and

Harry Connolly, of Oklahoma, to be U.S.
Marshal for the Northern District of Okla-
homa for the term of 4 years.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first and
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second time by unanimous consent, and
referred as indicated:
By Mr. PELL (for himself and Mr.
BUMPERS) :

8. 1896. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to repeal the special leas-
ing provisions enacted by the Economic Re-
covery Tax Act of 1981; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. DURENBERGER:

S. 1897. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to provide an additional 8
years to amend governing instruments to
meet the requirements for gifts of split in-
terests to charity, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Finance,

By Mr. BOREN:

S. 1898. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to exempt certain vehicles,
trailers, bodies, chassis, parts, and accessories
used for farming purposes from the exclse
tax and from the highway use tax imposed
on such property; to the Committee on
Finance.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. PELL (for himself and
Mr. BUMPERS) :

S. 1896. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to repeal the spe-
cial leasing provisions enacted by the
Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981; to
the Committee on Finance.

REPEAL OF BPECIAL LEASING PROVISIONS

@ Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am today
introducing legislation to repeal the so-
called “leasing” provision of the Eco-
nomic Recovery Tax Act of 1981.

This is the provision of the act that
permits corporations to buy and sell
Federal tax credits as though the credits
were stocks, bonds or bushels of wheat.

This leasing provision has been in ef-
fect for little more than 3 months, but
it is already apparent that it is an un-
justified and outrageous raid on the U.S.
Treasury and on the taxpayers of the
Nation. Indeed, this “leasing” provision
is really a “leeching” provision because
it permits wealthy, profitable corpo-
rations to leech billions of dollars from
the taxpayers.

The original estimate was that this
provision would cost the Treasury $27
billion in lost revenue during the next 5
years. It is now apparent that corpora-
tions are going to take far greater ad-
vantage of this bonanza than antici-
pated and the costs probably will be
much higher,

This tax loss has a direct and heavy
impact on the Federal budget. Unless
this loophole is closed, every tax dollar
lost through it must be made up either
by further cuts in Government pro-
grams, by increasing taxes on others, or
by adding to the Federal deficit.

To me the choice is clear. Vital Fed-
eral programs already have been severely
cut, and the Federal deficit must be re-
duced, not increased, if we are to bring
inflation under control and bring down
interest rates. And it would be unthink-
able to increase the taxes paid by the
average American to pay for what has
been aptly described as a food stamp
program for wealthy corporations.
There is only one reasonable course of
action and that is to repeal the “leech-
ing” provision.
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Let me explain why this provision is
wasteful and economically unjustified.

The provision permits a corporation
which has little or no Federal tax bill
to transfer excess investment tax credits
or depreciation allowances to another
corporation which can make better use
of the tax credits. The transfer is made
through complex transactions involving
the sale and leasing of equipment. The
transactions however are mere paper
shuffling with no purpose other than to
obtain hundreds of millions of dollars of
extra tax reductions.

Typically, these transactions are be-
tween highly profitable companies that
are looking for ways to cut their Federal
taxes, and other corporations that have
tax credits but have done so poorly in
the competitive marketplace that they
did not earn any profits and thus do not
owe any taxes from which they can de-
duct the credits.

Typically, then the “leeching” provi-
sion helps two kinds of corporations:
Wealthy firms that do not need any
help, and inefficient, mnoncompetitive
firms that do not deserve any Help.

There may be fact be occasions when
there is economic justification for aid-
ing an industry or a firm that is having
temporary economic difficulties. But
there are far better, more efficient and
direct ways to provide assistance. Un-
der the leaching provision, the unprofit-
able company in a leasing transaction
realizes about 20 percent or less of the
value of the tax credits it sells. Eighty
percent or more goes to benefit the
wealthy firm that needs no additional
tax breaks.

If we apply that ratio to the $27 bil-
lion to be spent through this provision
during the next few years, it means that
$21 billion will benefit profitable cor-
porations and only $6 billion will go to
corporations facing financial difficulty.
It is the eouivalent of running a welfare
program in which $4 is paid to wealthy,
nonneedy persons for every dollar paid
;;g efihe truly needy. It is clearly unjust-

There is one additional class of non-
needy persons who are profiting im-
mensely from this “leeching” provision,
and that is the corporate law firms that
arrange these tax marriages between cor-
porations. The typical fee for brokering
one of these deals is one-quarter of 1
percent of the tax credits involved. At
that rate corporate law firms will pick
up about $67 million in fees during the
next 5 years. At a time when we are
slashing legal aid for the poor, I wonder
if we really want to subsidize corporate
law firms.

We should consider also the basic
question of whether it is good public pol-
icy to permit selling and trading or Fed-
eral tax credits. If it is good policy then
the privilege should not be reserved to
corporations, but extended to the aver-
age taxpayer.

After all, many individual Americans
today have Federal tax deductions
which they cannot fully use, or cannot
use as well as others, For example, a tax-
payer with a $10.000 annual income may
have during 1 year a serious illness in-
volving $15,000 in medical bills. Obvious-
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ly he cannot deduct his full medical ex-
penses from his income. Should we per-
mit him to sell his excess medical deduc-
tions to the highest bidder? After all,
the medical deductions would be worth
$7,500 to a wealthly, healthy taxpayer in
a 50 percent tax bracket.

Or consider the $1,000 personal ex-
emption allowed each taxpayer. For a
person in the 20 percent tax bracket,
that exemption provides a tax reduction
of $200, but for a person in the 50 per-
cent tax bracket the same exemption is
worth $500. Should we permit those in
the lower income brackets to auction off
their exemptions to higher income tax-
payers? A wealthy taxpayer might pay,
for example, $350 for the exemption,
providing an extra $150 to the low-in-
come person, and an extra $150 tax
break to the well-off taxpayer.

The fact is that we do not allow
this kind of commercial trading of tax
breaks among individuals and we should
not permit it among corporations.

Finally, Mr. President, to underscore
the size of this corporate tax loophole,
let us consider what the Federal Gov-
ernment might do with that $27 billion
if we did not give it away to corporations.

That $27 billion is more than double
the projected deficit in the social securi-
ty trust fund over the next 5 years. That
$27 billion would fully fund, for the next
10 years, the program of basic educa-
tional opportunity grants to needy col-
lege students at the current budget level.

The leasing provision of the 1981 Tax
Act clearly was a mistake. It was adopted
without hearings in either the House of
Representatives or the Senate. It slipped
through without a shred of debate on the
floor of the House or the Senate.

David Stockman, Director of the Office
of Management and Budget, comment-
ing in his Atlantic magazine interviews
on the tax bill said, “The hogs were
really feeding. The greed level, the level
of opportunism, just got out of control.”

Mr. President, the hogs have fed off
the taxpayers long enough through the
leasing provision. It should be repealed
promptly.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of my bill repealing the lease provisions
of the Economic Recovery Tax Act of
1881 be printed in the REcorbp.

There being 10 objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

S. 1808

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. REPEAL OF SPECIAL LEASING RULES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section
168 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1054
(relating to accelerated cost recovery system)
Is amended by striking out paragraph (8)
and redesignating paragraphs (9) through
(11) as paragraphs (8) through (10), re-
spectively.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Paragraph (5) of section 168(f) of
such Code (relating to short taxable years)

is amended by striking out the last sentence
thereof.

(2) Subsection (a) of section 1245 of such
Code (relating to gain from disposition of
certain depreciable property) is amended by
striking out paragraph (6).

Sgc. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE.

December 1, 1981

The amendments made by this Act shall
apply to agreements entered into after Jan-
uary 1, 1982.¢

By Mr. DURENBERGER :

S. 1897. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an addi-
tional 3 years to amend governing instru-
ments to meet the requirements for gifts
of split interests to charity, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

THARITABLE REMAINDER TRUST BILL

® Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. President,
today I am introducing a bill to extend
for 1 year expiring provisions permitting
the reformation of charitable remainder
trusts. The current tax laws governing
deferred giving to charity are complex
and have been strictly construed by the
Treasury Department and the Internal
Revenue Service in their regulations and
rulings.

To alleviate the problems of unquali-
fied, or nondeductible, gifts of partial
interests, Congress in 1974 granted tem-
porary relief permitting the reformation
of such gifts so as to permit unqualified
gifts to be revised and thereby become
deductible. The relief was temporarily
extended by Congress in 1976, 1978, and
1980. This fourth temporary extension
will give charities, the Treasury, and the
Congress time to work out a permanent
solution that all parties now acknowledge
is needed.

My distinguished colleague, BARBER
CowaBLg, is introducing similar legisla-
tion in the House of Representatives.
I hope that both bodies will take action
on this proposed legislation before exist-
ing law expires on December 31, 1981.
The revenue loss is small and is really
only the loss of tax windfalls—taxes the
Treasury would not have received if the
gift of the property had conformed to the
existing, very technical, law.

Mr. President, as the Federal Govern-
ment reduces its direct support for many
activities in the social service, education,
health, and other areas, we in Congress
must do what we can to encourage alter-
native delivery systems such as charita-
ble organizations. This bill is a small but
important part of this effort to limit tax
obstacles to increased individual support
of charitable organizations.®

By Mr. BOREN:

S. 1898. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt certain
vehicles, trailers, bodies, chassis, parts,
and accessories used for farming pur-
poses from the excise tax and from the
highway use tax imposed on such prop-
erty; to the Committee on Finance.
EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN FARMING EQUIPMENT

FROM CERTAIN TAXES

® Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, today I
am introducing legislation to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt
from excise taxes trailers designed to be
used with light duty vehicles for farming
purposes or for transporting horses or
livestock.

Congress acted in 1971 to amend sec-
tion 4061 of the Internal Revenue Code
to exclude from the manufacturer’'s ex-
cise tax certain bodies and chassis of
trucks, buses, ftruck trailers, and
semitrailers.
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Congress passed this legislation with
the intent of exempting from the tax the
majority of farm ranch trailers, includ-
ing all but the three-axle trailers of the
so-called gooseneck configuration.

The exclusion of these truck trailers
and semitrailer chassis and bodies, ap-
plies if the chassis and bodies are suit-
able for use with a trailer or semitrailer
having a gross vehicle weight of 10,000
pounds or less.

However, unrealistically low limits are
imposed upon trailers intended to be
used for farming or for horse or livestock
transport purposes because of very tech-
nical regulations, rulings, and procedures
which IRS has issued to administer this
law. These restrictive administrative
practices have severely limited the use of
the exclusion in the case of these farm
and ranch trailers.

Only a small number of producers—
many of whom are currently involved in
disputes with the IRS in some States—
manufacture the trailer in question.
Some 15,000 people are employed by this
industry. Because of the small size of the
industry and because the industry does
not have precise engineering standards
or specifications, it is almost impossible
for the industry to respond to the strict
limitations which IRS is seeking to
impose.

A further hardship is imposed because
the IRS lacks sufficient personnel to en-
force payment of the tax by all produc-
ers. Therefore, IRS often fails to assess
the tax on some marginal producers, pri-
marily welding shops which may only
build two or three frailers a year. This
puts “legitimate” trailer producers at a
competitive disadvantage.

Under Treasury regulations, the pri-
mary determinant of gross vehicle
weight is the maximum load-carrying
capability of the axles. Often producers
of farming trailers used for transporting
horses and livestock use the same axles
that recreational vehicles and motor
homes use because of the availability
and reasonable cost of these axles. Due
to the purpose for which these axles are
designed, they are often rated at more
than 10,000 pounds of gross vehicle
weight.

Regardless of the use of “RV” axles for
horse and livestock trailers, these trail-
ers are truly used for farming purposes.
As such, these trailers should be eligible
for the light duty truck exemption.

My bill would change current practices
to provide an exemption from the 10 per-
cent manufacturers’ excise tax in the
case of sales of farming vehicles, chassis
trailers, bodies and equipment which are
designed for use for farming purposes or
transporting horses or livestock.

Enactment of this legislati
greatly benefit both agﬂcuﬁtur& :.?ui vg}i]l;
trailer manufacturing industry. Because
the tax is passed on to consumers, in the
form of higher prices, its removal will
be helpful to agriculture. It also resolves
a tax inequity which these manufac-

turers have suffered und
tations of the law. s e

This legislation provides for
a more
equitable and sensible application of the
;x:anu!acturers' excise tax. The House
as previously passed simiiar legislation
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on two different occasions, and I think
it is time for the Senate to act on this
measure.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

5. 1898

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. EXCISE TAX EXEMPTION FOR CERTAIN
VEHICLES, TRAILERS, BODIES,
PARTS AND ACCESSORIES USED FOR
FARMING PURPOSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
4063 (a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
(relating to the exemption from the manu-
facturer's excise tax for certain farming
equipment) is amended to read as follows:

“(2) FARMING EQUIPMENT.—The tax im-
posed under section 4061 shall not apply in
the case of any vehicle, trailer, semitrailer,
body, chassls, part or accessory designed—

“{A) to process or prepare seed, feed, or
fertilizer for use on farms;

‘“(B) to haul feed, seed, fertilizer, or har-
vested crops to, from, or on farms;

“(C) to spread feed, seed. or fertilizer on
farms;

“(D) to load or unload feed, seed, fertilizer,
harvested crops, or livestock on farms;

“(E) to transport livestock to, from, or on
farms;

“(F) to feed livestock on farms; or

“(G) for any combination of the purposes
described in subparagraphs (A) through (F).
For purposes of the preceding sentence, the
term ‘farm’ has the meaning given such term
in section 6420(c) (2).".

(b) EFFeEcTIVE DATE—The amendment
made by this section shall apply with respect
to articles sold after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

Sec. 2. HicHwaY Use Tax ExXxEMPTION FOR
CERTAIN MoOTOR VEHICLES, TRAIL-
ERS, AND BSEMITRAILERS USED FOR
FarMiNG PURPOSES.

{(a) INn GeNERAL.—Section 4483 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1054 (relating to
exemptions from the highway use tax) is
amended by adding the following new sub-
section (d):

“(d) CERTAIN FARM VEHICLES—The tax
imposed by section 4481 on the use of high-
way motor vehicles shall not apply to any
motor vehicle, semitrailer, or trailer which—

“(1) is described in section 4063(a) (2).
and

“(2) is to be used for a purpose described
in section 4063(a) (2).".

(b) EFFecTIVE DATE~The amendment
made by subsection (a) of this section shall
be effective after the date of the enactment
of this Act.g

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

8. 473

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. DECONCINI)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 473, a bill
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 to provide that the amount of the
charitable deduction allowable for ex-
penses incurred in the operation of a
motor vehicle will be determined in the
same manner Government employees
determine reimbursement for the use of
their vehicles on Governent business.

5. BB1

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, his

name was withdrawn as a cosponsor of
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S. 881, a bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to strengthen the role of the
small, innovative firms in federally
funded research and development, and
to utilize Federal research and develop-
ment as a base for technological innova-
tion fo meet agency needs and to con-
tribute to the growth and strength of the
Nation's economy.
8. 1131

At the request of Mr. DanrForTH, the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. DENTON)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1131, a
bill to require the Federal Government
to pay interest on overdue payments and
to take early payment discounts only
when payment is timely made, and for
other purposes.

B. 1215

At the request of Mr. ProxmMire, the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. RoTH) and
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
ScamIiTT) were added as cosponsors of
S. 1215, a bill to clarify the circum-
stances under which territorial provi-
sions in licenses to distribute and sell
trademarked malt beverage products are
lawful under the antitrust laws.

8. 1272

At the request of Mr. Canwnon, the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. DUREN-
BERGER), the Senator from Pennsylvania
(Mr. HEmNz) , the Senator from Montana
(Mr. MeLcHER), and the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. MurkKowskKI) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1272, a bill to modify
certain airport and airway user taxes to
provide appropriate funding for the Air-
port and Airway Trust Fund, and for
other purposes.

8. 1450

At the request of Mr. CANNON, the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1450, a
bill to provide for the continued deregu-
lation of the Nation’'s airlines, and for
other purposes.

5. 1610

At the request of Mr. DaNFORTH, the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. Seec-
TER) and the Senator from Pennsylvania
(Mr. HEiNz) were added as cosponsors
of S. 1610, a bill to increase the excise
tax on cigarettes and to transfer the
revenues from such tax to the Federal
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund.

B. 1828

At the request of Mr. MovywniHAN, the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) and
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. DoLE)
were added as cosponsors of S. 1625, a
bill to authorize the President of the
United States to present on behalf of
Congress a specially struck gold medal
to the widow of Roy Wilkins.

5. 1651

At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. NICKLES)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1651, a
bill to combat international terrorism.

5. 16506

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INoUuYE) and
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. HEFLIN)
were added as cosponsors of S. 1656, a
bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to clarify certain requirements
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which apply to mortgage subsidy bonds,
and for other purposes.
B. 1875

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. Ran-
poLPH) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1675, a bill to help eliminate world
hunger and malnutrition and promote
global security.

8. 1701

At the request of Mrs. Hawkins, the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Forp), and
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. HupbLE-
sToN) were added as cosponsors of S.
1701, a bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to authorize the Attorney
General to acquire and exchange infor-
mation to assist Federal, State, and local
officials in the identification of certain
deceased individuals and in the location
of missing children and other specified
individuals.

5. 1780

At the request of Mr. RorH, the Sena-
tor from Nevada (Mr. Cannon), and the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. BUMPERS)
were added as cosponsors of S. 1780, a
bill to provide civil penalties for false
claims and statements made to the
United States, to recipients of property,
services, or money from the United
States, or to parties to contracts with the
United States, and for other purposes.

8. 1785

At the request of Mr. Nunn, the Sena-
tor from Virginia (Mr. Harry F. BYRp,
Jr.), and the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. East) were added as cospon-
sors of 8. 1785, a bill to increase the pen-
alties for violations of the Taft-Hartley

Act, to prohibit persons, upon their con-
victions of certain crimes, from holding
offices in or certain positions related to
labor organizations and employee bene-
fit plans, and to clarify certain responsi-
bilities of the Department of Labor.

5. 1838

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, the
Senator from Maine (Mr. CoHEN) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 1839, a bill to
amend the effective date provision of sec-
tion 403(b) (3) of the Windfall Profit Tax
Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-223) to fur-
ther defer the effective date of certain
provisions providing for the recognition
as income of LIFO inventory amounts.

8. 1840

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, the
Senator from Utah (Mr. Garn) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 1840, a bill to
amend section 170 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to increase the amounts
that may be deducted for maintaining
exchange students as members of the
taxpayer’s household.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 117

At the request of Mr. Boren, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. BoscHWITZ),
the Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON),
the Senator from Florida (Mr. CHILES),
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. Exon),
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Forp),
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. Gorp-
WATER), the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
HEFLIN), the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. HoLLinGs), the Senator from
EKentucky (Mr. HuppLEsTOoN), the Sen-
ator from Hawail (Mr. INouye), the
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Senator from Louisiana (Mr, JOEHNSTON),
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR)
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. MAaT-
TINGLY), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
MaTtsunaca), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. PressLEr), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. Pryor), the Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH),
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
ScaMmITT), the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. WirLiams), and the Senator from
North Dakota (Mr. ANDREWS) were added
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 117, a joint resolution to authorize
and request the President to designate
the week of January 17, 1982, through
January 23, 1982, as “National Jaycee
Week.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 121

At the request of Mr. MircHELL, the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEn-
NEDY), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
GLENN), and the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. Leany) were added as cosponsors
of Senate Joint Resoiution 121, a joint
resolution to provide for the designa-
tion of the year 1982 as the “Bicentennial
Year of the American Bald Eagle” and
the designation of June 20, 1982, as “Na-
tional Bald Eagle Day.”

SENATE RESOLUTION 238

At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the
Senator from Montana (Mr. MELCHER),
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. ZORIN-
sky), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
Inou¥E), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
MATTINGLY), the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. RiecLE), and the Senator from Ne-
vada (Mr. CANNON) were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Resolution 238, a res-
olution to retain the deductability from
personal taxes of interest paid on resi-
dential mortgages.

AMENDMENT NO. 638

At the request of Mr. DeConciNI, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 638 proposed to H.R.
4995, a bill making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal
vear ending September 30, 1982, and for
other purposes.

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR
PRINTING

NATIONAL DISABLED VETERANS
WEEK
AMENDMENT NO. 641
(Ordered to be printed and referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.)-
Mr. CRANSTON (for himself, Mr. Ran-

DOLPH, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. DECONCINI,

and Mr. MiIrcHELL) submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the joint resolution (S.J. Res.

123) authorizing and requesting the

President to proclaim “National Disabled

Veterans Week."”

AMENDMENT NO. 641 TO SENATE JOINT RESOLU~-
TION 123: PROPOSED NATIONAL DISABLED VET-
ERANS WEEK
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I am

today submitting, on behalf of myself

and Senators RANDOLPH, MATSUNAGA, DE-

Concini, and MITCHELL, an amendment

to Senate Joint Resolution 123, which

was introduced on Tuesday, Novem-
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ber 10, by Senator Havakawa to author-
ize and request the President to proclaim
the week of November 7, 1982, as Na-
tional Disabled Veterans Week.

Mr. President, as ranking minority
member of the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs, I strongly support the basic con-
cept, embodied in Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 123, of setting aside a week o honor
those veterans who incurred disabilities
in their service to our Nation as members
of the U.S. Armed Forces. The needs of
this group of veterans, together with the
survivors of those who have died from
service-connected causes, are the top-
priority concern in my work on the Vet-
erans' Affairs Committee. I believe that
it is most appropriate—as we continue
our efforts to insure that the programs
that the Congress has established to
provide these veterans with the compen-
sation, readjustment, health-care, and
other benefits that they need and deserve
are as effective and efficient as possible—
that a week be specially designated to
honor these veterans and recognize the
invaluable contributions that they have
made to our national security and wel-
fare. The proclamation of a special week
in their honor would also serve to remind
all our citizens of the great debt that
we owe this special group of veterans as
a result of the service they performed
and the sacrifices they made on behalf
of all of us.

Therefore, I congratulate Senator
Havakawa for having introduced this
resolution.

Indeed, I would support thie establish-
ment of a permanent week, not just one
in 1982, for this purpose.

However, Mr. President, there are a
number of changes that I believe should
be made in the resolution in order for it
to express more appropriately its basic
concept. These changes, which are in-
corporated in our amendment, although
suggested, unfortunately could not be
made before the resolution was intro-
duced.

Mr. President, I urge that the Judici-
ary Committee give our amendment its
most serious consideration in its deliber-
ations on the resolution and that that
committee and the Senate give the reso-
lution, with appropriate amendments,
prompt consideration so that adequate
time would be available following its en-
actment for preparations to make Na-
tional Disabled Veterans Week the well-
planned, widely observed occasion that it
should be.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that a document describing and showing
the changes that our amendment would
make in the resolution be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the docu-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SUMMARY AND CORDON RULE OF CHANGES PRO-
PosEpD To BE MADE IN THE PREAMBLE AND
BoODY OF SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 123 BY
AMENDMENT No. 641

. SUMMARY OF AMENDMENTS TO SENATE JOINT
RESOLUTION 123

The changes that our amendment would
make can be summarized as follows:

1. the tirst ciause ol the preamble makes
reference to ‘2,500,000 disabled veterans in
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the United Stated”; the amendment reads
2,300,000 veterans with disabilities resulting
from thelir service in the United States
Armed Forces”. This change 1s proposed be-
cause of the importance that the very first
part of the resolution make clear that the
veterans to be honored are those who suffer
from service-connected disabillitles and be-
cause, according to best information avall-
able to the Veterans' Affairs Committee, the
correct number, rounded to the nearest one
hundred thousand, is 2,300,000. The VA's
budget documents for fiscal year 1982 In-
clude data showing that there were 2,268,219
recipients of VA service-connected disability
compensation in fiscal year 1980 and projec-
tions that there were 2,275,707 reciplents in
FY 1981 and will be 2,281,007 in FY 1982. In
addition, there are an unknown number of
veterans who have disabilitles that they in-
curred as a result of active-duty service but
for which they are not receiving VA compen-
sation. However, there are no reliable esti-
mates that would warrant the use of a num-
ber larger than 2.3 million for this purpose.

2. The third clause of the preamble gives
certaln examples of the types of severe dis-
abilities that these veterans endure and
includes only one category of mental
disabllities—"delayed-stress syndrome”; the
amendment adds a reference to “other men-
tal disorders”. In providing examples of the
severe disabilities from which some veterans
suffer, it seems preferable to cite a broad
category that includes the most incapacitat-
ing disabllities, psychoses in this case, rather
than to name just one specific type of dis-
abllity that—although it can be very serlous
and Is a tragic consequence of combat ex-
periences for many—Is not as debilitating as
some other mental conditions.

3. The fourth clause of the preamble de-
clares that “16 to 35 percent of all disabled
veterans are jobless as a result of their dis-
abilities”; the amendment states instead
that service-connected disabled veterans
“consistently experience inordinately highk
rates of joblessness.” Unfortunately, due to
the manner in which employment data are
collected and analyzed, there are no reliable
data to support the use of any specific per-
centages of joblessness among service-con-
nected disabled veterans. Although it is gen-
erally agreed that disabled persons are sig-
nificantly more likely to be jobless than non-
disabled individuals, the Department of La-
bor’s Bureau of Labor Statistics does not
compile unemployment statistics on handi-
capped individuals generally or on disabled
veterans specifically. As numerous hearings
on the employment of veterans, including
service-connected disabled veterans before
the Veterans® Affairs Committee and the
Labor and Human Resources Committee
have demonstrated, it is most appropriate to
include a reference to joblessness as a spe-
clal, very significant problem that many
service-connected disabled veterans face.
However, in light of the unavallability of
rellable data, the more general reference to
the extent of this problem is called for.

4. In the fifth clause of the preamble and
in the text where references are made to dis-
abled veterans' contributions to “the wel-
fare” of our country, the amendment ex-
pands that characterization to include ref-
erences to their contributions to the “na-
tional security,” which was the primary ob-
Jective of these veterans' service. In addi-
tion, in the fifth clause of the preamble, the
amendment would include mention of the
fact that these veterans’ contributions
helped “our Nation preserve its freedom,
strength, and prosperity.”

5. The amendment makes certain clarify-
ing changes in the resolution.

B. CORDON RULE

Changes in the preamble and body of the
resolution that would be made by the
amendment are shown as follows (matter
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proposed to be omitted is shown in brackets,

new matter (and the ‘resolved clause”,

which is not changed) is printed in italic,

and other matter in which no change s pro-

posed is printed in roman without brackets) :
8.J. Res. 123 As AMENDED

Whereas there are [2,500,000 disabled vet-
erans in the United States] 2,300,000 vet-
erans with disabilities resulting from their
service in the United States Armed Forces;

‘Whereas these disabled veterans have sac-
rificed their well-being in the service of their
country;

Whereas many of these disabled veterans
endure severe disabilities, such as loss of
limb, paralysis, blindness, deafness, and
delayed-stress syndrome and other mental
disorders;

Whereas [16 to 35 percent of all disabled
veterans are jobless as a result of their dis-
abilities] these disabled veterans consistently
erperience inordinately high rates of job-
lessness; and

Whereas disabled veterans have made [im-
portant] vital contributions to the national
security and welfare by helping our Nation
preserve its freedom, sirength, and prosper-
ity: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President
is authorized and requested to issue a proc-
lamation designating the week of Novem-
ber 7, 1982, as “National Disabled Veterans
Week"”, in recognition of the contributions
[that disabled veterans have made to the
welfare of the United States, and calling
upon all Government agencies and the] that
veterans with service-connected disabilities
have made to the national security and wel-
fare of the United States and calling upon
Government agencies at the Federal, State,
and local levels and the people of the United
States to observe the week with appropriate
programs, ceremonies, and activities.

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR. HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TION ACT, 1982

AMENDMENT NO. 642

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mrs. HAWKINS (for herself, Mr. WiL-
L1ams, and Mr, CranNsTON) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the bill (H.R. 4560) making ap-
propriations for the Departments of La-
bor, Health and Human Services, and
Education, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1982,
and for other purposes.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION ACT, 1982
AMENDMENT NO. 643

(Ordered to be printed.)

Mr. HOLLINGS proposed an amend-
ment to the bill (H.R. 4995) making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1982, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 644

(Ordered to be printed.)

Mr. HOLLINGS proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 4995, supra.

NOTICES OF HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on behalf
of Mr. Maraias I wish to announce that
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the Committee on Rules and Administra.-
tion will hold a meeting on Tuesday, De-
cember 8, 1981, at 10 a.m., in room 301,
Russell Senate Office Building. The pur-
pose of the meeting is to receive testi-
mony on two proposals that would au-
thorize construction of a memorial to
Franklin Delano Roosevelt.

Senate Joint Resolution 95, introduced
by Senator Hartrierp, authorizes and di-
rects the Secretary of the Interior, sub-
ject to the supervision and approval of
the Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial
Commission, to proceed with the con-
struction of the Franklin Delano Roose-
velt Memorial in the District of Colum-
bia. S. 1638, introduced by Senator
Moyn1uaN, provides for the establish-
ment of a national memorial to FDR in
New York.

Those interested in testifying or sub-
mitting a statement for the record should
contact the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, 305 Russell Senate Office
Building, Washington, D.C. 20510, tele-
phone—224-6352.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I would like
to announce for the information of the
Senate and the public that the Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs will hold a
hearing on Tuesday, December 8, 1981, at
10 a.m. in room 3302 of the Dirksen Sen-
ate Office Building to discuss the nomi-
nation of Mr. Frederic V. Malek of Vir-
ginia to be a Governor of the U.S. Postal
Service for the term expiring Decem-
ber 8, 1989. For further information,
please contact Margaret Hecht at
224-4751.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL EXPENDITURES,

RESEARCH, AND RULES

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, the
hearing scheduled for December 3, 1981,
by the Subcommittee on Federal Expend-
itures, Research, and Rules, Committee
on Governmental Affairs, to consider the
uniform procurement system draft pro-
posal submitted to the Congress by the
Office of Federal Procurement Policy, has
been postponed at the request of the De-
partment of Defense. It is the intent of
the subcommittee to reschedule the hear-
ing in the near future.

AUTHORITY FOR A COMMITTEE TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON FOREICN RELATIONS

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Foreign Relations be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate on
Wednesday, December 2, at 1:30 p.m., to
hold a confirmation hearing on the nom-
inations of Kenneth Brown to be Ambas-
sador to the Congo and Francis McNa-
mara to be Ambassador to the Gabonese
Republic.

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

FNMA CARRYBACK/CARRY-
FORWARD AMENDMENT

® Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to express my support for S. 1883,
introduced by Senator Packwoop. As &
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cosponsor of this bill, I feel its passage
is necessary for a variety of reasons, the
most important of which is that hope-
fully it will help bring a little money to
the housing market. This amendment
would extend the Federal National Mort-
gage Association’s mnet operating loss
carryback to 10 years and carryforward
to 5 years, thus conforming the tax
treatment of FNMA to other financial in-
stitutions. At present, FNMA, like most
businesses, can carry back 3 years and
carry forward 15.

FNMA, a corporation chartered by
Congress, provides assistance and stabil-
ity to the home mortgage market. Today
FNMA holds $59 billion in home mort-
gages—1 out of every 20 in America.

In 1969, Congress created a longer
carryback provision for financial institu-
tions which invest heavily in real estate,
out of concern for the impact of market
swings. FNMA was simply overlooked in
1969 because the law establishing
FNMA'’s present charter was enacted in
1968, and FNMA's transition to private
status was not completed until 1970.

S. 1883 simply corrects this anomaly
by providing FNMA with the same carry-
back/carryforward treatment as other
financial institutions. This is entirely ap-
propriate in terms of tax equity or parity,
since FNMA's business and financial cy-
cles are closely linked to those of the
thrifts and other financial institutions.

This amendment will provide FNMA
with a needed planning and management
tool in 1982, although it will have no
budgetary impact until fiscal 1983. In
future years, its budgetary impact will be
determined by interest rate conditions.

In sum, this amendment’s long-range
impact is primarily to shift the revenue
loss for the Nation's housing and lending
institutions to a more propitious time.
That should help in these troubled
times.®

DISAPPEARANCE OF SISTERS JEAN
REIMER AND HELEN LAVALLEY IN
GUATEMALA

® Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that all Americans are affected by
the tragic loss of life that casts a dark
shadow over the future of Central Amer-
fca. Daily our newspapers are filled with
pictures and stories of diplomats. busi-
nessmen, and peasants being swiftly and
brutally murdered in the revolutionary
atmosphere engulfing the region, The
strife that is rending Central American
society is provoking extreme responses
from all sides. When this strife swallows
up innocent viectims our sadness is espe-
cially deep. This seemed to be the case
early last week when two Dominican
nuns who have been doing missionary
work in Guatemala were reported miss-
ing. Shortly after their disappearance, I
expressed my concern for the safety of
Sisters Jean Reimer and Helen Lavalley
to Gen. Romeo Lucas, President of
Guatemala. In response, I received a let-
ter from Mr. Carlos Toledo Vielmann, the
Public Relations Secretary to President
Lucas indicating that as soon as the Gov-
ernment learned that the two nuns were
missing they “immediately issued orders
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for the search, location, and rescue of
the missing ones.”

Concern for the safety of Sisters Rel-
mer and Lavalley was commendable and
fully warranted. Both of the sisters are
American citizens, and it is the duty of
the U.S. Government to protect its na-
tionals living abroad. However, Mr. Pres-
ident, it was entirely unwarranted to use
the concern for the well-being of the
two missionaries as a pretext for thinly
veiled accusations against the Govern-
ment of Guatemala.

I have thought that our country prided
itself on the tradition of innocent until
proven guilty. However, Americans who
implied that the Guatemalan Govern-
ment was responsible for the disappear-
ance of the two Dominican nuns turned
American tradition on its ear. They im-
puted guilt where later events proved no
crime was committed. Last week the two
missing nuns were located safe and
sound, and allegations that they were
abducted or murdered were proven false.

Mr. President. it concerns me that
prominent Americans would use this sort
of an occasion to launch an attack on
the Government of Guatemala. I do not
condone the human rights violations that
have occurred in Guatemala or other
countries of the region. However, we
must bear in mind that abuses in these
countries are due principally to the mili-
tary involvement of Cuba and the Soviet
Union in the affairs of the region. The in-
tervention of Cuba and the Soviet Union
have exacerbated the problems in the
region, and the constant stream of Soviet
and Cuban arms, supplies, and trained
personnel into Guatemala, and other
Central American countries have in-
creased the level of combat.

We cannot afford to be naive in these
matters. War does not conform to neat
rules. Innocent victims are sometimes
and unfortunately trapped between the
combatants. And in the type of terrorist
warfare promoted by the Cubans, inno-
cent victims are frequently the targets of
the combat. Even in our own Civil War,
civilian casualties were high.

These cruel facts should encourage us
to redouble our efforts to insure peace
throughout the world. But peace cannot
be bought at any price, and we must
remember that the overthrow of a gov-
ernment does not guarantee that a better
government will take its place. Iran,
Nicaragua, South Yemen, Ethiopia, the
Soviet Union, and Cuba are only a few
illustrations of this fact. I believe that
we should take these historical lessons to
heart and recognize that we can damage
our own national interests and the inter-
ests of improved human rights through-
out the world if we insist on treating
human rights of countries at war as our
paramount concern.

Mr. President, I am very happy that
Sisters Reimer and Lavalley were located
safe and sound, and I hope that this
happy ending will remind us all not to
leap again to conclusions until all the
facts are in.

Mr. President, I ask that the letter
from Mr. Vielmann mentioned earlier be
printed in the REcorb.

The letter follows:
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[Translation]
GUATEMALA,
November 27, 1981.
Senator PAULA HAWKINS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HAWKINS: In reply to your
kind Inquiry addressed to the President of
the Republic, General Romeo Lucas, regard-
Ing the fate of two Dominican nuns, one
priest and one young seminarist, whose dis-
appearance In Guatemala was reported five
days ago, I am pleased to advise you that
this group of religious people was located
safe and sound. I would like to inform you
that upon learning of their disappearance
through the U.S. Embassy, we lmmediately
issued orders for the search, location and
rescue of the missing ones.

I would like to take this opportunity to
make Your Honor aware of the fact that the
initial news concerning this case, as well as
the latest that has been published by the
press in that country, project the feeling
that these clergy people were kidnapped by
security agents from my government. This
is not the first time that this happens, since
there seems to be certain medla In your
country which bears a marked Intention to
present my government as a feroclous dic-
tatorship, capable of executing the most
horrendous crimes.

The blame for that adverse and unjust
propaganda, fostered and financed by the
Soviet Unlon, lles precisely on the hostlle
critiaue which is promoted In your coun-
try against the Guatemalan authorities,
who are engaged in a bloody fight against
the criminal elements that are attempting
to unstabllize our nation. These groups,
armed and tralned outslde Guatemala, are
committed only to the sinlster plans of in-
ternational communism, whose objective is
to sink Guatemala In a political and eco-
nomic chaos, as tactlcs serving the sirategy
of heeemonic control in our continent.

It is indeed regrettable that powerful in-
dividuals in the United States, completely
unaware of what is really happening in
Guatemala, are willing to become echo hoxes
of an evil propaganda agalnst my govern-
ment. That, in spite of the existing friend-
ship between our countries, we are treated
like enemies. And that, while the Soviet
Union is supplying the terrorists through
Cuba with all the warfare armaments that
they reauest, we are denled the right to pur-
chase the equipment we require to repel
their offensive.

My government respects and practices the
democratic values which are deeply treas-
ured in your country. General electlons for
the free cholce of a new Guatemalan govern-
ment are scheduled for March of the coming
year. But these pacific, orderly and legal
optlons are rejected by the guerrillas, whose
ralds, kidnappings and bombings, as well
as other terroristic tactics, are a direct at-
tack against the Guatemalan freedoms. It
is deplorable that some of your prominent
people have joined the agents of interna-
tional communism in their endeavor to
eradicate from our hemisphere all vestiges
of peace, order and justice.

I hope that authorized volces, llke your
own, speak up to straighten matters into
their proper place.

Respectfully yours,
CArRLOS TOLEDO VIELMANN,
Public Relations Secretary
of the Presidency.@

BICENTENNIAL YEAR OF THE
AMERICAN BALD EAGLE

® Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join in sponsoring Senate
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Joint Resolution 121, to provide for the
designation of the year 1982 as the “Bi-
centennial Year of the American Bald
Eagswe' and the designation of June 20,
1982. as “National Bald Fagle Day.”

In the 200 years since its designation
as our national symbol, the American
bald eagie has been sadly reduced in
numbers. Destruction of its natural habi-
tat by expanding development and en-
vironmental pollution is largely respon-
sible for the decline of this majestic bird.

Recent studies, however, indicate that
the bald eagle population has begun to
recover. This comeback is attributable to
the substantial efforts of various govern-
mental agencies, private groups, corpora-
tions, and individuals. The success of
their efforts with the American bald
eagle should inspire us to conserve all of
our precious national wildlife resources
and the habitat which is essential to
them.®

8. 1692: THE NEED FOR EXPEDITED
PORT DEVELOPMENT

@ Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. President, David A.
Howard, publisher of American Shipper
magazine, earlier this year wrote a most
interesting article that has only come to
my attention since our Subcommittee on
Water Resources reported S. 1692. Mr.
Howard argues that the shipping indus-
try is best served if the industry is willing
to pay the cost of new port development,
in return for expedited permitting and
development. I believe that this is a
sound position, and I believe it is one that
my colleagues should examine with care.

I ask that the article be printed in the
RECORD.

The article follows:
How 10 GET A 55-FT. CoAL PORT GOING IN A

Huary

(By David A. Howard)

An article commencing on page 82 of this
issue reports on the bill introduced by Sen-
ators Warner and Johnston to provide Fed-
eral financing and a fast-track approach to
dredging three American harbors to depths
of 55 feet to meet the needs of the export
coal trade. Assoclate Editor Larry Dennis
handled the story—Iiucluding the thorny
problem of reaction from areas which may be
denled 55-foot harbor depths at Federal ex-
pense. While there is little cuestion about
the need for 55-foot projects, the extra depth
will be beneficial to other types of trade—
oll, petrochemliecals, heavy industry—giving
the chosen ports advantages far beyond the
coal trade alone. Politics will come into play.
Larry’s articie Is stralght-forward, objective
reporting.

I addressed the same topic at & meeting of
the North Atlantic Ports Assoclation In
Washington December 4. Washington Editor
Tory Beargie covered the NAPA meeting

JARIUALY Aol blupgrer oy e 2y
specifically instructed him to skip over what
< LA 0 1 53 TS e 8 4 ¥L0 ) mine shong
appear here—iuot up front.

Here is the gist of what I sald:

I recommended that any port seeking a 55~
foot channel depth for coal ships should fl-
nance the project iiself and levy tolls agalnst
deep-draft vessels o pay for the project. 1
acknowledged that the word “toll” is a dirty
thought in the maritime industry, but led
my audience through a simple exercise In
mathematics to prove (I hope) my point.

I asked each member of the audience to
take out a pencil, the back side of an en-
velope or come other plece of paper, and
Jot down certain figures.
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(1) "In the upper right hand corner, jot
down the number of years It required to
complete your latest harbor deepening proj-
ect, from the time it was agreed the extra
depth was needed until the project was
completed and ready for use.” (I imagine
most everyone wrote a number between 15
and 20 years.)

(2) "Next, Jot down your rough estimate—
I'm sure you have one—of what it would
cost to deepen your harbor from its present
depth to 55 feet to handle the coal business.”

(3) “Divide that number by 10. It will give
you the approximate annual cost of paying
off the revenue or general obligation bonds
you must issue to finance the 55-foot proj-
ect.” (Actually, it 1s a high side figure. But
never mind. I didn't want anyone accusing
me of being low.)

(4) “For your next figure, write down the
approximate number of tankers and bulkers
which entered your port last year. Don't
worry about the size; some will be large;
some will be small.”

(5) "Now, divide that number in half. I'm
assuming here that if you have 556 feet of
water and attract larger ships, the actual
number of vessels will be smaller.”

(6) “Take the number of ships you just
wrote down and divide it into the annual
cost of paying off those bonds."

“That, good friends, is the average toll
which will have to be assessed agalnst each
deep draft ship taking advantage of the
extra depth you provide in going from your
present depth of channel to 565 feet.”

“It’s a rather frightening figure, I'm sure.

(7) "For your final figure, write down
the extra revenue a vessel owner will earn
on each voyage by being able to load to 55
feet instead of 42 feet or 38 feet, depending
upon the depth of your present channel.”

“This last figure will glve you some idea
of the toll which any bulk ship owner would
be very happy to pay—if you only gave him
the chance."

(A toll of about $1,000 per inch of draft
over 40 feet is a likely toll figure according
to my own calculations, but I forgot to
cover this point in my talk at Washinzton.)

Admittedly, the figures will not add up
for some ports. “If your harbor has a granite
base at 40 feet, maybe God never Intended
for you to be a coal shipping port.”

I pointed out that rail distance from coal
mines should have little to do with a port's
decision on whether to go after the coal
business, An extra hundred miles of reil
is next to nothing compared to the advantage
in ocean {freights obtained with a vessel
loaded to 55 feet.

Lastly, T made a supgestion ahount what
could be the most loglical point in the east-

n United States 1o develop a deep draft
harbor e:zpecially for the coal trade. It's
Panzma City, Florida, where the QGulf of
Mexico runs 100 feet to within a few hundred
vards of the Florida shoreline. A few miles
to the east, at Port St. Joe, the Gulf shallows
up agailn. To the west, at Pensacola, it
shallows up also. The ideal natural phenom-
enon occurs In the East only at Panama Clty
(uniess you conslder the South Florida ports
of Miami, Port Everglades, and West Palm

cach).@

MIAMI CONFERENCE ON THE
CARIBBEAN

® Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, Sun-
day evening I was privileged to introduce
Special Trade Representative William
Brock as the main speaker at the ses-
sion of the Fifth Annual Miami Confer-
ence on the Caribbean. The purpose of
this and the preceding conferences was
to open dialog on economic develop-
ment of the Caribbean basin nations.
Seven heads of State from Caribbean
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basin nations were in attendance as well
as scores of businessmen and government
officials from all over the region.

I have had a long-standing interest in
the affairs of the Caribbean basin be-
cause my home State of Florida is a
Caribbean State. Florida not only en-
gages in extensive trade with the Carib-
bean basin nations, but shares with the
region a common history, linguistic and
cultural ties. Though not commonly
thought of as such, because of Florida,
Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas, the
United States is a Caribbean nation as
well, and we share with other Caribbean
nations a stake in the future of the
region. Conferences such as this that
help harness the talents, resources, and
good will of private business for the
region’s economic development hold out
bright prospects for the future.

Mr. President, I ask that the state-
ments given by Dr. Robert V. West, Jr.,
president of the Caribbean/Central
American Action which sponsored the
conference, and Special Trade Repre-
sentative William Brock who was the
main speaker at the opening session be
printed in the Recorp following my re-
marks. I hope that my colleagues will
read these statements and learn further
about the administration’s ideas on the
Caribbean and the role that private
enterprise will play in bringing to this
important region long-term stability and
prosperity.

The statements follow:

REMARES oF DB. ROBERT V. WEST, JR.

Distinguished Members of the Head Table,
Ladies and Gentlemen:

I appreciate this opportunity on behalf
of Caribbean/Central American Action to
add some brief remarks to those of Gover-
nor Graham on the occasion of the opening
of this conference. Witnessing what appears
from this auspiclous beginning to be the
most successful and significant to date In
this series of Miami Conferences on the
€2l boan, cannot help but be struck
by the extent to which the concept of this
conference and the number and prominence
of its participants have grown in these few
short years.

Caribbean/Central American Action has
followed a parallel course during the same
period of time in its early development and
in its steadily growing reputation, corporate
support and range of activities.

I like to belleve that both of these devel-
opments—the blossoming of the Miami
Conference and of C/CAA—reflect the fact
that an idea many of us have had for a
long time is now an idea whose time has
come.

in the context of U.S. pollcy, for those of
us in this country, the crux of the idea is
recognizing that both the U.S. private sector
and the United States as a nation have a
major stake in the healthy future of Carib-
bean countries, and both our business com-
munity and our government need to inten-
sify their efforts to deal with the problems
threatening that future.

In & broader context transcending our re-
spective national concerns, the idea 15 a
coviction that a private-sector oriented de-
velopment approach in the final analysis has
the most to offer the developing world. and
that the Carlbbean is a singularly appropri-
ate region in which to demonstrate that fact
to skeptics In our midst and around the
globe.

Tonight we have an opportunitv to hear
& representative of President Reagan's Ad-
ministration set forth the U.S. Government's
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concept and approach at the highest policy
level to the challenges it perceives in the
region. Ambassador Brock is a particularly
appropriate individual to deliver this mes-
sage since as U.S. Trade Representative he
has been designated as inter-agency coordi-
nator of the Administration’s Caribbean
Basin Initiative. Tomorrow morning and at
the subsequent luncheons and dinners on
the program, leaders of Caribbean and Cen-
tral American nations will present a simi-
larly high-level policy overview of their per-
ceptions and approaches to the challenges
facing the region.

I would be very surprised if any of these
public-sector presentations fail to touch in
some way upon the question of the role of
the private sector in development—the ex-
tent to which such a role of reliance upon it
is useful, adequate, appropriate, feasible
and/or important.

Complementing this governmental policy
perspective, the intensive working sessions of
the conference focus on factors that make a
private-sector development strategy feasible
from the point of view of the private sector
itself.

President Reagan at Cancun and elsewhere
has announced that U.S. development policy
will emphasize trade and investment and
those ald programs that support them.

Numerous governments across the Carib-
bean have come to power in the last two
years on & platform emphasizing develop-
ment, through enterprise as well as better
relations with the United States.

The fact that many of those governments,
and others throughout the region, are repre-
sented at this conference by their chief ex-
ecutive or high-level cabinet members itself,
indicates the importance they place on the
issues and the implementation of private-
sector based development strategies.

All this not only means we can act now as
we never have before, but that we must act
now or run the risk of forfelting the oppor-
tunity for the indefinite future. The same
optimism that has accompanled the resur-
gence of private-sector organizations, and
the return to political leadership of govern-
ments eager to stimulate appropriate enter-
prise, will turn quickly to greater cynicism
and hostility than in the past if the promises
don’'t materialize. We're looking at a short
window in time, probably no longer than the
terms of office of the governments elected on
the enterprise platform. Until our own talk
of private enterprise starts translating into
actual jobs, actual export markets, actual
Joint ventures, it is just a theory to its Carib-
bean audience, and its popularity will vanish
if we can't make it work.

All eyes are on the U.S. Government right
now to see If we are going to make it through
that brief opening of opportunity or not. The
announcement of the Caribbean Basin Initi-
ative, the appointment of the Rockefeller
Committee on Jamaica, the visits and con-
sultations by U.S. officials with public and
private sector leaders in the region to de-
velop ideas for the Initiative—all these are
signs that have created a tremendous amount
of hope and expectation in the region, laced
with a degree of skepticism in some quarters
as a result of past disappointments. I believe
that the Administration’s participation in
this conference itself gives substantial cause
for renewed optimism. The telephone words
of greeting from the President, the presence
here of Ambassador Brock, and the participa-
tion of numerous other U.S. Government of-
ficlals both as panel speakers and as confer-
ence registrants, indicate a true desire not
just to deliver a message, but to listen and
learn, and to build more insights into policies
now under development.

In this context, I think it is appropriate to
point out that there are three separate mes-
sages which the Caribbean and the U.S. busi-
ness communities are waiting to hear from
the Reagan Administration. The details of
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the policy package—new trade or investment
incentives or the like—are only the first.
There is also a desire for a basic sense that
the U.S. Government truly understands that
economic needs are at the heart of the polit-
lcal challenges in the region. And there is a
need for reassurance that when the Govern-
ment says private sector activity will play the
lead role, it means to go out and mobilize
it—not that it believes the whole scenario
will just happen automatically.

Trusting that we will have a better grasp
of all these matters after this evening’s pres-
entation, I will proceed to a final point. And
that is that if the U.S. Government and the
governments in the region are feeling the
pressure to perform, the U.S. business com-
munity should be feeling it even more. For
the ball is truly in our court now.

We are the ones who for years have said
that developing countries have relled too
much on governmental actlon instead of
private enterprise.

We are the ones who have criticized tra-
ditional U.S. development aid programs and
urged greater involvement for business.

We are the ones who have complained
that the United States Goverment hasn't
done enough to show support for foreign gov-
ernments friendly to private enterprise.

Now is our chance to perform or forever
hold our peace. I am optimistic. The people
in this room tonight have come here with
high hopes. A conference like this should
produce some actual results.

I believe we will have failed if the partic-
ipants here from governments in the region
leave without a stronger sense that the U.S.
private sector is able and willing to address
their needs.

I believe we will have failed if the repre-
sentatives of U.S. corporations in this gather-
ing leave without a new commitment to ac-
tively seek opportunities in the Caribbean.

We do not intend to fail.

We intend to demonstrate that a private-
sector based development strategy will work
in the Caribbean because we know it can,
we know it must, and we intend to see that
it does.

ApprESs BY Ampassapor WinLiam E. BrRoCcK

I don't have to tell you that this Confer-
ence finds our nations standing at a cross-
roads. I don't have to tell you that for too
many years we have struggled, albeit with
good intentlons, but as yet unsuccessfully
with a recurring economic malaise in the
Caribbean Basin.

There is no easy solution, and it's about
time that we all realized that.

At the recent summit in Cancun, President
Reagan addressed the real issues of develop-
ment and urged that overly ambitious and
unrealistic solutions not be allowed to con-
tinue to divert us from the practical steps
that can be taken now to promote progress.
particularly at the billateral and regional
level. The true benefits of development are
to be found in concrete and often compli-
cated activities, not in abstract formulas or
grand designs.

The problems of the Caribbean are serious,
and are having a spillover effect outside the
Basin. President Reagan has been clear that
he places a high priority on helping to solve
those problems. The kind of approach he
wants to take, and that I believe we all want,
is one which will focus on the long-term
economic well-being of the nations of the
Caribbean: Approaches which aren't depend-
ent solely or largely on government assist-
ance or which raise expectations that can't
be realized.

We have been the subject of some criticism
from those who ask: “Why is this Caribbean
Basin Initiative taking so long to develop?”
“When will the promised ‘unveiling' take
place?”

There is a pretty simple answer. It wouldn't
have taken very long to come forward with a
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‘quick-fix’ solution . . . or to have announced
a unilateral program that was developed
without the benefit of the views of the peo-
ple it was designed to help.

And the unveiling? Well, we're not en-
gaged in this effort for its public relations
aspects.

Over the last slx months, we have been
engaged in the task of melding trade, in-
vestment, and financial assistance measures
into a workable approach to regional devel-
opment. We have been seeking a coherent
and integrated package that would give us
the best chance of unleashing the kind of
energy; the kind of serlous interest among
entrepreneurs that could turn the prevail-
ing economic outlook on its head. We have
not reached for panaceas because we know
they don't exist. Instead, we have consid-
ered how we might join with other in-
terested countries to energize the spirit of
self-help which already exists in the area.

It was quickly apparent that, in some
cases, the measures being considered might
be viewed as a departure from traditional
U.S. practice in the program areas affected.
You may take it as an indication of our se-
riousness and of our deep-felt concern for
the problems of the Caribbean Basin that at
no time during our internal discussions have
we precluded adoption of a measure solely
because it might depart from traditional
policy. This flexibility was communicated
during our consultations with potential
beneficliaries, and it had the welcome effect
of opening dialogues that were frank and
absent of any divisive rhetoric.

If the Initiative is to break new ground,
we must make our Congress a partner in
the process. Therefore, the Administration
has begun consultations with our legisla-
tors. We have also been working closely
with representatives of the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands so as
to ensure that the Initliative has both the
benefit of their perspectives on regional de-
velopment, and takes into account their
development needs.

We also came to realize that an integrated
program would be far less effective it we
moved ahead without the active participa-
tion of a number of major regional lenders,
including Venezusla, Mexico, and Canada.
The three nations I've mentioned are all
major contributors now—proportionately
greater than we. We need to mobilize their
own special problem-solving approaches to
effectively deal with the complex range of
issues. We have, therefore, adopted a coopera-
tive approach, which is collegial in planning,
will allow contributors individual scope, and
is focused on measures tailored to the spe-
clal problems of each of the beneficiaries, We
are deeply grateful that Mexico, Canada, and
Venezuela have each shown an intense inter-
est in cooperative eflorts designed to achieve
mutual objectives in this cause.

Let me return to the subject of our con-
sultations with the Governments and private
sectors of the potential beneficiaries. Al-
though time consuming, we have learned a
great deal through this process. We are
gratified by the sense of common vision that
has begun to develop, and we will proceed to
the implementation phase only with the con-
currence and support of the nations whose
development is tied to the measures con-
templated.

Our consultations generally began with a
review of the current local economic and
business climate. Without a predictable and
favorable setting for an expansion in invest-
ment and production, it would be pointless
for us to even consider measures in the trade
and financial assistance areas. We found that
there had been, and continued to be, a tend-
ency to view investment attraction primarily
as an issue of incentives—both direct or
through special tax treatment. On the other
hand, it was acknowledged that international
business still viewed some parts of the Carib-
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bean and Central American Basin as high-
risk areas.

To change this perception, it was generally
concluded that bilateral investment treaties
covering such issues as right-of-entry, na-
tional treatment, expropriation, and dispute
settlement procedures would be helpful, if
such treaties meet the self-determined needs
of the area's nations. Clear rights and guar-
antees to investors, and predictable stand-
ards of investment treatment would be
powerful signals of national commitment to
market-oriented solutions to economic prob-
lems.

While investment treaties would amelio-
rate some of the element of risk that reduces
the level of private sector activity, there is
still a need for political risk insurance that
is now in part available from our own Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation and
from similar national entities in developed
countries. Interest in this type of risk cover-
age also exists among the middle and upper-
income developing countries.

Therefore, we have been exploring the
feasibility of a multilateral political risk in-
surance institution which would be open to
investors from all nations and which would
extend the scope of risk coverage to fill gaps
which currently exist under the OPIC-type
arrangements. Investment in the Basin must
come from the broadest group of contribu-
tors, and this strongly argues for an ex-
panded insurance program.

In another context, potential host govern-
ments were generally satisfied with the eflec-
tiveness of the OPIC investment promotion
program, particularly the special country
missions, and we have plans to expand these
operations over the coming months.

One obstacle to restoring business confi-
dence widely cited by Basin nations is the
lack of short-term financial resources. Or-
dinary, short-term commercial credit has al-
most disappeared in some states of the re-
glon—and this is a major factor in an un-
folding economic nightmare for these na-
tions. The problem is so acute in some na-
tions that existing enterprises are without
access to sufficlent working capital to carry
on with their production. Small manufac-
turing concerns are the first to be hit by the
credit squeeze since limited resources are
being directed in the first instance to public
sector programs and then to larger com-
panies.

We are most anxlous to be able to re-
spond—to the extent our own resources will
permit—to the liquidity crisis. But we seek
to do this in a way that reinforces our fun-
damental long-term objectives by combining
additional financial assistance with oppor-
tunities for trade and investment. In this
way, the beneficiaries will have an improved
potential for meeting future credit obliga-
tions. We hope to be able to forge a multi-
nation response soon.

Another means of generating greater en-
trepreneurial interest—and one which has
had support from private enterprise in the
Basin and in the United States—would be to
implement changes in U.S. tax treatment for
investors. We also know that existing tax
policy is based on extended experience. Ac-
cordingly, we will have to carefully examine
the range of proposals for tax code and tax
treaty initiatives which were proposed to us,
recognizing their potential importance as a
means of promoting increased private sector
interest in the region.

Our mutual goals for new investment in
the region and the maximum utilization of
existing productive capacity cannot be real-
ized without a healthy outlook for trade.
There can be no question that substantial
export markets currently exist which can be
developed and secured by the region’s pri-
vate sector. The United States provides ex-
tfremely favorable access for most manufac-
tured exports from the region. The post-
Tokyo Round U.8. duty structure contains
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few rates over five percent. Duty-free access
for most products is provided the Caribbean
Basin nations and other developing coun-
tries under the U.S. Generalized System of
Preferences.

During our consultations with the poten-
tial beneficlary states, we were struck by the
fact that exporters and governments con-
tinued to find our GSP difficult to under-
stand and use, despite frequent seminars.
There is confusion surrounding the petition
process and problems in predicting product
eligibility under the existing value-added
and country-of-origin criteria.

We remain convinced that, over time, ex-
porters of the Basin must be able to reap
more fully the benefits of the GSFP system.
But we recognize the importance of ex-
panded trade as an engine of growth for the
region. We have come, therefore, to consider
a more tailored and simplified extension of
duty-free access for the Basin, within the
constraints of our international obligations
under the General Agreement on Tarlffs and
Trade and other international accords such
as the Multifiber Arrangement.

If such a further modification of our tariff
policy can be justified on the basis of its im-
pact upon private sector actlvity In the re-
glon, and if we are satisfled that the bene-
ficlaries are taking all feaslble steps to cre-
ate a domestic economic and political cli-
mate conducive to private enterprise, then I
am personally willing to recommend that we
move to something approaching a one-way
free trade area in most product sectors—not
only to insure stable market access, but
equally to create a magnet for world-wide
Investment interest.

Returning to the guestion of capital avail-
abilty, we were struck during our consulta-
tions by the breadth and number of truly
worthy public sector capital projects that are
under consideration and which would be
supportive of our mutual efforts to spur com-
merclal expansion. There are also a host of
initiatives in the areas of technical assist-
ance, training for public sector managers,
techniques of modern marketing, and so
forth which are competing for scarce fi-
nancial resources, In this setting, I think
there is a demonstrated need for increased
financial assistance, which contributors and
international institutions should help fund.

Turning from the potential elements of the
Initiative to the environment in which it's
being developed, intensive consultations
with the Basin countries, the Nassau Four,
and others interested in this Initiative, both
at home and abroad, has been a hallmark of
our policy-making process. This is a time-
consuming but vital component to the for-
mulation of sound policy.

This practice of prior consultation with
our neighbors must become a common
feature of our policy-making process. In the
trads area, previous consultations have been
conducted mainly when the U.S. was con-
sidering the adoption of measures that might
negatively affect one or more of our neigh-
bors. But perhaps ignored has been the press-
ing need to consult on common problems
and opportunities, in a spirit of coopera-
tion—not confrontation.

This kind of exchange of views should be-
come routine and not be confined to trade is-
sues. Divisive problems should not be the
only catalyst for such exchanges. Opportu-
nities abound not only for consultation but
for jointly-sponsored projects within the
hemisphere.

For this reason, I believe a meeting of trade
ministers from the Latin American and Car-
ibbean countries would be very welcome and
provide all of us an opportunity to discuss
the Trade Agenda for the next decade In
preparation for the 1982 GATT Ministerial
meeting.

One specific Agenda item for which we
share with the countries of Latin Amerlca
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and the Caribbean a desire for more effective
international discipline is the matter of safe-
guard actions. The United States soon will
suggest a work program on safeguards that
will provide a basis for subsequent GATT
Ministerial consideration. We hope that the
countries of Latin America and the Carib-
bean will support this work program and its
long-term objectives,

The GATT Ministerial should be viewed
by the Latin American and Caribbean nations
as an opportunity to raise legitimate con-
cerns regarding the operation of the multi-
lateral trading system.

A successful GATT Minlisterial will help
to reduce present uncertainties associated
with making the transition to freer trade
policles. It is our hope that the Ministerial
will start a new effort that will result in sig-
nificant benefits for Latin American and Car-
ibbean countries that pursue pragmatic,
market-oriented policies of trade expansion
and diversification.

I would lke to conclude by reiterating the
importance we place on a multi-faceted Car-
ibbean Basin Initiative. We need a stable
platform for development—resting on three
strong supporting pillars—trade, investment,
and ald. A fourth leg is cooperation, and co-
operation means listening to what others
have to say and giving them an opportunity
to consider and respond to what you have in
mind. The result will be a new sense of our
common purpose.

We are being careful not to overstate what
can be achieved by our mutual efforts. Some
of what we do will have an immediate, posi-
tive effect; but by far the greatest benefits
may not be felt for many years. Future gen-
erations will thank us for our patience and
restraint and for our concern for the future
as well as for the present.@

ADDRESS BY JACK W. FLYNT,
NATIONAL COMMANDER OF THE
AMERICAN LEGION

@ Mr. MITCHELL. Mr, President, on
November 14, the National Commander
of the American Legion, Jack W. Flynt,
addressed the Maine Department of
the American Legion at the Napoleon
Ouellette Post No. 24 in Rumford,
Maine. Mr. Flynt's remarks convey the
sense of the frustration and anger that
many veterans, especially Vietnam vet-
erans, have experienced since viewing
the portrayal of Vietnam veterans in the
PES show, “Frank: A Vietnam Veteran.”
There are millions of Vietnam veterans
who are well-adjusted, productive mem-
bers of our society. These men and women
deserve our respect and gratitude.

There are, however, many others who
continue to suffer from scars, both physi-
cal and psychological, inflicted during
the Vietnam war. To these men and
women, we have an obligation that we
must not ignore. We must continue our
increasing efforts to resolve the contro-
versies surrounding the provision of
health care for these veterans and work
iéo see that our debt to them is paid in
ull.

The maintenance of an independent
and viable VA hospital and health care
system is an essential element of our
commitment to our Nation's veterans.
As Commander Flynt notes, this system
must remain committed to the needs of
all veterans. As a member of the Senate
Veterans' Affairs Committee, I will work
to see that we do not lose sight of this
vital goal.

Mr. President, I ask that the full
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text of Commander Flynt’s remarks be
printed in the Recorp along with a bio-
graphical sketch of Commander Flynt.
The material follows:
REMARKS BY JACKE W. PLYNT

Last month . . . I sat at a long low table
in a darkened conference room in our Wash-
ington headquarters . . . to preview a video
tape of a Public Broadcasting Service Vet-
erans Day special. When I walked into that
conference room . . . I glanced around the
room at those gathered there to view the tape
with me. I had no idea the danger I was in

. . the risk I was taking . .. not only by
being in a darkened room with ten or fifteen
Vietnam veterans . . . but by working closely
... day in and day out ... with a professional
staff made up of nearly 60 percent Vieinam
veterans.

Well, if I believed what I was to see Lhat
day . .. If “Frank: A Vietnam Veteran” is
typical . . . as the Public Broadcasting Serv-
Ice would have us believe . .. then I take my
life in my hands every time I deal with our
national staff. For gathered at that table
with me—all from the Vietnam war—was a
Silver Star winner ... a combat medic . . .
an infantry platoon leader . .. a retired Air
Force colonel . . , to name only a few. All of
them are . . . I belleve , . . the best in the
country at what they do . . . all of them
are professionals, committed to serving
America's veterans through service to God
and Country. What I saw in “Frank: A Viet-
nam Veteran" caused me, not fear . . . not
distrust. No. What it caused was sorrow . . .
and not a little anger. Sorrow . . . that so
many fine Americans were about to be
painted black by one broad brush stroke
... Anger . . . that the sacrifices and suffer-
ing of so many fine men and women were to
be treated with so little dignity...so little
respect.

Those of you who have seen the program
++. know what I felt . . . you saw what I saw

. and your outrage must equal my own.

Why? Because of the contrast such a pro-
gram provides with the proper recognition
all veterans so richly deserve.

Three days ago . . . on Veterans Dev..-1
stood In the warm Texas sunshine . . . be-
fore one of the most revered symbols of
liberty in my home state . . . Indeed, in the
nation. I stood before the Alamo . . . to join
with thousands of other Americans to honor
our veterans. I was privileged to lay a wreath
before the tomb of one who died for this
country . . ., and to participate in a grand
parade to honor those who fought . . . and
lived to fight agaln, if necessary, for America.
It was a special day, full of pageantry and
tradition. On that day in Texas . . . Amer-
ica’s veterans were honored with dignity . . .
and with the respect and gratitude they so
richly deserve.

But as I spoke, my heart was heavy...
knowing that elsewhere, a whole generation
of this country's veterans were not so hon-
ored. They . . . and much of the nation ., . .
saw their ability questioned . . . their motives
suspected . . their performance in war
called disgraceful . . . by the implication
that “Frank” was typical. But worse, a gen-
eration of veterans . , . who themselves have
fought hard for the respect they deserve . . .
had their characters sullied once again,
After years of silent suffering . . . and years
of fighting for their rights . . . they felt old
wounds reopened...old prejudices revived

-.and old stereotypes renewed.

That, ladies and gentlemen, is the legacy
of “Frank: A Vietnam Veteran." It is &
legacy the Veterans of Vietnam do not
deserve.

Here in the department of Maine, you know
that as well as I do. Your record of success
in dealing with the real . . . not imagined
- - » Problems of Vietnam veterans, have long
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been a source of inspiration to the rest of
the national organization. The battle In
which you ... even today . .. are embroiled
.+ . over your right to continue to operate
the DVOP program . underscores not
only your ability to do a tough job well . ..
but more, your willingness to fight for the
right to do that job, Your unequalled suc-
cesses in placing veterans in jobs—at a rate
three times that achieved by government
agencies at less than half the cost—proves
two things to me:

It shows that the Leglonnaires of Maine
can make natlonal programs work, and work
right, But more, it shows that the implica-
tions of “Frank: A Vietnam Veteran" are
wrong. The veterans of Vietnam can work

. they will work . . . and they can be
important contributors to society—if they
are given the chance. That is the real dam-
age done by the PBS program. Barriers that
have been knocked down—education, em-
ployment, social—knocked down by the hard
work and commitment of dedicated caring
people like yourselves—can go up again, if
the stereotype and prejudices included in
“Frank" take hold anew. We of the American
Legion cannot allow that to happen.

Dedication to America’s Interests is an
attribute common to members of The Ameri-
can Legion. It is strong here . . . it is strong
across the National Organization , . . and
it is strong among the Vietnam veterans in
our ranks.

In Washington, Vietnam veterans <
under the direction of the National Security/
Foreign Relations Commission . . . carry out
the mandates of the national organization in
matters dealing with our active military . . .
our alliances . . . our relatlonships with all
nations. Our Economic Commission relies on
the abilitles and talents of a Vietnam Vet-
eran . . . to see that the mandates of em-
ployment and job security for veterans are
carried out. And our legislative interests on
Capitol Hill are protected by some of the
best representatives any organization can
send to the offices of Congress.

I was in Washington on the day of the
critical AWACS vote in the United States
Senate. Less than two weeks before the vote,
the NEC resolved to support the sale . . .
and in that short period of time . . . your
legislative staff in Washington marshalled
the Legion's resources and ensured that our
views were known in the Senate. The 52-48
vote in favor of the sale was a victory you
can be proud of . . . for The American Le-
glon shares no small portion of the victory.
It was a victory not for a party, not for any
group . . . but a victory for the nation , . .
and for peace.

That, ladies and gentlemen, is the kind
of thing the Vietnam Veteran can accom-
plish. He is not alone. Like his fellow vet-
erans from all wars, he can do so much more.
Here in Maine, he tolls In your factories

. educates your children . . . mans your
police forces . . . treats your illnesses . . .
fights your fires. He builds your houses, edits
your newspapers, and yes, he prays with you.

Right now, his prayers may be a little
different. He may be praying that he not
be denied again . . . the respect that he has
eurned. He may be asking God that none
see fit to bar him from the job he deserves.
He may be asking that the insult to him

. at the hands of misguided broadcasters

. not cause others to reject service in de-
fense of the nation he suffered to protect.
And he may be asking for all of us to help.

We will not forget him.

We will fight alongside him for a resolu-
tion to his concerns over Agent Orange. We
will fight to maintain the VA hospital system
as one committed to the needs of all vet-
erans. We will fight for his right to work.
We will continue to fight for a secure, free
nation in which he can raise his children,
And we will fight to see that he always
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enjoys the respect and gratitude he so
richly deserves.

Ladies and gentlemen, The American
Legion will never be idle when the interests
of the nation or its protectors are threat-
ened. We will not go unheard . . . and we
will remain a force to be reckoned with.
Why?

Because of you ... Because of your
strength . . . as shown by your high levels
of accomplishment . ., . and your commit-
ment to our ideals of service to God and
Country. The voice of The American Legion
rings clearer . . . and speaks louder . . . be-
cause of the commitment you, as Legion
and Auxiliary members, show to truth and
honor. You will not be fooled by such false
and misleading portrayals as “Frank: A
Vietnam Veteran.” It is one view . . . a view
that holds no deep truth, because . . . as
the founder of Boston's Trinity College—
Amos Bronson Alcott—said nearly’ a cen-
tury-and-a-half ago:

“The deepest truths are best read between
the lines, and for the most part refuse to be
written.”

Ladies and gentlemen, the deep truths
about America's veterans are written In blood

. sacrifice . . . and honor., Those of us
who have been there . . . can read between
those lines,

Thank you.

[Biographical Sketch]

Jack W. FPLyYNT, NATIONAL COMMANDER, THE
AMERICAN LEGION

Jack W. Flynt, 58, of Dimmitt, Texas, was
elected National Commander of The Ameri-
can Legion the nation’'s largest veterans or-
ganization of nearly 2.7 million members, at
the closing session of the Legion’s 63rd an-
nual National Convention Sept. 3 in Hono-
lulu, Hawaii.

A US. Army veteran of World War II, he
served in the Persian Gulf area and in the
European Theater with Headquarters and
Service Company, Allied Forces Headquar-
ters, Caserta, Italy. He has been an active
Leglonnaire for nearly 30 years and is a
member of Greer H. Estes Post 445, Dimmitt,
Texas.

He attended Texas A&M for two and a
half years before leaving school to enter
military service. On return to civilian life,
he resumed his formal education at West
Texas State University.

He has been engaged In farming, ranch-
ing, farm related businesses and the insur-
ance industry throughout his working career.
He was designated a Charter Life Under-
writer by the American College of Life Under-
writers in 1974. He withdrew from active par-
ticlpation in his private business early in
1981 to devote full time to his campaign for
the office of National Commander of The
American Legion.

Flynt has taken an active role through-
out his three decades of membership. He
served his home post as service officer, com-
mander and adjutant, an office which he
held until his election as National Com-
mander.

He held many district and department
(state) offices in The American Legion of
Texas, including that of Department Com-
mander in 1966-67. During that same year
his wife, Mary, served as Department Presi-
dent for the Texas American Legion Auxil-
iary.

gt. the state level, he was a member of
the Finance Committee, Department Board
of Trustees, Chairman of the Department
Convention City Commission, Rehabilita-
tion Commission, a counselor at Texas Boys
State and President of The American Legion
Convention City Corporation of Texas.

At the National level of Legion activity,
Flynt served four years as Texgs' .flmerlca‘n
Legion National Executive Committeeman
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and nine of his thirteen years as a member
of the National Americanism Commission
were spent as chairman of the SBubcommit-
tee for Youth Activities. In 1974-75, he was
National Vice Commander of The American
Leglon.

Commander Flynt's family is thoroughly
American Legion oriented. His wife has been
active in the Auxiliary. Their son, U.S. Alr
Force Capt. Jack W. Flynt II, is a member
of George S. Berry American Leglon Post
5756, Lubbock, Texas, and was a citizen of
Texas American Legion Boys State, Their
daughters, Karron and Sharron, both are
members of the American Leglon Auxiliary
and former citizens of Texas American
Legion Auxiliary Bluebonnet Girls State.

Flynt is active In affairs of his church,
having served as Sunday School Superin-
tendent for five years, secretary of his
church's official board and secretary of
Methodist Men.

He is a member of the Sherifi's Association
of Texas, Texas A&M Century Club, Farm
Bureau and several Agricultural commodi-
ties organizations. He is also a 32nd Degree
Mason and a member of all Masonic Orders.

He has served as fund drive chairman for
the Salvation Army and for the Red Cross
Chapter of his home community.

Through all of his activities in the Legion
and civic and social service, Commander
Flynt has shown an intense interest In young
people and in family life. Among his prin-
cipal objectives during his term of office will
be to emphasize the importance of American
youth and the need to restore in American
family life the morality. integrity and re-
spect that has made the family the bedrock
foundation of American Society.@

EDUCATION’S THREE MILE ISLAND

® Mr. EAST. Mr. President, as we con-
tinue to search for ways to make existing

programs more effective and to eliminate
waste of our tax dollars we encounter
new concepts that challenge our way of
thinking, Whereas humanitarian pro-
grams were once gauged by the dollar
amount appropriated now they are be-
ginning to be judged by the results they
produce.

Dr. McCay Vernon, editor of the
“American Annals of the Deaf"” and pro-
fessor of psychology at Western Mary-
land College has written an article ap-
pearing in the October 1981 issue of the
Peabody Journal of Education, Vander-
bilt University, Nashville, Tenn., that
challenges us to rethink what the best
educational programs for disabled chil-
dren are. The shortcomings of Public
Law 94-142 are outlined in this article
and some valid points raised that dem-
onstrate more money is not always the
solution to every problem that confronts
us.

Mr. President, I ask that this article be
printed in the RECOrD:

The article follows:

EpvcaTIioN’s “THREE MILE IsLaND”: PL 94-142

The education for All Handicapped Chil-
dren Act of 1973 (PL 94-142) is the most
important legislative issue affecting handi-
capped youth in our lifetimes. Its generality
far exceeds disabled youth because of the
fundamental economic, constitutional, polit-
ical, and moral-philosophical questions it
raises. Unfortunately, the law was enacted
without these broader issues being under-
stood or even raised.

THE LAW

PL 94-142, now being implemented na-
tionally, requires local educational agencies
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to ensure a free, least restrictive public edu-
cation for all disabled children, regardless of
costs (Price & Goodman, 1980; Ralser & Nagel,
1980). They must either provide education
themselves or pay for it if obtained elsewhere,
The program must exist in the least restric-
tive environment irrespective of cost. For ex-
ample, If satisfactory education is available
locally at a reasonable price, this is not suf-
ficient if there is a “less restrictive" pro-
gram elsewhere, even though the latter may
be prohibitively expensive (Vernon, 1979).

Historically, the law grew out of efforts by
parents to place their mentally retarded chil-
dren in schools instead of hospitals or set-
tings where no services were provided (Penn-
sylvania Assoclation for Retarded Children
vs. Commonwealth, 1971). We must realize
that the law developed from the needs of re-
tarded youth, not handicapped children
generally.

Initially, laws promising education for
handicapped children appear as & humane
effort on the part of our government to em-
body in legislation the basic Constitutional
guarantee of equal opportunity for all. In
reality, PL 94-142 Is an ill-concelived law em-
bodying a “Pollyanna-Horatio Alger-like
euphoria contrary to fact perception of
reality.” It threatens the education of an
entire generation of handicapped youth and
squanders the limited educational funds
available in our country for both disabled
and regular children. At a deeper level, it
raises Constitutional, economic and moral
issues at the heart of this nation, currently
and in the future. At a practical level, PL
94-142 jeopardizes realistic efforts at serving
disabled children by legislating the impos-
sible and by indiscriminately wasting fiscal
resources. Pat Bauer reported in the Wash-
ington Post (May 23, 1980) illustrating parts
of the problem:

Six-year-old Brooke Bennett was trans-
ferred from her Fairfax County public school
by her parents last winter after she told
them repeated stories about classroom dis-
ruptions and violence by a hyperactive class-
mate.

“We don't want to send our child to that
school anymore. The teachers are spending
all their time with the kids who are acting
out,” says Brooke's mother, Jody Bennett of
Vienna.

“I believe in the concept of malnstream-
ing (teaching handicapped students in con-
ventional classroom settings). But 1f we're
going to mainstream, we're going to have to
provide some resources to support it.”

Dr. Harry Silver, an associate director of
the National Institute of Mental Health,
says it may well be impossible for school dis-
tricts to comply with the law, serve all the
handicapped students who need help and
still stay within their present budgets.

These are strong statements. Without
equally strong supporting evidence, they rep-
resent nothing more than a polemlic. Let us
consider the evidence.

POLITICAL-CONSTITUTIONAL

Among the most cherished rights of states
and local communities, rights guaranteed by
the Constitution, are those related to educa-
tion. By leaving education primarily to
states and local communities, our country
rose from 1850 to 1950 to international emi-
nence (first place, to be boastful) in science,
technology, medicine, and the general level
of education and productivity of our popula-
tion. While this remarkable achievement did
not result solely from local control of edu-
cation, it would never have occurred if local
control had not worked extremely effectively.

The existence of forced racial segregation
remains the one undeniable and shameful
failure of these years of local jurisdiction.
This fact stands as a stinging indictment of
an otherwise successful, proven approach to
education for the United States. How does
all of this relate to the Education of All
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Handicapped Children Act? About 1963 the
federal government began implementing the
education of handicapped children in domi-
nating, controlling ways—a fact best re-
flected In dollars and cents. According to
Lavor (1976) from 1963 until 1976 the United
States Office of Education, now the Depart-
ment of Education, increased funding for
disabled children from 2.5 million dollars (a
token amount in the federal budget) to more
than one billion dollars in 1980. In other
words, the federal fiscal investment in-
creased more than 4,000 times between today
and 17 years ago.

No one is nalve enough to think, as Ver-
non (1879) pointed out, that local school
districts get this money without massive
federal control over what they do. Most state
programs for the handicapped rely on federal
dollars for their support (Lavor, 1978), They
were in 1975 when PL 94-142 was passed.
This financial dependence of the states on
federal government sets the economic stage
for the passage of the Bill. Congress enacted
PL 94-142 and dictated to local school dis-
tricts: “You will educate all disabled chil-
dren.” Previously, most districts failed to do
so, Furthermore, the Congress stated (in PL
94-142) that local schools would provide this
universal education in the best, i.e., the least
restrictive, way possible, regardless of costs.
As a result, school districts inherited an im-
possible dilemma. They either surrendered
all federal monies they had already used to
support their existing programs for handi-
capped children or else they assumed the
overwhelming financial burden of PL 94-142,
The latter costs are both astronomical and
in many cases wasteful.

An analogy best illustrates the situation
created by the Education for All Handicapped
Children Act. The states and local school
districts were and are in the position of the
beautiful young maiden with no money or
Job skills who has accepted a mink coat, lux-
ury apartment, sports car, and $2,000
monthly allowance from a lecherous politi-
cian. The federal government, like the de-
praved suitor providing all these luxuries,
intends to proceed with the courtship. In-
stead of demanding sexual indulgence, how-
ever, the federal government mandates
through the monitoring power of PL 94-142,
full control of exactly what states and local
school districts do educationally with their
handicapped children (PL 94-142, 94th Con-
gress, November 1875) . Furthermore, the law,
through the same monitoring power, con-
trols exactly how much these districts are
going to pay for these educational services
with their own state and local money, re-
gardless of how much money it requires. The
federal share of the cost is minimal, namely
12% above what it costs to educate a regular
student (see Table 1.)

When the depraved lover who has finan-
cially indulged the young maiden approaches
the moment of truth the crassness of his
carnal bargain is inevitably settled by some
token statement of affection. Similarly, as
the federal government prepared financially
and politically to ravage local school districts
the inevitable seductive verbiage appeared.
Those who passed the law promised that they
would help significantly to pay costs of im-
plementation. Needless to say, the amounts
authorized by Congress were not appropria-
ted by Congress. In fact the minute sums
appropriated have been reduced substan-
tially (see table 1). Thus, like the deflow-
ered maiden still waiting for her marriage
proposal but long since replaced by another
woman, local school districts have been roy-
ally seduced. They now must pay for edu-
cational services chosen and determined, via
monitoring, by the Department of Education.

What all of this means constitutionally is
that by virtue of PL 94-142 the federal gov-
ernment now dictates to local schools exactly
what they will do with their own handi-
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capped children, declding how much local
money to spend to do it, and determining
the circumstances by which the federal gov-
ernment will oversee compliance. This rep-
resents an extreme legal position with re-
spect to the Constitution and one into which
our country has moved gradually without
consclous awareness.

FUNDING HISTORY FOR EDUCATION FOR ALL HANDICAPPED
CHILDREN ACT, STATE GRANT PROGRAM

[Dollar amounts in millions, contribution in percent)

Contribution
Congress ——
appro- Author-
priated ized

For use .
by Adminis-
schools tration
in— request

Fiscal year
appropriation

197778 J $5
1978-78 . 10

20
30
40

1 OMB request is $862,000,000; administration can change that.

ECONOMIC AND PHILOSOFHICAL-ETHICAL VALUES

Every society has limits on what it can pro-
vide its citizens, including those with handi-
caps. This unpleasant, but axiomatic, funda-
mental must underlie reallstic programming.
Years ago when special schools were estab-
lished for handicapped children, the basic
rationale was twofold. First, authorities rec-
ognized it as a human moral obligation. Sec-
ond, these special schools selected children
likely to become self-supporting, contribut-
ing members of =oclety once given special-
ized education. This assumption proved true
for most such programs; e.g., Gallaudet Col-
lege which educates deaf students has re-
turned a huge dividend for every tax dollar
invested.

In general, for disabled youth not show-
ing potential to be self-supporting, contrib-
uting members of soclety there were no
schools. The needs of most of these individ-
uals for food, shelter, supervision, and recrea-
tion was recognized and provided. Sometimes
these services were inadequate—e.g., in cer-
tain hospitals for the mentally retarded. All
of this has changed with the passage of PL
94-142. Now every handicapped child must
receive an optimal comprehensive education-
al program regardless of cost. An actual case
exemplifies what this means:

“Judy is a psychotic child three years old
whose mental Illness {8 due to an irrevers-
ible organic brain syndrome which is incur-
able. She requires 24 hour a day care due to
extreme hyperactivity. Judy is severely men-
tally retarded and has multiple other physi-
cal and psychological problems. She lives
In a small county of 40,000 people in New
Jersey. Under PL 94-142 she must be edu-
cated in the least restrictive environment. In
Judy's case this comes to $60,000 a year. It
will continue to cost at least this much until
she is 21. This represents an expense of over
81,500 a year for each citizen of her county.
the total cost will be over a million dol-
lars for the periad from now until she is 21."

Obviously Judy is an extreme case, but she
llustrates an important economic fact. Under
PL 94-142, we as a country will be making by
far our heavlest per capita educational finan-
cial investments in those youths least able
to contribute to society. In fact, large sums
of education money normally spent on gifted
or average children, most all of whom will
return a dividend to soclety, we must invest
now In children with little or no probability
of ever being other than wards of the state.
Many, including myself, who staunchly sup-
port education and services for handicapped
youth, believe that PL 94-142 ultimately will
do more to reduce than increase these serv-
ices. Public resistance will produce a back-
lash effect similar to that generated by Pro-
hibition legislation. To focus this discussion,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

we must face three major issues ralsed by
PL 94-142:

1. Can we continue to make our biggest per
capita educational investment in those least
ahle to return a dividend to society? If we
cen, is It appropriate? The question makes us
all uncomfortahle. For this reason, neither
Congress nor cducation has confronted the
facts directly and realistically. Attempts to
do this cause one to be percelved as against
handicapped children, hardly a position with
which a politician or teacher wants to be
identified.

2. Can the federal government tell local
school districts how to spend their own edu-
cational dollars and remain consistent with
the Constitution?

3. PL 94-142 places iremendous emphasis
on a local program for the child. Theoreti-
cally this can benefit young children in par-
ticular. Is it feasible economically, however,
and in terms of other resources? To illus-
trate, let’s take a deaf child living in a small
town in Illinois. For this child to acquire a
good education requires a specifically trained
teacher who understands his communication
and language learning problems, a speech
pathologist who can work with this aspect
of education, an audiologlst to measure
hearing, sound treated classrooms, a sign
language interpreter, special textbooks, a
loop Induction amplification system in all
classrooms, In-service education of all
feachers and administrators. ad infinitum.
To provide these services locally for only one
child is inordinately expensive, costing in!
the range of $25,000 to §50,000 annually.

Even then, I serlously doubt the wisdom of
keeping a deaf child isolated from other deaf
children. Furthermore, when you start re-
quiring several professionals to work indi-
vidually in a small locality with a single
handicapped child the supply of profes-
sionals, as well as the supply of money, soon
runs out. In a purely economic sense, PL
94-142 is analogous to the federal govern-
ment directing Chrysler Motor Company to
build each car in the locale where they will
sell it. Picture the cost of this kind of de-
centralization. Remember PL 94-142 states
that the optimal program is to be provided
and that we cannot raise costs as a relevant
Issue.

Thus far, we have considered some of the
broad constitutional, economiec, and moral
Issues represented by PL 94-142. Let us again
consider one type of handieap, early pro-
found deafness, and examine the effect of the
law in “the world of reality.”

CURRENT PRACTICE

First of all, local school districts say, “Give
us federal money, even if only a token of
what it takes to do the job demanded by
PL 94-142." Then, because they face resist-
ance to Increased local taxes, these school
districis ask themselves, “How can we make
& little profit on thi; money; i.e., how can we
process these deaf children and still have
some federal funds left for other purposes?"
Of course, according to Pechter (1978), the
obvious answer is to just dump the deaf, or
other disabled, child in a regular class with
30 hearing children and supvly no support-
ive services. This i{s exactly what is happen-
ing all over the United States today.

More commonly the dumping approach is
supplementcd by a token tutor or resource
teacher. The deaf student (and 15 other
handicapped children) may see this teacher
briefly once or twice weekly. Regardless of
the details of the individual programs, the
essence of what is happening today, as Ver-
non (1979) states, is that while PL 94-142
nromises handicapped children and their
families Utopia, it actually provides a hor-
rendously poor education, in direct contra-
diction to most of what we have learned
about the teaching of deaf and other handi-
capped children during the last century.
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Another irony of the law is that for a mi-
nority of sophisticated, aggressive, litigious
parents, it offers thousands of dollars worth
of education for their children. If they in-
timidate local educators, or if they willingly
devote years to the struggle, they can use
this law to obtain a smorgasbord of special
education goodies. Pechter (1978) says, how-
ever, that for the average, less sophisticated,
less educated parent, those who are most In
need, the system does not work.

The Individual Educational Plan, court
hearings, etc. involve such overwhelming
complexity that these parents are left help-
less to obtain anything for their children ex-
cept what local school officlals offer (Pechter,
1978; Vernon, 1979). Usually these officials
are from the fleld of general education and
know nothing about deafness. As the end
result, children and families most in need of
educational services receive the least under
PL 94-142. The bright, capable, litigious fami-
lies already possessing the most to start with,
can widen the differences between the
“haves" and the "have nots."

SUMMARY

PL 94-142 is not merely going to devastate
an entire generation of disabled youth edu-
cationally and psychologically—it has a gen-
erality far beyond handicapped children. It
represents a fundamental departure from
long standing interpretations of the Con-
stitution relative to education. Economically,
it imposes on the education of the disabled
a position which says (a) cost is not to be
considered a factor in developing an educa-
tional program, and (b) we will invest the
most money in children least able to return
to society a dividend on this investment.

If the road to hell is paved with good In-
tentions, PL 94-142 certainly represents
enough of a brick to cover half the distance.
It is to education what Three Mile Island is
to the use of nuclear energy.@

EMERGENCY RESPONSE

® Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, the
State of Arizona has initiated the de-
velopment of an emergency self-man-
agement training and public education
program. The program represents a
new approach to insuring the safety of
citizens during times of both natural
and man-caused disasters. The purpose
of the program is to provide Arizona
educators and adult groups with com-
prehensive, instructional materials that
can be utilized to teach self-manage-
ment preparedness and response skills
relevant to emergency situations. Ari-
zona’s foresight in providing this pro-
gram will enable its citizens to work co-
operatively with emergency services or-
ganizations and will give them the op-
portunity to develop skills that could
help each individual to minimize—or
avoid—the consequences of a disaster
situation.

The program represents a cooperative
effort—between Government and the
private sector—to address an existing
need. Since private sector support of a
program of this nature gives the project
credibility, the project requires an ex-
panded base of private sector support.
Sponsorship by additional private sector
organizations would reduce the burden
on current sponsors and could help pro-
vide the program more directly to con-
cerned citizens. The Government and
industry team approach to public edu-
cation established in this project is nec-
essary in times of significant Federal
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funding reductions for educational pro-

grams.

Civil preparedness programs have
been developed in the past, but they
have had serious methodological prob-
lems, In order to overcome these prob-
lems, and to provide a unique approach
in this important area, a competitive re-
quest for proposals was issued by the
Arizona Division of Emergency Services.
Desert-Mountain Associates, an Arizona
corporation specializing in skill-based
training and instructional product de-
velopment, was awarded the professional
services contract for completion of the
project, and development efforts were
initiated In January 1981, under the
sponsorship of the Arizona Division of
Emergency Services (Charles Ott, Jr.,
director), the Arizona nuclear power
project, and the Salt River project.

Desert-Mountain is developing a pro-
gram that represents a systematic re-
search and development process based
on skill-learning, as opposed to merely
relating information about potential dis-
asters. After surveying existing materials
and interviewing emergency services ex-
perts and educators throughout the
State, subject matter parameters and in-
structional specifications were estab-
lished. These specifications provide a
basis for citizens who participate in the
program to become skilled in numerous
survival techniques that will enable them
to prepare for and mitigate a number of
disasters likely to occur in Arizona.

Six topics and three levels of audience
have been selected. These parameters
were established on the basis of input
from emergency services personnel, ed-
ucators, and Arizona citizens. The topics
parn: Tnadintian eqfetv  finnds. desert-
mountain survival, earthquakes, hazard-
ous materials and energy-related emer-
gencies. The audience levels are pre-
teenage, teenage, and adult. A model set
of meterials on radiation safety has been
developed and is undergoing a prelimi-
nary tryout.

The program sponsors and Desert-
Mountain Associates, Inc., are to be com-
mended for addressing an important and
difficult task. The net result of the de-
velopment and implementation efforts
will be a citizenry that is better able to
survive in both peacetime and attack-
related emergencies. At a time when
citizens throughout the country are reg-
istering their concerns about their vul-
nerability to disaster situations, espe-
cially to nuclear attack, Arizona has
taken a step in the right direction.

I nearily encourage Arizona citizens
to make use of the program materials
when they become available in 1983, fol-
lowing the final field test. I believe that
the program will serve as a national
model for skill-based emergency pre-
paredness and response training.®

PRESIDENT'S EXPORT COUNCIL
CITES IMPORTANCE OF EXPORT
TRADING COMPANY LEGISLATION

® Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, as its first
order of business upon being reconsti-
tuted by Presldent Reagan, the Presi-
dent’s Export Councll adopted a resolu-
tion calling for prompt enactment of
export trading company legislation and
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urging the President to make this his
top priority in the international trade
area.

As the resolution points out, growth of
the trading company concept is essential
if we are to involve small- and medium-
sized businesses more fully in exporting
activities. Over the long term this con-
cept promises to change the way this
country approaches exporting, in the
process making us both more competi-
tive and more aggressive at the very time
we are finding the competition ever
tougher.

The Senate has already expressed its
support for export trading companies,
having passed the legislation in question
unanimously last April. That bill, S. 734,
which Senators DaNrorTH, TsONGAS,
BenTseN, and I introduced, is now pend-
ing in the House, and it is to the House
that the President’s Export Council
urges the President to direct his atten-
tion and persuasive powers. I have re-
cently noted some signs of progress on
this measure in the other body, and I
hope that this resolution will relp con-
vince House Members to continue mov-
ing this bill. The Reagan administra-
tion, of course, needs no such convine-
ing, having supported the bill from its
inception, but I am also pleased to note
the increasing level of administration
involvement in efforts to get S. 734 en-
acted.

Mr. President, I ask that the text of
the President’s Export Council’s letter to
President Reagan be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

The letter follows:

THEe PRESIDENT'S EXPORT COUNCIL,
Washington, D.C., October 30, 1981.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. PresmENT: On behalf of the
President's Export Council, I submit here-
with its resolution calllng for prompt en-
actment of legislation to facilitate the for-
mation and operation of export trading com-
panies:

The President's Export Councll, as its first
order of business, agreed to advise you that
the establishment of the export trading
company concept should be your top priority
in the international trade area.

Export trading companies are necessary
in order to realize economies of scale and to
provide small firms with access to the ex-
pertise so often critical to successful inter-
national competition. Formation of such
companies should provide a major step in
the economic recovery of the nation. They
would contribute to the reduction of the
nation's trade deficit by fostering the
growth of exports, which already contribute
approximately 20,000 jobs for every one bil-
lion dollars in sales.

We recognize that the Administration has
already endorsed the export trading com-
pany concept, but call your attention to
the fact that immediate action in the House
of Representatives is necessary if legislation
is to pass this year. We urge the Administra-
tion to intensify discussions with appro-
priate committees in the House, particularly
the Judiclary Committee, in order to work
toward speedy passage of export trading com-
pany legislation.

We hope you will give our vlews close
attention, as this is one of the most practi-
cal ways in which the United States can in-
crease exports.

Bincerely,
J. Paon LYET,
Chairman.@
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THE WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE
ON AGING

® Mr. PELL. Mr. President, senior citi-
zens from all over the country have come
to Washington this week to participate
in the third White House Conference on
Aging.

This event, first held in 1961 and again
in 1971, has played a significant role in
the development of the aging agenda for
each of the two preceding decades. The
Older Americans Act of 1965 and the
medicare and medicaid programs grew
out of resolutions that were developed
by delegates to the first White House
Conference on Aging. The second White
House conference was no less eventful
and paved the way for the passage of the
supplementary security income (SSI)
program and the extension of the manda-
tory retirement age.

The program recommendations that
emerged from both of these conferences
were the products of many hours of dis-
cussion and free exchange of ideas among
the delegates.

This year’'s conference on aging is
unique in many ways. Because of the
need to restrain Federal spending, much
of the discussion will focus on ways to
improve the quality of existing Federal
aging programs and to more effectively
target senior citizens who are most in
need.

During the budget process, which be-
gan last spring, Congress has voted re-
peatedly to trim the tree of Federal pro-
grams. In my view, however, far too
many branches of the tree have been cut
off and the so-called “social safety net”
has become smaller and sméaller. The
White House Conference on Aging offers
a forum for those who are directly af-
fected by these cutbacks to speak and
share their thoughts on how our Federal
financial resources can be more efficient-
ly utilized.

I have been concerned, therefore, Mr.
President, about rumors that the admin-
istration has tried to dictate the rules of
procedure for this conference and limit
debate on individual committee reports.

Without a free exchange of ideas or
sufficient opportunity for the delegates
to play a meaningful role in the delibera-
tions of the White House Conference on
Aging, it is useless to hope that any sig-
nificant recommendations will emerge
from this year's conference.

Many of the delegates have strong feel-
ings about the direction of the admin-
istration’s economic program because
they have experienced the effects first-
hand.

They have come a long way and have
spent many hours preparing for this con-
ference and ought to be allowed to share
their views without interference with the
American people.

I hope that these issues will soon be
resolved so that the Congress and the
administration will have the full benefit
of the experience and expertise of the
participants in the White House Confer-
ence on Aging.e
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SENATOR ABDNOR WRITES ON
HARBOR DEVELOPMENT AND
S. 1692

@ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the
distinguished chairman of the Water Re-
sources Subcommittee, the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. AspNoRr), has writ-
ten an article for the Baltimore Sun on
the subject of harbor development. I
commend his words to all who have an
interest in seeing this country capital-
ize on one of our greatest economic op-
portunities in the coming decade—the
export of American steam coal. The
boon will not occur uniess we build deep-
water ports to accommodate the super-
colliers now being built by our foreign
buyers.

Senator ApeNOR and I are cosponsors
of a bill, the National Harbors Improve-
ment Act (S. 1692), that would encour-
age ports to proceed immediately with
harbor development plans. Financing of
port improvements would be under-
taken entirely by the local port, thus
freeing the ports from the burden of the
congressional authorization and appro-
priations process. Our bill retains a
strong commitment to the continued
Federal maintenance of all our harbors
by requiring the ports to pay only 25 per-
cent of their maintenance dredging
costs. Our bill would confine the regula-
tory process for dredging permits to 2
years.

Under Senator Aspwor's leadership,
the Water Resources Subcommittee re-
ported S. 1692 to the full Environment
and Public Works Committee on No-
vember 18, 1981. The committee will
mark up the legislation on December 2,
1981.

The arguments for rapid Senate ac-
tion are made quite strongly in the
chairman’s article. Its timeliness cannot
be understated. Mr. President, I ask that
Senator AspNoOR's article be printed in
the RECORD.

The article follows:

[From the Baltimore Sun, Nov. 21, 1981]

HarBOR DEVELOPMENT
(By JAMES ABDNOR)

America's port capabilities lag behind
much of the world. We lack deep ports, Thus,
we have no ability to use the superships that
haul coal, and other commodities at far lower
costs per ton.

Yet our present system, where Congress au-
thorizes projects and appropriates federal
dollars to dredge channels, one by one, seems
unlikely to produce any rapid improvements.

Let’s look at the record:

It now takes a generatlon—about 26
years—to begin construction on a typical
Army Corps of Engineers water project. Con-
gress hasn't passed a new water resources bill
since 1976. We have a backlog of $50 blllion
in authorized, but unbuilt, federal water-re-
sources projects. It will take 25 years to work
through that backlog. Spending on Corps
of Engineers work, In uninflated dollars, is
now half what it was 15 years ago.

On the other slde is the demand. America
has an opportunity to augment exports dra-
matlcally with the sudden surge in demand
for U.S. coal. But deepened coal ports won't
come cheaply. The 50-foot-deep Baltimore
project would cost the federal government
about $£340 million. When you tote them all
up, you arrive at a cost of §3 billlon. Compare
that with the 180 million the federal gov-

ernment has been spending yearly on harbor
deepening.
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There simply are not enough federal dollars
around to deepen all the harbors we would
like to deepen. Also, we face an increasing
backlog of unfufilled maintenance dredging.

President Reagan may have provided guid-
ance with the challenge he set in his Sep-
tember economic message. “When the fed-
eral government provides a service directly
to a particular industry or to a group of citi-
zens, I believe that those who recelve the
benefits should bear the costs.” He has called
for full port-by-port cost recovery for harbor
work,

For the first time in U.S. history, reality
forces us to look beyond Washington for har-
bor improvements. We must let investors and
shippers, not the Congress, determine where
the dollars are spent.

Senator Moynihan of New York and I are
sponsoring a bill that shifts all the costs for
new harbor-project work to the local port
authorities, while continuing a major federal
subsidy for subsequent yearly maintenance
dredging. This is how the Dutch do it, and
they bave one of the world's best harbors—
Rotterdam. A beneficlary-pays concept will
move port development out of politics into
decisions based on economic sense.

It certainly would be easy to say that the
already authorized Baltimore Harbor project
should be built right away, with federal dol-
lars. I'm not sure that it would sound so logi-
cal in other port ecities. And, frankly, it is
probably not possible in Congress.

It would certainly prove unfair if we forced
local government to swallow these harbor
costs. But my proposal specifically allows
local government to collect user fees from
the ships that are the direct beneficiaries.

This means that the foreign coal buyers
will have to pay some of the cost. If substan-
tial benefits truly exist, shouldn't the ports
be able to obtain necessary funding in the
marketplace, then repay it through fees col~
lected as a result of the additional, more
efficient shipping?

The average added user charge on shipping
a ton of coal, to amortize a deepened port,
would run to $2 a ton or less. The savings to
the shipper from economics of scale would be
about $6 a ton. And don't forget, shippers
are paying port charges now that are far
higher than would be imposed under a user-
charge scheme. It costs nearly $50 a ton to
handle some types of cargoes at Baltimore
now.

Finally, the bill includes language that will
greatly expedite local project approval and
development. I am confident we can build
projects in a few years, rather than decades.

It is vital that Congress move quickly on
the Abdnor-Moynihan legislation. Last week,
our Subcommittee on Water Resources ap-
proved my bill and sent it to the full com-
mittee for action December 2, We need to
provide certainty to the ports and to their
customers, we need to assist President Rea-
gan in meeting the goal of economic recovery
that he has set for our nation.@

ORDER OF PROCEDURE ON
TOMORROW

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that there are already en-
tered orders for rollcall votes tomorrow.
Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
has been no ordering of yeas and nays
on anything that has yet been taken up
for tomorrow.

ORDER, FOR THE RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR BUMPERS ON TOMOR-
ROW

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. BuMPERS) be en-
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titled to a special order following the
two leaders on tomorrow.

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

THE PROGRAM ON TOMORROW

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the
Chair state what then is the program
for the morning following the special
order of Senator BUMPERS?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At 9:40
a.m. there will be 20 minutes of debate
on two amendments of the Senator from
South Carolina Senator HorrLings. That
will be followed by two back-to-back
votes on those two amendments on
which the yeas and nays have not been
ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. I understand.

There is the unanimous-consent
agreement that was entered last evening
at my request that sets four treaties for
a vote, one vote to count for four, at
4:20 p.m. tomorrow afternoon. Is that
still correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

The Chair stands corrected. The yeas
and nays have been ordered on those
four treaties, one vote to count as four.

MINERAL LEASING LAWS AMEND-
MENT

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, if my
good friend from West Virginia is in
agreement, I ask that the Chair lay be-
fore the Senate Calendar Order No. 373,
H.R. 4591.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
there is no objection on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (HR. 4591) to amend the mineral
leasing laws of the United States to provide
for uniform treatment of certain receipts
under such laws, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is
before the Senate and open to amend-
ment. If there be no amendment to be
offered, the question is on the third read-
ing and passage of the bill.

The bill (H.R. 4591) was ordered to a
third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, T move
to reconsider the vote by which the bill
was passed.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,
I move to lay that motion on the table,

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

PIRACY AND COUNTERFEITING
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1981

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate Cal-
endar Order No. 383, S. 691.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. No objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (8. 691) to amend titles 18 and 17
of the United States Code to strengthen
the laws against record, tape, and film piracy
and counterfeiting, and for other purposes,
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There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill which had
been reported from the Committee on the
Judiciary with amendments, as follows:

On page 2, line 6, strike “and”, and insert
“or other";

On page 2, line 11, strike “an”, and insert
“other"”;

On page 2, strike line 18, through and in-
cluding line 21, and insert the following:

“{2) the term ‘traffic’ means to transport,
transfer or otherwise dispose of, to another,
as consideration for anything of value or to
make or obtain control of with intent to so
transport, transfer or dispose of; and

On page 3, line 13, after “used”, insert
“or intended to be used';

On page 3, line 17, strike “audiovisual work

or motion pieture”, and insert “motion pie-
ture or other audiovisual work";
On page 3, after line 19, insert the follow-
ing:
*(d) When any person is convicted of any
violation of subsection (a), the court in its
judgment of conviction shall in addition to
the penalty therein prescribed, order the
forfeiture and destruction or other disposi-
tion of all counterfeit labels and all articles
to which counterfeit labels have been affixed
or which were intended to have had such
labels affixed.

*{e) Except to the extent they are Incon-
elstent with the provisions of this title, all
provisions of section 509, title 17, United
States Code, are applicable to violations of
subsection (a).”.

On page 4, line 10, after *'section”, insert
the following: “and such penalties shall be
in additlon to any other provision of law";

On page 5, strike line 3, through and in-
cluding line §, and insert the following:

“(C) 1s a second or subsequent offense
under elther of subsections (b) (1) or (b)(2)
of this section, where a prlor offense in-
volved a sound recording, or a motion picture
or other audiovisual work"';

On page 5, line 23, after
“other";

On page 6, strike line 9, through and in-
cluding line 11, and insert the following:

"“(2) the terms ‘reproduction’ and ‘distri-
butlon' refer to the exclusive rights of a
copyright owner under clauses (1) and (8)
respectively of section 108 (relating to ex-
clusive rights in copyrighted works), as 1im-
ited by sections 107 through 118, of titie 17.".

On page 6, in the material between line 20
and line 21, strike “and”, and insert “or
other”.

So as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act
may be cited as the “Piracy and Counterfeit-
ing Amendments Act of 1981,

SEc. 2. Sectlon 2318 of title 18, United
States Code, 1s amended to read as follows:
*“§ 2318. Traficking In counterfeit labels for

phonorecords, and coples of mo-
tlon pictures or other audlovisual
works

“{a) Whoever, in any of the clrcumstances
described in subsection (c) of this section,
knowingly traffics in a counterfeit label af-
fixed or designed to be affixed to & phono-
record, or a copy of & motion picture or other
audiovisual work, shall be fined not more
than $250,000 or imprisoned for not more
than five years, or both.

“(b) As used in this section—

“(1) the term ‘counterfeit label’ means an

identifying label or container that Appears to
be genuine, but is not;

“‘or"”, insert

“(2) the term ‘trafic’ means to transport,
transfer or otherwise dispose of, to another,
8s consideration for anything of value or to
make or obtain control of with intent to s0
transport, transfer or dispose of; and
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*“(3) the terms ‘copy’, ‘phonocrecord’
‘motion picture’, and ‘audiovisual work'
have, respectively, the meanings given those
terms in section 101 (relating to definitions)
of title 17.

“(e) The circumstances referred to in sub-
section (a) of this section are—

“(1) the offense is committed within the
special maritime and territorial jurisdiction
of the United States; or within the special
alreraft jurisdiction of the United States (as
defined in section 101 of the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958);

“(2) the mail or a facility of interstate or
foreign commerce is used or intended to be
used in the commission of the offense; or

“(8) the counterfeit label is affixed to or
encloses, or is designed to be affixed to or
enclose, a copyrighted motion picture or
other audlovisual work, or a phonorecord of &
copyrighted sound recording.

“{d) When any person is convicted of any
violation of subsection (a), the court in its
Judgment of conviction shall in addition to
the penalty therein prescribed, order the for-
feiture and destruction or other disposition
of all counterfeit labels and all articles to
which counterfeit labels have been affixed
or which were intended to have had such
labels affixed.

“(e) Except to the extent they are incon-
sistent with the provisions of this title, all
provisions of section 508, title 17, United
States Code, are applicable to violations of
subsection (a).".

Sec. 3. Title 18, United States Code, 1is
amended by inserting after section 2318 the
following new section:

**§ 2319. Criminal infringement of a copyright

“(a) Whoever violates section 508(a) (re-
lating to criminal offenses) of title 17 shall
be punished as provided in subsection (b)
of this section and such penalties shall be in
addition to any other provisions of title 17
or any other law.

“(b) Any person who commits an offense
under subsection (a) of this section—

“(1) shall be fined not more than $250,000
or imprisoned for not more than five years, or
both, if the offense—

“(A) involves the reproduction or distribu-
tion, during any one-hundred-and-eighty-
day period, of at least one thousand phono-
records or coples infringing the copyright in
one or more sound recordings;

*“(B) involves the reproduction or distribu-
tion, during any one-hundred-and-eighty-
day perlod, of at least sixty-five coples in-
fringing the copyright in one or more motion
pictures or other audiovisual works; or

“{C) is a second or subsequent offense
under either of subsections (b) (1) or (b)(2)
of this section, where a prior offense involved
a sound recording, or a motion plicture or
other audiovisual work;

“(2) shall be fined not more than $250,000
or imprisoned for not more than two years, or
both, If the offense—

“(A) involves the reproduction or distribu-
tion, during any one-hundred-and-elghty-
day period, of more than one hundred but
less than one thousand phonorecords or
coples infringing the copyright in one or
more sound recordings; or

“(B) involves the reproduction or distribu-
tion, during any one-hundred-and-eighty-
day period, of more than seven but less than
sixty-five copies infringing the copyright in
one or more motion pictures or other audlo-
visual works; and

“(3) shall be fined not more than $25,000
or imprisoned for not more than one year, or
both, in any other case.

“({e) As used in this section—

*“{1) the terms ‘sound recording’, ‘motion
plcture’, ‘sudiovisual work’, ‘phonorecord’
and ‘copies’ have, respectively, the meanings
set forth in section 101 (relating to defini-
tions) of title 17; and

29287

“(2) the terms 'reproduction’ and ‘distri-
bution’ refer to the exclusive rights of a copy-
right owner under clauses (1) and (3) re-
spectively of section 106 (relating to exclu-
sive rights in copyrighted works), as limited
by sections 107 through 118, of title 17.".

Sec. 4. The table of sections for chapter 113
of title 18 of the United States Code 18
amended by striking out the item relating to
section 2318 and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

*“2318. Trafficking In counterfeit labels for
phonorecords and copies of motion
pictures or other audiovisual works.

“2319. Criminal infringement of a copy-
right.”.

Sec. 5. Sectlon 506(a) of title 17, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(a) CRIMINAL INFRINGEMENT.—ANY person
who infringes a copyright wilifully and for
purposes of commercial advantage or private
financial gain shall be punished as provided
in section 2319 of title 18.".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute.

The committee amendment was agreed

:I‘he bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass?

So the bill (8. 691), as amended, was
passed.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the bill
was passed.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

INDEFINITE POSTPONEMENT OF
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 48

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate
Calendar Order No. 388, Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 48, a concurrent resolu-
tion disapproving the proposed sale to
Pakistan of F-16 aircraft, and I ask
unanimous consent that that calendar
item be indefinitely postponed.

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

e ———— e ———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

RETURN OF TAX CONVENTIONS WITH THE ARAB
REPUBLIC OF EGYPT, ISRAEL, AND THAILAND

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session for the purpose of
considering calendar item No. 2, Senate
Executive Resolution No. 2, the Return
of Tax Conventions with the Arab Re-
public of Egypt, Israel, and Thailand.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to ex-
ecutive session. The executive resolution
will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (8. Ex. Res. 2) Return of
Tax Conventlons with the Arab Republic of
Egypt, Israel, and Thalland.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the executive
resolution.

The executive resolution (S. Ex. Res.
2) was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the res-
olution was agreed to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President
be notified of the action taken in execu-
tive session.

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
turn to the consideration of legislative
business.

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, is there
an order for convening yet tomorrow
morning?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
not yet an order.

RECESS UNTIL 9 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess until 9 a.m. tomorrow
morning.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 7:36 pm.,

recessed until 9 am.,
Wednesday, December 2, 1981.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate December 1, 1981:

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

Eugene V. Lipp, of California, to be a
Member of the Natlonal Transportation
Safety Board for a term expiring Decem-
ber 31, 1986, vice James B. King, term
expiring.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Gerald E. Thomas, of California, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tlary of the United States of America to
the Cooperative Republic of Guyana.

William Robert Casey, Jr., of Colorado, to
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America
to the Republic of Niger.

Mark Evans Austad, of Arizona, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tiary of the United States of America to
Norway.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Clarence Eugene Hodges, of Maryland, to
be Chief of the Children's Bureau, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, vice
John A. Calhoun III.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

The following-named career Member of
the Senlor Foreign Service of the Depart-
ment of Commerce for promotion in the Sen-
lor Foreign Service to the class indicated:

Career Member of the Senior Forelgn
Service of the Unlted States of America,
Class of Minister-Counselor:

Joseph F. Christiano, of New York.

The following-named career Members of
the Forelgn Service of the Department of
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Commerce for promotion Into the Senior
Foreign Service as indicated:

Career Members of the Senior Foreign
Service of the United States of America, class
of Counselor:

Walter Clair Lenahan, of Washington.

Daniel Taher, of New Jersey.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as career Members of the Senior For-
eign Service, class of Counselor, Consular Of-
ficers, and Secretaries in the Diplomatic
Service of the United States of America:

Wayne Hoshal, of Virginia.

Robert Carl Lilmatainen, of Michigan.

For reappointment in the Foreign Service
as a Forelgn Service officer of class 3, a Con-
sular officer, and a Secretary in the Diplo-
matic Service of the United States of
America:

Richard Alan Megica, of Florida.

For appointment as Forelgn Service offi-
cers of class 3, Consular Officers, and Secre-
taries in the Diplomatic Service of the
United States of America:

Duane Edwin Sams, of Connecticut.

Susie Jacqueline Tucker, of California.

For appointment as a Foreign Service In-
formation officer of class 3, a Consular offi-
cer, and a Secretary in the Diplomatic Serv-
ice of the United States of America:

Alfred F. Head, of Virginia.

For appointment as Forelgn Service officers
of class 4, Consular Officers, and Secretaries
in the Diplomatic Service of the United
States of America:

Donald J. Amis, of California.

Lawrence Rea Baer, of California.

Perry Edwin Ball, of Georgia.

Bruce Edward Carter, of Pennsylvania.

Miguel de la Pena, of Massachusetts.

David B. Dunn, of California.

Alfred Gonzales, of California.

Andrew Lewis Allen Goodman, of Illinois.

Daniel Kiang, of New York.

Gerald J. Loftus, of Florida.

Carl 8. Matthews, of Virginia.

Albert G. Nahas, of Pennsylvania.

Lauren Peters, of Hawall.

Francis Joseph Ricciardone, Jr., of New
Hampshire.

John Richard Schmidt, of Wisconsin.

Richard Henry Smyth, of California.

James R. Van Laningham, of Arizona.

Edward H. Vazquez, of New Jersey.

Thomas J. White, of New York.

Howard C. Wiener III, of Virginia.

For appointment as Foreign Service In-
formation officers of class 4, Consular Of-
ficers, and Secretarles in the Diplomatic
Service of the United States of America:

My-Chau Bul-Griffin, of New Hampshire

Leslie W. McBee, of California.

Members of the Foreign Service to be Con-
sular officers and Secretaries in the Diplo-
matic Service of the United States of
America:

Glenn R. Adams, of Maryland.

Ollie Palmer Anderson, Jr., of Maryland.

Alex Andrews, of Virginia.

Dona Daliley Arnold, of New York.

Gust Avrakotos, of Maryland.

John Richard Baca, of Texas.

Robert Northrup Bentley, of New Hamp-
shire.

Clyde Bishop, of Pennsylvania.

Marcia Stephens Bloom, of New Jersey.

William Boyd, of Virginia.

David E. Brantley, of Maryland.

John Breckenridge, of Washington.

Brenda C. Brisbon, of New York.

Barbara A. Broe, of Virginia.

Kevin Brown, of the District of Columbia.

Stuart Vaughan Brown, of the District of
Columbia.

Robert D. Burkette, of Tennessee.

Prudence Bushnell, of Texas.

Paul Byerly, of Texas.

Phillip Carter IIT, of the Virgin Islands.

Joel P. Cassman, of California.
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Arnold A. Chacén, of Colorado.

Frank Collins III, of Virginia.

Raymond Louls Colon, of New York.

Ann Vaughn Covington, of Nevada.

James J. Coyle, of Virginia.

Robert Davis, of Virginia,

Scott H. DeLis!, of Minnesota.

Guido Del Prado, of California.

Anne Elizabeth Derse, oi Michigan.

Patrick C. Diehl, oi Virginia.

Peter Dorey, of Minnesota.

Ellie Duckett, ol Alaoauis.

Keith Alan Eduins, of Mississippi.

Cynthia Erskine, of Coiorado.

Jerome Thomas Farrell, of California.

Rafael Fermoselle, of Virginia.

Charles E. Fisk, Jr., of Virginia.

Dennis A. Foster, of North Carolina.

James John Foster, of the District of Co-
lumbia.

Peter 8. Gadzinski, of Wisconsin.

Willlam R. Gaines, Jr., of New Mexico.

Jeflrey F. Gilman, of Alaska.

Barbara J. Good, of California.

David N. Greig, of Virginia.

Linda L. Gresham, of Tennessee.

Michael E. Guest, of South Carolina.

Charles L. Hafner, of Virginia.

Norman C. Hall, of Virginia.

Marilyn Harrington, of Massachusetts.

Maura Harty, of New York.

Leonard Allen Hill, of Washington.

Darcy Elizabeth Fillebrown Hofmann,
California.

Clyde I. Howard, Jr., of Arizona.

Stanley R. Hunter, of Washington.

Jane Ingley, of Maryland.

Dennis Jamison, of Virginia.

Darrell Allan Jenks, of Pennsylvania.

Lois L. Johnson, of California.

John Melvin Jones, of Virginia.

Patricia W. Jonsson, of Virginia.

Frederick J. Eaplan, cf Washington.

Alexander Karaglannis, of Missouri.

Beverly Killpack, of Virginia,

Hans G. Klemm, of Michigan.

Anthony M. Kolankiewicz, of Pennsylvania,

Stanley E. Koller, of Virginia.

David A. Eornbluth, of California.

Dale Krumviede, of Virginia.

Mara Lang, of New York.

Joseph LaPiana, of Virginia,

Beverly Ann LaVigne, of California.

Richard Lecuona, of Virginia.

Dan Lelbig, of Virginia,

Henry A. Levine, of New York.

Rose Marie Likins, of Virginia.

Edward Lindsey, of Virginia.

Brian Lofquist, of Virginia.

Kevin K. Maher, of Georgila.

Janean L. Mann, of the District
Columbia.

Ralph L. Mason,
Columbia.

Edward L. Mattson, of Virginia.

Stephanie M. Mattson, of Virginia.

James David McGee, of Indiana.

Andrew P. McGrath, of Virginia.

Edward Raymond McMahon, of New Jersey.

W. Michael Meserve, of Maine.

Wendela Moore, of New York.

Dan W. Mozena, of Maryland.

Donald Franklin Mulligan, Jr., of Arizona.

Arnold Noe Mufioz, of California.

Wayne Edward Nelll II, of Nevada.

Bruce Richard Nelson, of Minnesota.

Wanda Letitia Nesbitt, of Pennsylvania.

Mare Emanuel Northern, of Eansas.

Michael D. Olson, of Virginia.

Andrés D. Ofiate, of Arizona

Brian G. Page, of Virginla.

Steven E. Perlman, of New York

William M. Phillips III, of Virginia

Newman Bruce Pickering, of California

Stephen Pipkin, of Virginia

Roman Popadiuk, of New York

Mary Lynn Porto, of Texas

Barbara Anne Presgrove, of Florida

Thomas Gwyn Reich, Jr., of North Carolina

Thomas Steven Reichelderfer, of California

J. Paul Reid, of California

of the District
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Janet E, Robson, of Michigan
Richard Patrick Rodgers, of Virginia
Theodore A. Rosen, of the District

Columbia

Michael E. Ruhm. of New Hampshire
Edward J. Salaszar, of Callifornia
Jeanne Lee Samuel, of Virginia
Barbara M. Sand, of Callfornia
Edward G. Simonsen, Jr., of New York
Storm Simenson, of Virginia
Willlam Sinclalr, of Maryland
Pamela Jo Howell Slutz, of Virginia
Greenleaf H Smith, of Virginia
Jay Thomas Smith, of Indlans
Russall Y. Smith, of Virginia
Pentlope M. Snare, of Maryland
Mark 8. Sparkman, of Virginia
Mignonne Spellmeyer, of Virginin
George M. Btaples, of Californin
David Carter Stewart, of Texas
Jean Rene Surens, of New York
Richard Stephen Taylor, of Georgla
Rende Loulse Tolrac, of Callfornia
Alan David Troxel, of California
Soching Tsal, of California

Robert J. Vandaveer, of Callfornia
Rupert D. Vaughan, of South Carolina
Donald J. Ventue, of New Jersey
Eicardo Villalobos, of Virginia
Jeffrey L. Vreeland, of Virginia
Susan Marie Wagner, of Florida
Thomas F. Wallace ITI, of Virginia
Jacob Walles, of Delaware

Howard Welss, of California

Joyce E. Wells, of Virginia

Robert Dale Wilson, of Missour]
Beth D. Winnick, of New Jersey
James M. Young, of Minnesota

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

of

CHAPLAIN

To be colonel
Desaegher, John, Peaedeesd.
ARMY NURSE CONPS

To be colonel
Charney, Robert, o8 raresd.

MEUICAL CORPS

To be colonel

Burmelster, Ray, PLlocosssd.
Galvin, John R, EECe®veed
ARMY PROMOTION LIST
To be Heutenant colonel
Albright, B, .
Andrae, Michael, :
Barbaro, .’mmW
Beebe, John, -
Bergquist, W. R,
Bogle, Charles, .
Brunner, Danlel, FReaed® .
Chamn, Richard, BeE8v8veed.
Chandler, James, PooScacced-

Cobb, Stephen H, PRRaeaved.

Collins, Willlam, EEESESered.

Cantreras, V

Deloatch, V

Dully, Danlel J,, pec@caeeed.
Ebinger, Roger,
Edwards, Richard, PRoaeareed-
Engelage, Marcia, PeSeseesd.
Evans, Thomus N, PRaeaeed-
Fields, Richard, pRRaraced.
Flemate, Henry,

Fogli. Phillp, ;
Forster, L. P.,
Fowkes, Gordon,

Smith, Jack B., [ERaraeeed.
Staub, Willlam, peededceee.
Stricklen, W. A.,
Stump, Norman, Beeoedveed.
Swanson, Robert, [Roaeaeeed.
Sweet, Dana R, [oarased.
Taylor, John N., Parareed-

Vogel, Hal, pEe8e8oedd.
Waddle, Harry 1., PRRacaeeed.
Wallen, Francls, PRoarsrecd-
Wayne, Don, L
Webber, James Q., v
White, Robert D., B8 aseed.
Wood, John F., pRRtawed.
Youngman, George, Paeaced-
CHAPLAIN

To be Heutenant colanel
Bradley, Willinm,
Burns, William, .
Gott, Hurold P, PRareeed.
Stanton, Robert, Booaedwedd.

MEDICAL CORPS

To be lieutenant colonel
Cuntey, Joseph, peededeeed.
Fischl, Bdwin ©., BRSwaweed.
Lebedovych, V., Barased.
Tldwell, Thomus, BErBeaeesd.
Turbeville, D., P8R 8d-

MEDICAL BERVICE COLPS
To be lieutenant colone!l

fton, Howard, pRRgedeeed.

Rolle, Josepn H., PRrororeed:
Sealfon, Michael, P23 a
Woodyard, T, C,, EeeSedesed.
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The following-numed officers for appoint-

ment in the Reserve of the Army of the

United States, under the provisions of title
10, United States Code, sections, 581, 583,
and 504:

Members of the Forelgn Service to be Con-
sular officers of the Unlted States of
America:

Franklin, Donald,
Freedham, Donald,

re
o

in
St

Dianne H. Graham, of Virginia
George F. Sherman, Jr., of Maryland
Nativa Simoes, of Callfornia.

Members of the Forelgn Service to be Sec-

taries In the Diplomatic Service of
nited States of America
Earl 8. Beck, of Florida
George 8. Dragnich, of Virginia
Gerard F. Helfrich, of Virginia
Willianm A. Levis, of Callfornia
Gerald S. Rose. of Callfornla.
Arthur W. Rovine, of Maryland
Otto O. Schnepp, of California,
David Grant Smith. of Virginia
IN THE ARMY

the

The following-named officers for promation

the Reserve of
ates, under the provislons of title

the Army of the United

10,

United States Code, sections 3366, 3367, 3370,
and 3383:

ARMY PROMOTION LIST
To be volonel

Askew, Donald C., ST SRS

Azur, James T., BTSN
Beard, James L., BESTSS0 .
Jones, Jack B.,

Junesu, Jerald

Lynch, Frank L

Mannberger, Marx,

Marhols, Duane,

McAteer, Eenneth,

McCluer, Raymond,
Morlarity, John,

Orelll, Patrick, e
Phillips, Lmnm:%
Pinkerton. R. L .
Pore, Stanley C., .
Porter, Richard, XOOEXX-XXXX
Quick. Richard, JRaeassed.
Ragland, Ronald,

Rolls, John Jr.,

Ross, Martin 5., XXX~
Willoughby, J., BReawesse4
Willyerd, Robert,

Wilson, Nicholas

Zinnl, Gabriel, L 0. B

Freeland, Jon N.,, u
Frego, James P,,
Gardner, Dan N, Ecedudvedd
raham, Willlun, FRRETSwed.

Greenhut, J., %
Griffiths, K. A., i
Groves, Delmer, PReaeassed.
Grupper, Albert, Peeeoreed

Hackett, Donald,

Harrlson, E %
Harryman, John

Havekost, John,

Humphries, Juck%.
Hyter, Charles, s
Jacobek, Jumes
Jendras, Jerome,
Joseph, Taft M. .
Ealar, David L., Beeleaeed
Eatahara, Gerald, %S

Eato, Hiroshl, [228

Kee, Norman R, -,
Kleinmaler, Lee, Po80a
Eofsky, Leanard

Eotter, Jack H

Eubicek, Charles,

Livingston, 5. B acecd.
Mundel, Francis, peeded .
Magee, Donald C., PReaeasesd.
Maudlin, Ray M., XXX
McBride, Charles,

MoFarlin, Larry,

Mclntyre, Peter, PR08e8
McLaughlin, 0., PRl
Morgan, Glen A, PR CE00
Morris, Rodney, BRe8e8eeed.
Muller, Michasl, XXX-X...
AMullls, William, PRrareeeed-
Pagenkopl, D BrSrased.
Pendleton, W. N., XXX-XX-... B
Poarch, Warren, -XX-XXXC
Porter, Benjamin,
Rigby, Carlos K.,
Ringler, Walter,

XX .
Robertson, R. H TR %3
Robinson, Jackle, PRrane
Schlegel, Robert, XXX

Schmalser, J. H., XXX-X... B
Slack, Ronald E., XXXXX-... B

ARMY PROMOTION LIST
To be colonel
Chuplka, Bernard, PeC@oovecd.
Roth, Blchard R., (RRavWE
MEDICAL COILPS
To be colonsal
Campbell, C. G, FRar84
Eller, Jimmle L, EeSeSveed.
Farster, Wolfram .
Glbbons, Harry, .
Hummuarsten, J., PRoaea s
Hardee, Erpamus, (o8 8veed.
Libert, Samuel, y
Lowney, John F.,
Major, Francis,
McDevitt, Thomas,
Paxton, Harold, Ee808veed.
Sadler, Theodore, (EESeSved.
Saladin, Thomas, |
Schaefer, John, .
Sproch, Richard, PReacacesd.
Steln, Robert B., FCe8eoeed.
Strickland, Alva, ESC8%8 I
Swengel, Richard, ST Seeed
Weaver, Marlin PoCSeSered.
ARMY NURSE CORPS
To be leutenant colonel
MeClure, M. L., pEodvdeedd.
DENTAL CORPS
To be Heutenant colonel

Ashcraft, RBay A, RS-
Ballew, Dewey G., e aeecd.
Barahl, Leonard,
Burnett, Donald, FRearareed.
Coebern, Robert, F2oa% .

Cohen, Merlin L., PRearassed.
Coughlin, Phillp, EEESedveed.

Fox, Carl L., RR8r8wed.

Glick, George, BEeSeareed.

Hedberg, Francls G., PeaRawed.

Johnson, Bernard, [Reaeacesd.
Eorfman, Martin, -
LeBourdals, M. W.,

Simmons, William, B
Spencer, Gerrard, PR arereed-
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Tom, Harry K., FREegeeed.
Wallace, John B, BR8P 8weed.
MEDICAL CORPS

To be lieutenant colonel
Abrigo, Anatolio, PEESR@veed.
Adelson, Harvey, BEeSR8eeed.-
Ahsamuddin, K. ERETEAd.
Alnsworth, Jerry, BRRavaveed-
Allsago, Andres, Eegedeeed.
Anderson, T, B, peeoeocesd.
Arnett, Nnrmun._
Asnlaf, Joseph R, RRaRaved.
Azarean, Albert, PRRBr a0l
Barcos, Maurice P, ERaeseed.
Berger, Bernard, RS aved.
Bintilff, Sharon J., e
Blanco, Jose E., pode8eeed.
Bonelna, Thomas, EECSeS
Hoone, Alexander, o eocced
Barsuk, Gregory
Bradford, Ra)
Bratkowskl, H
Hrown, Harold A Peodedeeed
Budd, Frank “'..
Burdan, Arthur, FR8easeed -
Burke, Robert M
Butler. Harvey. ]
Cahue, Aldo E.,
Canup, Olarence,
Cashman, Edward,
Cava, Eugenlo P.,
Cerlanl, Phillp, R aresd
Chahin, Ramon, BEeSesweed

Chew, Wilbur, Boaed .
Cleclo, Samuel, Peed e S

Coan, James E_ PR aeasisd

Coburn, Bry XXX-XX-XXXX 8
Congdon, James
Constantinow, E_

Conge, Plerre F |

Cooper. George,

Cooper, Maxwell,

Crast, Frank W..

Craver, Willlam,

Criares, N. J.,

Dela Cruz, T

Didams,

Dunklin, Thomas
Dunn, Jack N.
Egelman, Arthur, B8
Emmick, Michnel, FRoeecnim
Fasoglio, Aldo, FRRareseed.

Finer, Jerome A. XXX-
Flelsohner, J.. BRrarseeed.
Fontana, Nathel, PRearasesd
Garcla, Arturo, IEBPCSCaN .
Gardner, John 0. TS0

XXX-.
Godwin, Winston, BReaeeresd
Goodwin, Danlel >
Gordon, Walter

Gray, John H.,

[ OOEXXXXXX Y
Haines, Edward,
Hakim, Stmon Z., /
Hall, Willlam,

Halvorson, Harold, B85 M

Haskell, Amparo, 1
Haugiand, David, 3
Haws, Hale L. ;

Hays, Marvin B, [ECSCCoNE .

Hentz, Edwin C,, XXX-XXX ..
Howard, BEdith M., 0@ aseed.
Howe, Patrick A ELe8esweed.

Hoxie, Llovd B,
Hutchinson, H.,
Johnston, Renner
Keller, H. B.,
Ellhenny, C. F.,

Einsey, Robert,

Enight, Robert, -
Enudson, Robert, s
Eoller, Richard,

LaBarre, Willlam,

Lazarus, Stephen,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Lebedooych, M. W. B8R awecd
Lo Famine, Arman,
Leja, Ivars, EEEleaeess

Levin, Jerry C., Beeocaeesd
Lidner, Victor, Beeeeercess
Lofstrom, Dennls, Peaesrecd.
Lopez-Corren, R, BRooveceed.

Lowe, Ernest W,
o Faria. 0 > PR
Lydiatt, James,
MacCormack, John, B8 r8eed
Magno, Jose N, XXXXX-... B
Marshall, John, FRe8e8ed.
Martin, Robert, ERlEesrecs
Maxwell, George, RS -
McDermott, G. M., PRRarareed
fcElreath, Ricky
Megalll, Maguid,
Metcalf, D. E.,
Meyer, Hobart, [eeSeal
Milburn, Willlam, 282
Miller, Harold, EXX-XXXX B
Montgomery, N
Mova, Jaime,
Nowakowskl, P, A, 8%
Ochoa, Gonzalo, [Reaed
Padden, Thomnas, [528
Palombi, Robert, P22
Pearsall, G. F., 228
Peeoples, R. E.,
Petty, Clayton,
Pleroni, Robert, -
Porrell, Willlam, -,
XXX-
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Racclottl, T, R.,
Ramos, Evelyn, -XX-
Reed, Robert 1 XXX
Rente, Froderick, =
Reskallah, T. T, -
Relnecke, Frank, -XX-
Riley, George R.,
Roh, Joseph F.,
Saltzberg. G. H.,
Schaupp, Ronald, -
Schettler, W. H.,
Seltuer, 5. ], plolrdrecd.
Seng Barry,
Singson, Calixto
Slavin, James D
Smi Warren D, Beeoedessd
Sobel, Harold J., _XX-,

Soll, Robert W, 2282
Springer, Harry, BEcO eSO oes
Bvare, Gerhart, Peaed
Tahmoush, Albert, e asd
Torkelson, Lelf, Bedee
Turner, Willlam,
Van Ravenswaay, T..

Van Way, Charles, BECSRSeeed
Vergarn, Gerardo, PR aeacesd.
Veérnon, Thomas. PReovssecd.-
Wagner, John R, Je8edeocd.
Warren, David, PR orecd
Weber, Max. [RRaraeed.
Wexler, Jeroms,
Wilkins, George,
Winston, Steuart, P82 0004
Wong, Normund,
Wong, Sidney H , BEE8e8ved.
Woo. Danlel, BEESR8weed .
Woods, Joseph O, BeeOeO60%S
Yamamoto, Sam M.

MEDICAL BRERVICE CORPS
To be Heutenant colonel

Barber, Paul G., 3
Dunham, Kenneth :

Zeltzer, Harry, BRS08000S
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ARMY MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS

To be lHeutenant colonel
Bachm Donald W,
VETERINARY CORPS
To be leutenant colonel
Grossman, A, Peededeced.
Staley, Leo O. BECSesveed
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The following-named officers, for appoint-
ment in the Reserve of the Army of the
United States, under the provisions of title
10, United States Code, sectlon 8494:

MEDICAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel

Lesar, May 8. L., EERSvgwesd.

Bauer, Curtls M., FRRBaweod.

Bpitz. Edward, (8 aeyd.

Zavidll, Anthony, PeeSeseed.

The following-named Army National Guard
officers for appolntment In the Reserve of
the Army of the United States, under the
provisions of titls 10, United States Code,
section 3885:

ARMY FROMOTION LIST
To be colonel

Baker, John W., -XX-

Ballard, T. R.,

Beatty, Burrell,

Blane, Gerard G.,

Bonafede, Samuel, PRoaes

Brinkley. Billie, -XX-,

Caldarone, B. E., P80 8eesd

Carpenter, D, B., [RC8d

Chapin, Glen R., -,

Chase, David D., EZEE8e8eed.

Clark, William,

Coffey, Clarence,

Cox, John H, B¢

D'Araujo, John, -XX-,

Dehne, Douglas, _XX-,

Del Sesto, J. R, |

Devine, Donn D, EXXXXXX

Erdahl, Ervin D., [R8es

Extrand, Charles

Fantauzzi-Ruls,

Foresman, E, G.,

Freeman, Willlar

Friess, Richard,

Gentry, James H.,

Gottlleh, W. J

Guerin, Donald

Guthrie, Lamont, EaeSeSered
Hagin, Jumes D, Pavaeeed.
Hinman, Donald,
Hollls, Johnie, .
Honaker, Robert,
Householder, R
Ilenich, Henry,
Johnson, Rmti;ﬂm
Legge, Willlam,

Little, John H.,

Lynch, George W.,

Mallan, Richard,

Manley, James D,

Marholz, Duane,

Muartin, Roby G.,

Moy, Lovern, pRRlvecees
Miller, Howard,
Minchin, Gerald, [ a8
Mohr, Charles G, ReeOeO sl
Nakatsu, Myles
Osborne, Allan, -
Patrick, William,

Saulter, Rudy J.,

Scheid, Gordon, .
Sentmen, Robert,
Smithhart, W, L.,
Stephens, Edwand,

Sundin, Gene L., P8 sd
Sweeney, John D, peeded et
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Tauriello, D. B,
Willingham, Max, .
Zurbuch, Peter, R0 awed.
MEDICAL CORFS
To be colonel
Cashmean, Charles, PEr8eaTed-
Diefenbach, E., BEeSrareed.
Padllln-Ramirez H, ESCSedeedd.
Palese, John A, PRSrared.
Plerron, Goorge,. ECC8e8Teed
Simpson, Marion, EeCSeSeesd-

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
To be colonel
Richardson, E, BEESeSwwed.
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ARMY FROMOTION LIST
To be leutenant colonel

Balley, Paul W., BRaRaweN.
Bauserman, 8, L., BRRaraveed.
Bennstte, Jerry,
Beth, Ewald E., .
Bigler, Robert, BRededvesd.
Boardman, W. £, Beesedeesd
Bourrle, Richard, Beseaeed.
Byrdsong, \."allh.-..
Campbell, ¥ M. EReSesved.
Carragher, John, FRraeasesd.
Charles, Oralg, EReSeaeasd.
Clark, Arthur C.,
Cumicek, John C., BeeSwdreed.
Dampler, Willlam, B2rSraveed.
Darling, James, Pee 82224
Dennis, Larry, Eee8edveed.
Ehrmantraut, E. J,, BRlaLare
Enzor, Burney H,, Elededvend.
Erdley, Larry L., BRe8eaceed.
Perguson, Jack, Pregedeeed.
Fontaine, B. A, EEBe80eed.
Freeman, Warren, ECacaceed.
Fuller, Duane E., EZC80S00d.
Gee, Bobby J.. .
Gillasple, R, E., .
Guthrie, Ronnie,
CGuynes, Ervin A, PRl aweed.
Haley, Larry E .

Heywood, F. W.,‘

Hogan, Roderick, PReararecd i
Howell, Willlam, Peearacecd.
Hunter, Dennis, F%% XXX B

Injasoulian, P., Pe%

Jackson, James, Beed -
Jensen, Dennls, PRearoceed
Johnson, Robert, PReasassed:
Klssam, John B, BeeSodeeed.
Kloss, Richard, Fe8vasesd.
Lampe, Larry E., P )
Langley, Joseph, B aea??eed.
Lord, S8amuel D., B¢ XX
Love, James ., B 8eareed.
Lovett, Cariton, 3
Mabey, Robert D,

MacRitchle, S,

Maher, Joseph J., |
Markley, William, e acecd
Marks, Thomas A.,
Muarler, Arnold, [RPBvereed.
Marshall, Kim E,, Pooesceed.
McBride, James,
McDowell, L. E., -
McElwaln, Emmaett,
MoNinch, David, PR a4
Michael, Robert, 5
Miller, Gerald, EoeScovaN .
Mix, Terry P,, X X
Morgan, Robert, B
Murray, Michael,

Narel, Richard, %
Nelson, James H. Prarereed.
Newell, Dale E, PRoSrareed.
Narris, Robert,
Pachollk, P‘mnk..
Papler, John L. BE&e¢ XXX
Pattwell, Robert,

Pemberton, Roy,

Pennington, J. lm
Peterson, R, G., .
Petrik, Stanley, v
Portante, Guldo%.
Pruter, Roger A., ]
Reltz, Robert A., PR araerss
Richar, Wiiam, RESUERHN
Richle, Rlchnrd_
Rufl, Bobby K., BeeSesveed
Ruple, Walter L., BB
Schulte, Thomas, RS CaEEE

Shaffer, Rohlf, v
Shank, David \%
Sherman, John R.,
Sims, Herbert, Brovagum.

Sordl, Jumes J., (RN Eed.
Sprags. John B.,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Sproul, Hugh B...
Steele, Willlam, EEe@eSieeed.

Sundeen, Olufl J., BERarawed.
Turanto, Joseph, EECSedweed.

Teague, Eenneth, PRoaoaccsd

Turley, Donald, P a8
Vontrott, John, Beed
Walker, Lynn O, BEeeSedveed.
Wellen, Donald, BRgeaoed.
Whitfield, W. J., BEE8e8vedd.
Willlams, James, BReSeaweed.
Wahlers, Roger, Bl o el
Worthington, H., BedSedvedd
Wyatt, Jorry R., BB aoe
Zogllo, Anthony, EEeSCaweed

ARMY NURSE CORPS

To be lieutenant colonel
Hetzer, Suzanne,
Schulte, Susan,
DENTAL CORPS

To be lieutenant colonel
Hrannon, Dabney, PRearared-

Burgess, James, [Rearesscd.
Caballero, F. R., 22824
Crabb, Frank W., E2oa%e

XXXX B

Fournier, Donald,
Guthrie, Willlam,
Johnson, Dean P.,
Lewallen, Dick, Prarersecd.
Meldrum, David, BRear a2 d.
Ratton, Ralph R BEeOeO0eed
Rios, Manuel D, Pededrecd.
Rlitola, Carl A, Peeledvoed.
Ward, Willlam A., P8R a04
Woodlel, Shelby, BeeSeaeeed.
MEDICAL CORPS
T0 be lieutenant colonel
Belrne, Gllbert,
Hlack, Grover,
Braud, Joseph P.|
Cole, Gary B., -
Connolly, C. C.,
Deckard, Cecll, EEeSR8eed.

Desanto, Edunrdo, BooSee
Hahn, Won B, FC8e8eed.
Johnston, Robert,
Maurles, Christy, [Reacll-
Rieger, Frank Q., PR 82854:
Rodgers, Donald, EEedeonend.
Rutter, Paul H.,
Schumacher, G,
Severson, Donald, BReSeavedd.
Bnow, Rodney M. Bi@eaessd.
By, Janet 0., rRawed.
Thomas, Mack A, EERSeswedd.
Tornyos, Earoly, [Reaesresd
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
Berte, Thomas, RS aeeed.
Bird, Gary H., EE8e8weNA.
Desmone, John L., Rraraeeed.
Eghert, Michael,
Fraris, Alton B, BEESesesd.
Johnson, Ross A, PRaeaeeed-
Walton, Bruce, EeC8e8eeed.
IN THE ARMY
The following-named officers for appoint-
ment In the Regular Army of the United
States, in their active duty grades, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tions 531, 532, 533:
Colonels
Allen, Eugene Womack, EECSeaweed.
Brooks, Colleen Louise, i
Edmiston, Hownrd Willlam J.,
Foote, Evelyn Patricla, [Ee808ee.
Glaze, James £, ERRSRaweed.
Hawkins, Eugene Dufl, [RaRared.-
Henrlonnet, James Pranklin, P 8rareed.
Holeamb, Rowland Riddell,

Luckey, Robert Michnel, PReBTaweed.
Moutos, Gus, [RS8 -

Phillips, Walton Anderson, [Re8easesd.
Balimbene, Frank George, FRe8R8weed-
Behultz, Edward E., ReSeseesd.

29291

Voke, Edward Nelson, Feraearesd.

Weber, Thomas Edward, PReasaseed.
Al DEFENSE ARTILLERY
Lieutenant colonels

Alverson, Frunk Lavet, JW
Bauer, Joseph Leonard, L
Bradley, David Bernard, PRarared-
Balley, Joseph Wilmer, PReaeseced.
Briggs, Michsel Robert, FRo8wareed.
Brostrom, Theodore Mercer, Jre808eeed.
Hurch, Walter Marion, [Reaeaeeed.
Carlsen, Donald David, PPBwaseed.
Deleo, John Blase, Jr, Beacsred.
Draper, Floyd Lawrence, PRRaeswsdd.
Ferrelra, Marvin Eaton, = -
Fragner, Ronald Dean,

Garcla, Alfonso E., "

Garcls, Augustine, .
Gonzales, Antonio Gandara, RSP
Headen, Clifton, Jr., PSR areed.
Holloway, Harold Eugene, PRoaeered.
Holt, William Harrison, PReSeaeedd.
Holtheus, John Francis, Jr.,
Jackson, Andrew Leon, Jr., BEeSeseeed.
Johnston, Cecll Edward,
Jolly, Morris Franklin, XXX-XX-... B

King, Tommy Bert, fRraeceed.

Linder, Wesley Roy, lIBCCooN .-

Mapes, Clarel Bowman, II, PRe8eawees.
McEinney, John Baylor, BRRararecd.
Prultt, Kenneth Kealus,
Roberts, Willlam Sidney, XXX-... -
Schmidt, Donald Alex,
Schroeder, Jerrold Howard,
Shillady, Joseph Hart, Jr,,

Slate, James Sanford, L
Smith, Bruce Everett, 208 b
Starkey, James Olarke 111, BRa%a
Storz, Willlam Anthony, BRe8rered.
Sugimoto, Paul Yoshinobu, [RE8eeeeed.

Takayama, Thomas Toshio,
Thomas, Erle Whitehead, Jr., PS8
Thomns, Richard Asbury, BRrarareed-
Trott!, John Donald,
Verduin, Robert William, [R80 8004
Whiteomb, Allen James,
Wiken, Wayne Malind, ‘
Willkle, Robert Bruce,
Wright, Willlam George, Boeaeasesd.
Majors

Abadie, Jucques, 111, EECST800d.
Ahern, David Liddon, Jr., Rt aeed.
Andsrson, Theodore John, .
Antu, Emilio Genaro,

Baker, Aubrey Lee, BEE80aved.
Baldwin, Larry Gene, BReacaeeed.
Beahon, James Lewls,
Beaton, Albert Whitfield T,

Blancas, Manuel Arthur, [Eoae8eeed.

Booth, Mark Michael, .
Boucher, Harry Nathan,
Bradberry, Donald Glen,

Bramblett, Miles Grant, Jr., JRoarasesd-
Brantley, James Ellis,
Burton, Danny Bold‘

Call, John Richard, Beediedveed.
Campbell, Jerry Robert, BEe8eaeeed.
Christensen, Michael Ralph, FEeS .
Christinnsen, Paul Alfred, E228e80eed.
Clay, Dennls Bugene, [Roaeaeisd.
Collins, Roger Scott, :
Condrey, Sam Junior,

Cook, Danle] Paul,

Cooper, Terence Lee, %
Corathers, Michael Glenn, ;
Cornett, Wesley Augustus, PReararsed-
Custer, Terry Alan, [Reaeaseed-

Davito, John Aldo, BeBearesd.

Deavers, William Franklin, FEeaeaeedd.
Dibease, John Paul, Jr.,
Dillard, Robert Willlam, Peavawesy.
Disney, Owen Dwayne, :
Dotson, Connor Willlam, Jr.,

Eleam, Gerald Leon, FRRaraeedd.
Evan, Donasld W, Doosvarssd.
Farkas, Frank, PRoacaceed.

Farrel, Michael, B8 87eed.
Flelding, Robert Joseph, FRe8rseeed.
Flick, Clsude Henry, BRS80S0 0d.
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Flowers, Edward Alexander,
Gallardo, Alfred, X

Geishert, Philip Lee, ]
Gesner, Jimmie Leroy, (EEaroeed.
Good, Bobby James, eS80 Sw0ed-
Gortney, Roy Clyde,

Gray, Donald Chatburn,

Hall, Ronald AnLhonm_
Haripar, Kurt Claus, i
Harvey, Vivian Jim II.
Hayhuret, Bruce Alan, Beedesvesd
Henrlckson, Arnold Frederl, B8R owed.
Herrera, Rudy, BZE8e@eed.

Hester, Lawrence Dewey, o araeeed-
Hester, Marvin Lee, BEeS080ed
Hicks, Ralph Douglas,
Hood, Albert Melvin, Peareesd.
Hordych, Joseph James, PRoaaeeed.
Huffy, Michael Jon, BErEeaeedd.
Hughes, Samuel Reed, BRoSeaveed.
Inge, Danny Aubrey, Beed e cece
Intlehouse, Jackson, BRearaweed.
Jacobsen, Jerald Ray, i
Janssen, Elaus,

Jarvie, Alan Wyatt, %
Johnson, Franklin Carroll,

Johnston, David Shaw, [ERaraeed.
Jung, Heldon, B8 @seed.

Keller, Ronald Lee, %
Kelley, Philip Raymond,

Honing, Frederick L., FRR8T800ed.
Erumins, Juris, :

Kyle, Robert Richard,

Lafrance, Leo Paul,
Lieblg, Fritz Wllllam, Jr,,
Limones, Jesus Raymundo,
Lohmann, Russall Lee, :
Long, Herbert _
Maden, Omar, Reeoeoseed.

Mamika, Anatoly, [ERER8eed.
Manla, John Robert, PRoararecd.

Maynard, Jacques Guy Gasto, PRaRareed-

McCormick, Charles Edward, Poararsed.
McDanlel, James Iley,
MecGuire, George Timothy,
Nagel, Orin Arthur,

Navarrete Eutlmio 8.,

Noe, David Michael,

Norris, David Bruce, 8 r e
Parker, Patrick Donald, PRawerssd.
Pekarek, Arthur Edward, Jr.,
Perry, Robert James,

Plumley, Joseph Pinkney, Jr.,

Plzak, Raymond Alan, A
Presley, Vernon William, Jr..

Priebe, Rodney Mariin, BRraReresd.
Rlddle, Bruce Oarleton, P
Robbins, George Ben, ‘
Sanders, Earlyn Lynell,
Schooley, Carl Thomas, Jr,, a2 H
Scibelll, Richard Anthony, i}

Shy, Clyde Wesley, :

Sitzes, Paul anmam
Smith Stephen Theran,

Snow, Richard Melvin, Jr.,
Spradlin, Evender Grewl, Jr.

Stagg, Charles Robert,

Stephens, Wayne Howard, "
Stuart, Alan Richard, EEEFTeSod.
Taber, John Lowell,
Tallman, Michae! Vincent, kil
Teylor, Robert Worth,

Terwlilliger, George W.,
Tinkham, James Morris

Vandrey, Hanns Priedr :
Wagner, Henry Max, .
Waters, Bruce Wayne, %
Whayland, Jack Roy, :
Woods, Robert William,

Wright, Roger Alan,

Young, Robert William,

Zepp, Werner,

Captains
Ables, John Emerson, XS

Allen, John Clayburn V1T, W

Artis, Walter Wayne,
Richey, Richard Gray,

[ 006 T ]
Spears, Jarrell Rodney, s
Wilkes, Gerald Jay, m
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ARMOR
Lieutenant colonels

Ball, Eldon Eelith, EReaeaeesd.
Becker, Ollver Reuben, Jr., PR8eaveed.-
Bosserman, Richard M.,
Cogan, Larry Carlisle, ]
Earwood, Harold Jackson, Jr., (SR80 8wed.
Flynn, Joseph Michasl, (SR80 8000d.
Frazier, Errol Roy, R8s d.
Frost, Dean Horton, Fee8edeesd.
Haleomb, Dallas Wayne,
Hamon, Clarke Alfred, P8 arees
Harrls, John Morgan 111,
Healy, Harold Willlam, [Rraraseed.
Hlcok, Willlam Tyler,
Hodges, Joseph Kenneth, FResesvedd.
Hughes Michael David, PEiBeae0ed
Jaeger, John Nell, PRRaRaweed-
Jurvelln, Richard Arthur, PReSeaeeed.
Knapp, Willlam Anthony, FR08eaweed.
Kofoet, Rudolph anhertm.
Lorsung, Norman Ewald, f
Maloney, James Russell, .
McCloud, Harry Earl, -
Medbery, Wade Eugene, Jr., BCe808eed.
Meyer, Merel Dean, [RR8R8eed.
Moore, John F.,
Moreland, James Douglas,
Muller, Walter Otto,
O'Helley, George Wiley, BEO8e8weed.
Prestipino, Samuel Anthony, B8 aesed.
Schmidt, John III,
Slmmons, Carlos Nathanlel, PReaeaveed.
Stevens, Sherrill Halsey, PRoSearsed.
Thielen, Edward Joseph, Jr..
Thiels, Jerry Michael,
Vossler, Herert Leroy, BecSedoeed
Wells, Thomas Lee, B aeed.
White, Fay Thomas, Jr., [Reacassed.
Young, Bernle Lewls, PRearaweed.
Mafors

Adame, Alberto Arturo, EECSReweed
Akers, Larry Boaders, BRo@ooweed
Anderson, Frank Raymond, Jr.,

Angus, Charles Edward, ERCSCSeeed
Ardisson, Richard Lee PR8Ta%904.
Ash, Sherwood E. [RRBraeed.

Avent, Jullan Glover, EEeaeaeeed.
Baker, James Samuel, Jr., [Roaeaceed.
Barolet, Francls Alfred, PRRawawesd.
Barthelmess Robert F., BReaeaeeed.
Heam, Harry Berkley, [RRaeaced.
Beckman, Randall Mark,
Becker, Frederick Walter J., PRea8e 8004
Benjamin, Ulysee Anthony, EEe8eseed.
Bennett, Marion Dennls,
Benton, James Allfred, PRoSRarecd.
Black, John Danlel, [EC8eaeeed.
Hiasche, Theodore Richard, [Rearareed.
Bludworth, Robert Stephen, FRe8r8ees
Boren, James Robert, Jr., (RS N
Bourque, Michael Bertrand, FReseaeedd.
Bowers, Anthony James, .
Bowers, Leland Cralg,

Boys, Paul, Sr.,

Branstetter, Mason Jam
Briggs, Duane Archer, :
Brimage, Donald R., Reacallll.
Brink, Thomas Logan, fRraeseed.
Bryant, Albert Eugene, [Ro8eareed.
Buckley, John Lyons, Jr., BRCrassed
Budd, Allen Dean, :
Burkett, Maynard Lester,

Byrd, Joe Mack,

Caesar, James Michael,

Campbell, John W,,

Capers, Alexander J,, Jr,, .
Cardin, Robert Luclen, [rararesd.
Carmichael, Ronald L., [RRScdEN -
Carroll, Richard Lee, PReacaceed.
Cashon, Richard Cole, PR ararecd-
Chaney, Jimmls Dule, BSe8%d ]
Chase, Donald Theron, Jr. PReacasced
Cherry, Jack Marion, PReorscesd.
Christine, Steven I.ee.
Clary, James Edward III,
Clausen, Dennis James, [e8resed.
Coon, Robert Claude, [E8ared.
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Cowell, Richard Allen, R8T aw00d.
Craven, Grover Oliver, Jr., BEooeared.
Creech, Johnny Allen, %
Cushman, Stephen Lew, .
Dalton, Glenn Allen, BERSeseeed.
Danby, Arthur Westgarth, Jr,, EEC8ra00d.
Davis, Donald, BEeawaweed.

Davis, Regis Walter, %
Dawson, Willlam Henry, .
Deaver, Ronald E,, [EE8e8eed.

Devlin, Michsel Robert, BRrSeasecd.
Dickinson, Pasul Edwin, b

Dinardo, Robert Gino,
Dolan, Dennls Liam,

Dur., George Wilson II, G
Edge, Davls Odell, .
Eldridge, Gary Willlam, -

Elliott, Alfred Henry III,

Embry, James Hastings,

Enyart, Robert Nels,

Erby, Tommy Lee, .

Erkie, Norman Ray, Praesreed.

Erwin, George M.,

Estrada, Arthur Trinidead, EEESTEed.
Evans, John Delmar, Jr., .
Falr, Lawrence Ray, .
Fanning, Leo Norman, Jr., Beeaeasssd.
Farrow, Phillip Blake, [Ee8vaveed.
Flanagan, John Edward,
Foster, Charles Marshall, Poedledeood.
Foster, Michael Wayne, .
Fowled, Ruford Wayne, Beededeeed.
Frank, Ronald Joe, a
Frederic, Willlam John,

Gallaher, Richard Franklin, [Rearseed.
Garza, David Arnold,

Gerlscher, Barry Phillip,

Gill, Charles Robert, EEE88wed.
Ginther, Gene Scott FRBcaseed.

Glass, Len Eldon, FRearacesd.

Glass, Wayne Edward, BEeSeareed.
Glessner, Jerry Geue

Golns, Glenn Scott, Eeededeeed.
Gordan, David Weldon 111, P8rared-
Gorley, Richard Louls John, Peaedesed.
Gray, Randall, Thomas, ;
Grice, Johnny James,

Cuynn, Ralph Roger, [Rearaeed.
Hagemelster, Charles Chris, FRoacaceed.
Halles, Sherman Ward, Jr., BEo8%a .
Hampton, James Courtney, FEoa%s
Hanes, Stephen Thomoas, PEe8easesd
Hansch, Peter Karl Hermann,
Harmon, Lee Arthur.
Harper, Stephen D, BECORO0ed.
Hartwig. Robert Louis. Jr., BER8e8ered
Harwood, Jerry Thomas
Headley, Jerry Allen,
Healey, Michael Gorton, [aeasesd
Hendleman, James Aaron, Jr.,
Henry, John Michael
Henry, Joseph Carl, Jr
Herndon, Carlton Edwin, P08 8o
Herrick, Emery Louls,
Hethcoat, George Ladd,

Hibl, Eenneth Albert, W
Hite, Alfred Javan, XX,

Hix, Alan Dean, Jr..
Holand, Albert Lewls XX-

Holland, Russell Edward XXXX

Horton. Paul Glen
Howe, Gene Carl,

Hurd, Frank Kenneth, Jr., |
Ter, George Arthur W
Jackson, Michael Wayne,

Janus, Jan Dennis, M
Jarrett, James R.. Jr., XXX-XX-...
Jenkins, Glenn Allen,
Jenkins, Gregory Ross. EEe@neesed.
Jennings, Lew, XXX-XX... B

Jersey, Willlam Joseph, Jr.. XXXXX-... B
Johnson, Wayne Eugene, Jr., BLearereed.

Johnston, Robert Rex, Jr., 5
Jon=g, Charles Thomas, Jr.,
Jones, Douglas Bay,

Jones, Robert Ry, EESYRS0M.
Jordan, Willlam Harold,
Jorgensen, Robert Emll, BraceE
Justus, William Stephen,
Eandler, Robert, IERECCEM.
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Eeller, Donald Eugene, Poodeesnd:
Elmner, Henry Josaph, PEaOCOeeed.
Eing, Carl Lee, RS 80004.

Eirk, David Clayton, Ee8rareed.
Eirkpatrick, Wayne Thomas, BReararesd.
Elopotek, Michael Albert, X
Enight, Clifford Lynn, K
Eramer, Robert Stanley, ELeaco.
Erawczyk, Joseph Louls, Jr BPEeSravred.
Eyle, David Les, .

Lafever, George Bernard, f
Laine, Leroy Charles, Jr., BECSeSveed.
Legere, Robert Alan, PRRSeaeesd.

Leigh, Stuart Layne, Feeseaveed.

Lent, Paul Edward,

Leopold, Mark Earie, Jr.

Lepenske, James Anthony, Jr.,

Lodwig, Steven Harold, [Eo8R8%eed.
Loper, Johin Michael,

Lossing, Raymond Alvin,

Lott, Dennis J., EeeESeseeed.

Lumbho, Bobby Thomas, PRacaceed.
Magers, David Henry, BRoSvacesd.
Mallett, Bernard, Jr,, EEESeduced.
Mandell, Eugene Laurence, [e8raweed.
Markham, Frank Bell, o
Marlowe, David Herman, -
Marshall, Onrl Beason, [Rr8e8weed.
Martin, Roger Grant, EER8e800d.

Mason, Manuel Willlam, Jr., PReBeseeed.
Matthews, Marvin Verner, Jr., BEe8e8eeed.

MecCammon, Lioyd Duane, BRe8e8weed.
MeClary, Donald Lindsay, Beeaeacesd.
MecClendon, Robert Wayne, PRoarsanesd.
MecCue, John Willlam, [RR8eaesed.
McCullough, Michas! Dals, FeRavaweed.
MeDonald, Jerome Paul, [Ee8080wd.
MeDowell, David Alexander, FERBT8ed.
McoGowan, Billy James, e raweed-
McMillen, Phillp Earl, %
McRoberts, Phillp Leslle, 5
Mencser, Stephen Edward, PRrararesd.
Merrifield, David Michael, PReoc .
Millard, Steven L., =

Miller, John Harold, Jr.,

Miller, Michnel Eent, (ISP,
Mitchell, Robert Vernon, Jr,, R o dEEEE.
Monhollen, Edward Lee, Jr., IEERDT .
Moody, Steven Joe,

Moore, John Ray, XXX-... .

Morgan, Harold Sherwood, Beararesd.
Morgan, Joseph Bramwell, Be8we0eed.
Morris, Jack Ray, BRRaraReed.

Motola, Daniel Albert,
Mowdy, Thomas Clifton, Jr., BRRerered.
Muleahy, Raymond Patrick, Berawaeeeg.
Mullins, Willlam Inmon, FReavas74.
Munson, Wayne Thomas. PRearerssd.
Murtha, Paul Edward, P8R e2e4

Muse, James Richard, JRRarereed.
Musgrove, Vernis Willlam,
Nall, Ronnle Will, [Reaveseed.

Nelson. Wayne Thomas. ForS e,
Nenninger, Alan Henry, P58 e
Nichols, Danlel Raymond,
Nichols, Eeith Raymond, Praeesesd.
Nickle, Robert Ernest O.,
Noel, Richard Lane, [RoS .

Noyes, Phares Edward, A
Orr, Robert, Jr.,

Osterman, Charles Joseph, F
Page Edward Curtls, FraRaresd.
Parrington. Richard P., fEe8e8eed.
Parrott, Paul Willlam, FRRaeacedd.
Pastor, David Anthony, [SCS NN .
Pearson, Alphonso Howard, Preaeeesed.
Pearson, Thomas Richard, Jr. Je080 8200 d.
Pekema, Andrew Mervin, Booarareed.
Pittman, Phillip Don. [RRSe8eeed-
Plummer, Jerry A, BB ead-

Poston, Danle! Alan, PRRoraseed.
Radford, Charles Edward,
Ramsaur, John BWW.
Ratzlafl, Roger Lee, :
Rausch. Brian George,
Rawl, Joseoh Heyward, PRrawesssd.
Reld, Erlc Plerre, Po8e a0l

Reld, Robert Michael, P8 aeed.
Richards, James Gomer, Jr.,
Riley. Michael Owen. JRR8easecd-

Robertson, Francls Blalr,
Romalne, Peter John,
Rorle, Kugene, Jr., P8 aeed.

Ryan, Peter Mark, EEe88weed.
Satterfleld, Eenneth Troy, BEC8C80ed.
Satterie:, Peter Hamlll.rm.
Scarborough, John Allen, BES8ee
Schattauer, Frederick C., BEeaeaeeed.
Szhmidt, Dennls Ralph,

Schumacher, Edward Louls,

Sergeson, James Henry, g !
Shalongo, Daniel William, FReS%s .
Sheehan, William Henry, 111, BEeS0 8w
Sheehy, James John, Jr., peeOeOsted.
Sheetz, Jerry Lawrence, BS80S

Shrode, Jack Warren, Jr.,

Sickler, James Weldon,
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Skinner, Herbert Lorenza J., i
Slawson. John William, ;

Slusser, Sam Marvin, BEeSeaeed
Smith, Cecll, EERBTS00od.

Smith, Clarence Alvin, I1I,
Smith, Gary Lloyd,
Smith, James Vernon, Jr.,
Smith, John Merrlll, BEeSeSered.
Smith, Richard St. Clair, FCE808000d -
Bmith, Willinm Lewis, EEe808weed.
Smith, Willlam Ralph, FSeaeaeedd.
Bmyth, Peter Hyde, 8080 00d.
Snell, Wilmer Dan, EECgedweed.

Sprayberry, James Michoel, BECSOSeeed.

Bpringer, Barrie Hyde,
Btark, Cortland B.,
Bt. John, John Michael,
Straw, Marvin Leroy, -, .
Btrickland, Robert Madison, EEeSCSveed
Strom, Raymond Lesler, ESCSeSveed.
Sweltzer, Jerry Ray, -XX-
Bwitzer, Warren Homer, EEe8C800ed-
Tamm, James Charles, -
Taylor, David Willlam, Peeded .
Terry, Michael, PEeSw8 ‘
Terrell, Richard Dee, PeeOeoesed.
Teters, Richard Lawrence J., -XX-
Thomson, James Williams, PEoSedeeed
Thompson, Steven Wayne, BE28es
Tompkins, Charles Edgar, II, [Eeaea
Topping, George Allan, BO08%8 !
Toy, Wald Douglas, FERae8weed.
Trent, Donald Lee, BeCSvaeead.
Trussell, Ronald Eeith, EeeSeSeeed.
Tubbs, Thomas Wind B OOCXX-
Tunnell, Rodger Lee, EXX-XXXX
Turpin, Elmer Huvey, BSedceed.
Urick, Dennis Otto,
Uzelac, Michsel John, ECe8ed
Vanorden, Fred Joe, EE28@® :
Vanriper, George Glenn, III,
Voce, Patrick Francis, "
Wade, Jarrel Blake, ERSeaeedd.
Walding, James Robert, PReaeaeeed.
Wallace, John Dudley, Braraseed.
Waller, Luther Omer, FERavasecd-
Walters, Glenn Lee, B80S0
Ward, James Armour, Jr
Warnock, Vernal Gene, EeScoeeed.
Whasson, Peter Andrewm.
Watkins, Charles G., ‘
Watson, Rodney Lee, EERaRaveed.
Weaver, Michael Doyle, BEeSeaeeed-
Whittake:, Frederick George,
Whitten, Michael Wayne,
Wicker, Jerome Edward,
Wiegand, Eenneth Frank,
Willcox, John Palmer, -
Winkler, Campbell Wayne, EEe808ceed.
Witwick!, William Peter,
Wolfe, James Ross, A
Wood., John Plittman,
Wood, SBeott Gibban, i
Woode, Lawrence Alvin, Jr,, BEC8a0ed.
Woolwine, Charles Thomas,
Yacovou, Gregory Loucas, !
Young, Willlam Les, [RRarased.
Captains

Campbell, Charles Christop, FRearaceed.
Degrasse, Robert Allen, Re8raeeed.
Hagan, Ronald Eugene, FReaeaceed.
King, Frank Lynn, II1. EEC8e80eed.
Lowman, Oharles John, Pee@essssd

29293

Moore, David Wayne, [RS8 awe.
Shirey, Robert Hobson, Jr., [Reeeased.

Suozzo, Michael Anthony, BRSO eveed.
Vongonten, Jimmie Leon, [Reararedd.
FIELD ARTILLERY

Lieutenant colonels
Baker, John Edward, .
Banks, Hayes Bernard, .
Bertish, George David, ,
Bolsseau, Jerry Philip, Esededesed.
Brunick, James Lewls, EEe80800.
Casey, Willinm Francis, Jr., BReararsed.
Castillo, Victor Emesto, 8o aesed.
Chamberlain, Wayne Justin, JReeeessed.
Cox, James Robert, PEeeasedd.
Daleo, Francis Bernard, PR 8eaeed.
Davis, Harry Lawrenoe, 4
Dehnel, Curtis Otto, 5
Flely, Robert Julius, [ea8earedd.
Fitzgerald, Thomas Lloyd 1., [RR8T8wed.
Fitzsimmons, Ronald Dean, P 8r a0l
Floresvellido, Angel Luls, [Ro8eareed.
Flynn, Vernon M., Jr., [ .
Fulmer, Robert Winston, .
Glynn, Michael Steven, m
Greenwell, Edmund Stephen, [Rr8R8wed-
Harper, Sanford Eugene, [Re8e8eced.
Henderson, Douglas Ra;'monm.
Henderson, James Anthony, .
Hitefeld, Larry Otto, [EE808eed.
Howard, Billy Joe, FEeB080000.
Jackson, Avery James, FRoaeavecd.
Joyner, James L., PRRSR8eed.
Eelley, Robert Donald,
Klevith, Willem,
Klser, Joshus Lincoln, Jr.,
Laferte. Albert Edmond, ¥
Lockwood. Charles Jansen J.,
Lopez, Luls, FRegwaeeed.
Lucente, Raphael, Jr., FEeor oo
Lunsetter, Wayne Byron,
Manilla, Anthany Charles, [Re8eassed.
March, James Henry, [RR8eaeeed.
Martin, Richard Benson, [Reaeaceed-
McClellan, Donald Howard,
MeConkey, Leroy Russell, PR aearesd.
Nikotich, George Savo, FCe8oa .
Nobis, Edwin Nlnluen..
Novak, John Donald, EEeSeseeed.
Pellerano, George,
Peterlin, Frank Thomas,
Piram, Joseph Albert, [RRae8ed.
Probka, Walter Joseph, Jr.

Pufpaff, Max Fugene,
Reeves, Eenneth Earl, Rec@edoeed.
Rhoadarmer, F‘relan
Rivera, Angel Luis, 4
Runnells, David Lee, -
Schray, Conrad Eugene,

Sebert, Willlam Eelth, JM
Selbert, Donald David, .
Solomon, Alvin Lee, PR arareed.
Taylor, Morrls Joe, PRrS .
Treutel, Prederick Henry, EReeeseeed.
Turk, Thomas Nicholas, PP aesrd.-
Urquhart, John Cheney, PRearsosscd.
Villarreal, Vivian Jaime, Begeoweed.
Weber, Howard Frederick, Poraedeesd
Wilkle, Robert Leon, RS oceed.
Willinms, Rodney Lee, PRleaeced.
Youngblood, Gearge L.,

Yurkas, Gary Elmer, [ aeaeesd
Zebell, Robert Allen, ESeSeSeeed.

Majors

Abel, Willlam Arthur, (Ee8eseesd.
Abendroth, Terrell Douglas, PRREREod.-
Adam, Charles Fredric, FEeSeawesd.
Adams, Barry Henry, [R08rered.
Adams, Burton Roy, PReaRnecesd-
Adams, Reid Eveson,

Alessl, Robert Thomas, FReararesd.-
Alexander, George, Jr,, BRo8Roreed.
Allen, Willlam Ward, :
Alung, Staven Rov, .
Ammendolin, Anthony James,
Anderson, David Joseph. FRRava%eed.-
Anderson. John David,

Armstrong. Willlam, Jr.,

Arvin, Charles Edward
Atwood, Dale Millen, Peedesveed.
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Baddeley, Clayton Eugene, [Er8T8wed.
Baln, Michael Harvey,
Balzer, Frederick Thomas,
Barnes, Howard Rodney, .
Barnes, Paul Lawrence Bott, BEe8eaweed.
Bauman, Steven Ray. P8R aweed-
Baxter, Jackie Lynn, PR secd-
Beauregard, Raymond Levi. BEe8edeed.
Becker, Stephen Charles, -XX-
Belinge, Clarenoce Leslls,
Benglen, Allan Pierre,
Benoit, Michael Leo, P8R a02d:
Berg, James Andrew, Poease
Bertsch, Alfred Otto, PReSvdeesd.
Blehl, Gary Milo, v
Bishop. Gary Lym%_
Blacker, Michael Faye. EEe808eeed.
Black, Charles Michael, P8R80l
Blamey, John Albert, Jr. .
Blevins, Larry Paul, ;
Bodine, Timothy Ralph, EEe80Seeed
Bollen, Lawrence Allen, Jr., 808 0ced.
Boring, Charlle ‘I‘homu.
Bowman, Daniel Louls, PEoSedeeed.
Boyd, Jimmy Vance, EEe80d 1
Bradley, John Peter, -
Branan, James Dale,
Brockway, Charles Richard,
Brock, Dennis Leroy, BC8ee s
Broughton, Charies Arthur, Ree@es
Browers, Rlchard Lynn, -XX-.
Hrown, Oharles, PEe8ed .
Brown, Douglas Blalne, EEeSeSveed.
Brown, Earl Jones, Jr., EEe8e8esed.
Brown, Louls Charles, Jr.,, -XX-
Brown, Walter Bond, II, -,
Brusstar, James Henry, ES0808

ryant, David James, Peed o eee
Burch, Gary Lee, B8R84
Burnette, Ronald James, P8 aweed.
Burna, Lanoy Orr, Be8edesed.
Calhoun, David Noel, 3 -
Campbell, Bryan David, BECSe8%
Cannon, Samuel Lee, Peo8vaveed
Carey, Patrick Thomas, 8
Carpenter, Joseph Henry. E228
Carson, John Lee, Jr.,
Carter, James Melvin, Jr.,
Carter, Willlam Tran, peed
Cassel, David F.,
Catlin, Lance Brian, :
Causey, Windle Ray, E2eaeaeeed.
Chambers, Jerty Wayne, Ee8ed
Cheek, Dwight Clifton, FRearared-
Cherry Norman Reddlck,
Childress, Philllp Wayne, EEeSe S0
Christensen, Kjeld Frils, m
Christner, James Howard,
Christopher, Paul Edward, BRRaeacesd.
Cintron, George Ivan,
Clark, Dennis Alan,
Clements, Francls Anthony, BECSeaceed.
Closkey, Samuel Jay, EEE8eaSweed.
Coletto. Frank G., PEESC8ved-
Congrove, Jack Raymond, EECSCareed:
Connolly, Raymond John, BEe88%%d-
Cooper, Bllly Roy, BEravaresd-
Corn, Larry Bert, Pecdedeesd.
Coyner, Joe Dunn, Jr., BEC8e8eeed-
Craven, Douglas Duane, Beavaeed:
Croft, Daniel Anderson,
Crutchley, Robert Edward J.,
Culling, Thomns Edwin, EEe8e8eeed.
Cumbow, Danlel Jackson, FR8raceed.
Curran, Guy Kirkwold,
Davis, Michael Ralph,
Dennis, Stephen Smith,
Dixon, John Millard,
Dowdy, John Willlam,
Dubberley, Chester F.,
Duitsman, Leighton Lee, i
Dunn, William Ronald, JRRarawesd.

Dunnam, Gerald Glenn, Jr., PReaescsd.

Durham, George Allen, Jr.,

Ehlers, Robert Otto

Elllott, James Edward, FReaeawesd.
Elllott, Larry Glibert, [EE8l84.
Elton, Gordon Claire, P8 eacecd.
Eno, John Peter,
Evanitsky, Alex, Jr.,
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Evans, Kenneth Earl, BEe80aweed.
Faulkenberry, Oscar Allen,

Ferrara, Seth Joseph, IV,

Filak, Ronald Walter, PReaesered.
Flanagan, James Patrick, o8 aeeed.
Flunarty, Richard Denver J.,
Foley, Michael Edward, JReaeareed.
Franks, Joe H., [Re8eaveed.

Franzonl, Fred Royoe, 111, BRrararedd.
Frecht, John Wallace, Jr
French, Walter Dwayne, EEC8eo0eed.
Frey, Kurt Matthew,
Friedl, Raymond Joseph, PR aeasred-
Pritz, Charles Walter, III, 1
CGuddls, Evan Ray, .
Galenls, Vincent Paul,
Gamber, Robert R., Jr., BEoSesweed
Guranzuay, Antonlo, [Re8Tawoed.
CGardner, Martin Luther, Jr., PeaR8ed.
Garmon, Patrick Earl, FReaeaeedd.
Gibson, Robert Allen, -
CGillliss, James Melville, Jr.,

Golly, Leroy Elmo, Jr,,

Gore, Landon Wellington, s
Graham, James Edgar, .
Gray, Willilam Connor, 5
Greenleal, Gary George,

Green, Michael Alan, PRRarereed.
Green, Robert Paul, PReaesssed.
Grether, Hownard Frank, II,

Griner, Willlam James,

Grunseth, Gary Edward,

Gunter, Cecll Thomas, %
Hagemann, Ralph Edward, PRearssssd.
Halberstadt, Gary Lees, PRoaearsed.
Hall, Richard Malone, I Srad.

Hamlliton, Don Breckenridge, .
Hamlett, Charles Herbert, .

Hannum, Charles Robert, Jr., PReae 824

Hanson, James David, BRrararecd.
Hardy, Willlam Jones, PRRarareed.
Harris, Charles Arthur

Harrls, Roger Leland, J

Harrls, Wayne Prank, M
Hartley, David Clough, XX
Hawkins, George Arthur,
Helmberg, Arthur Max,

Helt, Richard Lee, B8R areed.

Helller, Charles Lawrence, JRearareed.
Henson, Jimmie Harding, PRoaraeees
Hermann, Narbert George,.
Herring, Curry Michael, FReaea ]
Herring, John Owen, P8R orees

Hester, Robert Voyne, Perecedd

Heuschel, Eugene Richard I, BPP80872cd.

Hlcks, Hobert Cornelius, Jr., PR 8eres
Higbe, Wayne Jerome,

Hlller, James Sldney,

Hinman, Walter Leroy,

Hinton, Charles Cleveland,

Hipp, Robert George, PRBeaweed.
Hollingsworth, Stephen Lee, [208%
Holmeas, Harold Herbert,

Hood, Loren Eugene, .
Hooker, Steven Raymond, PRoaR 3
Horton, Robert McLaurin ,
Hovious, Joffrey Cliaries,
Hudgins, Grover Wllllam,
Hudson, Olin, Jr., Poae@

DOXXX... ]
Hutehinson, John Toland, IT,

Ingram, Karl Robert,
Tott, Peter Lindy, o8 aeeed

Jablonsk!, Edward Stanley H
Jackan, Robert George,

James, Gerard Glynn,

Jefferson, Kenny Jewell,
Johnson, James Everetit, BRrae e a.
Johnson, Terry Glen, A
Joiner, Thomas Gerard,

Jones, David Vincent,

Jones, James Randall, Peaaesd
Eastanek, Lty Joo, PRoa 8%

Kelley, Gordon Frederick, 2828
Kendall, Terry Allen, .
Kendall, Richard Ira, P80 8ssee.
Kllpatrick, Jimmy Dx -XX-
Kimball, Robert Ha
King Herbert Lee, Jr

I XOXCXX-XXXX B
Klobe, Harold Ronald, Pearavesd.
Kluender, James Luverne, Beeaeseeed.
Kollars. Dana J.,
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Kregar, David Charles, BReaeanedd.
Lange, Paul Hans, Jr., BReaRareed.

Lazor, Johin Dale, [RRaeaeeed.

Leach, William Powell,
Lesper, Richard Adam, FRRavaweed.
Lehman, Mlles Robert, PReaeaeed.
Linville, James Martin,
Little, Charlle, Jr., PRavaeeed.

Lively, Garland Ray, BRRaRewsed.

Locke, Joe Henry, BReSeseeed.

Longhl, Frederics Ambrose, JReaeareed.
Longobardi, Frank Ralph, Praeaweed.
Lorenz, Ted Martin, PReararedd-

Luellig, Paul Joseph, Jr.,
Lutz, Joseph J., Jr., PEESRaeeed.

Lyman, Richard Howard, BReaeseesd.
MacDonald, John Stuart, PReacaweed.
Maclver, Stuart John, PRRaRereed.
Madayng, Robert Anthony, Jr.,
Maggard, Sanders Eugene, FRraeaeedd.
Magner, Steven Willlam, pReSeereed.
Malcom, John William Imhof,
AManning, Tyrus Jerald, PRRarereed-
Marguriet, Charles Philllp, PReavasesd.
Markowskl, Michael Thomas, PPRarawsed.
Martin, Danlel Willis, PRRarareed.
Martin, Larry Dean, [FrS0 RN .
Mate)ka, Paul Henry, Jr., PRearawed.
Mauck, Buford Willlam, Jr., B8e8ssd.
Mayou, Duane Willlam, [raron.
McAdoo, Dennis Authur, PReaeereed.
McAlpine, Robert Watson, PReaeeresd.
McCarthy, Robert James, Jr.,

MeCaln, Ronald Everett, P22 .
MeCarty, James Austin, PReararrd.
McCord, Harry John Emmins, BRRawssseg.
McGahee, Harvey Willlam, Jr., [ XxXxxx-.. |
MeGaugh, Michael Floyd, BReaearesd.
McGraw, Joe Michael, B0 ro.
McKee, Gerald Lee, IS0,
McLemore, Willlam Watt, PRRawareed.
McNeill, John Joseph, Jr., PR aes o
McPhaul, Archer Reginald J., PReawswssd.
McPherson, Prank Hllton, 1T, = 0G ===}
Meaney, Richard Andrew,
Medrow, Donald Howard, PRRaRseisd.
Mellen, Paul Clark,

Mennlg, John Joseph, PReaeeresd.
Meredith, Dennis Manson, s
Meull, Gus Martin, IT, W
Meyer, Alan Roger, B8R acecd.
Mihajlovits, Stephen Otto,
Miller, Calvin Wilson, Jr., | XOEXXXXXX B

Miller, Henry Clinton, Jr,, PRearasssd.
Miller, Robert, PRrawareed.

Miller, Willlam Richard
Mills, Stephen Alan, .
Minihan, Danlel Richard, Jr., | O ]

Mitchell, Bryan David,
Mitchell, James Edward.

Mitchell, Jon Edward

Mitchell, Otls Dean,

Moench, Prederick Jullus
Monko, Joseph P, Jr., [ETCScaN.

Moore, Jerry Allen, PRBRared.
Moore, Otis Dale, PPraresesd

Moore, Paul Russell, [2006. =525 7]
Morris, James Joseph, BB A22 4.

Morton, Walter Michael, XXX-XX...
Moseley, James Wesley, BReaee
Moseley, Michae! Stepher

Moss, Walter Ralph,

Muller, Robert E.,

Murphy, Michael James

Myers, Ronald Edwin,

Nabstedt, Robert Emmet,

Nakasone, Edwin Minoru, (B acaN.
Neldlg, James Barry,

Nelson, Nell Edward, ‘
Nesbits, Woodrow Malor o PHETa
Neumann, Glenn Bruoce,
Norman, Marshall Ray, EBSCa0a.
Nulle, Theodore Louis, Sr
Ober, George Curry. XXX-
Ogle, Glenn Algon, PR ERed.
Osborn, Jonathan Merwin,
Palmguist, Robert James, FESTCE0N.
FPariker, Michnel, ESCCECod.

Parmelee, Michael Stephen,

XXX-XX-X... B
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Parrish, Willlam H_, Jr., [EC88ed.
Paterson, Michael Louls,
Patrick, Victor Eenneth, EEeSedeesd
Patton, Jackle W., PEeSeaweed.
Paviak, Robert Terry, BEeSeseeed.
Payne, Max Deon, Be8e8wed-
Pederson, Richard Wayne, PEeSe8esed-
Perelra, John Anthony, FRC8eaeeed.
Perry, Howard Samuel, 11T, FR8Raveed-
Peterson, David Roianm.
Pettua, Terry Tyrone,

Plaltzgrafl, Dennis Gerald, BPeeQedvecd.
Pimble, Charles Edward,
Pino, Antonlo Louls, EECaRaeed.
Popham, Dan Russell, pReSeawedd.
Preatice, David John, PEeSwaweed.
Prichard, Joe Douglas, %
Pruszkowski, Robert Frank, .
Pullum, Hallday Mason, [ERS08wed.
Radnotl, Dennis Lyn, EEE88eed.
Radvancsy, Nicholas Alan, [Ee80870d
Raper, Douglas Lane, PRaceeed.
Redding, Terrence Russel, BRoSeaeeed.
Reld, Ronald T. EEE8eawsd.

Reimer, George Mntthcw,.
Retta, Lawrence Roland, BReSeaesed.
Reynolds, Willlam Marshall, BReasavssd.
Rhoades, George Howard, .
Rich, David Prancis,

Richartz, John Paul EErSeaweed.
Rinehart, Brian A, EeCSedeeed.

Ring, James Elsworth,

Rodgers, John Wade, Jr.,

Rogers, Morria Wayne,

Roth, Richard, :

Routon, John Everett,
Sangermano, Albert Vincent, Beeaearsed-
Sasin, Bllly Ray, EEe@edeed
Schierenbeck, Everett E,,

Schnelder, Ronald Darrell,

Schooley, Ronald Lee
Schreiber, Donald A., EeSesurnd
Schwartz, David Paul, ]
Schwartz, Gregory Phillip, :
Schweppe, Herbert Ernest J FEe8e8weed
Scott, Donald Lee, PRaraeeid.
Scott, Donald Ray, PRedeseeed.
Beeger, Lawrence Clinton, B essesd

SBhannahan, Norman Edward, P80 8000d.

Shaw, Alan Hume,

Shaw Ralph Willlam, !
Shelton, Jerry Wayne, BRo8raved.
Shpakowsky, Thomas Adam,

Sinclalr, Thomas James,

Singleton, Peter, [Rarawed.

Sloot, Willlam Wynand,
Slucher, Albert Eugene, Jr.,

Bmalls, Freddie,

Smeltzer, Stanley St. Clalr,
S8mith, Don Lee, X

Smith, Gary Wayne,

Smith, Jude Klennert,
Smith, Lawrence Thomas, PR aeecd.
Snider, Bill G.,

Soule, Peter Err%
Southard, Lee Drummond,
Spangler, Paul David, EEESedeeed.
Splczak, George Roman,

Staats, Jaumes Richard, Jr,,
Standley, John Millard, [ER8a0eed.
Stapleton, Robert Lee,
Starnes, James Lamnrr, [Raceesed.
Stecco, Johnny Michael, P88l
Stefanovie, Drugan

Stillwell, Robert Clay, ]
Stout, Charles Russell, Jr., :
Sudman, Kent William,

Tanks, David Ralph, (808w,
Tavares, Richard John, [Raeawed.
Taylor, Larry Lewls, PRRBeeredd.

Taylor, Richard Pentreath,
Teague, Charles Robert,
Tennant, Clifton Oliver, Jr., PReasa .
Thompson, Willlam Joseph, XXX-XX-...
Thomas, Guy Michael, BTSN
Thomas, Michael Edward, ERRa0seesd.
Thomas, Stephen George,
Thorpe, Donald Alan, EEBTREN.

Tice. Vernon Leroy, Jr. PO

Tichauer, Francis Anthony, [ XOXXXX-.. B
Tillman, Willlam Lane, Rr8eareed.
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Tilley, Richard Michael,
Timberlake, Ronald Nell,
Tranfaglia, Louls Thomas,
Trineca, Gino Jay, (EEEraeed.

Troyan, Nicholas, 3

Tubbs, Willlam George, 3
Turlington, Richard C., JReaesveed.
Turner, Gerald Wayne, PRooes

Turner, Otis Haley,

Tyree, Richard Lee,

Uzzle, Donnle Thomas, ¥
Velten, Michae! Edmond, PSSy
Wade, Gary Howard,

Wagner, Robert Floyd,

Waldron, Michael Lee, BRR808

Whalker, Cyrus Dexter, IIT.

Walker, Samuel Pryor, s
Walker, Thomas Gorham, [e80 ’
Wallace, Tommy Rodger,

Walsh, Sean George, i
Wassamire, Warren Willlam,
Waters, Harry Everette, III, L
Weatherford, John Charles,

Webb, Phillip Harvey, Jr.,

Wedge, Charles Hurley, FRe8eaceed.
Wehr, John Robert, BEoSeareed.

West, Herbert, 111, PRarareed.
Whisenant, Bllly Poster,
Whiteley, Willlam Richard, EECS08eeed.
Whitson, John Anthony, FR8easeed.
White, Willinm Joseph, Jr., [ a%a
Widman, Ronald Charles, JRR8R8wed.
Wigelsworth, Jesse Edward, ERC8easeed.
Wilbert, Willlam Edmund, IT,
Wilgen, Michael Charles, [RR808eed.
Wilkerson, Ronnie Eugene,
Wilkes, Randell Lester, BRe80a000d
Willey, Charles Willlam, EEe8e8eeed
Williams, Edgar Dewitt,
Willlams, James Richard,

Wiliams, Jerry Wayne, :
Willlams, Robert Gerald,
Willson, Loran Carl, .
Woolard, Claude Eugene,

Worley, Ralph Steven,
Worthington, Dale Harley, PR8eaeed.
Wozencraft, Thomas Dean,

Wynne, Frank Allen,

Yacovitch, Paul Nicholas,
Yakale, Paul Miller. PReaReweed.
Yenchesky, Roy .’\Ilen
Yowell, Robert Allen, EeSedvced
Zacchett!, David Alan,
Zahorsky. Michael, Jr,
Zavecz, Leslie Willinm, FRR8eaeeed.
Zawllekl, Robert Walter, [eoes
Zebehagy, Jullus Joseoh,
Zeller, Joseph Louls, Jr BRearaweed.

Captains

Barlow, Kenneth Arlen. PS8R
Cuantrell, Alvin Douglas, EECSCSesed
Carter, James Richard,
Grabowskl, Michael Keith,
Green, Prank Grayson, Raraced.
Harshman, Max Murray, ERC8e8eed.
Holland, George Chalmers,
Janssens, James R., P08 .
Jowars, Gus Erle,

Eeenan, Robert Arthur, .
Knighten, Larry Wayne,
Korzeniewskl. Joseoh G., [R8es
Lundman, Donald Grant, Jr.,
Merchen, Lee A, EECSCSTed.

Nell, Paul Ernest, Jr.,

Pyeatt, Ray Gene, .
Robldeaux, Richard Lioyd, Ee88eeed.
Schucker, Michael Brannon,
Shannon, Walter Lee, PoSeeeed
Bmith. Theodore John, Jr., FCe808eeed.
Taylor, Fred Canady, [Ee8eaweed.-
Unterseher, James Ervin,
Warne, Douglas Edward, BEeSeaweed.
Willlams, Gary Loring

Wilson, John William, g
Wong, Sanford,
INFANTRY

Lieutenant colonels

Adkinson, Michael Harold,
Alken, George Franklin, EEeSeaeeed
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Ashton, Guthrie Henry, Jr.,
Balley, Edward Elmore, Jr., | XXXXXXXX B
Bellfi, Donnie Dale, BEE8eSweed.
Bergin, Donald Staunton, PRalereey
Bethea, Edwin Arthur, [Rrarsesed.
Blankenship, John Danlel, BEeaeares
Boles, Bennle Carroll, PRrareesed.
Bonthuls, Robert Earl,
Boykin, John Timothy,
Brown, Bruce Livingstone,

Burke, Robert John, S

Burrier, Willlam Paul,
Campbell, Gerald Ray, .
Carey, Richard Arthur, 3

Carrier, Willlam 8, IIT,
Qlark, Predrick Marshall,

Caolegrove, Leslie H., :
Cooper, Russell Wayne, PRrarareed.
Cox, Laddle Manson, %

Cralg, James Ball, .
Crescloni, Charles Raymond, IS onuEE
Dahlquist, Gordon William, BRSPS oM.
Dmvis, Melvin Lindon,
Doble, John George, Jr.,
Dunagan, Kern Wayne, L
Durham, Hugh Clinton, 111, EEECCS .
Erwin, Humilton, 111, EEBRCE0 .
Fajardo, Wallace Antonlo,
Ferguson, Willlam Carlton, XX
Fernandez, Walter Eugene, .
Gardner, Richard Antone,
Gibson, Willlam Edgar, f
Harper, Philip Ryan, v
Hayman, Jack Harold,
Hoffner, T. Davison, [EBTCS0aM.
Holmond, Joe Louls, Brarensed.
Holston, Willlam Wesley, Jr., BR800 7%
Howell, Marquis Dwight, PReaRaseed.
Hutson, Tommy Mack, PRrawersed.
Jacobs, Irard Eugene, .
James, Lonnie, Jr,, .

James, Tommie Preston,
Johnson, Edward Ossian, ITI,
Johnson, Larry Earl, -

Jaones, Thomas Joe,

Keshel, Donald Jon,

Kinkead, Alfred William, Peaee
Enlght, Linwood Polk,

Kramel, Glenn Richard, .
Krause, Dieter Wilhelm,
Latos, Christos, RO 0N.

Lawson, Lott, 1T, BRCS0aN.

Lindbom, Daniel Ralph, ECracouig
Mark, Michael Ellison, [iBTCSooN.
Martines, Luls Enrique, SRS .
Matthews, Carlos Milton, Eere e
MecAnaw, John Patrick, EEESY0a0a .
McCarthy, Brian Joseph, BB M.
MocHugh, Bernard John, PRe8verees
McInnis, Charles Wayne,
Mitchell, Walter Glenn, J

Moore, John Terrell,

Moore, Michael Andre, RS0 oH.

Morse, Edward Douglas,
Munsey, Jackson Lee, XXXX

Murphy, John Thomas,

Murphy, Johnnle, Lev!,

Myers, Willlam Edward, XX

Nixon, Paul Edward, Jr., S ra0a.
Ott, Ray Myron, ST
Patterson, John le

Peres, Foiix Eloy, EoRSEaR
Peterson, Larry Dean,
Fhelps, Randall Eelth, Poodesweed.

Flerce, Nlles, BRrarorecd.
Pounder, Dennls Joseph, J
Powell, Luther Charles, B3

Rodrigues, Luls Orlando, PRRa%assed.
Roof, Willlam Ray, -

Royal, Gerald Cllfford,

Sabatini, John Joseph,

Sabitsch, Albert,
Saylor, James Edward
Schultz, Edward E.,

XX
Shankles, Harold Les, 3
Shibao, Lincoln Hiroghi .

Sinor, Donald Ray

Smith, James A,

Stepanovitch, Sava M.

Sulllvan, Willlam Edward
Sutcliffe. Bruce Edwin, NPT OURES.
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Thomas, Gerald Erskine, PRRaraeesd:
Tarres, Victor Manuel, B8t oeeed-
Tyler, Flelding Lewls, BRanarssd
Ussery, Freddle Joe, Pevovevesd:
Vanvieck, James Edgar, RPEeOoO e
Whalterhouse, Richard Allen,
Ware, Lesly Franklin, Jr., BERSreweed.
Wartick, Dean P, EE8R8000d.

Watson, Jacob Turner Alvin, .
Weaver, John Comellous, Jr., BEeOeoseed.

Welch, Terry John, PRrovececd-
White, Robert Curtls,
Whitney, Charles William, f
willlams, Robert Thomas, FReaeaesed.
Willlams, William David, Jr. ESRaeeseed.
Waorthington, Gerald Ray, BERSRereed.
Young, James Albert.

Majors

Abdalla, Steven JMPWI
Abell, James Michael,

Abraham, Robert Eugene, ELeaearerd.
Acevedo, Ramon, Jr., I
Adams, Robert Harold, Jr.,

Allen, Claude Wayne, PR aeowesd-
Allen, Donald Ray, EEBeored-

Allen, Ernest Richard,
Allen, Norman B., EEaraeeed.
Anderson, James R, FEeSesveed-
Anderson, Terry L., EEC8e8eend.
Andrews, Robert Bdwnrd,
Arndt, Victor Everott, BE8eoweed.
Artls, James Alex, ‘
Asselin, Willlam Stewart,

Babb, Joe P., RS aTed.

Baber, Steve A RRaRaeAd.

Bablasz, Prancis B, Jr,, EECSR8ved.
Balley, Linwood P. EEeSeaweid-
Baker, Breman Wayne,
Baker, Olifford Darrell, BReawaeerd.
Barker, Willlam Russell,
Barnes, McArthur, ERe8eaeed.
Barnes, Thomas Russell, 80 aweed.
Barrows. Robert Lawrence, Ce8eacerd.
Barth, David Frederick, FEC8eawed.
Baskett, Kenneth Gerald, BRe8easeced.
Bass, Garry Michael, FRE808eeed.
Basso, George, Reed e e

Batts, Willlam Cralg,
Baum, Bradford Earl, B8R aeeed

Bays, Eddle Lamar, PReleaccsd.

Beck, Albert Terry, ReeQeooced

Bedard, Paul David, BEee@edvesd.
Beadsole, Jimmy Owens,
Behrens, Willlam Allen, PESedvece
Benezra, Mare Theodore, fRraeaceed
Berns, David Gregory, EEeSeaweed .
Berndt, Irwin Richard,

Bernhardt, Eugene David,

Besaw, John Henry,

Betts, Charles Harold, Jr.. fEe8eareed
Biddle, Michae! Bruce, EEC8e800d.
Birchett, Esca Carrendun, I,
Birdsell, John Edmond, ITI, BEC@0Seed
Blanks, Herbert Elllot, FEeSraeeid.
Blevins, Russell Ray,
Bloxom, John Lynn, BRaeasesd.
Bodine. Philllp Eugene, EECOCSeeed.
Boger, Gene Shelby. EEC8C8ed.

Bontl. Gerald Matthew.
Bowens, Charley Wesley,
Brabston, Douglias Eent, BReacaeod.
Bradshaw, James Harlan, PECS oo esd
Brakel, Garvin Forrest, PEC8Coeeed
Braymiller, Charles John, el es
Brayton, Jack Leonard, B aweed.
Brickley, Richard Dean,
Brisson, Robert Prancls, Jr,, ELC8R8eed.
Britt, John Osear, Jr.,
Broccoll, Chester Edward, BRe8e8veed.
Brooks, James Hoyt, Jr. PEeSedvesd
Broanan, John Denis, EReSeaeeed.
Erown, Clarence Richard, BleSeacoed
Brown, Wallnce Patrick, EeeQeO.5eee
Browne, Harvey Seymour, IV,
Burckard, Albert Palmer, Jr,,
Burke, Gearge Ernest, [e808eeed-
Burruss, Lewls H., Jr., PRoasareed-
Butler, Allen Dawson,

Butler, Ronald Gene, BReaeasesd.
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Byers, Larry Willinm, PeeoeSesed
Caballero, Gabino Joseph J., PRoacaceed:
Cabler, Jimmy Lewes, BReSesored.
Calioway, Cecll Barnett, 2

Calvert, Ronald Martin,
Campbell, Charles Ray,
Carbonettl, Stephen Allan,

Carlson, Carsten Dean, .
Carpenter, James Calvin, Jr. JJECSed
Carrell, Daniel Lloyd, Jr. Preded
Carroll, Timothy D., BEeSeSesed.
Carswell, Harrll Dwight, -XX-
Carter, Donald Anthony, EES8ee
Carter, Herbert Ray, ESC@oocecd.
Casler, Paul Melvin, PEeSegvesd.
Cathey, David Neal, BEe8odveed
Cavanaugh, Michael B, -,
Chapman, Charles Ralph, EC87d
Chapman, Willlam Massey, Peeoeovesd.
Charity, George Oliver, III, PERSTSwed
Chelf, Eenneth Wayne, .
Childress, Cralg, Mason, PEeSeaees
Clark, John N, Jr. Jrravaeecd.
Clark, Thomas E., PRraeaeeed.
Christinnsen, Henry Robert, JEearaeeed.
Clements, Dale Clifford,
Cole, Gene West, BEe8e800od-

Colller, Willlam Huett.
Colvin, Willlam Larry, Beededvesd.
Conner, David Leroy, BEe8Raeesd.

g
3
:

E
%
;

“XX-XXXX B

i

:

x
<
b
ik

g
§

:

i
&

Connors, Harry Lloyd, Jr., EESSed.

Cook, Gregory Lee, PRoBedeed

Cooper, Michael Claric,
Cardrey, Ted David, [RRa0awed.

Cowles, Robert Lowel], a0 aweed.
Craven, Randall Eugene, EEe8e8eeed.
Creekmur, David Allan,

Crockert, James, i

Cumba, Raymond, Jr., .
Cummins, Thomas Mathew,
Dadek, Willlam Joseph, E2C8080Cd.
Dalton, Dennis Matthew, e aweed.
Dangerfisld, Harvey Douglas,
Danlo, Roger Gary, Rl seed.

Davison, Willlam Jamaes, Jr., EEC8Taweed.
Davls, Clalborne Watkins,
Davis, Ronald M., Beeavaeed.

Davis, Terry Willlam, PS8 cesd-
Deegan, James Lester, EEESe9

Degelo, Gary Joseph, 228

Degrange, David Clark, -,

Demaria, Matthew Anthonv, PRS0 eweed.
Derobertis, Rocco,

Detuncq, Edward Robert,
Detwiler, James Edward, 2
Devault, Steven Edward, E228
Dickens, Frederick Wayne, -XX-
Dimercurio, Peter Nansen, BEEoOo
Dinning, Robert Tra, EECOCocnce
Doane, John Busby. EEESeoneed.
Dobson, Edgar Lamar, ES089d
Dodd, Clarence Edward, =
Dodd, Denls Ray, BEeSes -
Doherty, Donald Lee, Peededneed.
Donahue, John Christopher, EE28
Dorer, John Richard,
Dorney, Michael Joseph, -,
Douthitt, Thomas L.,
Dowling, Charles Robert, BSOSO F
Duckett, John Thomas, TI1, EESeaveed
Dulina, Andrew Stanley, 11T, F2C8eH .
Duncan, Billy Alfred, E8edeeed.

Durre, Jerry Herman, EECSESs .

Dyer, James Everette, XX-

Easterling, Willlam Sldney, EEC80S
Edelman, Richard Edward, EEeSedeeed.
Edwards, Marion Eugens, Jr. JE28eawed
Eggleston, Robert Allan, BSe@e8wesd.
Elsaman, Harry Willlam, L
Elmeer, Philllp Sixten, A
Elms, Randle David, Jr. BEeSeaceed.
Engle, John Jehu, (ERSaeed.
Etheridge, Ted Dudley, BR8eaeeed.
Evans, Douglas Dale,

Evans, Elbert Franklin, EEe8c8eesd.
Evans, Richard Smith, PEeSe8eeed.
Everett, Richard Addison, EEESeaweed.
Favorite, Ralph Sldney, BECSRaweed.
Fedde, Carl Bernhard, ECCE8e@eeed.
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Fetlg, James Lee, PR ro0red.
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Helmling, Richard Thomus, [EBTCSTEE.
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Hite, John Theodore, PEEOELONEeE
Hodge, Thomas Wayne, ]
Hodson, Michael Edward, '
Holland, Willlam Lawrence, BReavaeeed.
Hollins, John Earl, Jr.,
Holt, Richard Lamar, i
Honrath, Joseph Edward, Jr,,
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Howard, Robert Leawis, -XX-;
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Hughes, Edmund Earl, I11, ESE8C80e0Y
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Japak, Brian Anthony.
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Jeppeson, Martin Peter, BReo0eeeed.
Jobe, Dwight Lealon,
Johnson, Clarence Edward, PEC@oaece
Johnson, Jesse Lee, Jr,, BECS0Sveed
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Jones, James Samuel, Jr,, BReOLOCeed.
Jones, Thomas Lex, B8
Jones, Waverly Phllllp
Jordan, Adolphus Waverl
Jordan, Larry Dale, Reeoeovend
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Judd, Dastel Nell, EEE8e8eeed.
Jurgensen, Charles Edward, Bearareed-
Just, Edward Arthur, Jr.,
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Elllam, David Wendell, PReaversd:
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Klina, James Martin, Jr., s
Eolb, Karl Gunnar, :
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Kresho, Mark,
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Lacount, Victor Frederick, BEe8eaeed-
Lafleur, Ronald Richard, BECS0aesed-
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Lanning, David Earl, :
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Latta, Eenneth Carlton, Jr.,
Lawton, Johann Richard, BReSeseeed.
Lazor, Joseph Anthony, [EO8R8w0d.
Leahy, Paul Patrick, EEelvaessed.
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Lee, Michael Kenneth, BECSe@ "

Lee, Robert Dennls, Jr., FEo8e8eeed:
Lee, Hobert Merrlll, Jr., BER@e@veed-
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Legrice, Eenneth P., Jr., EEC8eS9eed.
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Lents, Miklos Attila, =

Leslie, David Edward, ECC8eaeeed.
Lester, James Edward, Jr., XX-XXXX B
Lettre, Marcel John, Peaed K
Levasseur, Richard Albert, E2¢d
Lichtneger, Robert Willlam, B5%@
Linnane, Michael Don, _XX- 3
Little, Donald Ray, Jr., EEeSeseeed-
Litton, Joseph Paul, Jr., [Ee8e8
Litton, Roger Louls, Eee@edeeed.
Lockard, Hobert Alvin, B2
Lockhart, Henry Dillard, 11, EEC8e80ed.
Lovelace, Douglas Clayton, -,
Lowe, John Walter, Jr., Ee8Caeeed.
Lowman, Raymond Paul, IT, BSC8v8%
Lucas, Thomas Walton, PReSee A
Lugo, Roberto Olivera, Beededvaed.
Lunsford, Danlel Charles,
Lyle, Richard Timothy,
Lyons, Stanley Mark, P80 oweed.
Mabe, Thomas Lee, 8
Macey, Richard Lloyd,
Macey, Thomas Allen, X
Machnlickl, Walter Roger, Boes
Magno, Michasl Oren, XX-,
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Markiewicz, Ronald Edward, FEea8raweed.
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Martin, Herman Eugene, PEeSeocsed.
Martin, Ronald Stanley, 8o sred.
Martin, Terry Edward,

Martiny, Richard John,

Massmann, Peter W., X
Maxwell, Donald Ray, Eee@ed .
May, John William, R8T aeed.
May, Joseph Allan, PRRaSeawed.
Mays, John Remy, E8eaeed.
Mazikowskl, Arthur Wayne, ECCSe8eodd.

McAfee, Lawrence Samuel, Jr., oS eoesdd.
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MoCord, James Henry,
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McDonald, David Francls, Rraeaveed.
McDonnell, Donald Francls, BRo8eaceed.
McDowell, Richard James, [raeaceed.
MceGraw, Dunny Glen, FReaeaoed.

McEeegan, Thomas John, Jr,, Polacacecd.

McEenna, George Ward, PEo8eaesed.

MeEinney, Dan Hownrd, L
MeLean, Floyd Willlam, Jr., ]

McMahon, Timothy Leland, 08080 ocd-

McNab, Michael Cralg, ‘
MecSpadden, Jimmy%.
Meade, Randolph, ¥

Meeks, Thomas Vertis, oS red.
Menendes, Angel Severino, [Reaeeseed.
Mercadante, John Prank,

Meteger, Harold Vernon, Jr.,

Meyer, Gary George,

Mever, Walter Woodrow,

Milburn. Stephen George, .
Mlldenstein, Arlo Junior, PR aneed.
Mills, Terry Alan.

Milner, Robert Allen,

Mishler. Harold Elmer, g
Mitchell, Melvin Curtiss. PRearareed.
Mitchener, James Enrl, [Reaeareed.

Monahan, Edward Michael, Jr,
XXX.

Money, Isaac Leon,
Monson, Lyle Donald, Br., PRe8raweed.
Montgomery, Dennis Jay, PR sssd-
Moore, Jerry Lambert, FEea8eaeesd.
Moore. Joel Roger. Beo@eoweed.

Moore, Kenneth Dewayne, EEC8e80eed.

Morehouse, James Allyn, [EE8e8wed.
Morey, Gerald Lee,

Morretta, Salvatore Robert,

Morris, Terryl Roger, BEEaeaeed.
Morrison, Charles Michael, PRaeaoeed.
Morrow, Willlam John, Jr.,

Mucha, Martin Gall, .
Muendel, Edmund Frank, Jr., FReaeacedd.
Muhler, Edward Gordon, [Raraeedd-
Mulholland, Russall J,, ECSTaeeed.
Murdock, David Emmitt,
Murphy, Daniel Jonm.
Murphy, John Paul, .

Murray, Oliver Eddle,
Murrow, Samuel Corpening, Eooe
Musgrave, Thomas Edmund, e ess
Myers, Brooke Willlam, PeoSe8eesd
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Myers, Robert Clyde, BEeedledoned.
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Nakashima, Miles Eric, o0 @ easesd.
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Neil, Richard George,
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Nelson, Richard Norman, Jr., B220
Noll, William Nelson, [Er8raeesd.
Horberg, Michael Kelth, PSooneed.
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O'Donnell, David Earl, i
O'Keefe, Robert Raymond, .
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Olson, James Allen,
Olson, Merlin Harvey, .
Oman, Jon Richens, P8R areed
Ooley, John Everett, PeSeacecd.
Oosterhuis, John Richard, PReaeaceed.
Osborn, James Estel, Jr., FRe808700d-
Osimo, Ronald Edward, PEe8edceecd.
O'Bullivan, John Igrmuuu_,
Overturf, Eenneth Leroy, BCoaeseesd.
Owen, Evan Leslie, Jraeaceed.
Palmer, Bernard Paul, Br., EE2808ed.
Palmer, Dennls Dean, PReaearssd.
Parker, Hayes Duncan, Pee8easecd.
Parker, Ronald Peter, B8 eareed.
Parpart, Juergen Helmut, PRo8eaweed.
Parr, Jack Dean, POaoavedd.

Parson, Willlam Donald, Bearasecd
Partheymuller, Richard R., [Reaeaced-
Pasquarelll, Timothy L., -XX-
Patalano, Francis Frederic, Bgeg
Patterson, Harry Owen, Jr., XX-
Patton, Melvin Henry, [E0a%3
Penny, James Warren, Pecdadoeed
Peterson, Henry Bruce, [EE8R8Teed.
Paterson, Robert Dale, A
Picasso, Bartholomew D., 3
Plcco, David Joseph, EEC8R8000d.
Plerce, Willlam P, [Rr8T8%4.

Plet, Stanley David, FRRasa B
Pifer, Richard Gall, PeeSeavecd.

Pike, Randall Ross, ’
Pillows, Elbert Lee, "
Plittman, Psul McKinley, Jr., .

Plzsano, Brian Vincent,

Plummaer, Douglas Edward,

Pogue, Larry Hale, [RR80aeoed.
Pollard, Willlam Everett, PR acaresd-
Polster, Wayne Michael, .
Porter, Bruce Edward, M
Porter, John Fhilllp, [Frae8eed.
Potter, Bllly Hershel, [Re8Rareed.

Pouncey, John Edward, EER8e8wesd.
Presley, Bruce Wayne,

Price, Ulyess Douglas,

Pride, Lawson Raymond. Jr.,
Pritchett, Jerry Don, PR aeed.
Pruette, Ronnie Ray,

Pryar, Jack H,,

Pursche, Allen Carl,

Rachal, Daniel Wililam, Jr., W
Rallo, Joseph John, Jr., M
Rankin, Ronald Willlam, o
Raymer, Doyle Lynn, m
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Reese, Wesley Dule, BEeSeoveed.
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Rice, Harry Eirby, Jr., Eeeoreseey.
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Silva, John Leonard, Jr.,
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Sinclair, Gordon Earl, ITI.
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Sorrell, Richard Hubert, [R8R8weMd.
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Bparrow, Jack Lewls,
Spelcher, Martin Lovell, PRoaraeesd.
Spiker, Gerald John, BEeEng.
Spurgeon, Leland,

Stack, Robert ., PRoareee s
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Stanberry. Robert Kelth, FRracaced.
iton, Thomas Willard, PPRaReReed.
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Starke, Willlam Stewnrt, 11, JEBTTaTH.
Stedmuan, Charles David, PR e
Steele, Donald Webster, Jr,, Boeaveweed.
Steiner, Carl Frederic, JRLaes F
Steinmets, Samuel, I11. PRarared.
Stephens, Hugh Emerson, JReaeseiid.
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Stone, William Ollle,
Stout, Dusne Clarence,
Stratton, Gerald Joseph, PReS0Seeed.
Stringer, Marion Delson,
Sturdivant, Ronald Edward, BRacaceed.
Sutton, Charles Eenneth,
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Swinehart, Jack Kenneth, ’
Szymanskl, Willlam Raymond, s
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t, Willlam Robert, EEeSeawesd.
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Unter
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Walker, Jame
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Webber
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Jjamin Harrison,
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White, Charles Edward II,

White, Clyde Ronald,

White, Gary Russell,
White, Jeffery Hugh
White, Richard Herschel, PSe8earssd
White, Sherrill J.,

White, Wayne Leslle, BReaeseecd.

Willk, g
Wilkins, Albert Gene,
Willilamson, Bobby Wayne, .
Arthur Carlyle J.,
15, Edward Leslle [RR8R8ed.
Willlams, Harry Lee, BRraeasesd.
Willlams, James C.,
Willlems, Joe Anders, PRodeaesed
I is P
Wilson, David Paul,
Wllson, John Edward,
Willson, Scott Edward
Wingo, KEenneth Jefferson J,
Winters, Harold Bell, Jr , FEeaSeaweed
Wirth, Donald Edwnrd, PR acesd-
Wise, Robert Willlam, PEe8eaesd
Wood, Stenhen Richard,
Woodard, Billy Ray,
Woodington, Ryon Lean
Woodring, Gary Edward, 22
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Worthington, Leonard H
t. Charles Edwin
ht, Richard Joseph, Reeoeoeeed.
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Reno, Mark Thomas, IT,
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¥ Jurgen, E
, Kurt Frederle b
Schroeder, Kennet}
Schulz, Donald Wayne, L
Schwab, John Samuel, 111, JRRaTawed.
Sharpe, Kenneth Willlam,
Willlam Henry, H
T , Allen Clark, ]
Tor h, Michael Frederick, .
Trammell, Louls Byrd, W
Virgin, Michael Eric, Blodvaeeed.
Waanl, Carl Ralph, Bee8edeeed.
Washburn, Thomas Dell, PERSe8eeed.
Watts, Ronald Edward, Feaeseesd.
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Whittaker, James Forrester, Feaeseeed.
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CHEMIUAL CORPS
ieutenant colonels
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Brown, Drew Hollls, s
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Coodey, Donald James, PEeSedeeed-
Delametor, Richard Ward, EECS089eed.
Edgin, Robert Louls, PEeSo@vedd
Fletcher, Roland George, [CaR8ced-
Goforth, William Edward .
Haley, John Charles,
Hayes, Francls Gerard, Jr., Re8eaeeed.
Heck, Dawson Eugene, Blo e sssd
Hopkins, Sam Moore, PRaRaeed.
Jenkins, Robert Lloyd, Jr, ERaeared-
Johnson, Ralph Leonard, Jr.,
Kelly, Charles Gabrlel, III,
Kerley, Charles Glayde, FEe808700d.
Kirby, Donald Glen, BReaearesd.
Law, Lamont Worthen,
Lombardl, John Joseph, Jr.,
Makriylanis, Panos,
Medici, John Edwards,
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Morris, James EdwardW.
Morris, John Lemuel,
Nakal, Leland Akirn, BeSeareed.
Newberry, Rlchard Stephen, FReaeaesed.
Peraley, Gllbert Alexander, Pooo oo cced .-
FPlummer, John Stephen, PReacocodd.
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Sanderson, Trannle Wayne, FReararesd.
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Wojelekl, Alexander F,, [RR8eaeeed.
Captains
Askew, Alphonso Ray, PRRararceed
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Dereu, John Alfred, PReSwa? .
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Dudley, Richard Edgar,
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Evans, Charles Edward, Jr.,
Peast, Joseph, Jr.,

Pisher, Martin Charles,
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Hagge, Gary Amold,

Hansmann, Jack, W
Heme, Walter u;tllsm
Hllton, Bllly Leroy,
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Koenlgseker, Howard W_ [ Po080seeed.
Maltiand, Tyrone George. FReoeoeeed.
Malkasian, Mark Dowell, BReaeareed.
Massa, Harold Alols,
Matte!, Willlam Clement, FCeaeaceed.
AMills, Thomas Martin, RRara00d.
Mouser, Thomas Merl, ]
Olmstead, Raymond Charles,

Owings, Douglas Leon,
Riddle, Arthur Wayne, ReeSedoesd
Rye, James Albert, PR eareed.
Sakado, Raleigh Toschilchl,
Sims, George Murrell, EEC8C8000d.
Singleton, James Lipscomb, [Ee8eaceed.
Skelton, Thomas Willlam, FReSearedd.
Unger, Larry Thomas, B8 e80eod.
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Wert, Harold Edwin, FReaeseerd.
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Willls, Timothy Malcom, EEe8eseeed.
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Adams, Ben Stuart, Jr., JRoarasssd
Allari, Ronald Lee,

Allen, John Dutton,

Allen, Willlam Lester,

Anez, Richard Michael, b
Arenz, James Edward,
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Asher, Timothy Joe.
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Brown, Leneld Edward,
Brown, Michael Lee,

Buddenhagen, Charies M.,

Burke, Willlam Michael, Jr.,
Burkhart, Albert Dale, %
Bussey, Joe Paynter, Jr,,

Butler, Morey Ford, - .

Cake, Edward Harry, PEe8ed

Campbell, Philllp Truman, B¢

Carlson, Steven Harold, PRoaed ;
Carpenter, Terry Dewayne
Carpl, Clive Caton, [RRBREed.
Carroll, Phillp Ward, 111, EZ28e8eed.
Casson, Milton Francls, Jr., B asesscd-

Chamberiain, Michael Leroy, PReacacedd.

Chambers, Edward Sidney, Jr
Chambers, Wilber Lee, -
Cherry, James Frank, PEeaearecd-

Colio, Lloyd George, Jr., .
Collins, Jan Corlyce, :
Cook, Leon William, L
Cox, Charles Rufus, ]
Cozler, Anthony Imn%
Cralg, Richard Wllllanm.
Cross, Robert James, ;
Damico, Michuel Amos, Beacacced.
Davidson, Ronald Elbert, BRracaced.
Davis, Thomas Glenn, FRSeseeed.
Demouy, Richard Wayne,

Denison, Dwight Philip,

Dey, Harold Arthur,

Dobrozal, David Andrew,

Dowell, John Thomas, ;
Doyle, Allan Grant, Jr. |

Ducey, Donald Leo, Jr., ;
Dunn, Eenneth Joseph,
Edwards, Charles Royce, JEeaeaverd.
Elllott, Ralph Earl, 111, FRRaraveed.
Elllott, Wilmer Otls, P e sy
Ely, Richard Mountford, .
Enfliejlan, Terry Edward, EecOedesed.
Eshenbaugh, Robert Allen,

Estridge, Joseph Mark,

Farber, Terry L., 5
Farr, Willlam J., .
Pedde, Cedric, Jr., 3

Feelay, Patrick Willlam, Bearared.
Pish, Lawrence Chaffee, 111, [R08Rareed.-
Flowears, George Alllson, 1T, PRY8R a4
Folger, David Michasl, BReaeareed.
Formo, Robert Allen, PRearareed.
Foster, Gerald Francls, [Reaescedd.
Fox, Theodore Claude, IIT, [Rrararsed.
Frankel, Philipp Michael,
Fravel, John Franklin, Jr., [Roacasesd.
Fritz, Mark Charles, FReaeaceed.
Fuller, Clark Wayne, [Soacatil.

Gannaway, Ravmond Clifford, PLeaed -

Gatlin, Robert Bruce,

Gaultney, Emory Harold,

Glazener, Thomas Walter, S

Goodell, Richard Ross, PR ararecd.
Grabert, Euclld Joseph, Jr., BRrawesess.
Gray, Charles Dennls, F
Greer, Robert Ray, ‘
Grifth, John Baxter, PLe8eaeeed.
Groebe Dennis George, PR Beed.
Guenther, Randolph Kent, FRravaresd.
Hageman, Willlam James, .
Halgh, Bruce Whittemore, [r8easssd.
Hambrie, Harry Norval, EECSRaeeed.
Hando, Robert John, Pravesesd
Hanks, Marvin Lynn, [ eacesd.
Harris, James Ralferd, FEC808%00d-
Harrison, Gale Robert, BEC8e8eed.
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Helbel, David Michael,

Henry, James William,

Hernson, Walter Louis, Jr.,

Herring, John Leo, EECSro Ol
Herttenberger, Donald Ray, BPraresesy.
Hey, James Edward,
Holland, Bobby Leon,
Holland, Wayne Richard,
Howland, Frederick Paul, Jr.,
Jeflers, Gerald Ralph, BSeggsvesy
Johnson, Charles Lee, Freaearesd.
Kaster, Phillp Gary,
Keelln, Owen Eugene, :
Kelly, Edward Joseph, Jr.,

Kendall, Charles Robert, Jr. BR80aveed.
Elely, Robert Willlam, Jr., a
Kincald, Jules Stuart,

King, James Earl, JRE8ece

King, Thomas Walsh, EEeSCtumm.
Kirchner, Clarence Henry J.,
Knight, Gary Dean,

Lamm, Frederick Warren,
Lamothe, Douglas Reginald,
Lang, Leon James, [28d

Laux, Ronald Dayton, (22852

Lawhorne, John Willlam, [P8e8

Leffew, Donald Lee, FRraveeed.

Lewls, Joseph Albert, Jr.,

Lexa, David John,

Liner, Harold Mahlon, Jr,, FR28%a

Lingle, Crelg Harmon, XX, i
Locklear, Cecl] Orlander J,, XX-XXXK

Love. Ronald Ray, [22828 .

Lowe, Francis John, = s
Lowe, Walter Eugene, ITI, [oooaoxx ]
Lynch, Melvin Coley, Jr., PRRaReeeq
Lynn, Joseph Wilson, PRearawesd.
MacIntyre, John Deverl, Jr.,
MacNelll, John Joseph, [RRarared.
Magno, Richard Angelo, PReae8e o4
Magrath, George, Jr,, EXX-XXXX
Mahoney, Kevin Joseph,
Malone, Willlam Frank, PRaessecd.
Mansur, Thomas Dee, BB 8224
Manuele, James Carl,
Martin, Richard Dale, JEe8800
Martinez, Carios, R8s -
Martinez, Louls John, [Rrereesed.
Mayer, Martin Albert,
McDonald, Gary Dwight,
McGee, George Knighton, [Reaeaeesd
Mellon, Harry Humphry, BR800
Miller, Marion Clare, BRearoeeed.
Miller, Nicholas Lee,
Minleller, John Floyd, Jr., Peaes
Morel, Cesar Rafael Eduard,
Morgan, Gary Bugene, [Re8easeed.
Morris, Gary Lee, o082 d

Morris. Herbert Hassell,
Mates, John Lloyd, 11, ERCaeaeedd.
Mullikin, Willlam Philllp,
Muivihill, John Michael,
Mundt, Bernard Charles, -
Needham, Donald Edward,

Noren, Gareth David,

Olesak, John Francls,
Oliver, Lawrence Edward,

Oltman, Joe Howard,

Ommundsen, Torbjorn, .
O'Neill, John Bernard, Jr., :
Ostovie, Franeis Branisinu, P8 Tawed
Ottesen, Robert Brian, B8 eaeeed.
Overstreet, Darvis Lee
Papapletro, Joseph G., -XX-XXXX B
Patrick, James Carl, Joe8edoeed.
Pawulak, John Dennis, [Ee8eaeed.
Perelesrodrigues, Jose E.,
Perkins, Richard A.,

Peters, Willinm Thayer

Plel. Leo James, FRE8oweed.

Piper, Charles Melvin, IV, PRearased.
Frechtel, Earl Clalre, Rravaresd.
Price, William Jay, o808 0eed.
Proctor, Arnold Gray, Jr., [Ee8d
Pylant, Louls Richard, BSC8ed .
Quigley, Thomas Joseph, PReseaeecd.
Robeke, Erwin Diedrich,
Roberts, L. J., 80 8eeed.

Rodgers, Gary Virgll, B8 eaweed.
Rushing, Rudi Barnett, Fee8eseeed.
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Rutledge, Terry Edwin,

Saage, Leroy Leon, Jr.)

Sauer, Joel Murray,

Schiuter, Darrell Lloyd,
Schofield, Peter David,
Sehrandt, Willlam James,
Schultz, Joseph Frederick,
Scott, Bert Rorick I11,
Scott, Harold Hophleus, Jr.,
Scott, Ted M., 1, PaRawd.

Seibert, John William, 111, BeUBvererd-
Sevier, John ’nlumw
Sharr, Stephen T, .

Shaver, David Eugene,

Shockey, David F.,

Shumpert, Harvey F., PeeOCOees
Sigmon, Steven V., BERoeoveat

Simpson, Richard H. .
Sinn, Jerry Laverne,
Skender, Danlel Paul, OO
Smith, Donald Brent, PRoaearesd-
Smoker, Ronald Richard,
Southerland, Michael Ray, PRraressed-
Stahlberg, Gary Willlam, PReSvorvsed
Stern, Clifford Henry, Jr. BErS
Stevens, David Pinch,
Stevens, James Leroy,
Stoddard, Samuel, IIT,
Sullivan, John Richard,
Sweeny, Edward John, Jr.,
Sweigart, Leslie Gene,
Taubert, Louls Earl, Jr.,
Taylor, Michael Stuart, PRRaeareed.
Taylor, Ronnle Allen, ERRaraweed.
Taylor, Willard Luclan, III,
Thomas, James Edwlin,
Thompson, George Ronald, BReorereed.
Thompson, Thomas Hall,
Tolson, Plerce Wayne, ELC8080ecd.
Trombley, Richard Lee,
Turner, Michnael James,
Tyree, Ronald Wayne, "
Vanslyke, Thomas Grier, Jr.,
Vanzee, John Ronald, BBe8e8veed-
Varchetto, Guy R., :
Vedell, Richard John,
Verhine, John Eenneth, BCe8es
Vigluceol, Peter Anthony, EEe8ed
Whagner, Bryce Hedrick,
Walker, WicklifTe Wade ’
Watanabe, Melvin Masaharu,
Welmer, Donald Edward, 8 ]
Wertz, Lewls Edward, Jr., PEeanaeeed-
West, Winford Bruce, [Rrarsasesd-
Whaley, Charles David, PSS el
White, Robert Wallace, PeeSeevesd
Willhouse, Donald Edwin, BRo8earesd.
Willlams, Jerry Donald,
Williams, Otis
Wiliams, Robert Duncan, BEo89d
Williams, William Danlel,
Wilson, Dennis Ira,
Wilson, Don Adam,
Woll, David Bruce, peegeo.ueed
Waolterding, Douglas Turner, BEe80800ed.
Wood, Douglas MacDonald, .
Wood, Larry Glenn,
Wooden, David Larry, Peededeesd.
Woodruff, Karl Ray, PiRacsveed.
Wrentmare, Robert Jay,
Wylle, Allan George, PR aearesd-
Wyllle, Gordon Douglas,
Yanek, George Steve, Jr.,
York, Thomas Alfred, R
Zlentek, Michael Edward, [RrE .
Captaing
Allen, Richard Lee,
Booth, John Leslle,
Castlllo, Oscar Gonzales,

Charland, John Joseph,
Coffey, Willlam Timothy, Frareeesd.
Connolly, Michasl John, [r8ed
Draughon, James Ellls, .
Dregne, James Michael, PRoaedeeed.
Evans, Lioyd Alfred, BRRaraeesd.
Hanssen, Robert Danlel

Lewls, Robert Henry,
Lockhart, Stephen Clyde, P00 4
Rlcer, Terry Lee,

Rigby, John Graham, TSR
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Roberts, Robert Thomas,
Schnabel, Mark Maring, EEe8e8eeed
Stmons, Charles Henry, BEearaeeed-
Sitar, John Dan
Snowden, Frederick Carroll, BEeSRdeeed.
Spauling, David Edward,
Swarte, Ann Marle,
Wandler, George Tanner,
Watson, Christopher, Orndor, EEg8Raveed.
Whitehend, Roy John, Jr
Wright, Richard Alan, ERe8s8%eed.
MILITARY INTELLIOENCE
Lieutenant colonels

Abraham, Robert Lyndon,
Adamouski, Francis Joseph, Eee80Sved
Anderson, John Edgar,
Boesze, Laszlo Joseph, PEeoraweed.
Brooks, Robert Lewls, Beeaeaweed
Brown, Francls Willlam, [EE8T800.-
Brown, James Henry EEe8e8eeed-
Cannard, Robert Scott,
Clsz, Btanley Theodore,
Cornell, Warren Davis, Jee8eaeeed-
Dwyer, Frederick Gafiney,
Bales, Lonnle Stewart, EEE8CSweeed.
Fitzgerald, Benedict F., EEe8e8ed.
Flynn, Michael Joseph,
Frankel, Alfred Willlam,
Gallegos, Gonzalo Robles, BS80S
Gaugh, Robert Charles,
Glbson, Joseph Willlam, BEeOeOenes
Girard, Albert Robert, BEC8Raweed.
Hall, Thomas Arthur
Harding, KEenneth Walter,
Holberg, Benjamin Elmer, FReSeaweed.
Holtzelaw, Robert Wesley, BEC8Taesd
Hughes, Jeremy Herbert, PReavawverd.
Jenkins, Paula Frances, PECSeavedd
Jones, Horace F., 111, B8R oeeed-
Kalitka, Peter Frederick, BES S

Eelly, Paul Francls, EReSvdeeed.

Krebs, Philip Charles,
Land, John Gerald, EECSREeed

Lent, John Gallivan,
Lonsdale, Willlam Raymond,
Loomis, Richard Berkeley,
MacGregor, James Bruce,
Manwaring, Max Garrett,
McCarron, Willlam Laing T..
Medeiros, Emmanuel Hobello, EEC8e8weed.
Melanson, Leo Matthew, EECoRaeesd.
Milnamow, Michael Thomas, PRSP eweed-
Moe, Gary Severt, BRroRoered.-

Morgan, James Everett, Jr.,

Mula, James, peOeOeesd.

Naylor, Willlam Henry. Jr.,
Nelson, Jerry Brad, .
O'Brien Lawrence Willlam.,

Palmer, Terry, EEE88eed.

Pflugrath, Charles Orion, EECSRaeeed.

Powell, Robert Thomas,

Prichard, John Paul, BRoavarecd-

Quinones, Ruben Dario, PRRBRaweed-

Ralston, Maurice Howell, BEoSes

Ray, Russell Hayward, BRraeawed-

Rinaldl, John Henry, ECCSTS0eed.

Robertson, Henry Mulr, 11, BCegeoreed

Robey, Richard Henry,

Roval, Alfred Paul, BRRarerd-

Rowe, James N., EEeSvaveed

Ruddle, Charles Clifton, PRrarseed-

Shelton, William Henry, B8 rarecd:

Smith, Colln MacOregor, FReerersed-

Smith, Lonnle Sasser, PR ensed:

Bpringer, William Henry,

Suzukl, Roy Mitsunkl, .

Thompson, Donald W., Ploaeereed

Toblas, George, PR arerssd.

Tyler, Robert Wayne.

Vandever, John Joseph,

White, Florine Jones,

Wiecking, Charles McDougal, ESCSCSeeed-

York, Steven Walter,

Yoshida, Roy Saduo, EEeSeereed.

Zarybenlcky, Gary Lee,
Majors

Adamuson, DonnlW
Aden, Jerry Lee, ]

December 1, 1981

Allen, Thomas Jerome, EReSeSweed.
Androff, David Kime, FRR8ca00ed.
Baggott, Robert Gordon, FReaRareed.
Baker, Jon Paul,

Baker, Willlam Virgll, Jr., BReeseed.
Balzer, Danny Dale,

Banks, Willlam Herman,

Barrett, Shaun Francis,
Barton, John Everett, BRo8eaveed.
Bassett, Richard Haley, Be8es
Batten, Peter Russeall, Pe2 82 822%
Bearce, Terry Dean, JEe8eaeecd.
Beaaley, Joseph Randolph. EER8%S B
Beckett, Stephen Marahall,
Berg, Allan, PRRaRared.

Bighia, Michael Emmett, Feleaeeed
Black, Eenneth James, (Ee8vaweed.
Blackmon, Andre F., RR8csceed

Blagg, Clyde Stephen, JRoavared.
Blangenship, Jimmy Lynn
Block, James Leo,

Borowskl, James George, [Roaeseeed-
Bosco, David Joseph  Poeaeaeeed.
Bougas, Constantine Thomas,
Boyd, Lawrence David, o8 aessd-
Bradford, Jerry Clarence, EeeSCSees
Brandt, Drew Max, P desss
Braudrick, Danny Wayne, Beooe ‘|
Bredeau, Peter James, PR oeoe "
Bridwell, James Allen, P2 8e 82224
Hrown, Richard Balley, P8l aess
Brown, Willlam Thomas, 111, PRR8Tare
Bruening, David Lelgh, -XX-
Bryant, Calvin, Jr., -,

Buck, John Louls,

Burch, Herbert Ward, Jr.,
Burnette, Gerald Douglas, &
Burns, John Joseph, Jr., PEe8ed
Butler, Leslie Ernest, BRe8eooeed.
Campbell, Charles Spencer, PReSooessd
Campbell, David Leonard, BEe8eaeedd
Campbell, James Olan, Jr., BEC80See
Capers. Randall Harper,

Carlino, John R., Pelrececd

Carson, Concetta Lucy 8., Pl aescd
Carson, Danlel Clyde PeeSogeeed

Cates, Ronnle Lee,

Caylor, Larry Edward, i
Chambers, Jackson Edward, PEeaeececd-
Chikosky, Matthew Aduam, PEeSes

Christ, Patrick Jack, P8 arssod-
Chrzanowski, Stanley Romnn,
Chung, Milton Nyuk On, ECgeseesd.
CUlecarello, Nicholns J., EEC8T8wed.
Clark, Gerald Edmund, P80 aweed-
Clark, John Paul, BESedeesd.

Clark, Lioyd Wayne, Jr., EE2a2d
Cole, Bruce Hugh

Cole, Thomas Gregory,

Colvin, Clilton Owen,
Coms=aux. Ronald Wad»
Conaty, Peter Michael, PRaRaweed

Cook, John Lewls, PRoaRareed.

Cook, Robert Wilson, Jr., Peded .
Corr, Willlam Michael, PRl eced-
Cowley, Duvid Eugene, Eearaeesd.
Crews, Norman Frederick, Jr. XXXX
Crowell, Allan Estes,

Culberson, Walter Jack, ITI,

Curkendall, Christopher Le,
Dahl, Carroll Edward, PRrarereed:

Davis, Penjamin Moseley, I, PRRavereed
Davis, George Parls, TIT.
Davls, John Bartow, ECeeweeced-

Davis. Wavne Arthur, BEc@ed

Day. Danlel Dale. [Eracaaa.

Deeny,. Dennls Albert. BRRBvareed-
Dollarhide, Rozer E.,

Dunecan. Dale Euvene. BCEBCoCeod.

Dunn, John Galbreath, PPeateceed:
Durham. Reginald Ervin, [Care sl
Durrence. James Michael, DS reed
East, Bruce Willlam. BEeon

Edell. Lawrence Albert,
Elchholz. Willlam Ralph, EECOCO

Ellls, Robert Clarence. Jr. Beeorereed
Elllson, Harold, I17, (RS0 acaNN.

English, Ronald Eugene, Bo%

Esau, Palmer Murray, PRear e ceis
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Falrcloth, Douglas Allen, BEe8Raweed.
Felling, Richard Lee, ,

Ford, Terrance Martin, L
Forkenbrock, Bonald John, FRe8raeeed.
Fox, Gerald, EEC88eed.

Froehlich, Charles Robert, FRC808eed.
Gaines, John Henry, Jr., FEC8aweed.
Gant, Arlin Walter,

Ganz, Gerald Frank, BeeSeSteeed.
Gardner, Walter Neal, Bleaeaeedd.
Garglulo, Mario, EE8R8wed.

Gembara, Andrew George, BRoararesd-
Genovese, Sam Anthony, R8s assed.
Gibson, Geoffrey Bruce, [Eo8eaceed.
Gloukhoff, Theodore, XX-, -
Glynn, Francls .\htr.hew..
Godfrey, William James, Peesedeecd.
Gaore, Edward Harlan, Jr., ,
Gorman, Danlel Lee, 1
Gorrie, John Edward A, ,
Govonl, Richard Albert, Beedeoveed.
Gray, Gary Otis, BER8eaoeed.

Gray, Woods Eastland, _
Gregory, James Byrne, EEe8edeeed.
Griffith, Randall Francis, JEraeawesd.
Groskopt, Paul Van, .
Gruenhagen, Gary Allen,

Grunden, John Bruce, BRraraeedd.
Gunderson, Victor W., EECEeawced.
Gutbrod, KEenneth Willlam, EEC8e8eed.
Hall, Cyrus Bach, BERBRawed.
Halstrom, James Gordon, BE8rared.
Hanlon, Thomas Edward, ECe8e8ceed.
Hansen, Kal John, P8R aeecd-

Hardee, James Curtiss, Jr,, PReSeased.
Harding, Robert Mthonm.
Harju, Lawrence Wayne, |
Harlan, Robert Austin, [R8Rared.
Harris, Frank Morton, Jr., EEC8C8Ceed.
Hasse, John Joseph, 4
Hauser, William Carson,

Heaney, Michasl Francis,

Helse, Robert Anderson,

Helfers, Eric Charles, Eeeanawed.
Hinkle, Paul Christopher, BESoaceed.
Hoadley, Erwin Thomas, £
Holland, John Edison, Jr.,

Hollins, Jumes Roger, -XX- :
Hudson, Gabriel Lee, PRER8d.
Humenik, Michael David, FReaeaeeed.
Igleheart, James Lee, FRR8eawed.
Ireland. Michael Farrar, BEe8e8%eed.
Jackson, Bruce, P8R aweed.
Jacobson, Victor Michael, BRe8e8eeed.
James, Robert Wayne. PRooearecd.-
Jarman, Eenneth Lee, 228508 .
Johnson, Edward Charles, XXX-XX-... B
Jones, Bobby Wayne, (52800

Eaufmann, Andrew Prederick, : .
Eehayas, Anthony Whitsey, 5

Kells, Thomas Johnston, Jr., O
Eennedy, Austin John, ITI, [RR8R89wd.
Kolts, Roger, [Roararecd.

Lamonica, Manuel George,
Landers, Eldon Ray, Jr., [B0Cocanl.
Lawhead, Gerald Ralph, [EBR0a e .
Lawrence, Mark Dugan, P82 a%5%4.-
Layton, Richard Lee, XXX-XX-... B

Lee, Carlton David, Beedeaeeed.
Livotl, Charles Beverion, peesrareed.
Loendorf, Walter Matt, X) "
Longazel, Thomas Mark, ERSP0a0M.
Love, Ronald Marvin, .
Lustig, Leon Earl,

Lyng. James Patrick. .
Mance, Howard Ernest, 111, Bearared.
Manson, Robert James, Jr., XX ;
Mark, Willlam Yen, Jr., ‘
Mathiss, Mantgomery Rore ERROBVER].
Maxell, Robert Lewls "
McAullffe, James,

McBride, Samuel uglas, <
McGuire, Glenn William, Freas R,
McKEay, Robert Donald,
MeLaulin, Thomas Martin

McNalr, Robert Lee,

McNear, Thomnas,

Mikeworth, Ronald Gens,

Miller, Charles Allyn,
Miller, Richard Bradley, Jr., A
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Miller, Rodney Paul, (R ared.
Miller, Walter B,, BR8P aweed.

Mitchell, Andrew Douglas, Feraeawesd.
Mitchell, Ellsabeth, b
Moneyhon, Darwin James, .
Moore, Lee Ann, PRRSRaeeed.

Morrison, Marvin William, Feaeareed.
Morton, Huzel Loulse, FRRaraced.
Mrayglod, John Edward, [Reaeared.

Mueller, Alverne CIW.
Mullls, Varon Barr, 5
Murphy, James Phillp, .
Nasbe, Roderick Peter, BeeS e veed.
Navratll, Ronald Lee,

Neely, Robert Layman,

Nugent, John Thomas, PRrarassd.
Nunley, Chesley Oren, Jr, PECSeaeed.

Olander, Thomas WW
Olen, Michasl Allan, .
Oshes, Michael JMW.
Owen, John Robert, .
Paguette, Donald Francis,
Peden, Robert McNeely, Jr., BecOedeedd.
Peterson, Jerome, EReSedeeed.
Peterson, Roy Bugene, PReaearedd.
Powell, Leonard Holland, Jr., B8R ereed-
Rath, Michael Joseph, BRearareed.
Bath, Robers Ronaid,
Rathyen, Wayne Michael, FRraeaeeed.
Raub, Allen Louls, .

Bawley, Vondra Raynell, R
Rehwinkle, John Alan, Jroee .
Richardson, James Larry, BEoSedesed.
Robertson, Charles L., Feo808eed.
Eobertson, Gary Lynn, i
Roe, John Frederick,

Roaber, Thomas John, L
Rooney, Laurence James, Jr., PRoararesd-
Royer, Lawrence Bicksl, f
RButland, Elble, Jr.,

Ryan, John Edward, Jr.,

Sallaberry, George John,

Savittiere, Joseph A,

Schmitt, John Anthony, 11, PR asassed.
Schuler, Arthur Edward, Jr., JReaeavsid.

XOXXX-XXXX
Shideler, Maro Earl, E2280800d.
Shoemaker, Francls D,, BEC8e8veed.
Sller, John D, ERRaTaweed.
Slivestris, Francis N, Bracacedd.
Simmons, James Larue, Reaeased.
Simmons, Patrick L, i
Smith, Bradley Wyatt, .
Smith, Jessle Ray, Jr., JRracacedd-
Snow, Darryl Jefirey, BRoaeacecd-
Snyder, Charles Robert, BRoaeaeecd.
Stansfield, Jerry Thomaa, FReseaeeed.

Staub, Harry Eennsth, :
Stein, Gary Allen, .
Stephenson, Ronald Brian, .

Sterling, Dean Anthony, P Bl ecssd-
Btavens, Halbert Fowler, peeSedeeed.
Stokes, Orville Tem'W‘
Streb, Gary Thomas,

Streeter, Theodore H. JR8e8wed.
Stroud, Joe Travis, Jr., f
Sulllvan, Eugene Vincent,

Thomas, Ira B., Jr., a
Thomas, Mark Franklin, [Ee8e8wed.
Thompson, Michael A, [RS8l
Thurston, William Wallace, BEeSesweed.
Tolman, Scott B, BECSTSeeed.

Tom, Ronald Gee Sum, [Rrarareed.
Travis, Robert Edward, PRrarsaseed.
Tvrdy, Joseph F., ERe8eaweed.
Tyndall, James Donald,

Urban, Richard Stephen, A
Urquides, Blas, Jr., 8o eed.
Valette, Paul A, JRR8R8Td.

Vance, Timothy Willlam, FRraRawssd.
Vanderloo, David Arthur, PR eeed-
Vangundy, Danlel 7., BEESTareed.
Vanhoy, Francis 8., -
Verseput, Gary Wayne, b
Vaore, David A.,

Waldman, Jay Howard, ' 1
Walker, Vestal Dan, .
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Warmington, Alan Roger, g
Warren, Barry George, Iﬂm
Werling, Timothy Edwin, ISTCOR.
Westerman, Frederck R., BReaeaesd.
White, Larry Dwaln, BTSN,
Whittaker, Glenn Warren, PRearseesd.
Wilker, Dennis Brooks, Peara0ed
Willetts, James Forrest, Beaweresd.
Willlams, Matthew, III, .
Willlams, Roger Freeman,
Wilson, Willlam Henry, L
Wright, Jeffrey William, 0B a%904d.
Xiques, Brendon Augustus, (RS,
Yancey, Charles Emerson, FraReseed.
Yarbro, Roger Norman, [Reasa R
Captains
Acker, Richard Bruce, [0 8e8need.
Baker, Charles Edmund, IS Sa.
Bayer, Paul James, o8 eseed.
Bell, Kenneth Vietor, Jr., IS CRNEN.
Bodkin, Richard Arthur, [iFCCAREEN.
Borrego, Eugene Thomas,
Houdreau, Thomas Francls IE%
Cook, Weston Pranklin, Jr., L
Diver, Michael John, EEECrara.
Flavin, James Richard, liPCCocon .
Ford, Shirley Ontes, fRearaceed.
Glasler, John Arthur, BEENHET
Hartz, Danlel Karl, 2
Hodges, James Wilson, Jr.,
Karrick, Charles Ernest, [Reorecesd.

Kogle, Mark L.,

Koss, Robert James,

Martel, Andre Rosaire,

Martin, William Deorge%.

Metteemccutchon, Ila, L

Milewski, John Chnrles%_

Moore, Jack Stewart, Jr.,

Mooring, James Callis,

Morgride, Ralph Leroy,

Murphy, Terry Edward,

O'Grady, KEevin Francis,

O'Leary, James Allen, i

Parker, Theodore Patrick, PRoarsweed.

Patten, Norman Bennett,

Platt, Albert Earl, !

Reuss, Robert, s

Shiroma, Maurice Keith,

Stephens, Gary Roy, :

Street, Bernard Herbert, Jr., Porawenesd.

Vgon, Patton, Bing Lee, IEBTCO0 SN,
MILITARY POLICE CORPS

Licutenant colonels

Baten, Jimmy Nell, BRrarareed.
Berry, James Lee, X .

00— ]
Cunningham, Willlam .
Glick, Charles Robert, .
Haas, Robert Thomas,
Eavanagh, James Michael .
McEinney, Clarence annr%.
Pegg, Robert Walter, 11, HECCOREN.
Short, James William,
Sill, Gienn Ernest,
Simpson, Albert Prank
Stevens, Henry Franklin
Tracy, Robert Gene,
Trisko, Ralph Frederick,

Turner, Phillp Bell, BEeSeoeeed.

Weaver, Willlam Cowan, Jr., [RRaR8eed.
Westerkamp, James Prancis, ,
Majors
Amoroso, Prank pm\aam

Arnold. Robert Vernon,

Atchison, Joseph Sanders, :
Ayres, Robert Hankins, M
Baker, Robert He

Barnes, El Cartlo,

Bernethy, James Irving, .
Bolt, Willlam Douglas, BEeSvattmg .
Borells, Douglas Jay, BRearersed
Boyee, Herbert Peckham, Jr., FResodmms.
Brown, Charles Benjamin, | OXXX ]
Burch, Linda Grace, XXX-XX-... 8
Burns, Jimmis Lee, E
Cannon, Robert Elmo, Bereveesed.
Carwlle, Frederick Holland,
Christopherson, Thomas A

Caobb, Michnel Sherwood,

Cohen, Robert Lewls, [iECoongg.
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Colbert, Richard Michael, [Ee808ee-
Coles, Timothy Glessner, PEe8080eed-
Connor, John Alan,
Crassweller, Roger Mark, Poe8edeecd
Curtis, Barbara Gebhardt,
Day. Jack Willis, Jr., (Eroraveed.
Deluca, Guy Dominle, Bee8eSeeed.
Dennis, Timothy Andrew,
Donohue, John Thomas, Jr.,,
Dunn, Gregory Martin, PReSeawesd
Dymke, John Rudolf,
Fogarty, Dennls, Pe8eaeeed-
Foley, David Ward,
Foster, Dennis Joseph,
Frey. Terry Clay,
Gasito, Gerald Matthew.,
Gillespie, John Jacob, Jr.
Glatte, Horst Hans, EEeSesvesd.
Gossard, Lynn Willlam,
Graf, Willlam Joseoh,
Greer, David Lee, PR8eaeed-
rossman, Charles Donald J.,
Haller, Willlam Clifford,
Hammell, John Matthew,
Harper, Brian Ear], Be8ed .
Held, Bllly Herman, P arasicd
Henn, James Francls, Beeovoeee].
Hillinrd, Darrell Gene, o arareed-
Holland, Charles Allison, Braessed.
Hughes, Frederick Scott,
Italin, Ralph Herbert, "
James, Gary Wayne, BReaeasecd.
Johnston, Michael Lief, Fo80a
Kelley, Lonnle Rey, (Rearaeed.
Klley, James Edward, Jr. [RR8e8we-
Krushinskie, Dennls Paul,
Lane, Carl Hagan, FR8eaveed.
Litehfipld, Charles F,, BRRaraneed.
Lizotte, Brian Stanley, Polacacesd.

Loveless, Michael Eugene, PeeSeaesed.
Majchrzak, Zbigniew M.,
Mujors, James Michnel,
Mansky, Henry Paul, Jr.,
Martin, Dorothy Anne,
McCann, Terry Alan, (2828
McEeon, Kevin Ryan,

Michaells, Mare, A
Mullignn, George Joseph,

Neal, Paul Willlam Jr., Jegedesed.
Nichols, Douglas Edward, BEe8eaveed.
Nickels, Ronald Lee, BEeavaeeerd.
Niglsen, Niel Eaward

O'Nedll, Patrick Shannon, }
O'Neill, Richard Arnold. FRRaeaceed-
O Toole, Timothy Dean, ECeSeaees
Peterson, Duane Paul, P8 aveed.
Petrick, John Joseph, Peodoaseed.
Plerson, Jamis D.,
Pollack, Stefan Louls, FReaeaceed.
FPool, Thomas Calton, PReaeaeecd.
Potter, Donald Dewey,
Pritchard, Robert Nelson,

Relez, John Benjamin, ;
Richardson, Randall Moore, BRe8e8eeed.
Roth, Archie Willlam, Jr.,

Rule. Ronald Joseph,

Rupp, Gary Gen?,

Schmidt, Dennis Herbert,

Schweppe, John Erich,

Seals, Larry Dennls, (RRaeaeeed.
Sheehan, Jane Prances,
Shirley, Otis Allen, Jr.,

Sim, David Gordon, ;.
Storey, Barry David, Poeaeacesd.
Sturm. Henry Benvenutl, [ araced.
Symonds. Walter Michael, Je8r 824
Tarman, Michael Frank,
Taylor, John Henry,
Thomas, Ralph Augustus, Jr..
Timberlake, Richard F. I,
Topping, Edward Odelle, .
Traxler, Robert M., ‘
Walker, Robert Dowling,
Waltman, Gerald Lee, PoRBe800ed.
Watts, Thomas Arron, ECeSeoseed.
Whiddon, Gerald Taylor, e edreed
Williams, Donald Evereit, BEe8raceed.
Williams, William Earle, [Ee8eaoed.
Wright, Robert Alexander I, PRaeasssd.
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Captains
Craven, James Molfett, PRraeswesd.
Hawkins, James Malcolm, ERESe@oeed-
Huke, Henry Robert, I11,
Kollar, Vera Gene, EE8e8weed:
Long, John Wayne, Eee8edeeed-
Lyons, Wickie Lindburgh, PEiSeo et
Phillips, Linda Carol, EERaeoeeed.
Ratliff, Johnnle Nathan. PReaearecd
Roling, Michael Aloyisius, ECEOCORENd.
Sawyer, Gary Jefferson,
Smith, Ronald Richard
SIGNAL CORPS
Lieutenant colonels

Agee, Robert Taylor, Jr., EEeSReweed:
Allman, Edmond Albert, Jr.. BRooraresd.
Andersen, Martin, Jr.,

Baker, Bruce Willlams,
Barnett, Richard David,
Barr, Dale Darrls, Jr., (Reerdeeed.

Basta, James Michael, PeeSeS

Blggs, Willle Maurice, Jr., BEeSeareed
Blalr, Melvin Russell,
Bruning, Theodore Lawrence
Bubnlak, Robert Paul,

Byers, Donald Muriel,
Camuarinos, Willlam John

Carr, Wesley Danlel, .
Carrier, Willlnm Stephen, L.,
Contos, Charalampos. [RREraweed.
Danilel, James Lonnile, EECEeSeeed.
Dawson, Richard Alden, Jr. PESSTawrrd.
Dean, Luther Bruce,
Delimitros, James Herman, FEeaeaseed.
Essex, George Huey, Jr., P ecescs.
Fowler, Melvin, PReaeaesd

Grimm, James Joseph, PRSeareed.-
Hamlilton, Edward Patrick, Be8es
Harris, Jimmie Neal, BEC80870ed.
Hatfield, Gary Loren,

Hays, Melvin Monroe, FEe80aeeed-
Holton, Willlam Edward,
Hoyle, Thomas Leonnrd

Johnson, John Edward, .
Lyles, Sammle Lee, :

Martin, Thomas Sherwood, PR8R8wed.
Marx, Robert Donald, EECERaeeed.
Massey, Marvin Howard, Peaearesd-
Meler, Willlam Charles, JRR8eaweed.
Moorehead, Robert Lealle,
Mosgeman, James Forman, Jr., FEe8eaeeed
Motz, Wayne Lewls,
Mugller, Edmund Louls, ITT, JRe8Raweed.
Ohlenburger, Clifford Char, PEeSeseeed-
Osborne. Tommy Taylor, FRtaceeeed.
Parker, Harold l"hlmp..
Paruti, Alexander, Jr., BCeOeoeeed.

Ply, Homer Oash,
Reublinger, Richard Lee,
Ryan, James Duncan,
Scharf, James David, PRaeacesd.

Sslgman, James Edward, P80 el
Sexton, Charles David,

Simsa, Thomas, Jr,,

Sniadach. Louls Martin, Jeaeassed.

Steele, Willlam Taylor,

Steln, Harry E.,

Stinson, Georgs Winford,

Thornton, Rufus, Prarerecd-

Tigges, Kenneth Dale,

Turpin, Thomas Gordon, .

Upton, Kevin Michael, Zm

Wahlberg, Arlen Burt, Prrar ol

Wheelock, Eddie Dean, 82 82224.

Willlams, Charles Henry, Jr. BReaeareed.

Wilpuetz, Robert Edward, [Roawaresd.
Mafors

Abercrombie, Charles Clint, BRearaesed.

Ackerman. Michael Warren, BResesreed.

Adamson, Robert, :

Akob, Guy Mot, I

Aldous, Walter Danlel, PEod8 .

Allen, Lawrence Hugh, PCeSe8eeed.

Allerding. Martin Ray, '

Allman, James Willlam, Jr.,

Balley, Willlam Roger, JRe8rarecd-

Balogh, Zoltan, John, -XX- .

Barr, George Hall, Pearseed-
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Barron, Jesse Lewls, FRe808weed.

Barth, Paul Alexander,

Beasey, James Lloyd, Jr., [Re8280024-

Bell, Robert Edmund, Jr., FRoaearsesd
Betts, Ronnle Walton, JRRaeaced.

Blake, Charles Franklin, [ReSeseeed.
Boutelle, Steven Wayne, Paracesd-
Bower, Harold Frederick, Feea8eaeed.
Bowser, Vietor Wayne, [Ee8eaeeed.
Boykin, Ronald Russell, FRearaweed.
Brooks, Maurice, A

Bruse, Herbert Walter,

Byant, Robert Howard, [528

Burbage, Leslle Earl, PRrac -

Burton, Emory Allen, JRe8eaveed.

Busbee, James Larry, PRe8e 8ol

Caley, David Bruce, Peacacedd.

Carnahan, Timothy Lee, PRoawasesd.
Chamberlaln, Jack Dorn, PReasarsed.-
Clapp, Eenneth Martin, PReaeaseed.

Cole, James Lee, BRoS uNN.

Coleman, William Edward, Jr., JReaa87e24-
Conroy, William Clark,
Cooper, Charles Bradford, A
Copeland, Donald Patrick, PReaeareed.
Corbett, Thomas Vernon, Jr., BReaceeedd.
Cordunn, Erich, BRRaraweed.
Coxey, James Milton, P asesd
Cralg, David James, FRo8rareeq.
Crapse, Lester Eugene, Jr., PR aeas
Crawford, James Lamar, -XX-
Cruz, Richard Thomos, BB aresd.
Curran, Wilburn, Allen, Jr., P eaeasss
Daniel, Michnel Wayne, Pra%a .
Dauley, James Francis, “XX-

Davis, Daniel Carr, -, '
Dooley, Francls Douglas, BReaeasesd.
Dooley, James Edgar, ITI,
Dotson, Willlam Arvil, b
Downs, Joseph Norbert, FReaeasesd.
Doyle, Nicholas Joseph, PReaescesd.
Dugas, John Louls, PReseasesd-
Dunn, Bobby Jean,
Durat, Reinhart Dawn,
Dworin, Elliott Matthew, -,
Edwnards, Ronald Clalr, -XX-
Elissagaray, Roger Dominiq, Fooa%
Estes, Thomas Newton, [Roaes
Ewing, Jochen Helmut,
Finch, Steven Dale, [2%3
Flannagan, Theodore Ray, -X)
Follmer, Andrew Crawford. I, P23
Fowler, Shelby Atlee, Jr., XX-,
Fritz, Charles Raymond,
Gagliano, Douglas John
Gaither, Larry Wayne, z
Gallenbeck, Curtis Ellery, P8 aee sl
Gumble, Kelth Carter,
Garrett, Eenneth Obrian,
Gussan, Ned David,

Gelger, David James, ' 4
Gipson, Ronnie Bass, .
Gonskl, Anthony Francis, .

Gordon, Thomas Danlel,
Gorman, Andrew Aloyzaius,
Grabher, Carl Raymond, Fraeaweed.
Gray, Philllp Norman, PReaeasesd.
Greca, Philip Erin, EEedeseeed.

Gruber, Ernest Irvin, [Re808need.
Gulnn, Rector Lee, PRoaraeecd-
Gundelfinger, Richard Albe, JRo8Taweed.
Gwin, David Christopher, Pfeace

Hall, Gregory Vaughan, -,

Hullowny, Gary Allen, PReaRaeisd
Hamliton, Ralph,

Hancock, Don Nixon,

Handley, Hugh Warren, Jee8eaerid.
Hardy, Joseph Nathanlel, Jr [Bee8eaceed.
Hartman, Joseph Barnett, Peaeasedd.
Huskell, Robert Lee, 228
Healy, Henry Gravelle, [228
Heaton, Robert George, [ aza .
Hellstarn, Bruce Karl, P228%S
Herron, Robert Brian, Pleeeesss
HIlll, Cralg Enight, Peaedsssd.
Holland, Joseph Bernard,
Holgler, Charles Raymond,
Honey, Michael Gerald, P28 as 5
Horner, Thomas Micheal,

Hughes, Barry Tucker,

x

:
:

!

X

i
3
3%

i
g
I§

i
: ,

:
:

:
%

g
g
:

5
:

5
:

:
o)
:

:

:
%
-

i

X
<
%
g
X

3
£

g




December 1, 1981

Hughes, Jackle Alexander, PRavareed-
Hunt, Robert Earl, EEC8R@eeed.-
Huntington, James Robert, EEeSeSeeed
Ideue, Marvin,

Ikner, Jerry Donald, BEe8eaweed-
Iskrzak, Andrew Joseph,
Jackson, Thomas Eay, PCe8e8eedd.
Jacobs, Marlin Lynwood, PERaraeecd-
January, Michael D. C.,

Johnson, Jerry Lee, :

Jones, Charles Bernard, ESe808 .
Jordan, James anklan.
Justice, Clyde Thomas,

Kaln, Edna Marie,
Kasperbauer, Patrick Jerome,
Katsos, Jumes John, BRRSTaweed.
Kaufman, John Haywood, Praeacsed-
Elenke, Donald Vincent, PR araeecd-
Keesee, Dwight Dea, [R80800M-

Eelley, James Wallace, Jr., BEe8Ca0eed-
Eertnar, August Ernest, Jr., Bee8eaweed.
Klar, James Cyril, 3

Klenke, Donald \'11%.
Kleven, Raymond Arnold,
Klockow, Lee Richard, FRRBRaweed.
Kouchl, Roger, E2E8e8eo%d.

Kovach, Roger Stephan, PReSeawesd.
Kreps, Larry Richard, EEe808% .
Eublak, Stephen, IIT, PRoavaoced-
Lane, James Henry, BeSeaceed-

Lang, Thomas Francis, Jr., -,

Lanier, Lance Baxter, P8 aresd -
Lehman, Franklin Ralph, PRe8varecd-
Levy, Alan Robert, -XX-

Lewis, Donovan Joseph, -

Lewls, Labaron Lafayetie,

Lindhorst, Joseph Ray,

Lising, Douglas Joseph,

Lopez, Alfred Alvin, Jr EoeSeaveed.
Love, Glenn Richard,
MacPherson, Robert Wayne, BEE8eaeed.
Mandel, Michael Charles, PReaeaeeed.
Manning, Willle Lester, Jr.%
Marinsacclo, Stephen Arthur,

Martell, Thomas Weayne, 8o aesed.-
Martin. Louis Soott,
Martin, Todd Aaron, Peededeeed.-
Maslowskl, Walter,
Matlock, Andrew,

Mattox, Leonard Morris, FRe8eas '
McCarson, Michael Jack, P28 e .
McCaslin, Charles Adrien, BEeaeaweed.
McCrary, Dennls Ridgley, XX-XXXX B
McCrory, James Cullen, Jr,, BE08Ca000d -
McKan, James, P80 ared-

MeKinney, Eugene Ralph, FReSeawesd.
McLain, James Edward, Jr., BRe8eaeced’
McNeal, Robert Lawrence Jr.,
Mellon, James Allen, PRSTaweed.
Melvin, Willlam Charles, [0S eacecd-
Miller, Michael Edward, [Reararesd-
Milla, Willlam Herbert, Jr.. P80 aoeed-
Montgomery, Alan Duncan, [Reaeaesd.
Murphy, Charles Nathan, EEeaeasesd.
Murphy, Robert Francls, Jr., R0 808eeed.
Murphy, Terry Dennls, -
Myers, Joel Noland, .

Myers, Roger Allen, P aeed

Nelson, Raymond, [RRararesd.
Nesnadny, Adrian Monroe,
Netherland, Willlam Harris, P 8eaweed-
Newland, Michael Edward, Poeereeced-
Ogden, Frank William, Jr., [5%%
O'Grady, Michael James, J528

Olsen, Loren Michael, [Reaearseed.
Olson, Phillp Andrew, Jr., 2

O'Malley, Edward Patrick, Jr., -,
Osborne, Robert Gatewood, [Rearaeesd.
Pape, Nicholas Francis, Jr., Bl eeseees
Parr, Sanford Elllott, [E8raweed.
Patterson, Robert Walker P., P23
Peterson, Ronald John =

Pickette, Charles Bruce, PRavaR 2 d.
Pittman, Willlam Robert, IT, FeaRaweed.
Pla, John Angel, BRRaraeesd.

Poynter, Douglns Harlev, PReaeaeecd.
Pruett, Hobert Lee, Jr., [Rooeeeeed-
Quinn, John Byrd, Pl eess

Reale, James,

Reed, Thomas Herman,

Reeves, John Byron,

Ti-068 O-86-26 (P 22)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Riegle, Thomas, PReaeawesd-

Rockwell, David William, JEr8eaweed.
Rodrigues, Robert, EEC8e8eeed.

Rogers, Edward Hardin, Jr., (e80T 80eed.-
Romanus, Charles V., BCE808000d-
Rupp, Willlam Nathaniel,
Russell, Eendall Alger, 808wl
Ryan, Richard Robert,
Salter, James Carl, FEC8080cd-
Sanders, Hugh Plnckney, PEeaeseeed.
Sandrock, Donald Lee,
Schell, Carl Edwin,
Schmldt, Ronald Edward,
Schroeter, Merle Gene,
Seegar, Ronald Benjamin, PReSeas
Semanck, James Curtls, Foe8es
Sewell, Bert Ward, peedes .
Shaffer, James Ray, 8
Shepard, Charles Odis, Pedes
Sherman, Winfield Gerald, o8 areed-
Simms, John Herbert, fEC808 ;
Sittier, Wayne Lioyd, PEoaeawesd.
Smith, John Roden, EEEaeaweed.
Smith, Theodore Augustus J. Be0d
Smith, William Edward, 228

Sommers, Arthur Alvin, B22e
Springfield, James Herman, P88
Stanley, Stanley FPagan, BEe8eaveed
Stevens, Howard Pau!, PR ssed
Stromquist, Lenard Pete, BEoS0e
Strutzel, Timothy Danlel, PESe Sl
Sumi, Eugene Sho, [Eoaed
Sutherland, Gary Wayne. [oed
Swint, Jerry Albert, EEeSed
Tarker, Alexander David,
Tarleton, James Waterman, T, BEC8080esd.
Tavares, Phi'ip Terence,
Thompson, James Lamont,
Thompson, Richard Steven, Poed e eesd
Thompson, Walter Howarth J., 0
Thompson, Willlam Garflield. P28
Timmons, Wesley Farrell, BEC898
Tingle, Ear] Lester, Jr., -XX-XXC
Tomko, James Thomas, PRoSee
Tomlin, James Christopher, BeoSoaoesd
Townsley, Harry Miller. feo8ee
Turner, William Martin, Jr., fLooce
Underwood, Ernest Wayne. BECSeawesd
Vandeberg, Lynn Calvin. PECSeSeeed
Veltum, Lee Donald, PERSo@veed
Vestal, Danle! Ray,
Villasenar, Peter Victor, PEeaedeed
Volk, Arthur James,
Walker, Gary Clyde, PSS Seed
Walker, Joseph, Jr., [Reaeaesed.
Walsh, Gregory Leo,

Ward, Frank England, Jr., BRe8eswssd-
Warren, David Lee, [P ea oo -
Warsaw, Frederick Douglas, PReaeawedd
Watts, Walter, BEEaR8eed.

Weaver, Willilam Francis,
Weber, Charles Rudolph
Wetzel, Robert Edward, Jr
Whisman, Richard Dale,

Wlldman, Lowell annyr%
Willlams, Dennis Vance, Peasasssd-
Willlams, James Lawrence
Wilson, Dean E., [Eo8ed

Wilson, Harold Andrew, PRaea s
Wise, David Roddy, Sr., -,

Yancey, Robert Vanstone,

Yensan, David Arthur,

York, Roy Lee, BEe80800d

Young, Sammie G., EECSeowoed.
Young, Btanley Ross, Jr., BEe80800%4.
Youngblood, Jesse Clifton,
Zoelle, David Lawrence, BeeS08weed

Captains
Brecher, Harold Jerome,
Cavanaugh. John Patrick,
Deugherty, Stephen, PReSeaesed
Ellls, Van Shaver, EEC88000d.
Faver, Patrick Lelghtner, Boeedeeed.
Goone, Richard Lawrence, P8 cecd-
Hayes, Arthur John, EEeSesweed.
Hughes, Donald Willlam, eS8 8weed-
Josue, Allan Bernard,
Lemons, Michael Wayne,
Linn, Willlam Jeffrey, M

Manning, Wayne Eugene, BSeSeoeeed -
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Patzer, James R.nlph,
Perry, Chatry Dixon, (Ee@osvedd.
Prickett, John Frederick,
Reichler, Thomas Harold, [0 esreed-
Raymond, Dannls Kenneth, [eSeoeeed.
Richardson, Larry Lynn, [Re8e8wesd.
Rutherford, Gary Lee, [R08080004.

Salatti, Nicholas Alden,
Smith, Jack Edward, Jr., 1
ADJUTANT GENERAL'S CORP3

Lieutenant colonels

Aslello, John Francis, Jr.,
Barry, Robert Joseph, [ReacaiN.-
Bauer, Danlel Eugens, [eaes
Carpenter, Eugene Howard, 228
Chappell, Isasc Hardeman, P03
Clark, William Edward, [ 8eas .
Collins, Clifton Edward, [ a2d
Curau, Joseph Patrick, z
Devarona, Jose Raul, Sr.,
Donovan, George Gerald, FRo82d
Dundee, Richard Dean, P8 earsed.
Evans, Harold David, PR arawed.
Fleming, Andrew Peter, Poaed
Hagaman, David Charles, P2oe
Hendricks, Blalne Ronald, [Roae®
HIlll, Michael Augustus,

Huber, John Henry, B8 deoeed.

Irving, John, BESRSRS .

Long, Regina Maria,

McCown, Ronald Owen,

McGrath, Eugene M., eSS .
McEenzle, Melvin Reade, Jr., FRaessed.
Pitts, John Heury, FeeScdll.

Rethlake, Ralph John, PR asesd-
Richmond, Laura Jane, Peaed X |
Schnelder, Walter Martin, -
Sizemaore, Michael Everett,
Smith, Stephen Bollinger, Peoaed
Toth, Joseph Andrew, FReacacecd.
Tutor. Chester D., R8P 80d.

Tyson, Demarious Frederick,
Williams, Nancy, Praraseed.

Winkler, David Michael, Beeaeseesd
Yoder, Roberta Anne Britte,
Majors
Addonizio, Anthony,
Alford, Luther Vernon, Jr,,
Allston, Douglas Eay, -,
Archer, Robert Gould,
Ashley, Robert Michael,

Balley, Claud, Jr., P a3

Barnett, Johnny Mack, EEeSe8ered
Barrier. William Richard, PReaeaed
Becka, Mary Alice, ol a% .

Belriger, Richard Allen, PRe8eaeeed.
Bennett, Bernard Timothy, [RRST8Red.
Berry, Kenneth Scott,

Biggers, David P

Blacker, Calton Roger,
Boehim, William Walter, [228
Boekhout, Jolderik Carel,
Booker, Marshall Lee, Boe80d
Eooth, Gordon Howard, o8 asedd
Bower, David William, Eoe8es
Bowers, Kriss Edward,
Bristol, Philip Warren, -XX- .
Brown, Ronald Olun, PESeaees
Brumback. Lurry Ross, -XX-
Burke, Joseph Michnel, XX .
Burpo, Frank Warren. Jr.. BRe8raceed.
Bushely, Howard Wallace, Jr.. BEe8ea0ed
Cannell, Gordon Harry,
Carrell, Dennis Dee, h
Carson, Earl Frank, PoeaRaeedd
Carter, Jerry Catavia, RoeOeooses
Chitty, Daniel Richard,

Cline, David Dea

Cole, James Gariand.

Conway. John Louls, P8R avecs-
Copley, Patrick Neville, -XX-, ’
Corcoran, Timothy Michael. BReSraeeed.
Courtney. Ronald Raymond.

Crane, Robert Curtis

Creger, Richard Allen,
Crocettl. Ferrucclo Marlo, [Earaseed
Cuneo. Kenneth Edward,
Cushing, Frank Noland., P8l assd
Cutting, John Douglas, BEe8e®9eed.
Davis, Ronald,
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Doucette, Vincent Patrick, EECOO -
Dragoo, Lynn Prancls, FRraeawesd.
Dueltgen, Gloria America V.,
Dunean, Silas Edwin, 111, EEeSTavesd.
Dundas, John Wayne,
Dupay. Arthur Plerre, BECO0O000d
Elliott, Robert James, Jr.,
Espinoza. Charles Roldan,
Fehras, Willlam Leslie, EECOeS
Pitzgerald, Cecllla Ann,
Piteggerald, Wayne Robert J.,

Flang, Joseph Nathan,

Forsyth, Michasl Jonathan,

Fortls, Thomas, PECSeSersd.

Freund, John Walter, -

Frome, Victor Joseph, Jr -

Garrett, Lawrence Danlel, e

Godfrey, Linda Eay Coopsr, &
Gossard, Marlon James, P2e8ed
Goswick, Joseph Willard, PEeSed .
Grace, Artha Lee, B80S0

Green, Cecll Alfred, Boe8evecd.

Greene, Charles Edward,

Griffin, James Evans, .
Hagan, Larry Eenneth, Poaeavesd.
Hall, Charles Mlchael, -XX-

Hall, Donald Earl, BEoaoacesd.
Hamilton, Larry Dale, -

Hardy, Joseph Carl, E$2¢ .
Hartjen, Gall Marie, ECSSw0d

Hatch, Charles Thompson, -
Henning, Stanley Eugene, Pecs S ored
Hess, Hubert Barnes, BoeSeoes

Hinson, Ben Adams, II, -,

Hodge, Glenn Allen, EER8vaweed.
Hofmann, Patricia June Har,
Hornor, Mary Eay, [EE8R8w0d.
Hosemann, David Dandel. ESC80e
Jackson. Charles Andrew, PRCSed
Jackson, Mary Elizabeth, -XX-
Jacobs, Jimmy Omeal, XX-

Jewell, Elwood Lester, XX-.

Jimenez, Michael Joseph, -XX-
Johnson, Bobbhy Ray, -XX-

Johnson, Jay Arnold,

Joseph, Donald Gregory,

Kazor, Walter Leo,
Kerestes, Harold Hamllton, BESSe8Teed
Kessler, Dorls Henrletia, -XX-XXXX
Lacquement, Dennis Fay, E22d

I anouette, Willlam Robert, EE280d ]
MacIntosh, Donald Eenneth, FC8rawed.
Mahan, John Thomas, PRl osced.
Matchel, Farrell ‘Deanc.
Manning, Laurel Roberts,

Marino, Charley, Jr., &
Marsano, Jesse James Alexn, BRRae8weed.
Marshall, Michael Willlam. EEeSTaweed.
Martindale, Robert Andraw,

Mazzettl, Roderick Stewart, A
McClellan, Worley Wayne, f
MocGrath, Eugene, Michael, Paes
McKenty, Samuel Charles, Beced et
McNeece, Michael Allen. EEC8C800d.
Miller, Curtls Parker, ER80800od.
Mitchell, Caryl Arden, PREaTSed.

Morton, Samuel ('.‘-lmndW_
Moss, David Frederick, :
Mower. David Robert, g
Mudd, Mary Marguerite, 1
Mulllgan, Arthur G., P8R8
Mullls, Anne Buehler, Feeaeareed.
Mylett, Clifford D., (RRaR8weed.

Nance, William Byrd. .
Newton, James Robert, .
Nuekols, Birdie Jean,

Olson, Gary Allen, BReaeaeed.

Ortlz, Rafnel Oristobnl, PReaRaresd.
O'Sulllvan, Daniel Frederic, BeSessed.
Owens, Ben, Jr., [C8084.

Ownbey, Eeanney Willlam,

Paasch, Eathleen Ella, M
Pancake, James Timothy, EEeacaceed.
Paske, Charles Herbert, TI1,

Phlllips, David Allen, .
Plerce, Kenneth Irving,
Pillsbury, Nora Ellzabeth, :
Poertner, George Ronald, m
Porter, Matilde Matta, Negr, BRreaseed.
Priore, John Anthony, PRCaratesd
Pueppka, Dennis Arnold, FEe8esweed.
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Radoll, John Vinecent, .
Rawalt, Michael Alan, Beeoeoeess.
Redding, G. A., [EE8e8sed.

Rhodes, Donald Gaylord, BEeaeaeeed.
Rice, Randolph Vincent, EEeSeaveed.
Roberts, Delvis Burton, Jr., BEE808wed.
Roberts, William Thomas,
Rohloff, Charles Willlam, EE8Tawesd.
Bulz, Napoleon Nicholas, Jr,, BESSeaved.
Sammet, John King,
Sawyer, John Stephen, PRRSTE00d-
Schneider, Kelth Paul, ECESravesd.

Schneider, Phillip Karl, %
Schultz, Fayrene Johnson, 5

Schumacher, Danlel Laurenc, EeeSedeeed.

Scudder, Christopher Erio
Serafinl, Stephen Douglas, CCaRa0ecd-
Shelburne, Lesley Bryan, Jr,, FReae8eed.
Bhields, Joel Gene, [Rraraered.
Shipe, Wayne M., Jr.,
Bhoesmith, James, Jr., BESeaeed.
Bhoups, Thomas A, BeSrasecd
Skelly, Carol Marguerite, Beedeacesd.
Skinner, James Franklin,
Slinkard, Richard L.,
Emith, Daniel F., .
Smith, Richard H., FRRaaveed.
Snead, Ronald B, PRearaeeed.
Spears, Albert Richard,
Spriggs, Purnell John, .
Stemmaons, George Edward, ]
Stevenson, James Edward, Jr,,
Sumrall, George Leonard, Jr.,
Tabats, David Sen)l, ErET8wd.
Tate, James Ellis, Jr., BEeSeSeeed.
Thomas, Harry Michael, PEC808%eed.
Thompsan, Bobby Gene, .
Thore, Michael Norman, EECSCSeeed.
Tianda, Theodore Joseph, PRLoesed.
Toblas, Terrance Lee, PEeaRaeed.
Traub, Donald Rub!‘-el!
Trotter, Robert Frank, BEe8eaweed.
Troxell, Joseph K., EEESraved.
Vanhoesen, Willlam D., BEC8TE0eed.
Venable, Tileston K., 5
Watts, William N., X
Weaver, Edward F., S80S9l
West, Donald E., [EeS8eed.
Whitefield, James C.,
Wilcox, Howard E,, Jr., EEEOCOwesd
Wilkes, Joseph F., EEESC8eeed.
Woodworth, Robert A, FCeacareed.
Wray, Charles D, =
Younger, Robert J.,

Captains
Brittain, Phillp Dantel,
Coleman, Willlam David, Jr.,
Devatl, David Frank, PEeSeaveed.
Fleury, Lyyne Marie,
Floyd, Arthur Louls, BReSeawesd.
Friedrich, Andreas Imre,

Gentry, Wilbert Louls,
HII, Terry Clayton, ;
Entayama, Wayne Yukio,
Eidd, Judith Annette, BEBRa0eod.-
Einnamon, Wayne Leon, PRRarsseed.
McCormick, Thomas Ward,
Noegel, Marvin Edward, Jr.,
Paradise, Kenneth Ronald,
Poggemeyer, Ronald Mell, Beedeaveed.-
Ross, Leanita, PReavaneed-
Scarborough, James Wesley,
Selves, Michael Lee, EESB80Sweod.
Szabo. Michnel, EEEBT80d.
Tufts, Thomas Edward, EERacaeeed.
Urben, Edward A, [R808%eed.
York, Arthur L., ERSawed-
FINANCE CORPS

Lieutenant Colonels
Beyer, David J., R8T 8eeed.
Buster, Robert Williard, Jr.,
Entrekin, James H., EEeSvSwed-
Forguson, Arthur D, %
Gonzales, Rodriguez Francis,
Granger, Richard B., pee®¢é
Laborenz, Astrid B.. >
McNelll, Elaine, Pooeooverd-
Moody, Stanley Ray, EEeSeaeesd.
Maorris, John Alan, BEeSTaeeed-
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Pfannmuller, Walter H., [EE80800d.
Smith, James K., PRrerseoed.
Stenzel, George Oswald, Jr.. ECoSeseed.

Majors

Adams, John E., Jr.,
Baldassari, Louls, [EeB808ee.
Barnes, Dave E.,
Beck, Lals M.,
Bowden, David Douglas,
Braswell, Billle Edmund,
Candloglos, John Anthony,
Cates, J. Mac, PRaeaved.
Collins, Robert Lynn, Eee8e@veed
Connolly, Willlam Prancls,
Crouch, Ronald Arferd,
Ellerman, Margaret Louise, BEeSeacecd
Frascatore, James anren.
Fudold, John Harlan, Jr., Bedeonend.
Granville, William Walsh,
Griffin, Richard Leroy, III, ECC8eaweed.
Hansen, Eugene Theodore, Jr., FRaeaeeed.
Hanson, Verne Burdette, BECaaceed.
Harrlson, Ralph Lee,
Harwood, John Davis, EEESC8eod.
Hausler, Billy Wayne,
Hyek, Irene Anne, BEe8eaveed.
Indellicate, John Albert BEECS0S
Jackson, John Phillip BEEeSes 5
Janiga, Degnan, Thomas, FEE8eaeeed.
Johanson, John Nils, Jr., BEr8eaeeed.
Lebeda, Gregory Dirk, EECSe@eeed.
Lock, James Leonard, Jr.,
MacLean, Edward Willlam, K B Sweed
Mark, Robert James, ESCSeSeeed.
Massman, Lawrence John,
Mathews, Charles Thomas,
Matich, Nenad,
MceCormick, Frank Edward,
Miller, Richard Jth
Moran, John Lerov, -
Morton, George Bowlin Jr., f
Murrah, Edmund Jerome, M
Newman. Dan McDowell. EEC808 p
Nordaune, Kenneth Sherman, BES0Sweed
Palmer, Danlel Warren, BSC8ed
Payotte, Paul Foster, Reeo o et
Poche, Charles David, B8 Sved
Prosser, Gerald Thomas, PEeSee
Rehorst, Thomas Lee, oS edeeed
Richards, Willard O'Brien, BReaesssd.
Rivard, Vietor Don, [ERaRaeed.
Rowe, Clarence Eugene, Jr., PeeOeoeeed.
Rudd, John Herman, [E80aeeed.
Sandt, David George, ;
Schultz;, Robert Urena, Jr.,
Shera, James Michael, EE8R80eed.
Sherwood, Robert Emerson, [Rearseedd.
Smith, Ronald Carl
Stephens, James Douglas, o easesd.
Taylor, Anthony Ray, Beeaeaseed
Trudell, Richard Michasl,
Vaughn, James M. 3
Vinson, George Eldon, Jr.,
Captains
Capestany, Pedro Luls, [eoovacesd.
Cowardin, Clinton IW.
Jones, Anne Marloe,
Jones, John Paul,
Morton, Cralg Wayne,
Quinn, Thomas E.,
Schumann, Edward Danlel, Prarared-
Wright, James Bdward, raeasedd.
ORDNANCE CORPS
Lieutenant colonels

Bowers, Paul Grady,

Cain, Mack Hayward, :
Ciraulo, Robert Leon, FRearaceed.
Davis, Dale Arien, EEC8C800ed.
Green, James Edward, Jr.,

Gretka, John Francls,

Hair, Dwight Eugene, ,I

Hatcher, Clarence L.,

Horner, Gordon Dale,

Hueffed, Robert Judson,

Keyes, Alfred Lee,

Lelsen, Jacob William, PRrS N .
Mabry, Richard Mauldin,
Martin, Paul,

Maxwell, Norman Voyne, Fe8eawedd.
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Morrls, James Leslie, (ERS0oweed.
Nikazy, Eddle Max, BEECSPSv0ed
Pulaschak, Richard UW.
Passarelll, John, Jr.,

Patterson, Doyling Gene, [Ro8rawed

Santos, Agaplto, BEEeOeOnsed.
Smith, Dale D, EEededeesd

Southern, Kenneth Richard, EE8ored-

Titus, David Ralph,

Wellen, Donald L., EEESe8eeed.

Willlams, Buford Max, ECearaeerd.

Woodson, Robert Llewsllvn, EEeSoowvedd.
Mafors

Adams, Ohristopher Robert, BRearered
Anazagasty, Ralph Angel,
Anderson, Bruce Barton, e oeesd-
Andersan, Terry Robert, BRearoceed-
Andrew, Gary Pranklin, PeeSeSeeed-
Andrews, Norman Johin, ELCereed-
Armbright, Larry Warren, BCeSeaeed-
Arnold, Robert Rae,
Baker, Douglas Ray,
Baker, Leonard Mark, ECCSeoweed.
Baker, Robert Willlam,
Bartosh, Larry James, EECS0deeed
Beam, Kenneth Madison, BCegeareed.
Benick, Ronald Joseph, BEES e e
Best, Jay Philllp, 11T, Eeledeed

Bird, John Stanley, Jr., EEC8C8w0od
Block, Peter Spencer,
Boozer, James Danlel, BEeararerd.
Boyd, James Thomas, Jr.,
Bramblett, John Russe -XX-
Bright, George Elmer, B¢

Briseno, Raul, Eeegedeesd.

Bryant, Mark Allan, PReSwawed-
Bullock, David Thomas, Jr.,
Bynum, Cleophus Early, Jr., BRRBcaeeed-
Casias, Richard Andrew, EC808veed.
Cheatham, Ronald Carvill, Feavavesd.
Chism, Benny Michael, Ee8eaweed.
Chobrda, Martin Paul, [RRaeaweed.
Cloud, Marcus Lee, PeeSeavecd

Cox, Larry Van, EEE8T8we.

Crites, Jerry Loe, BRRaRawoed.

Crocker, Gerald Edwin,

Crow, James Lynn,

Dalbom, John Dale, Plearaseed.

Daly, Michael Willlam, PEeSeaeeed.
Davies, Michael Charles,
Davis, Felton Leon,

Denney, Joel Carter, -
Dixon, Robert Walter Junlo, [Re8eawed.
Donahue, Joseph John, Jr., FECSclEN.
Downey, John Martin, Fe8eaeeed.
Drugley, Gary L., PRR8e8eeed.

Dull, David Allen, PeBrawed.

Dutton, Richard Samual,

Dziedzic, Gene, Jr.,

Emling, David Michnel, BReaRaeesd.
Ervin, Willlam Jackson, I, BRraeasesd.
Evans, Christopher Lioyd, [Rearawesd.
Fletcher, Michol Roy, |
Fleury, James Joseph,

Fulton, Willlam Henry, Jr.,
Funk, Thomas Gregory

Galley, Charles Kenon, III,
Galysh, Roman Lubomyr,
Garcia, Elins Pelipe, Jr.,
Gauger, Raymond Arthur,
Gluth, David Otto,

Goodbody, Emmet Joseph,
Criffard, Mark Edward, [0S0 ®
Guenther, Wayne Wilburn, KX
Hallstrom, Gregory Alan,
Hatcher, Clarence Leon,
Helton, Eddie Douglas,
Henderson, George Francis,
Hindman, Franklin Frederic.
Hinebaugh, James,
Hiroto, Christopher Toshlo,
Hirt, Paul Joseph, Jr.,

Hogan, John Edward, 224

Hughes, James Allen, )
Hune, Baugh James C., Beed e ot
Hunsucker, James Randolph
Huval, Danny James,

g XXX-XX-XXXX B

Jordan Norris Steven, R aR8wed.
Jurea, Michas]l Anthony, Jr., Reareaseed.
Kawakami, Charles Edwin T,, BReaeaeesd-
Kilebler, Robert Edward,
King, Lawrence Michael, PeeOeOeses
Eirby, Patrick, (Eeledeedd.

Eirby, Willlam Meredith,

Elrsch, Norman George,

Kleager, Jerald Eugene, Pooaraeeed.
Eocluk, Max ERavaweed.

Lalncona, Nicholas Michael,

Maass, Brian Scott, b
Madigan, Larry Allan,

Maki, James Richard,
Manuls, Thomas Dale, EEESeOeeed.
Marlow, Larry Griffin, fReaeaveed.
Martin, Roger Lynn,

Masters, Roy Wamm.
McCane, O. B, Jr,, ;

MeCray, John Edward,
McGlynn, Franklin Joseph J., ECe8Ra0od.
McHenry, Robert Harold, Jr., Beededoeed.
McLeod, Hugh Scoble, 111, BEe8easesd.
MeMahan, Daniel Luther, Beedeoeeed
Megahan, David Arthur, [RRSR80eed.
Miller, Brent Robinson, [eaeereed.
Miller, Michael Edward, BE2Se8eesd
Miller, Nelson Alvin, Jr., BRRaeaweed.
Minno, Jeffrey Allen, B8 000d.
Murphy, Michae! Jude,

Myers, Robert John, :
Newmuan, Brian David, EEeSe80eed.
Nielsen, Peter Lawrence, Booaeavesd.
Nowicki, Michael Louls B8 8weed.
Owen, Morey, i
Padialmerendo, Ivan Luis,
Purr, Francls Xavier, BER80a900d.

Pazak, Michael George, BRearacesd.
Pendergast, Michael Richar, FEESeaweed.
Pepin, Armand Omer, Jr.,
Peterson, Alvin Theodore, BECSeaesed.
Pettibon, Thomas Woodrow, PR aearseed-
Phillls, John Eennedy, Jr., B80S0 0d.
Polvino, Charles James, B8R 8004.
Powl, Thoedore Guthrie, P88 ored-
Priddy, David Me,%
Purcell, Gerald Louis, .
Renner, Steven Ernest, BooSeocscd-
Rhylander, Eenneth Warren, BReaeawesd.
Ritter, Willle Edward, B aeasecd:

Robinson, Jullus C,, A
Rodgers, Jerry Devon, .

Rogala, John Edward, i
Rogers, Ronald Radford, .
Sabin, Ashley Fishburne, .

Bearfo, John Baptist, Jr., FRarared.
Echatz, Walter, Jr., B228%8 .
Seteavage, Paul Charles, BReacaceed.

Sherrill, Samuel Whitsitt, P8 easecd:
Sherwood, Richard Irvin, JEoSeavecd.
Shoemaker, Stephen Jay, FEeSeSeeed.

Sims, David Lee, BRRavaweed-

Sipes, John Charles,

Skinner, Thomas Alan, o
Snow, Stephen John, BRRRaeeed-
Southworth, William Wayne,
Sowell, Thomas Bruoe, Jr., P eraresd.
Springer, Thomas Frank, ESeS0d B
Sproul, Alexander Erskine BEoSeocied.
Btewnrt, Lawrence James, Jr., FE0808000d-
Stplerre, Robert Edward, BEeSedeced.
Strickland, Edward Robert, Booaee
Swindell, Jeneral Benjamin,

Swofford, James Edwin, IT,

Szeliga, Edward Joseph, P800l
Templeton, Scott Herbert J., P80 asss
Thompeon, David T, Sr., FECEeaT%
Tinsley, Wally Joe, B 808 od

Titunlk, Steven Michael, PReaeareed.
Tolson, Jarvis Hartley, Jr., Po8ed '
Tommervik, Duvid Raymond, [Reaearsed.
Tompkins, James Robert,
Turner, Frank Nelson, N
Vernon, James Ellsworth, [0 80aresd-
Waldron, Harry Lee, B8R aes.
Walker, Robert James, ECCSTHREN .
Ware, James Harvey, Jr., BReroeeed.
Weekly, Terry Morris, PR aesd.
Wilkins. Timothy Mark, BR8e800ed.
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Woodward, Robert Bruce, XXXXX-... B
Workizer, Danlel Turner, Jr. Beesesresd.

Captains

Brueckman, James Arthur, XHXXXX-..
Cachero, Francisco Sagun J,,

Cantey, Samuel Ervin, Jr.,

Chappell, Samuel Lawrence,
Fillbey, Robert Charles,

Glbb, Harry Bernard, m
Hallock, Scatt Alan. PRRarareed.

Kalb, Charles Francis, Jr., fRoaeareed.
Lee, Brian Prancls, PRrareredd.

Maurer, Michael Robert,

Mercer, Bruce Allen,

Moore, Harold Dean, Beaeaeesd.
Morglllo, Michael Luclano,
Nolte, Marvin Cralg, BRarared.
Prescott, Daniel Marshall, FRo8%e
Rae, Jelfrey Michael, PReaSeareed.
Runysn, John Michael,

Smith, John Lee, y
Strobel, Dennls, Alan, [EC8R8we.
Todd, David Butler, Jr,, [Rearaced.
I'wing, Charles Leroy,

Wells, George Willlam,

Wood, Michael Browning,

Wright, William R!.cham
Zachry, Guy Cecll, Jr,,
QUARTENMASTER CORPS

Lieutenant colonels

Askew, Lattice, Jr., P8R8
Barnes, Russell, Miiton, Jr., BERSeaweed.-
Bayer, James Willinm, PR8eseeed.
Blalr, Arnold Gans, Jr.,

Carmichael, Gordon Rives, :
Cofield, James David Junlo,
Comfort, Harold James,
Cramer, Ned Allen, [RR8vaweed.
Curran, Richard, FRearavesd.

Dahlke, Milton Melvin, BE8eaeed-
Davis, Vernon Bethen, FCR80Sw00d-
Dwyer, Poter, BRe8R8eod.

Elliott, Lynn Blaine, EEeSe S eeed

Estes, Glen Allen, BECSR8ved.
Foreman, Theodore M.,
Frank, Norma Lee,
Gallagher, Willlam David, EEC808weed.
Gloskowsk!, Edward Peter, .
Gudmundson, Brent Martin,

Hansen, Wilburn Pat, Jr., BEC8ea8weed.
Harrington, Bobby Cole, EERS080eed.
Jackson, Judith Gall, %
Jenison, Willlam Donald, A
Johnson, Lioyd Melvin, EEeEesweed.
Katzenmeyer, Hardy Albert,
MacKay. Frederick Joseph, REeS
Maimon, Joel Jacob
Major, Frank,

MeGrath, Catherine Ellen, FErorewed.
Porter, Robert Owen,

Rush, Gene Walter, :
Smlley, David Bruce, EECOeSwee
Btarnes, Jerry Roger,
Thomason, Glen R., EECSe8Sveed.
Wartick, Dean Paul,
Watson. James Everett, ELC8080ecd.
Wilson, Doane MeKinatry, EEeoeowedd.
Wilson, Wilson Warren, EEeS oS oeed
Zamenick, Stephen J., BEESCS00d.
Zeamer, Aaron Cralg, EEES8edwesd.

Majors
Acosta, Gerardo, EEESRaweed.
Allen, James Douglas, EEesraserd.
Amidel, Michael Joseph, EE8C8wed.
Atkinson, Richard Jay,
Blalr, Joseph Andrew, PEeSeaweed
Boogzer, James D.. EECO08000d-
Bowmuan, Leslie Wilson, Jr., EECSCS0Ced.
Bugert, Judith Rita, %
Burkett, Frederick Jeffery,
Buster, Wayne, EEC8esveed.
Calame, Peter Louls,
Calhoun, Norman 8, Praesred-
Callahan, Joseph James, Jr.,
Camerano, Anthony Gerald J. BPeeSedercd
Carnes, Ambrus Durward,
Carr, Terry Ray, .
Caruthers, Robert Stanley,
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Castillo, Patriclo Bernard, [RPS08weed.
Caviggla, John Dennis, .
Celeste, Richard Charles, -
Cchanecellor, Charles David, I, BErS N
Copeland, Wesley Berry, .
Corder, Phillip Cralg,

Crawford, Cheryl Anne, EEC8Ca0esd.
Davls, Argus Daniel, Jr.,
Dean, Donald Gary, EER8Ereed.-
DeLuca, Joseph, ERdeaeeed.
Domenico, Jay Anthony, Ee8eaweed.
Doran, Thomas Edward, EEearaeesd.
Duenas, Anthony Joseph, PEeSe8woed.
Dutt, David G., BEaraeeed.-

Ellls, Richard Lee, Pearsered.
English, William Haney, EEC8R8004-
Fisher, Thomas Clayton, Peeaesoced
Foreman, Richard Patrick, FER8eaeoed.
Frazier, Richard Thomas, FCC8T8w00d.
Gallenbeck, Curtls E,,
Gamble, Lee Clanon, .
Gates, Richard Willlam, Jr.,

Gibbs, Harold Nixon, BEe808%eed.
Gomez, Lawrence John, [Reaeawed.
Gott, E Lorralne, BB 8e0d.
Graupmann, Weldon T.,

Greer, Willlam Alton, F
Grogan, James Robert, BReacaceed-

Gund, Walter Donald, BReSeacecd.
Hamner, Ronald Park, BEeaesessd.

Harrington, Joann MW
Harris, S8amuel Earl, i
Hart, Jamle Douglas, v
Hayes, Henry Joseph,

Haylett, Frank Willlam,

Henderson, Kenneth Sherwin, PR aeaeesd.

Henderson, William Ernest, [E0808%0004-
Hershey, Willlam Edward, Jr., 228
Hibbs, Jack Allen. FRRBRE00N-

Hine, Robert Earl, PRraRaredd.

Hogue, Stuart Lucien, FReaesrecd.
Holland, James Hallle, PRraRareed.
Holley, Richard Patrick, FRraeawesd.
Hugins, Robert Lee, PReavarecd.
Hughes, Charles Wllson,
Humphrey, Gllbert Gene, Feavawess
Hunter, Devra Ann, Proearesd.

Isom, Frank, Jr., [CCSCOREEN.

Janssen, Arwin John, Jr.. PRBREd-
Johnson, Harry Watkins, Jr.. PRarssesd.
Kelly, Cathy, PRRarereed.

Kokolnkis, James Harry, BRRaRaeed.
Eunkle, Donald Wilson, [Ravasesd.
Lafratte, Dianna Marie, | XOOEXX-XXXX ]

Lane, Willlam Terrence, .
Lebarron, Russell Samue], :
Lightfoot, James Walter,

Lotero, Ronald Joseph, F%%

Lovelnce, David Enstman, Poeaea s
Lovelace, Robert Lloyd, Jr Beeoseseed.
Mallk, Robert Joseph, [ERao .
March, Ronald Allen,

| 006X |
Mateer, Robert Franeis, ITT, ¢
Mathern, Joseph Gabriel, %
Maurer, Klaus Juergen, 8
May, James Perry, Jr., B3

McAnally, Loren Vee,

MecDougal, Norma Lester,

McDougall, Willlam James I.,

McGee, Stephanle Ann Rast,

McGovern, Frank Patrick,

McKnight, John Edward,

Mills, Lane Edward,

Nedeca, David W.,

Noll, Rudolph Asher, .
Nunes, Margaret Yates,

Okabayashi. Rodney 8., HIEC NN .

Oriando. Anthony John, EEDOma a0y
Outler, Henry Thomas, [SCCONNN .
Pace, Orville Clarence, Jr.. FiEEpoesaza]
Page, Stephen R., XX

Patterson, Don Michae!, IS .
Peters, Btephen John,

Peterson, Charles Albert, [ OXCXX-... B
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Pitaro, Francls Michael, Pe8easecd.
Plummer, Robert Charles, PReaeacecd-
Price, Terrance Eugene, Poeacacesd-
Prutzman, Albert Garfield, P e acesd-
Quinian, Oneill Patrick, Jr., BS8e89sd-
Rexrode, Thomas Owen, FReavacesd.
Riffee, John Joseph, %
Robinson, John Richard, 3
Robinson, Turhan Edward, PRrararedd.
Ross, Robert. Moss, PRe8eaveed.
Schilken, Charles Joseph, PRearareed.
Schumacher, David Wallace, PeSeaweed
Scott, Jumes Ernest, JRe8raeeed.
Seaberg, David Richard,

Beffens, Stephen Kent, .
Sension, Charles Willlam,
Shaw, David Willlam, JReaeaeed.
Singleton, Eddle Lee, PRaRacecd.
S8mith, Wister Gerald, foaraceed.

Smyre, Lee Roy, .
Stormer, Robert Leslle, :
Sydnor, Otha Lewis, .

Talley, Jumes Ray, Pooseavesq.
Thompson, Oliver Leo, LI,
Thompson, Thomas Edmund, Jr., EEead

XXX...

Truman, Harry S, Paasesd-
Vanbuskirk, Barry Lee, P0aearerd.
Vazquesz, John Henry, BReaeareed.
Webb, Johnle Edward, Jr., PRaeaeeed.
Wheeler. Donna Gale, :
Wiggins Charlle, J,, .
Wilder, Bdward Macario, Jraeesesd.
Willlams, Felix Earl, Peaeasesd.
Willtams, Jumes Larry, PReaeseesd.
Woodruff, David Eugene, .
Yntes, Gary Edward, =
Young, Willium Basll, BRe8rareed.
Zamudio, Jack Ramon, PeSeareed-
Captaing
Bell, Donald Willlam,
Bennett, Clifford, Prraraeced.
Branch, Willlam Raymond,
Calamado, Cralg A, .
Finnlcum, Willlam Robert, Peara 4
Gund, Walter D, PRRarareed.
Hunter, Stephanie Sue, B2 .
Johnson, Carolyn Loulse To, P82 a2 4
Kreps, Ruth Ann, PRRSRared.

Newton, Horace Lee, IRBPrS0aN.
Ogllvie, Raymond Wellesley, i
Plummer, Robert C., N

Read, Joyce Loulse, .
Singleton, Eddle L., .

Stanek, Joseph Frank, Jr., §
Taylar, Edward Lee, BRoaeaesed.

Vincent, Eldridge Joseph, Jr.,
Wilbon, Roderick Lanice, FReavawed.

Willlams, Michae! Burr,
TRANSPORTATION CONPS
Lieutenant colonels

Bermingham, Dennis Michael, JRRawa%eed.

Buford, Lauren Delos, BRarareed.
Clay, James Earl, P8 erssd

Dilg, James Walter,
Dutter, Wilbert Andrew,

Hall, Gary Richard,

Heffner, Lewls Ray, 822
Koshinsky, John Foster, Jr.,
Labat, Plerre Denis,

Lewls, Carlos Gerald, BReararesd.

McAdams, Louls Alonza, EiST0AREEN.

Poarch, Henry Harrlson, Jr., Beeae8e774.
Royal, Luther, Poararecd.
Sanders, Purvis Lars, Jr.,
Schulz, Rodney James,
Scott, Roosevelt, Jr., .
Sobel, Robert Lewis, PRray .
Speldel, Richard Rinchart, IS RS
Wakefield, Thomas Carroll,
Wilson, Danlel Brioce,
Wilson, Grady W.,

Mafors
Abbott, Danny Lee, Be8eaeeed.
Adkins, Kennith Nix, FEEaesweed.
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Agee, Willlam Mastin, Jr., BRRaRs8%ed.
Allen, Danlel Eenneth, FPrarereed.
Anderson, Walter Stephen, .
Atwood, Walter Woodrow, J%
Baggett, Joseph Walton, Jr.,
Balley, Wayne Thomas, BB Raeee3.
Baldwin, Jerald Wayne, XXX

Bect, Silas Earl,

XXX-XX-X....
Beebe, Richard Allen, BB 8%%774.
Bennett, James Henry, Jr., Beearesesd.
Bennett, Marshall Scott, [earaeed.
Birdsall, Calvin Grigg, III, Pea2a
Blakeslee, Willlam Pease, BRraes
Bracken, Samuel George, PRoay
Branyon, John Samuel, 1
Breckons, Walter Clyde, B228
Brooks, Daniel Hamllton, PYea%
Browell, Gary Ardene, =
Brown, Walter Tyrone, [5223
Bruns, Donald Joseph, Po2a
Bryan, John Patrick, PRrareresd.
Buckley, David Lee, BReaeoresd.
Calhoun, Norman Sayman, Jr., [ o8earesd
Calvert, Peter Dimock,
Cannom, Robert James,
Cary, Bruce Barbour,
Chamberlain, Steven Leon,
Ciccone, Richard Grant,
Clark. William Hil1,
Clay, James E,, -
Coker, Terry Jay, PR eeed.
Coluccl, Kenneth Francls, FRra .
Combs, Robert Muck, PRRarareed.
Consedine. Thomas Joseph, Proarommy.
Cook, John Louls, PRearsreed.
Cooper, Clayton Wilce, PSRl
Copping, George Francis, Jr., PRawawssd.
COrider, Thomas Eevll, :
Culverhouse, Jerry Roger,
Curtin, Stephen Joseph,
Cyr, Thomas Paul, i
Dana, Thomas Newell, Blesvacesd.
Deay, William Russell, Poararerd.
Dempsey, Ross Miller, Jr., FEea Wl
Dente, Jerome Leon, [RrS .
Desjardins, Paul Bernard, FReessesd.
Devito, Joseph Frank, Jr., FCra .
Dhuyvetter, Tony John,
Diaz, Franklin, PRSeaweed.
Dickerson, Herbert Lester, [ eassd-
Dubose, Samuel Alexander,
Dunn, Dennils Joe, .
Ebbinga, Clarence Theodore, PReareeeed.
Eckard, Sidney Douglass,
Edwards, Richard Lee, Poanseed.
Egan, Donald Edward,
Ellls, Robert Earl,
Evarts, Robert Scott,
Fales, Larry Roger, s
Ferguson, Peter Paul, %
Fernandez, John Frederick, s
Fichter, Thomas Albert,
Fillmore. Benjamin Michael, FEBT8wed.
Fluty, Willlam Corbett, Boeoeaceed
Foster, Jerry Don, P8R esed
Foster, Ralph Lamar, P e as el
Foulk, Tom Bond, II1, Pee@eacesd
Foye, John Douglas, BReaeseeed.
Francisco, Vaden Burdette.
Gates, Raymond Irving, 3
Gebble. Stanley Robert, :
Geer, John Manroe, Jr.
Glordano, Stephen. EEE8e8eed.
Golden, James William, Jr., PRoaeaesed-
Gonano, Arnold Leo, BReaeacesd.
Gordon, Elton Taylor, Jr., BEeSeaweed.
Grant, Curtis Joel, B0
Grean, Gerald Charles, Pedessecd.
Green, Larry Glenn,
Green, Lorane, EEC8eaeeed.
Gunnin, Larry Eugene,
Guppy, Christopher McClaln, Peaedcesd-
Hampton, Jules Wilson, PECSeSeesd.
Harris, Eddie Lee, PEESeaeesd.
Hatcher, Danlel Plerson, PSS cesd
Haupt, Berdean Willlam, ESe808eed.
Healy, Dennis Willlam, BRraearesd-
Hickel, Lance Kelbaugh,
Hill, Sllas Wesley, EEe8Taweed-
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Hillis, John Charles, EEC8e8weed.

Holley, Donna Joyce, EEC8eseeed.
Holmgren, Larry Leon,
Hough, Fredric Gary,
Hudspeth, David Lewls,
Hudspeth, Lewls Albert,
Isbel, Ronald Palge, EE8vaeeed.

Ivey, Ramon Anthony, EEeSeawedd.
Jacobus, Charles Henry,
Jarvis, Allen John, Jr., BEE8e80eed.
Johnson, Gary Dwayne,
Jones, Ralph Cedric, E80aweed.
Jordan, Van Patrick,

Kalser, Van Edward, BEeSeaweed.
Kilbourn, Willlam RQW
King, Richard Allen, 2
Kirkham, Robert T., BEC8080ecd.

Kisler, Alvin Robert, [Eeavawveed.
Elsimon, Robert Joal, RECS0Oe

Kramer, Michael, BEC808eeed.

Kreute, James Roden,
Krobert, James Albert, BeC8T800e4 .
Lake, Peter Hanslip, RS eoeeed-

Lame, David Warren, EeSedeced.

Lang, Albert George, BR800
Leaman, Jeffrey Scott, BRBeaceed.
Leedy, David Ballou, foecevesd.
Lindqguist, John Warren, Peea0aeees.
Lutz, Joseph J., JSe8raeed-

Magrosky, John Joseph, Jr., BEC8Rareed.
Manss, Patricia Obryen, ECC8R8wesd.
Martin, Larry King, Brraeaeeed.
Maynor, Eynis, Jr.,, ERRaeaeeed.
MeClintoock, David Anthony,
McCloskey, Edwin Joseph,
McHenry, Michael Clark,
Medvitz, Charles Michael,
Minter, Dennls Lee, PEeSeaweed.

Mix, Thomas, EECSeseeed.

Montgomery, Rolland R., [EC808%ed-
Mooney, Edward D., EECSR8ToM .

Moore, Tom Denson, Jr., Feoore
Moore, Winston,
Mowrey, Jake Duane,

Moyer, Danlel Leonard, PESSe
Nadeau, Victor Gerald, ES28
Nedela, David Warren, -,
Nepereny, George Joseph, -
Nimblett, Donald Willlam, PeeSed eeed
Nothstine, Charles Louls, BeSe8we
Nuttall, Edward Richard, 284
O'Brien, Edward J. W, -,
Obrien, Edward J. W.,
Olason, Lawrence Andrew,
Otto, Norman John,
Parr, Bernard Andrew, -,
Parris, Gary Wayne,
Payne, Jan Edward, XX-XXXX B
Peake, Troy William, EECBRaees
Perelliminettl, Jules Paul, EEa%a
Phelps, Patrick Prancls, Beeaes |
Polanskl, Christopher Step, FCe8raee
Porter, Charles Oscar, [0 aed
Poulin, Roger Floyd, PRoaed
Poulos, Richard Gary, &
Powell, Stuart Wayne,
Rahn, Ronald Edward, [RR80a%
Rawls, Jester Willlam, -XX-
Revelle, Anlel William, Jr.. 22828
Richards, Clark David, .
Rogers, Royal Pittman, Jr.. PR ae sl
Rosenberg, Terry Lee, PRt aceod
Salger, Glenn Arthur, PReeeereed
Sapko, Joseph Enoch, FeeSeeeed
Savacool, Edwin Myron, Jr., (228
Bealf, Cecll Floyd, PR aresd.
Schnelder, Ronald D., FRe8780eed.
Schumacher, Howard Paul. [Re8rared.
Selfe, John Keith, Jr.,
Sherfey, Eenneth Leroy, BRRawesesed.
Bhlelds, John R,, Jr., {
Shipley, Berchard Ray

Shull, Robert Allen, EESTTSTE.

Sibble, George Merwin, EiS e
Silva, Richard H.,

Simon, Gayle K.,

Singleton, James W,

Sinnott, Willlam Q.. -
Skelton, James Paul. Jr., ECCSConEEN
Smith, Donald Lamar, BESYS ST
Smith, Jimmy B.. BRaTeeed.
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Snow, Jimmie Doyl,
Spring, James Leroy, Polrdecd.
Starr, Jacob E.,

Steyr, Frank Joseph, PRe8eaeeed.
Stoker, Darrell Johnson, BoeSeaeesd.
Summerlin, Ronald Gene, FRraraesed.
Tapp,. Jack Carlton, -XXXX B
Taylor, Willlam Bradford,

Taylor, Willlsm Gary, ;
Thomas, Douglas Grant, [Eeaeeesed.
Tish, Thomas Luvern, [Ee80eresd-
Valentine, Christopher R., PRraraseed.
Vassett, Frank Joseph D., ‘
Verdoarn, Ronald John,

Vetrano, Joseph Peter,
Wade, Bobby Merrell, PRearareed.
Walls, Russell Eenneth, Jr,, FEC808w0d.
Watson, Norman Burl, [EradllE.
Watt, Jimmy Albert, FRCB0800ed.
Welch, Donald Lee, P8 aced.

Welch, Lawrence Russel, P 8280204,
Welter, Robert Michael, P8 arecd.
Wentz, Robert Walter, FRRaeacecd.
Werner, Bruce Gerald, [R8ea%sod-
Whitacre, Charles Jerry, Jr. BeeSearecd.
White, Robert Thomas, FRe8eacesd.
White, Walter Wallace, P8rareed.
Wier, Henry Winston, Jr., IECCS0M .
Willlamson, Bruce Cllett J., P ae® v
Williamson, Robert Louls, PRR8earcesd.
Wooll, Bamuel John, RS earecd-
Wothe, John Werner, BReaeareed.
Wrinkle, John Robert, .
Wyks, Edward Earl, W
Wynn, Dennis Michael, P8 aseed.
Yeaw, Truman Carl, fReSrarecd.
Young, Wesley Mitchell, (Reaeaeesd.
Zakszesk!, Charles Edward,

Captains

Barton, Stephen Patrick, PRaRa7273.
Drake, Michael Willlam,
Ganslen, Gregory Edward,
Hansen, Paul Allan, [RRararedd.
Hulgan, Willlam Roy, FRe8esreed.
Kitchens, Dwight Rudolph, PRRararsd
Maslowaki, Danlel Francls, Pooaeavessd.

Parsons, George Willlam, Jr., BReaesrers-

Poole, Ronald Joseph, FRearaveed.
Robbins, Robert David, Pearacesd.

CHAPLAIN'S CORPS
Colonela
Burttram, Danny W ., P88 2d.
Darcy, Richard L., BeCSe8wed.
Oaborne, Martin, P asssd-
Wichmanowskl, Walter F., e aed
Lieutenant colonels

Brown, Charles J., PR8eaeed.
Higniston, Malachy J., P8 aeecd-
Majors

Abel, Donald W. W, S8R aweed.
Abramowitz, Marc A., EEEC8w0d.
Adkins, Patrick J.. v
Alexander, Eenneth L,

Alllson, Donuld E , PRraeseeed.
Allyn, John K.,
Anderson, Bruce D, PRo8raveed.
Anderson, Christen V., PRo8e 80l
Anderson, James R, PRRSTa090q-
Anderson, Lindell E.

Arold, Richard J., PR 8 aresd

Arturetmelendez, Antonio, Pee8eaeeed:
Axelrod, Harold, Pee@eseeed.
Bannan, Danlel E,, BeeSedvesd
Banner, Ernest A PRRaraceed.
Barkey, Paul E., (BR8R8we.
Barnett, Dillmus W,, Jr.,

Bauer, John A, .
Baver, John J., BeeSeaeedd.

Bell, Nicholas D.,
Belton, Robert T, PR eeecd.
Bendick, Robert E., Praeaeed.
Bennett, Stephen L. Pearooecd-
Benonis, Richard R., [EeSeaweed -
Berndt, Leander P., 3
Berry, Barton D, Jr.,

Blekley, Hugh J ., BER88oA.
Blgsby, Jon R.,
Bobbey, David M.,
HBoone, Willlam B, Eee8eaweed.
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Houleware, Alton W, PRacased.
Broyles, Michael L. BR0avavecd
Bundick, Bobble J., [CCE AN .
Bunnett, Thomas T., [Re8e8eed.
Butler, Bede J., [Er808%ed.

Butler, Ignatius W.,
Callahan, Rodney D., [RRaraeesd.
Campbell, Robert L., B8 seeed

Caple, Willlam J., fRravared.

Case, Willlam R,, B0 8000d.
Cheyne, William B., FCeScWl .
Chllen, Michael D, FRRar80eed-
Christy, Peter K., .

Clark, William J.,

Colbert, Douglass O.,

Colley, Joe R.,

Conner, Gernld W., .
Cooper, John H.,, i

Corbett, Clareance, L., Jr,, FECEaweed.
Cottemond, Charles A., BEESC8e0d.
Cottingmam, Jth
Croke, Alfred M., '
Dagostino, Carl L., [Rr8seed.
Davidson, Donald L.,

Davls, Charles J,, W
Davis, Danlel O, Jr,,

Davis, HElvernice, BEeSedeeed.

Davis, Kennoth K., FE8e8weed.

Dech, Merle R., (EE88eed.

Decker, Thomas R.. [EC8e80eed-
Dood, Paul W., :
Doerbaum, UO}%.
Doman, Thurman 8, Jr.,
Donahue, Danlel J,, 20898 :
Donovan, Richard N., B228

Douthlit, Troy O, ]
Duncan, Francls J,,

Dunham, Cralg R, .
Durham, James A A BoCSedeeed.
Earles, Gerald, PeESedveed.

Eberle, William B., 88w eod-
Erbach, Willlam W,

Farr, David R., .

Flaska, John A., Jr,

Florez, Juan 8,

Fox, Jamespa,

Gagliardo, Anthony P.,
Gillesple, Kenneth F., BEeSvaweed.
Glazier, Frederick L., Jr
Gleaton, Cal D.,

Goforth, Bllly 8 -

Gogl, George L., EeeOeM .

Golden, David O.,

Gover, Donald W., H
Greencbaum, William A,

Greka, David E., EE8e8eeed.
Guebbmeyer, Mark H., E&¢8

Guesnler, Rene, EECSedeedd.

Guldry, Raymond J,, EEESes

Hall, Robert D., EECSR@0eed.
Hamperzonlan, Jerry, -XX-

Hannum, Harold M., EeeOes

Hanson, Uvgene R., EECSRSNd
Harrls, Willlam C,, BSOS veed.
Hartlage, Albert,
Hantler, Gaylord E
Henry, Willis L., E2¢8
Hepner, Theodore W.,
Hicks, Herbert H , BCCO0O000d
Hines, Thomas E., Jr.. Peeses
Holland, Jerry H., REGaSasss
Horton, Lawrence C, Boseaeeed.
Howard, David R, B9
Hultberg, William J., o
Hume, Kenneth E. |
Humphrey, Roland Q.,

Imberl, Anthony M., E2287dN.
Itokazu, Eiyolchl, BEeSeaeedd-
Iverson, Virgll G., EEe8eoweed.
Jankowski, Danlel C., i8S 8%eed.
Jansen, Donald J., BERSeaeed.
Jenkins, Robert J., o aveed.
Jennings, Ervin J., Jr., BEoBa0eed.
Johneon, Raymond W,, BEeSeawed-
Johnson, Richard C., 1
Jopp, Frank GQ., Jr.,

Joseph, Ray K., Fe8eaeeed.
Ealsing, John J., FRrawa%esd.-
Kelzer, Herman, Jr.,
Kelly, John R, BEe8edeeed.
Kennedy, Danlel F., BEeSR87eed.
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Elemele, Leroy, EECBR800d.

Eim, Stephen K. BEeSeaverd.
Ejosa, David L., JRR8vawecd.
Kohn, Homer L,, :
Koss, Baul H., .
Eramer, Albert E,, EECST8eed.
Krenitsky, Elias, JEC80800d-
Latorre, Stanley E., PE2880ed.
Laveronl, Alfred F., BRea8raeeed.
Lehrer, Wayne J., ERaeaeed.
Lincoln, John F. Bedesvrcd-
Litorja, Marvin O, Eeseasedd.
Livermon, Willlam RW
Lizor, Joseph S, Jr., \
Lokkesmoe, Robert G.,B% XXXX B
Longval, Anthony, Jr., BEEeSeoeesd
Lucas, Thomas L., BEeSeaeced.
Ludwig, Ralph m
Lynch, John J., 3
Ly, Keneth . PORBREATY
Lynn, Kenneth L., ]
MucFarlane, Arne A, BRBraoed.
Maddox , Fred L., BEeSe8weed.
Malley, John C., FRRaraceed.
Malone, Jerry E, Poedescerd.
Manning, Benjamin O,, Jr.,
Marcantonio, Clement,

Marshall, Charles J,, P8 eeeed

Martin, Richard J. BReaesreed
Martin, Robert J., Jr., JRe8e82 4.
Mason, Alexander M., Jr,, .
Matheny, Michael J,, M
Maurer, Lewls L., XXX-XX-.. [

Mayer. Gary E.
McAlllster, Grant H., [Rrac .
McCaffrey, Danlel J.,
McCall, Dan C.,
McCranle, Thomas R., PRaeaeee
McLean, Richard, PRareresd.
McMichael, John P, Jr., [Reaeswecd.
Medlock, Ralph E., Jr., BER8waweed.
Messersmith, Dale E., P2a%4

Miles, Joel L, 8r. BR800 2d.
Millard, Stanley N, :
Miller, Paul M., M
Montondon, Francls W,, Bearered.
Morgan, Paul W, Jr.,
Mumper, Edward J., B0
Naughton, Thomas J.,
Neshlem, Vaughn R.,
Newton, Alvin L., [Ee8waeesd.
Nichols, George H., Jr., PR Brere
Norris, Paul 8., XXX-XX-...

Nondorf, Aloysivs J.,

Northrop, Clyde M., TIT, &
O'Connell, David A., P8 :
O'Lenny, Patrick J,, [ aeassed.
Ornburn, Frank M, Peveversed.
O'Bulllvan, Danlel, XX...
Oswandel, Roy W., IXXEE

Paulson, Everett W,
Pawlaczyk, Andrew W., OB
Payne, Delbert G., XX...
Pedder. Glenn C, EESVeEEEE
Fhelps, Paul E., .
Pingel, Gilbert H.,

Polinter, Louls W.,

Pollto, Victor V. J,, XX
Pridgen, Lamar B, BEeSvevsey.
Pugh, Loren D, -
Quinian, Matthew

Renfrow, Kenneth B, Parareed
Rogers, James B, Fraeoreed

Richter, Robert J.,
Rittenbach, Leroy C.,
Roberts, Robert D. W.,
Robinson, Gall J.,

Rodlgues, Anthony V., .

Rogakos, Constantinos P., o B

Backett, Gary W, XXXX.
Snddler, Jesse G., PESeow

Bamsa, Bertin L., XXX-

Sanford, Gary T., e

Schaefer, Bernard J_,
Schalm, Roger B.,
Schellenans, Francls J., EEEserea =l
Schmid, Wayne L., BT EEES.
Schmidt, Raymond F., Pereerdd.

Selfried, Kenneth A.,
Shaddix, John T, .
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Shimek, Andrew a...
Bliverstein, Philip, Eeedcocent
Simeone, Francls P, PRRarawsd.
Sirotko, Theodore F., PEe8eas .
Sinter, Dennis W. BRe8eaeeed
Smith, Charies M.,
Smith, Douglas T.,
Smith, Frederick C., RRarawed.
Smith, Gerald B, ERE0Swed.
Smith, Paul H., B80S
Smith, Thomas R.,
Speer, Robert H., PR asassed
Spiller, Jimmie, Paeared
Stake, John K A BEEESEseesd
Stallings, Bennie A, (ECSRSweed.
Stephens, Gerald N., EERaeooeed.
Stephenson, Douglns R FR8eaced
Stevens, Rabumrn L., E22808 "
Suellentrop, Danlel M., BRaeaeeed.
Sulllvan, Edward J., Brerasecd.
Swedlund, John D, BRraeaeed.
Sydnor, Calvin H., IT1, [Reaearesd.
Tarbet, Robert AL, Jr., PRRBr8wed.
Taylor, Frederick A, FRSeoweed.
Teer, John F,, PESeS
Teodoro. Pablo, Jr.,
Tessman, David H., BR8e8eeed
Thompson, James R., FEC8%a
Thoni, Phillp F., BRraraceed.
Thorne, Carral W.,
Timm, Harry W.,
Trebus, Louls R.,
Tumpkin, Joseph L., EEC8C8CCA.
Turkelssn, Donald R.,
Turnbow, Frankie L., BR8Rareed.
Tyson, Charles A P erereed-
Vanscoy, Leonard H., BE8esessd.
Vickers, Marvin K., Jr.,
Voges, Ethan C., -XX- .
Vogt, Robert H., -
Wade, Henry G., B8 a%
Wallace, Jack A.,
Walsh, Thomas M.,
Warme, Thomas M.,
Weaver, Jerry A. G,
Webb, Jerry,
Wedel, Larry B, PRRaeawedd.
Welch, Thomas D., BRe8rareed.
Wells, John A, B8R 8eeed.
Wells, Morrls ¥, ERearaeeed.
Weyland, John J,, FRRSTaweed.
Whalen, Prank J., -
Whaley, Richard H., .
Whitaker, Dennls R,
White, David A., PRRaRaweed.
Wichner, Erwin,
Wideman, Fletcher D.,
Wiens, Curtis J., .
Wilkins, Latayette T., Jr,,
Willlams, John C., Blarereed
Wilson, Donald G., BRR8Ta0eed.
Worman, Jeremiah F., FRCSCEN .
Young, George B., FRBREREE.
Captains

Grant, Anderson, BB oanesd.
Hammann, Willlam H., FEe8R8red.

Howard, David L., ‘
Kerns, Carter L., .
Mitohiner, Thum%,
Moore, Lowell, Prarared.
Roberts, David F., PReaeseedd.

Roberts, Jimmie A., -
Thornton, Jesse L.,
Walker, Larty A, .

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS
Lieutenant colonels
Balley, James E., BERS0aweed.
Nichols, John J., BRRaRred.
Scanlon, Jerome W, EEC8R80CA.
Majors

Barbee, Jon R, PRBRaRd
Beardall, Charles W., PRo808%%%3.
Blakely, Richard 8.,
Brooks, Clittord D, ECCEe8werd.
Brown, Patrick P., [Rr8eaweed
Byler, Charles A., P a0 erssd
Caron, William J., (Eraaweed.
Casey. Peter E. JECSW .
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Burton, Richard O.,

Caole, Joe A., XX .

Denny, Michnel C.,
Discharry, Michael J.,
Doyle, Brooks 8., Jr., PR aeeeed.
Duffy, Thomuas J,, BEeEeersed
Duterroll, Jerry G., Boe8e8eeed.
Flevet, Harold E., Jr,, PRarered.
Finnegan, Richard N, Pearssesd.
Frick, Ralph J. BRearaesed.
Ganstine, Robert D., BRearasesd.
Goo, Lester M., JRRB0aweed.
Graham, David E., P8 ased.
Green, Brent P., PReaesrerd.

Hamelin, Norman J '
Holeman, Jacob J., -
Hough, Richard J.,
Jackson, Robert H., Jr. BRooesssed
Keefe, Thaddeus J., FRoae® .
Euklok, James G., [JS8ea00d
Loh, Kom V., [IBCCONEN.

Long, John W.,

Lundberg, Steven B A
Markert, David 0., K
Mosler, Jerome M.,

Mulderig, Robert J,,

Nealey, Vineent C.,

Norton, James M.,
Nyman, Willlam E.,
Pangburn, Esnneth D.,
Peluso, Andrew J.,
Phillips, Stephen S,
Pollard, Ivry J..
Porter, Steven M.,

Reade, Robert M.,

Rhodes, Robert C.,

XXX-
Saynisch, Stephen V., ‘
Scanlan, Gerald M., m
Seggar, Ruurd C.,
Shart, Robert J., 0NN .
Stokesberry, John G.,
Thompson, Paul GQ., .
Wagner, Frank J., Jr..
Warner, Ronald A,
Zucker, Earin W,

Captains

Allan, Edward G,
Anderson, Stephen P,
Babolan, Richard, SN
Black, Owen H.,
Blackburn, David J.,

Braga, James A.,
Brewer, Garry L.,
Carey, Connle L.,
Carey, David,

Digiammarino, Frank J., XXX B
Drach, Susan, !

Estey. Ruasel] 5 .
Goudeaux, Nolan,
Gourlay, Thomas H._,

Greczmiel, Hort G., BLocNE
Haney, Stephen R.,
Hayn, Linda S,

Hebl, Eevin J.,

Harton, Vietor L.,

Knezynskl, Stephen

Kane, Stephen R.,

Kelly. Michael T,

Kannerly, Philllp L.,
Lee, Joseph K., Jr.. IS ONEN
Langbottom, Harry W.,
Malley, Stephen 8., XXX-XX... B
Matzkind, Roger 8., [ O0xx.. B
Meyer, Eent R., XX ]
Morant, Blake D., ERearesess.
Parise, Robert J.,

Perolman, Gary M%.
Petroff, Nicholas J., :
Planellljames, V.,
Price, Wayne H.,
Raezer, Timothy
Reed, Steven L., .
Rogers, Kathryn J,, -
Sargeant, Kimball J., BEC8wEeeeq.
Shaw, John D., B2

Sirmans, George A.,

Steln, Jack A.,

Stevens, Michael L.,

Sumner, David W.,

Switaer, Joseph J.,
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Wilder, Charles J., II, X)
Woodling, Dale N, FEevoseed:
ARMY MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS
Majora
Ashley, Robert Leroy, PReOeoesed
Barefoot, Diana Mulo, E2C8Ta0esd.
Bartlstt, Jo Anne, PeSRooeed-
Brlley, Jackle Wyane. -,
Carlson, Dawn Eileen, EEEOw
Dinella, Ellzabeth C., EZC8¢S
Franklin, Ronald James, EECS0S
Graham, John Parry, -, :
Greathouse, David Guy,
Mills, James Lee, Jr PECOUO0CNd.
Ranger, Donna Jordan,
Redell, Rita Wolf,
Ritter, Richard C.,
Thomas, Clorice D., ERRo0e00ed-
Captaina
Ambrose, Lona Eay,
Neveux, Catherine Joan,
Smutok, Michael Andrew, ESESOOwnee
ARMY NURSE CORPS
Colonels
Gorman, Elly Patricia, EEESedeedd.
Metz, Martha Loulse, PeCSeawerd.
Nurse, Joyce Juanita,
Randall, Delores Hamer,
Lieutenant colonels
Antilia, Betty Joan, PResvavedd.

Bowle, Reuben Amanda B, PeeSeseeed.

Bragler, Robert Evans, FEeaeaeeed-
Bredemeler, Laura Jane, BECSedeeed.
Bryant, Marjorie Mae, FEe8T800d.
Buzzard, Rita V, Naranjo, EC8eaweed-
Cherrington, Raymond H., B80S0 0d-
Clutter, Lenna Muoe, BECSeaweed.
Coggin. Laura Jacquelin, BECBeaveed-
Crowley, Maureen Allce, BRe8raw0ed.
Croy, Gull, E28eaeesd-
Cudnohufsky, Eugene R., BEe8e8veed.
Downey, Doris Pauline, FEeaeaveed.
Earnest, Ralph Edward, FEaeaeeed
Eckels, Ann Delaney H., RS 8eeed:
Estes, Zane Hlwood,
Feske, Mary Ann, (S8 8TN.

Fico, Earen Eay, PEeaeaweed.
Fortson, Shirley E., ECE8caeeed.
Pranks, James Leonard, PEC8e80eed.
Green, Dolores, FReanaeed.

Hung, George Phillp, BRR8aweed.
Kohl, Michele, Beoaed .

Kuttner, Jean May, BECSCSwwed.
Lewls, Otls Hulon, PRoSesreed-

Mathews, Charles Thomas, BEeSeSvesd.

McCann, Shella Anne, fEeETawed.
McDunnah, Carlyle Dean, BReSeaweed.
MeoQuall, Claire Marie, EEe8eSweed.
Metonlfe, Martha Elaine, BEE8080eed.
Miller, Evelyn Shirley, BEoSCa0oed.
Mino, Thomas Arthur, Eee®ed ‘
Moskovites, John Peter, BEEC8Coeced.
Nooney, Nancy Nobleece, PEe8e800ed-
O'Nedl, Marie Ruth, PR ar sl
Pugh, Calvin Clark, Peseaeerd.
Purecell, Shirley Ann T, BE2808eed.
Reed, Jack Olvine, BRRaeawed.
Robbins, Dolly Marie,
Rosadootero, Adolfo, BEe8waweed.
Bmith, Lucille Ann Letz, Braeavesd.
Bnell, Frank Washington,
Snyder, Helen Rose,
Springmier, Joyee T. .
Sulllvan, Gerald Eugene.
Throwe, Gerald Joseph, EeeSedeeed.
Verret, Blaise Charles, [iroeaeed-
Walker, Prince Albert J., BRedeavesd.
Walsh, Edith Virginia, FRo8eavesd.
Webster, BEdith Heer, 8o aeeed.
Welton, Nellle Loretta,
Wheeler, Peggy Loulse, BRe8raseed.
Majors

Arndt, Judith Martha, :
Ashburn. David Michael
Aurell, Dinsh Lyn, ]

Barron, Velma J,, Reededeeed.
Bassett, Patricla Allen, PeCOwdvesd.

Bayliss, Susan Ellen, E8ed

Beach, Donald Marzhall, Peeaee
Bell, Elizabeth Ann, BEESeSeRs
Bennett, John Richard, ESESeo et
Blebeshelmer, Ellen E.,, XX-

Bird, Carita Ann, peeoed

Birdseye, Helen Marle, X-XX-XXXX
Blomberg, Olof Samuel, BSOS
Borman, Barbara Jean,
Bradley, Barbara Lee,
Branson, Roberta Randal, EECOeeees
Brown, Margaret Jean L.
Bryant, Lina Sue, [ERarared

Burns, Pamels Eoponen,
Camp, Virginia Ann Bako, BEeOeS
Capps, Erle Dianne, EEC8C80eed.
Cline, Margaret Easterd,
Coffey, Shirley Elleen, peooee
Cogan, Phyllis ﬁroen.-
Collar, Leslle Diane, ESSSedeeed.
Conrnd, Barbara Jean, EReSeaeeed.
Conte, Jaogueline Rose, [Rooeareed.
Cooper, Helen Marva. -XX- -
Craft, Mary Sheldon, Eeeoed -
Creider, Sherry Darnall,
Criswell, Mary Lou, ECCOeM a
Crittenden, Frances Lou, PR arereed-
Cullinan, Barbara Jeann, Rararedd.
Curry, Laura Lee,

Darcy, Darlene £, P8R 8weed.
Davis, Shirley Gamble, BeeSeoveed
Deardorfl, Mary Therens,
Deml, Howard Lewls. BRRaRe0eed.
Depontl, Rebecoa Jean P, BReSeered.
Devore, Donna Jean, “XX-,

Domalik, Walter Anthony,
Dunlap, John E. Dodd, BER8r8eeed.
Echevarria, Carlos A,
Eisaman, Charlotte C, BEe@ceocced-
Elllott, Barbara Jean -XX-

Elliott, Carol Jean, %
Estepp, Willlam Sanders,

Evans, Jane Ellzabeth, -, A
Exum, Patricia Smyth M., ESESeSees
Feeter, Ross Frank, ECeOeo0eed
Fltegerald, Patricia A. XX-

Funk, Donna Enrrer, EEeOeSeece
Garlock, Cynthis Ann 5., BEeOEOeeed-
Giusto, Joan Ann. BEeoedeeed.
Glenn, Lucille, Lo oees

Golson, Patricla Szal ny.
Greenlee, John Wilson, BEeed et
GriMth, Lessie A., :
Gwaltney, George Allan,

Hadersbeck, Rita Ellen, 2
Hammond, Jean Ellmabeth, EECSRoeand
Hill, Beverly Ann Mehll, PO eOvese
Hughes, Harold Power, EEC066

Jew, Colleen Lorretta L., POCOCO
Johnson, Grace Phyllis, EECSe 0
Johnson, Mary B. W.. - .
Johnson, Susan Jayne, BRLerard-
Jolivet, Jo Ann, ECSeSweed.
Jorgeson, Lynn Patricin, EoeOeo .
Karnbasz, Clare Marle, peeoedueed.
Eeegler, Linda Chaplin, Reedeoeent
Keeler, JI11 Rolf,

Kelly, Mariorle Mary, EEC808000d.
Keneson, Edwin Joseph, Peed oo
Klldea, John, Jr., BERSTaweed-

King, Mary Jo, BEC8e8eeed-

King, William Henry,
Knight, Frazler L., i
KEnop, Richard John,

Kossman., Marcia Loulse, BEe®ed
Eulm, Margaret Mary, ECC8e8eeed.
Kutzorik, Barbara Jean, BECO0e .
Larchey, Mary Catherine, E22d

Tes, Mary Ellen KEoca, P80 8004
Les, Vivian Zella W., P69 Sveed
Lindecker, Howard James, ECSSeS
Lockett. Mildred O., BEESS0eed
Lownle, Jacqueline Eay, EECS0S0eed-
Mallory, Jerllyn Janet, BEoS0ae *
Marshall, Judith Mary, 22893
Martin, Dorls, B8R aweed-
Matteson, Joann, PSR Ewd-
McBride, Patricin Bolon, EECSTS0eed-
MecLeskey, Theodora F., (SR aweed-
McMarlin, Susan Ann,
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Meyer, Joanne Earol, EEESe8eeed.
Miller, Esther Ruth, Praearedd.
Mills, Helen Moore, PReaeaceed.
Mitchell, Eathleen Bern, [Rrasacesd.
Mitchell, Theorn Lols, FRRaeaeeed-
Montoya, Irene, Peoas .

Moore, Barbars Sommers,

Mooy, Bruce Wendell, X
Mullen, Donns Hoagland, FReaeswssd.
Nelman, Ellen Marle, FRe8ea7ed.
Nelson, Iva Eay, EEC8C8wed.

Nett, Eathleen Marie, PRRaeaceed.
Olszanowski, Patricia 1., [RR808%eed.
Parker, Cyril Conrad, Roaeased.
Parkinson, Nancy K., ;
Peacock, Benjamin Aﬁ%.
Peck, Terl Priedman, b
Perez, Amelia 8.,

Perkins, Mary Jane,

Petorak, Peter Jr.,

Phillips, Jolynn Sorren, :
Probst, Cynthin Baker J, BReaeaseed.

Quinn, Farris Jean ., PReaeaesed.
Rakiewicz Caroline J., _
Resko, Carolyn Bernndet, Paedoics
Roberts, Jerry Ronald, EEC8e8ed
Robinson, Sylvia Parker, PRo8%s
Russo, Joun Diana ¥ BRavaeecd.
Sarnecky, Mary Theresa,
Sautter, Dawn P,
Scally, Helen Marle, BReSeaTecd.
Schade, Elsle Reging, Poodco s
Schotez, Helen Coralla, RS areed
Bohwaler, Sandra Lee, BeeSeoceed
Behwark, Shelby Jean C., F2ed
Bhapiro, Allan Edwin, 3
Shelton, Lanette Marie, 208
Shepard, Rosamond Robin, BEeSeaveed.
Sikes, Patricia Ann H.,
Skowronskl, Elleen F., (22808
Smith, Brenda Dunakin,
Smith, Mary Jean C., i
Srembo, Dorothy Jane, P8 avesd.
Stone, Mary Anita, BERaedoeed.
Strope, Donley Wilbur, peed el esdd
Bulllvan, Ellzabeth A
Swenson, Mary Ann,
Toblasson, Michael E.,
Urbanski, Joan M., f
Whacks, Gloria Jean Snow, PES8eawesd.
Whall. Anne Carol Swavel,
Watkins, Betty Lou 8.,
Wells, Susan Ellsabeth, -XX-
Whidby, Barbara Lynn, PEESeSeesd
White, Brenda Lee J,, EXX-XXXX
White, Orrin Monroe, EESSeSeeed
Wiemers, Darlene Mae, EReSedeeed.
Willlams, Bertha Lou,
Willlams Marllyn Jon W,
Wilson, Delores Esther, FROSee .
Wynatt, Patricia Loulse, FRRSeaneid.
Yaryan, Barbara Ellen, [C8080eed.
Yip. Gar,
Zunino, Jeannette McAle, JReSawecd.
Zwerner, Darlene Anne,
Captains
Beale, Pamelan Pumpelly, FECE08000d-
Belew, Beverly Ann, EEeSedeedd.
Brown, Jimmis Ruth W.,
Fitzgerald, Donna Eay M.,
Grieshaber, Nona Ann, ERBeaeed.
Harrls, Barbara Lynn K.|
Jacobs, Mary Ellen O.,
Kading, Deborah M.,
Keller, Susan Mlldred,
King, David Allen, FoeSvaveed.
Laurita, Danlel Joseph,
Maynard. Georgla Gay H., [R8eareed.
Morrison, Anne Brita, [eSe8weed.
Musteller. Christine Jo, BCSee 00l
Oldridge, Janice Mazur, PEoaeoseed

Plokeringscott, Gw=ndoline,
Ross, Susan Walsh, RS aweed.
Shillato, Joann Headley, EEarseed.
Blimowicz. Carolyn M., [ErE8wed.
Smail, Dorothea Louise,
Smeltzer, Lola Kay Fast, [Ee8eaweed.
Bmith, Patricin Kay, FR8Taeeed.
Smith, Shella Mae Cash, FRSeSwecd-
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DENTAL CORPS
Colonels
Frost, John Marshall, PRededreed-
OGuess, Kenneth Dean, Bee8e8eeed.
Hagerman, Jerry Thomas, ECCS0aweed-
Krier, Paul Willlam, ER80a00ed-
Lohse, Walter George, BRoarearceed.

O'connell, WallacW.

Whitbeck, Peter, J
Lieutenant colonels

Antonini, Charles J., EEeSeaweed.

Baer, Charles Harrison, BRe8eassed.

Bell, Peter Anthony, BECaesreed.

Bergstrom, Thomas Neal,

Blahuta, George J., 4

Boyd, Douglas Bruce, "

Bulken, James Daymont, Peaeaceed.

Campbell, Donald Johnson, PReacacedd.

Campolio, Gerald Richard,

Carter, Willlam James, -
Chupkowski, Richard M., [Ee8e80eed.
Clampit, Willlam Terrance,

Daniels, Patrick E., .
Delzer, Delano Dean, FRe8earess.
Doherty, Richard Donald, BRRarssed.
Donahoe, Joseph Willlam, Poar o,
Dorsey, Joe K., [RRarard.
Emerson, Matthew 5., iiCCC 0N
Faecius, Peter Hans, PRarareed.
Falenskl, Richard Edward, XXX
Farmer, John Bartow, Jr,,

Fernald, Willlam Pg

CGifford, Gerald Ray,
Glasgow, Thomas J., IS AN
Gluhm, David Peter, XX... s
Gross, Paul Dwayne, ISR
Grower, Marvin Franklin, XXX
Haynes, Davig Allan,

Hecht, Robert Craig,

Herman, Wayne Willlam,

Hondrum, Steven Olaf,

Hutchins, Harry Stuart.

Kaelke, Kerry Joe,

Kessler, Joel Robert, XXXXX... B
Larson, Randall Root, 3

Lewls, David Michael, XXX-XX.

Loers, Wayne William, X 5
Machian, George Rudolph, FRoaee ¢
Machucapadin, Carlos A, PRarered.
McArthur, David L., PRa%Raress.
McDowall, John W., Poeaee ;
Miklik, David Kelth, PRraee
Mollere, Rodney David, B2ea%s
Moody, Edward Lee, [Rreees .
Newhouse, Ricney, F., Poarases
Nishimura, Roger 5.
Noe, Paul Edward,

Noone, Robert Vincent

Paul. George Frank, :
Pliipsen, Ronalg F,, Pee@esecesd.
Powers, Willlam Joseph,
Ritchie, Gary Max, .
Rosamann, Jeffrey Allan,

Saddorls, Reginald 8.,

Schnell, Prederick John,

Schwab, Joel Ira, MW

Sheehe, John Paul,

Shulman, Jay David, SIS

Sias. Barbara,

S8mith, Wllllnrn..lr%.

Spahn, Robert Garv, IEEBCONEEE

Stephens, James Leavy, Jr.,

Stevenson, Michael E., i

Taylor, Steven Edwin, IBCea .

Terhune, Willlam P.,

Torres, Nadal Jorge R

Turner, George Wayne,

Utschig, Leonard David

Wenger, James Scott,

Whang, Ravmond Soo,

Woehrle, Richard Ralph,

Wong., Marston Kin Sun, X

Woodruff, Frederic D., SO

Zwaolensky, John Richard, llBYC S0 .
Mafors

Adams, Anthonv Joe. ,

Adamson, Dennis Newell. IEBVCSTaN .

Albritton. James Edmund, XOXOCXX-..

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Allen, Andrew Jarvis, FER88eed-
Allen, Gary Wayne, [Ee8eaeeed.
Angelo, Anthony Joseph, PRO80aweed .
Bagley, Dwight English, FEeSTaweed.
Bandy, Rulus Young, |11, Eraeseed.
Bandy, Thomas Elwood, Jr,, BEC8eaeed.
Barrett, Thomas Norman, .
Barrowes, Kendall James, PESeS ey
Baughn, Brent Leslie, o8 8%00d-
Beitler, Claude Theodor, BEe8eaweed .
Berman, Fredric Robert,
Biggs, Stephen Glen, [ERa080ed.
Blllman, Michael Alan, FEe8Tawed.
Blocker, Sloan Walter, JRCaeawesd.
Bodenhelm, Mark Bridge, PRRaeaeod.
Bond, John Lesley, PRRaeaeed.
Bondra, Danlel Lee, BRo8vaeeed.
Boswell, Cramer Lee, :
Brown, Caroyln Martha,

Bruegger, Robert Raymon, Reaesced.
Bryant, Arthur Willlam, FRe8e8wed.
Burleigh, John David, PRe8raresd.
Bussell, Norman Eugene, Peaeased.
Calabrin, Robert Dennis, [RRaeaeeed.
Campagna, Gary David, BEe8eoeced.
Campbell, David Frederl, PReararess.
Cannava, Paul Anthony, BReaeaceed.
Caponigro, Thomas J., FECScWE.
Case, James Glibert, PRo8Raresd.
Cecic, Peter Anthony,
Chlilton, Cralg Andrew, .
Christensen. Loren Clif,

Civian, Ralph Halme,
Clem, David Bruce,
Cliney, Terrance Paul,
Coloncamacho, Antolino,
Connor, Jeseph Paul, FECaR8eeed.
Cosnahan, Robert Francl, [Ee808weed.
Craemer, Timothy David, [RRarereed.
Crandall, Edwin Malin, [Re8earwesd.
Crino, Samuel Joseph, Jr,, OG5
Crowther, Bruce Quintin, [Ceaeaes
Cusnin, Paul Richard, P8R areed.-
Dargon. Paul Kevin,

Davis, Richard Culberts,

Delean, Eladlo, Jr.,

Donathan, Grady David, T,

Donley, Dennis Leo,

Donovan, Michael George

Doraey, Howard Dale,

Eguchi, Dennis Sho,

Fkaval, Willilam M.

English, Peter Carew,

Erley, Clyde James,

Estey, Allan White,

Fairchild, Willlam A.,

Farabee, Ernest, JReaeareed.

Fearon, Christopher G.,

Ferguson. Luclan Maxwell,

Fox, Michasl Wayne, BReaeacecd.
Galan, Michael Joseph, Pearatesd.
Galloway. Robert Henry, -
Gaston, Max Lee, .
Gerace, William Imton_
Glesler, Terry Willlam, FReaesceed.
Glles, William Bruce, B aes :
Glickman. Ronald JMW
Gordon, Mark Richard, :
Hackman, Steven Thomas.
Halbert, Willlam David, R avarsed.
Hanover, Robert Burns, PRarareed.
Harper, Bradford W.,
Harre, John Woodrow, Jr., BRe8eareed.
Harris, Albert James, a
Harvey, Gerald Wayne,

Hayes, Ronald James, -
Henderson. Lester B, PRearassed.
Hillebrand, Henry A, BEC8a000d.
Hinger, Alvin Howard,
Hirata, Ronald Haruto, PReaesreed.
Hixson, Mark Eugene, f
Hoarkis, Emanuel James,

Hobba, Timothy John, el .
Hogan, Donald William, 3
Holllnger, Louls R 7

Holt, Cralg Weston, Peeaesreey.
Hoots, James Charles, FReaeeesed.
Hopkins, Truman A...
Horsley, John Fhillp, Bee8edeeed.
Ingram, Timothy A.,

Johnston, Lawrence J,,

Jones, Leonard Albert, .
Kalnins, Guntis, W
Katagihara, Rodney H...
Keasler, Walter Ewing, EeeSeSieeed
Eeller, Dean Balley, a
Kern, Stephen Bonney, 3
Kessler, Harvey Phillp, PRC8Ra8weed.
Eing, Edwin Dorsey, BReacaeeed.
Kinney, Don Alllson,
Klttle, Paul Edwin, Jr.,

Klos, Chester Paul,

Koonce, James Danlel, ;
Kordulak, John Leon, g
Lake, George Joseph, Jr., -
Lalumandier, James AM
Lambert, Joel Robert, ;
Lawson, Theodore Jan, Jr,, BReacaeeed.
Leavitt, James Boyd, 52808 .
Leeds, Robect Cornelius, PRroeseesd.
Leonard, John Relchmann,
Lewis, Harland Guilford, [Eeaeacecd.

Lindenmuth, Robert W., B8 raresd
Livesay, Thomas G., [ErSd.

Loeb, Andrew Hale,
Loverldge, Larry W., PRCaRareed.
Luebke, Robert John,

Lul, Chiu Lun,

Lynch, Thomas James, [Reaeareed.
MacPherson, Michael Gay, B8 esreed.
Muariscal, Roque, PReardeed.
Markham, John Winferd 1, BRrBREreed.
Mathleu, Gregory Paul,
MeDonnell, Carbra J., 111, FReaesresd.
MeDougle, Michuel B, [RR808wed.

McFarland, Robert John, PReaedee el
Merkel, Stephen Arthur, [eaed ‘
Miller, John Randall, JR28ed L

Miller, Loman Earl, BRRarereed.
Mills, Willinm Palmer J., D882 4

Minjarez, Pete 11, :
Mintz, Alan Herbert, s
Moeller, Donald Richard, s

Mulrean, Joseph Charles, .

Nedderman, Theodore A,
OBrien, Robert BEdward, PRararesd.
Obrock Ernest Fred,
Olson, Arvid Kelth,
O'Neal, John Russell,
Osmond, Joseph Roger ]
Pardoe, James Dick IT,
Parkman, Terry Evans, BEBSCS0H.
Parks, Ralph Devon, Jr.. Beeaverveey.
Pawlusisk, Joseph John, EPCCoral.
Peterson, Dennis Wayne,
Fllgrim, James Junious, EEERTEEEE
Pina, Randall Blaine, ISSTONE
Pohjola, Randall Martin,
Primack, Patrice Diane, BLeaasesd
Frior, Robert Francls, Freseseeed.
Putunm, James Merrithew,
Ray, Vincent Richard, PRearereed
Releford, Richard Dale, BRe8easesy.

Reside, Glenn James, -
Rethman, Michnel P, .
Rich, Jerry,

Richardson, Douglas D., [ 00exX.. ]
Robinson, David Stever

Rossl, Remo Joseph, \
Rouse, Leo Erskine, [Rraveseed.
Rupell, Orville Lovell,
Russell, Kendall 7.,
Saffell, Albertn Harris,

Saldann, Carlos Francls, OOEXXXXXX B
Salomone, John Louts, | 00X B
Schults, Gary Michael,

Shipley, Richard Dean,

Short, Sinclair G.,

Shufford. Ear] Lewls,

Shurtleff, Joseph Lynn,

Sigler, Ernest Woodrow,

Singer, Michael Todd

Skirvin, Dennis Ray,

Smith, Charles Tlmotm
Smith, Pranklin Leonard \
Smith, Lloyd Nelson,
Stone, Stephen Douglas, 4
Suchko, George Duncan,

Sutley, Stephen Hall,

Swistak, Gary Peter,

Bwords, Robert Lee,

Thaler, Melvin Neil, EESTEvE.
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Thompson, Bruce Howard, 8RBT

Thompson, James Robert, BEC80a00sd
Tidwell, Otto muerick,
Todd, Stephen James, ESeSedesed.
Trammell, Gerald Wayne,
Vogel, Stephen James, .
Walters, Jay Michael,
Washington, Charles H., PRodvoreed.
Wells, Donald Wesley, ER8eavecd.
Wheeler, Willlam Robert,
Whitsitt, John Alllson, ;
Willlams, Russell MW.
Waoller, Phillp Alan, .
Woodard, Thomas, EEESCo0eed.
Worley, Timothy John, BERSraweed.
Wright, John Ben, BRRavaved.
Yanolch, Peter Paul, Fe8Raeed.
Captains
Appelbaum, Pred Paul, [ERaraeed.
Bice, Ronald Winfield, PReavaweed.
Blalr, Robert Charles, Peoacacced-
Britton, Joseph Alonzo, Beededeedd.
Brody, Steven Mark, %
Cameron, Stephen M. | .
Carroll, Bernard Leon, Peseoeecd.
Casey, Glenn Robert, Breavareed.
Clarke, Michael E., a
Dufresne, Joseph Victor,
Jones, Ronnie Kent, 1
Earren, Gary Roger, PR eeseed.
Lewis, John Franklin, Jr.,
Nelson, Cralg Livezey,
Parker, Merle Harry, PR coreed-
Raulin, Leslle Ann, PRoavavecd.
Richter, Norman Wesley, PEo8ed
Btricklin, Stephen Robe, PEodeoceed.
Thoren, James Michael, 2258 i}
Tupa, James Edward, PR araresd
Witwer, David Alan, PECSYSToed.

MEDICAL CORPS

Colonels
Alabanza, Florentino, V1, FReSaweed.
Alvares, Johnny Dixon, [Re8eareed.
Anglin, Walter McAdoo, Bo8eoeeed.
Angritt, Peter, B8R E0000.
Austin, Ernest, [Rearared.
Baddour, George Alfred, [eaed ;
Bancroft, Willlam Hobar, [Re8esesd.
Barja, Roberto Hassente, JRea%a
Bart, Gerald Norman,
Beatrice, Edwin Staton,
Bell, Exter Prank, Jr L
Bellamy, Ronald Prank,
Benson, William Les, BRR8eaeeed.
Berner, Willtam Hal,

Boccuti, Anthony Russel, \
Calkins, Richard Allan. :

Camp, Thomas Felton, Jr., JReacaseed.

Ching, Wilson Vul Soon, Beaearesd
Chipman, Martin, [ReSTaveed.

Cohen, Howard Barry,

Collin, Daniel Bernard,

Collins, George James Jr.,

Cook, Edgar Lewis, EReBeaweed.
Cucinell, Bamuel Anthon, [ECETSweed.
Cuetter, Albert Cayetan, FRoaeacesd.
Daily, Charles Dennis, R8s eseed-
Dambrosio. Umberto, Reaeaeced.
Danganan, Serglo Sangll, PR eeed-
Daubek, Joseph Larry, PeRSeaweed.
Davis, Harry Earl, IT,
Dimond, Richard Charles,

Dobbs, Robert Mays, Jr.,

Ergas, Ralph Edward, [ER8reeeed.
Ettore, Albert Joseph, -XX- ‘
Favila, Marclal Quinone, FReaeacesd.
Freihofer, Erick Jean, A
George, Eugene Danald,

Glancy, Gerard Lloyd. -
Golosow, Nlkolas,

Griffith, Donne Gale,
Griffith, Jesse Samuel, Poodednced.
Grobe, Macy John,
Gushwa, Richard Lew, PRoacascd.
Hastings, Constance Pat, PR aeacecd-
Hastings, James Eastman, PEeaessced-
Hegstrom. George Robert, Bee@edeeed.
Hennessy, Willlam Josep, PReaearceed.
Hick, Joe Bolton, EECedeeed.
Holtzman, Saul Charles, B 8e8weed-

Jackson, Stephen Macall,

Jarotzky, Viadimir, .
Jeffer, Edward Kenneth, ECC808eced.
Johnson, Edward MW.
Jones, Pranklin D, :
Karney, David Henry, -XX- .
Eennell, Charles Byron, PEe8eSwes
Klssack, Alfred 5., PEe@edeed.

Klein, Thomas Alexander, BERSoacssd
Eolmer, John Wllson, BEeSedeeed.
Eovacie, Joseph Harry,
Landes, Richard Dale, BoCSTS0e
MeCarty, James Earl, -XX-. .
McManus, Willlam P, o
McNamara, Norbert ], BEe8eaeeed.
Miller. Richard N., EEe8TSwd.
Moorhead, Frank Albert, BES@8%0
Moynihan, Francis W., 222
Nolen, Harold Wilson,
Nortontarpes, Jay, ES28
Odom, Richard Blount, -
Ossorloolivencia, Jose, Peed
Fakusch, Ralner 8, Boeedvoed.
Pauling, Fred Willlam, I, EeCSoSweed.
Pawlak, Wallace Wiodzim, BERSTaweed
Pezua, Carlos David, -XX-, .
Plerozynskl, George J., P80 80eed.
Ream, Norman Wendell, B89
Rosenthal, Danlel, Pee@edoeed.
Sagllio, Jack Willlam, -XX-.
Saintromalin, Bay A.

Bcott, Robert McNalr,
Bcully, Thomns Jarvis,
Semenoff, Danlel John,
Sim, Joel Clamor, RS eaeess
Sobol, Samuel Malbin, PEeSeSweed.
Soderdahl, Douglas W., P8 ee
Stafford, Harry, BEo8es
Sube, Janls, Reededeced
Thomas, John Price, BRRaraeeed.
Tippens, Jack Kelvin, g
Todd, Warren Allen, Jr., -,

Tolson, James Monroe, -XX-
Wartofsky, Leonard,
Welch, Richard Douglas, BRe8eaweed.

Wong, Willlam, peeoed et
Wray, Harvey Linton, Pleacaccsd-
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Yamaoksa, Ronald Mitsuhl, PeoSvavesd.

Lieutenant colonels

Agodoa, Lawrnee Yawo Cy, Beeoeoeeed.

Allen, William Randall, BS80S
Alving, Carl Richard, 28R aveed.
Andersen, Charles Abe,
Andrade, Willlam Plerre.
Andreasen, Arthur Cory
Andronaco, Joseph T..
Angladedelannoy, Andres,

Aronson, Charles Erwin, _XX- ]
Auerbach, Jullan, PERSRSwred.
Awan, Mushtaq Ahmad, -XX-
Babceock, Terence Lee, XX-
Baker, John Adelbert, Jr., ERCOeS
Banks, Richard Allen, -XX- =
Bascom, James Flaver, -,
Belenky, Gregory Luca
Benenson, Michnel W, -XX-
Bischoff, Marshall B., EES8¢S%Y i
Blaedel, Mark Edward, -XX-,
Bleck, Robert George, Reededceed
Block, Dale Kenneth, -
Boedekear, Bdgar Charles, pReeoeoceed
Boehm, Timothy Michnel, PEeSedvesd
Bornemann, Michael,
Bradley, Martin Robert, 3
Brahman, Sherry Lee V., BECS00
Branlygomez, Rolando,
Brenz, Ronald Wesley. -
Broadnax, Gary Burks, -,
Brown, George Joseph,
Burkhalter, Edward L.,
Butler, Donald, EEESe@vesd

Cabellon, Sllverio, Jr., BEoSRa :
Camp, Norman Marshall, PEe8%e
Cannady, Preston B., EEC80800d.
Cannon, Benjamin Hollls,
Carter, Jimmy Maxwell, EEC8r8weed.
Carter, Preston Leroy, ECCSCSweed

i

i

,
S
L%
Sk
X
g
o<

g
;;S

g
5
:

g
:
3

g
5
:

>

3

i

x
SR

g
<
x
g

S
:

3
g
:
|
=
g
a

[

X

X

<
<
3
x
<

:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 29311

Cecere, Fred Anthony, [RRerereed.
Chan, Phillp, [R8ea%eed.

Chioupek, Robert, Rravared.
Chulay, Jeffrey David, EEeSe8ee
Cline, Willlam Reynolds, [rar i
Collins, Delano Malcomb, FRoS ol
Condon, Brian Francis, FRoaeas A
Cook, John Robert, PRoaeeesd.
Cosas, Crisale Cango‘.
Cosgriff, Thomas M., BEeededeeed
Cotterlll, Robert W,
Courtney, Anthony Wayne, EEBCcocan.
Cristobal, Aurora L., XXXXX-..
Cross, Alan Stephen,
Cunningham, Billy Elvis, XXX-XX-
Deshon, George Ellls, Jr.,
Dingeman, Robert Denis,
Dixon, Kenneth Eugene, iFCCS00N.
Doberstyn, Edward Hrian, [ReaRaeied.
Dowdy, James Randolph, PReaessesd.
Driver, Doyle, Jr.,
Duffield, John Richard, EERISEEEN.
Eddieman, Willlam Loy, Fe8rared.
Edmund, Robert Harvey, BoRarensed.
Ellis, Charles Meyer, Jr.,
Erdtmann, Frederick J,, [Roa8eas )
Fagan, Joe Garrell,
Faggett. Walter Lee, II,

Farley, Patrick Clare,

Febo, Manuel Angel, EEBTTSCON.
Fellinl, Robert William,
Figelman. Alan Richard, PRearawed.
Flscher, Gerald Walter, BReaRa%224.
Foley, John Donsld, (EBCCCo oA .
Franceschl, Porfirio, [ECCST .
Frattaroll, Nleholas P,
Frins, Antonio, Emmanuel,

Fuentes. Canales Manue], %
Fulk, Charles Samuel, B2 s
Galvin, Eugene Gerard, .
George, Lynn Darcy, W
Glendening, David Logan, [Reaessedd.
Gray, Willlam James, PRearecees.
Gregory, Quinones Gerard, PRear e i

OGrimmett, Garfleld M., Jr., PR2Seocees

Groh, Lawrence Allen, PReaeeered.

Crossling, Serglo Freud, [5o82d
Gunby, Edwin Neal, [RR8esredd.
Guyden, Thomas Earl, [RRaeseesd.
Hamlin, Nonila Vilches, JRe808222d.
Hannam, Bernard Ray, [ eoeas
Harden, Lewls Brown, BRoaeareed.
Harmon, John Watson, PReaeseesd.
Harpster, Willlam Henry, v
Harrls, Stanley Cralg, m
Hawley, Richard Charles, Peaearess
Hayes, Charles Robert, FRearareed.
Head, David Richmond,
Healey, Edwin Mack,
Heller, Paul Bernnrd, P8 acesd.
Hershey, Stephen Charle, PRe0e00ees.
Hodder, Richard Anthony,

Holllsan, Robert Victor, M
Holsenbeck, Linton 8., BEeaeseeed.
Homann, Joseph Francis,
Hood, Charles Huardin, FReaeacedd.
Hurst, Charles Gary, FReacaceed.
Hymarsh, Marilyn Eaye,

Jenkins, Eiray, s

Johnson, John Prentiss,
Jones, Charles Cabell, FRoSaneed.
Jones, John Kipling,
Jones, Preston Allen, BRR8eaeed.
Joyee, Roby Paul,

Jung, Chung Ja, BEeSesseed.

Jurney, Thomas H[W.
Eale, Milton Paul, |
Kashgarian, Mark, [RRararecd-
Kehoe, John Edward,

Kennon, Willlam Gllllam,

Ketchum, Robert Van A.,

Kldd, Gerald Steele, 11, EER800A.
Kim, Michael Hwan, Beaeareed.
Eirchdoerfer, Richard G Pee8TaS0red-
Kirk, John William,
Kirkpatrick, James W, ER8eaeod.
Klein, Arthur Deo 111, (S0 8904-
KEnowles, Clarence R., BEe8R8eod.
Kraft. Barry. [CeSeseeed.

Krober, Marvin Smith, [RS8 esd
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Lampe, Richard Michael,
Lapins, Nikolajs Armand,
Lawrence Sldney Zachar, FRRaRaoed-
Lee, Robert Edward, [EE8earedd-
Lepore, Michnel Leo, BRe8rereid-
Lisanti, Michael Joseph, Bl -
Lister, Robert Carl, EEeSe8eeed .
Logan, Willlam Ernest, Beoeeeeed.
Lopiccolo, Phillp Frank,
Lowell, George Henry, EEC80800ed -
Lowman, Isom,

Lucas, Phillip Roney, g

Lundblad, Edward Gorman, BRe8waeeed.

Lundy, Ray Olva,

Madden, William Anthony,
Mansfield, Lyndon Edwin, 3
Marsh, Veralyn Howard, i
Matthews, Joseph Ignati,
McAuley, Robert Addison, BReSeawecd.
McGuire, Arthur Merrett.
Mellette, Jullan Ramsey, EEaSeSoead.
Mendez, Joaquin Ralmund,
Merves, Edward, :

Miller, Charles Francls,

Mlller, Robert Wayne,

Mitehell, Charles Henry,

Mitehell, Michael Hewitt,
Moore, Hylan Charles,
Moreira Allan, FRBeaweed-

Morgan, Andrew Marlin, J3%%
Morrison, Robert Edward, EReaececed.
Mosl jezuk, Askold Dmyt "
Musetti, Robert William XXX-
Mutter, Mitchell Luke, P8R aeeed.
Myers, Larry Stewart,

Myers, Robert Lynn,

Nadalo. Lennard Albert,
Nash, Daniel Alphonza J. XXX-
O'Donnell, Francls L. ]
Onufer, Charles Nichola

Ortiz, Ana Allcla, w
Osman, Mark Robert, 5%

Oster, Charles Nelson

Ozakl, Joe Euniaki,

Ozer, Kerry Jae,

Pamplin, Charles Lewls

Parks, Samuel Dale,

Peck, Carl Curtls,

Peirsol, John Mark, RREESTNS

Perry, Mlichaal Eric, .
Peterson, Richard B., DOOEXEXXXX B
Pettett, Phillp Gary, :
Peura, David allun.%
Plck, Terry Eugene, [ 0K
Plerce, John Randall,

Plymate, Stephen Rex,

Pollard, William Wood,

| oo B
Posner, Michael Harris, [ x|
[ 006000 ]

Price, John Clyde,
Price, Peter Paul,
Pulask!, Edwin Thomas,

Puskns, Thomas John,
Ralfe, Michael James,

Ralne. Dudley Allen, Jr.,

Reed, Larry Douglas,

Reld, Robert Harry.
Richardson, George G..

Rimm, William Ravmond
Roberts, David Willlam,
Robinson, Bernard BReSreveed

Rublnow, Sidney David, [ 00xx-.. B
Sadoff, Jerald Charles,
Salasche, Stuart Joe!, BB SN .
Salazar, Andres Mario,
Sandberg. Maynard Cralg, oo, B

Sausker. William F.,
Schlatter, Egon K. E.,

Schnelder, Richard L., Eeravaeesd.
Schulthels, William F., BERSCEIS.

Schulthelss, John F., BCCan
Schuster, Brian George,

Schwab, James Anthony, i
Schydlower, Manuel, Feaeseses.

Beab, James Augustus

Shearer, Robert Dale,

Sheridan, John Lesage, .
Shim, Poong Sup.. FRCSTANR .
Sidenberg, Barry Stuart, PReaesiied

Sjogren, Robert William, XXX-XX... B
Smalliridge, Robert O, XXX-XX... B
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Smith, Dick Roswell,
Smith, Pranklin Ryder, FEe8v8eeed.
Smith, Thomas Larry, BelSoaceed .
Snyder, Robert Charles, fReSoae
Sorensen, Gregory W, P8l
Spebar, Michael, John, EEeSeaveed.
Spencer, Roger Allen, ESC800000d.
Stoddard, Frederick R., Pei8e8cced.
Stokes, James William, ESeSeS s
Summers, Richard James, PRoaedoced.
Takafujl, Ernest Tomoyu, JReSeaeeed.
Tellls, Claude Jenkins, BEREeS .
Thompson, Clarence R.. FEC8C80e0d.
Thomsen, Russell John, FRearaeeed-
Todd, Robert Clifford, -
Treece, Gary Lee, 4
Trivette, Parks Dewitt, Be08080eed-
Tuer, Willlam Prederick,
Tyner, Carl Frederick,
Underwood, George Henrd, EC80800d.
Vanhook, David Madison, BEeaeaeeed.
Velasco, Maximo Marcario, BEeaeaweed.
Vonk, Harold, JRRarawesd.
Waldman, Lionel Elllot, BRrSeaweed.
Walsh, Matthew James, PEoSeoeeed.
Weber, Richard Woligang, EEe8e8eeed.
Weldenfeld, Irwin, FEoaoeced.
Welr, Michael Ross,
Wells, David Woodburne, [Eeaeaweed.
Wertz, Flaming Denton, [ eisd.
White, Stephen Willlam, Pee8eaeecd:
Wiener, Michael Allen, PeSed
Wittich, Arthur 0., JRearaseed.
Wong, Roy Kwock Hung, [ReSesseed-
Yelland, Graham, !
York, William Byrne, Jr., .
Young, Michael Bernard,
Majors
Adnot, John, EEeSeaweed.
Africano, Enrique Amin,
Albaugh, Jefirey Smith, FeoBea0eed -
Alexander, Mark Vincent, pJResessedd.
Alexander, Milton D., BEESeaweed.
Amster, Steven Mark, Paeasesd.-
Anderton, Barry J. | -,
Andres, Dale Fredrick, B5%2
Ansinelll, Richard A.. [7932
Amey, Gerald Wayne, fe8%d
Arterbexry, Joe P.,
Atkinson, Alve Winston, PRearaceed.
Auer, Thomns Harper, PR aeaseed.
Bacon, David Robert,
Balley, Bruce Olin,
Baker, John Adelbert,
Bank, Robert Louls, P8 awred
Baker, Frank John, [Re8easesd.
Banner, James Danlel,
Barr, Michael, PRSeaed.-
Barrett, John Richard, FRe8rasesd.
Bassett, Martin L., FRe8eaveed.
Batson, Pascal Gayle, IT, B8R aweed-
Bean, Gary Owen, FRaaweed.
Behnka, Ernest Edmund, Jr..
Benton, Prank Ridgley,
Berger, Timothy George, PRogearesd.
Bergfelder, Paul Allen,
Bergquist, Roy Jeffrey,
Bernler, Ralph Dell,
Betts, Stephen Olaude, PReSrereed-
Bird, Jullo 1., Peeawaeeed.
Black, James Franklin, JRearaeed.
Blanchett, Leo Mose, 111, B8R 8ceed.
Board, Robert Jeffrey, Ei8roceed.
Bohman, Verle Duane,
Bollerup, Edwin John, [Rearaseed-
Bombenger, James John FRRaawed.
Booth, John Price, PRRaroreed.
Bork. David Burton, ‘
Bourg, Wllson Charles, I,
Bowen, James Norman, _XX- )
Bowland, Warren Frank, PReaearecd.
Bowman, William Edmund, [RS8 8wecd.
Boyd, Bruce Euntington, 080 aseed
Boyd, John Arthur Kip, Bie8e8eeed.
Boyer, Richard Alan, PReaRaees
Bragg, Larre Mark
Brammer, Robert Erle
Brearley, William Dubos, P8 easecd-
Breeden, Richard Lee, .
Brennan, Michael West,
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Brewer, Thomas George, 0.
Brock, Eenneth James, XXX-

Broughton, Robert Edward,

Brown, Carl Douglas, XX-

Brown, James Edward,
Brown, James Howard, XXX B
Brown, James Stunrt XX.

Brown, Jerry Mark,
Brown, John Harold, XXX-XX-... 8
Brown, Ronald Lauchlin, BESTI80aN.
Brown, Sam, Jr.,

Brown, SBharon Patrice

Broyles, Richard Lee, BSOS
Brunsvold, Robert Allen, [ OOCXX-X B
Bryan, George Edward, II

Buckler, Robert Earl,

Bullen, Reed, Jr,,

Bulley, Willlam Arthur,
Bundy, Ralph Lawson, 5
Bunker, Stephen mymo%.
Bunkersoler, Antonlo Lu, FRrerasesd.
Burgess, Russell Earle, XXXCXX.... B
Burns, Bllly Ray, IS0

Burns, Ronald Gibson,

Burran, Willlam Patrick, -
Burroughs, Wallace Fren, PRrscanssms .
Burton, Bernard Allson, Be% XXXX
Burton, Cary Layne,
Bussa, John Joseph, PReseseeed.
Byars, Willinm Pershing, PReaesseed.
Byrne, Willlam Russell. P0araseed.
Callahan, Michael Earl, BR85S E .
Candnage, Raymond Lester, .
Carpenter, Gary Balley, %
Carpenter, Mark Merritt, ISP CRE.
Carr, Walter Guy, :
Cartagena, Miguel Angel,
Carter, Richard Alan, B%
Cates, Michael Aubrey, Bl
Catheart, Cornelius Fit,
Chadband, Robert B.,
Chaflin, Juck C., Jr., BERSeereed.
Cheatham. Wayman Wendel, [FCOCRNN.
Chismire, Kevin Joseph,
Chung, Raymond Cralg, eSS al .
Churehlll, Frank Bdward, PRearesesd.
Clary, Richard Moncure, BRSSP
Classen, Paul Lewls,

Clayton, James Ernes,

Coger, William Allen, XXX-

Collier, Nathan Bernard

Collins, Raymond Cralg, XXX- .
Colman, Leuren Kenneth, 4
Colpitts, John Frederic, %
Coludro, Enld Americn, [EBRra0EE.
Condos, Willliam R.,,

Conn, Francis Wllliar%
Cooke, James Harbin, Jr., TR,
Cooper, Ronald Heywood, PRraraeeed.
Copeland, Randolph L., XXXXX-... B
Cordova, Edmond Slifred, ISTro0aM.
Cownn, John David,

Cragun, William Hnl%.
Cralg. Daniel Baxter, R reweed.

Cralg, Willlam Edward, D887
Cralghead, Michael Lee,
Crieco, Carl Prancls,

Cronk, Roger Leroy, Peeseoeeed.
Damore. SBtuart, JRrSaress

Daniels, Jewell Lee, Jr.,

Davila, Ricardo,

Davis, James Scott, L
Davis, Jon Steven, i
Davls, Lean Douglns,

Davis, Roy Kim,
Deal, Terry Duane,
Deal, Virgil Thomas, Jr.,

Deutsch, Anthony John, [R8rawed.
Diehl, Louis Frederic, i
Dodson, Leonard Edwin J., :
Dorn, Ronald Vancort, 11, BRaraeed.
Dorsett, Roswell Branso,

Douglas, Benjamin, ;
Duncan, Ian Robert, BESesveed.
Dunmn, Bruce Cullom,

Duplantis, Allen Joseph, BRea2e e
Durant, William Preston, %% XXXX B
Duster, Mark C., BEeaa70%4.
Eberhard, Todd.
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Eggll, Douglas Fred, (RS0 o0ed.
Eggll, Eathleen Dunne, EEoORowesd.
Elsemann, Danlel Robert, PReSvdnesd-
Ellenberg, John Frank J. Beesvoeecd.
Ellington, David Alan, EECSeaweed

Ely, Thomas Lee, i

Evans, John Willls, Jr.,

Evenson, Erie Todd,
Fallon, William Francls, PRararesd-
Farmer, Eenneth Lioyd J., EEE8S
Faucher, Paul Gregory, EECBRo0eed.
Ferguson, Clifford Lest, PEoOeo0
Ferraris, Victor A, BECSTO0e0e-
Flelds, Larry Stephens, fRoaes

Pill, Willlam Louls,
Pinnerty, Robert Urban,
Fitz, James Dudley, PSS Seeed
Pitzpatrick, James E., FEe8aweed-
Fleming, Curtis, EECSC8wwed.

Flynn, Frederick George. PEe8caesed.
Flynn, Michael Laverne, ESC8e8weed.
Foret, Lynn Edward, EeeSedesed.
Fortner, Bryant Reeves, E2C8ed
Freeman, Cornelius Edward, EEeSTS0eed.
Freeman, Sharon Diane, EE2ed .
Frerkes, Joseph Leon, XX-.
Fulkerson, Alvin Ray, E2808
Fuseller, Prancls Wayne,
Galnes, Lella Teressa, .
Gantt, David Scott, "
Garber, Eugene Bradley, ECe8vaeesd-
Gardner, Richard Dennls, EC8ed
Garrett, Wayne Lee, 8

Garvey, Scott Pearson, BECSeee
Gearhart, John Rathmann, BeeSeaeeed.
Geer, Michael Reynaud, 3

Gentry, Richard Harold,
George, Christopher B.,
George, Robert John,
Gllbert, Jimmy Goodwin, 3
Gold, Lewls Feldman,
Golden, Barbara Jean,
Goldman, Richard Alan,
Graeber, Geoffrey Mare, Pee8ed
Grafl, Gene Edward,
Greene, Thomas Conley,
Greer, Michael Edward,
Griffith, James Carter, -XX-
Grimwood, Ronald Eugene, oo aee
Grist, James Donald, BS80S .
Grizzard, Lo Kathleen M. BEECSTaverd-
Groves, Sheridon Hale, oo ed
Guidera, Kenneth John,
Gutknecht, Mlchael G.,
Hamilton, John Willlam, BEe8%8
Hanley, James Francis I., -,
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Hanson, Ras Richard, Beeded .
Hardy, Michael Rob, [Ee8e80eed-
Harriman, George Howard, PeSoarecd.
Harrls, Albin Wamner, Beo8e8oecd.
Harrls, John Malcom, Jr., E228
Harrison, Randolph B., -,
Harrison, Bhannon M.,
Haskett, Josepn Ray, Jr
Hayne, Steven Timothy, -
Haysllp, Clifford C., P8 asecd.
Hector, Richard Edward
Helnecke, Carl David.
Hemmer, Thomas Melville, BReararesd.
Hempling, Leonard Jack,
Hendrix, Maescenas Bento
Herrera, Guillermo Anto,
Hickey, Deborah Les, Pearaeesd.
Hicks, Henry Carlton, PecSedeedd.
Hill, Prank Costigan, [Eoa%a

Hill, Harry Haydon, B eaeesd.
Hill, Eenneth Forbes, CXX-
Hiller, Durell Alpheus, BReSed
Hochrelter, George Carl, P28
Hodge, Gerald Mack, [Rraraeeed.
Hodges, Ronald Howard, FEo8%d
Hoffer, Richard Scott, 3
Holeomb, John Robert.
Hope, John Malcolm, B%%
Horn, Robert Tralll, Jr. J228
Hostetter, Robin Elno, EE28
Hotchko, Gearge John, Jr..
Howard, Fred Marion, Jr.,
Hudson, Larry David, -XX-
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Humm, Gayle Ann,
Hunter, James Gregory,
Huntt, Harry Andrew, Jr.,
Icochen, Rosendo Segund,
Imal, Walter Eenjl, EE€0 '
Insalaco, Samuel Josaph, PReSeasesd-
Jackson, John Howard, EES8eSe e
Jackson, Michael Howard,
Jacobson, Nell Arvid, E228
Jamison, Rodney KUW
Jenkins, Terry Ray, .
Jennings, Jeffory Glenn, B
Jirkn, John Harry, -
Johnson, Carl Allen, E2¢8
Johnson, David Edg
Johnsan, Eric Alan, &
Johnson, Robert Milton, -
Johnson, Sheldon Ashley, Beeg
Johnson, Terry Lee, BSCSoocsed.
Janes, Ronald Jay,
Juecas, John Juanutis,

Kacenga, Kenneth Stephe,

Earcher, Donald Staven, peR@edeedd.
Kaye, James Hownrd, 3

Keegan, Michael Thomas, REeOed
Keiser, John Franeis, Jr.,
Keisler, David Simpson, PRS0
Kelley, Eevin Christoph,
Kellogg, Eugene Lloyd, -, 5
Kelly, Robert Willlam, BS80S 0ed
Kenney, Robert Luther,
Klley, Kevin Christophe, -XX-
Kimbrell, Pred Michael, -,
Elrchner, Donald Bruce,
Eirkwood, Alfred John, -,

Klepatz, Robert Stephen, PEeSeoeecd.
Enight, James Arthur, PEeosaccsd
Enudsen, Dennis Leo, ESe@ oS eeed.
Koerper, Conrad Epping, XX- g
Kolb, Melvin Max, peededneed.
Kraus, Eric Werner,
Kray, Kenneth Thomas,
Eunath, Arthur Michae], ES6S
Kyser, Perry Leroy, B8
Laccheo, Michael Lewls, PRoaes
Lammie, John James, PS8l
Lane, Richard James, ESoSeSvsed
Larson, John Leonard,
Law, Eleanor Smith,
Lawler, Gerry Norman, -,
Lawsln, Rosen Jamandre, EECSE
Lee, Kenneth Amos, PECS0S
Leeburg, Willinm Thomas,
Lehrner, Lawrence Marsh, BSeavesd
Leonard, Tommy Junior, B eosced.
Lesueur, Leo Michael, ESCE0Scoed-
Leverton, Robert S, II, B8 ae .
Levin, Mare William, ST aweed.
Lewls, Sterling Francis, .

Li, Lillan Yuan Yuan, PEgod
Long, William Hanover, EEeSea%
Lord, Jonathan Grant, -XX-.
Luetzow, Thomas John, -XX-
Lum. Wayland Tuck Chinn, Beed
Lundy, Michasl Mahoney,
Mabee, Lee Maitland, Jr.,
Madden, Steven Allan, PEeBeSveed
Maddox, John Lindsey, Jr., BEeEeaeeed
Mader, Thomas Henry, -XX-, :
Malloy, Tyrone Cecll, Poetacesd.
Marinelll. Phillp Vince, E228
Maroldo, Thomas Vincent, EoeSeaeeed
Marsden. Richard James, BECSTS9
Marshall, Willlam, Jr., EEESeSeed-
Martin, George Randolph, ERR8e8eeed.
Martin, J. Paul. [EEaraeed.

Martin, Norman Joseph, ES28%d
Martin, Rafael Antonio, EEeSedeeed
Martinez, Colon Manuel, PECSeSeeed.
Massenburg, Jerome D.,
Matthews, George Erie,
Maughan, Delray, EEaeseed.
McBride, Dane Carlos, EEESTSwed.
MecCabe, Mlchael Oren,
MeCarthy, Joseph. EECSe@eeed-
MeCauley, Ronald Kelth, BRe8eoweed.
McCQlnin, John Bruce Lun, EEC8R8weed.
MoHone. James Samon, EESOCOeeed
McEKinney. Harry Don., Jr..
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McEoy, James, (R l.

McLeod, Samuel Luther 1, Bee8easesd.
MeNelll, Danlel Hugh, Jr., BSedeeed
McNelll, Earen Mills, PRRSRawesd.
McNlesh, Lawrence M.,
Mead, Jay Harvey, PRaraced.
Meadows, Danlel Thomas,
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Mendenhall, Milton Tosh, EEeSeased.

Mendoza, Adalberto, PEe8eaeed.
Mesroblan, Robert B., ERe8eS0eed.

Mickn, Thomas Frederick, [ areed.

Middlebrooks, Tracy W. o8 aceed.
Miles, Brian John, PR aes .
Miller, Jerry Winkler, Beo8e8eeed.
Mills, Glenn Morris, EEeSe8eesd.
MofTett, Paul Michael, JRearaeeed.
Moffitt, Donald Ray, -XX.. ;
Moore, Raymond Parnell, -XX- -
Moraczewsk|, Thomas H., 0
Morgan, Barbara Nylund,
Morton, Berry Ezell, IT,
Morton, Qregory Kelth, X-XX.... -
Moseley. Preston Wooten, BEe8es
Moses, Charles Robert, -XX-.
Mowbray, Alan Gene,
Mueller, Lawrence Peter,
Muench, Alan Guyot,
Murray, Willlam Charles
Mygatt, George Garner,
Nash, Willlam Cralg,
Natallno, Michael Robert, -,
Nefflen, Paul Eugens
Nelson, Mark William, peeScaersd
Newman, Forest Plke, [1T, BEeSeaveed.
Nickell, Michael David, (082S ]
Noce, Michnel Anthony, PRRSeacesd-
Ochia, Rowland Echete,
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O'Connor, Dennis Michael, Poededeced.

Ogllvie, Orin Howard, -,
Olazabel, Raul Phillip, X0
Old, Christopher Wingat,
Olson, David Warren, >
Olsan, Leroy Curtls, !
Omdahl, Nicholas Samuel,

Opul, Steven Michuel, FReBea0eed-
Oroutt, Jeremy, s

Orecchia, Paul Mario -
O'Rourke, Timothy John, BEeSess X
Orrick, Larry Richard, PRl oes

Owens, Brian David, 3
Ownbey, James Linus,
Palermo, James Vincent,
Palmer, Corley Mark,
Pan, Paul Paoclung,
Panosian, Jeffrey Brent,
Park, Gordon Sherman, BEeeoeaed.
Parker, Allan Law, -
Parker, Edson Oliver, IT, Beeé
Parsons, Willilnm Thomanas, -
Patton, Gary Joseph, -
Payne, John Bruce, B2
Pelegrina, Miguel Angel, BS80S
Perry, David John, EE¢8
Peterson, David Arthur, PEe8Pd
Petrie, Jonathan Lee, -,
Petty, Robert Thomas,
Petzold, Robert Warren,
Phillips, Yancy Y., 8
Phurrough, Steve Eric, fee@eoened
Piskun, Mary Ann Dunn, EEe8ed .
Pomemnee, Olenn Nool, EESSedeeed
Poole, James Morrison, BEeSes .
Portman, Ronald Jav, ECeoeoeeed.
Potter, Allen Roger, ReeOeoesed.
Powers, David Longfello, BS80S
Pruett, Chester Eugene, Egeoes
Ramirez, Manuel Fernand, EECSCOwe
Ranlett, Robert Darrel, BS80S
Ratner, Paul Howard, PR@e@veed-
Reddick, Eddie Joe, SRS oweed.
Reed, Kendall, Beed
Reed, Robsrt Lawrenoe.
Renard, Ronald Lee,
Reuben. Leedell,

Rigo, Mark Steven. [RRaeseeid-
Riston, Dennis Dekoven, BReoreeesed.
Roberts. David Alan
Roth, Rob Rov,

Russell, Don Ross,
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Russell, John Ronald, PRarared.
Russell, Robert Blalne, P arasesd
Rutledge, Eenneth Allen, [Ee8os8eesd.
Ryan, Paul Harold, BRe808224.
Safford, Eathryn Lynne, PRoaeacesd.
Salminen, Eric Richard. [Rraeaesed.

SanAntonlo, Pamela Jo P, Feacaecesd.

SanAntonlo, Richard Pat, BER808wed.
SanMartin, Antonio Ale), EERSTaweed.
Saunders, Charles Glenn, Ee8eseeed.
Scannon, Patrick Jerome, PRaraceed-
Schick, Martin Edward, FReaeeeced.-
Schnicker, Steven Cralg, PR rereed-
Schoenfeld. Roger H, FReavaeeed.
Sedwick, Richard Elmer, o8 aceed.-

SBepulvedaserra, Rene A,

Serine, Enrico Anthony, g
Shanahan, Dennis P,

Sheehan, Timothy Danlel, Jraraseed.

Sheh!, Lyle Edward, Jr.,
Shelton, Artie Lindy,
Sherman, John Leonard,

Shervette, Robert E., ;
Shropshire, Lowry C., PR acail.
Siletehnlk, Mark David, PReaeawesd.
Sinar, Dennis Robert,
Skarin, Robert Mark,
Slade, Clement Lawrence,
Slatten, Willlam Crosby, FPoawa s
Slover, Robert Henry, II, JRearareed.
Smerz, Richard Willinm,

Smith, Clifford Baxter,

Smith, Heather Sue,

Smith, Kathleen Jeannes,

Smith, Leroy Carter,

Bmith, Michael Gene, XXX-XXXX... B
Bmith, Wallace Dean, .
Smith, Willlam Roy, PReawereed.
Snowdy, Harry Addlson J.

Snyder, Earl Stuart,

Snyder, Paul John,

Soden. Cylburn Earl, .
Spottswood, Paul Gregor, BReaeeseed.
Sprague, Thomas Harold,

Spratling, Larry,

Squire, Edward Noonan J.,

Stallings, Roosevelt J.,

Stanton, Robert Page, ;
Steiner, Richard Albert, "
Stith, Rosa Bell, f
Stoddard, Donald Duasne, FRRaRaRewd.
Stoecker, Willeford J., JRrar .
Stone, Irvin Kelth, [Rearsesd.
Strampel, William Derke, PRravawesd.
Strange, Gary Rondell, P2Ya%%

Stuart, Robert Elmer, x|
Sweet, Brian Richard, R
Sydnor, Robert W.,| :

Taylor, Nelll Oliver, XX...

Taylor, Shaun Ahern, feescosdnn
Terebelo, Howard R, [oracaceed.
Tewls, Huey Duane,
Tezak, Richard Willlam, "
Theodore, Henrl Claude, 50NN .

Thompson, Albert Marion, FEESY RN

Thompson, Andrew Mark,

Thompson, Paul Benhart, XXXXX:
Towe, Benjamin Franklin, Pearsesed.

Townsend, Donald Cross,
Townsend, Donald Gaye
Trant, Collle Michael, X

EEETTERY
Traylor, Michael Thomas, [ 00K

Tretta, Joseph Thomas, EEESTOETH .-
Tyler, David Lendon, |

Tyson, Duncan Wright, Jr,
Urban, Edward Stevens, BTeava.

Vancura, Stephen Joseph, .
Vandewnlle, Michael B.,

Via, Charles Sanford, (RRaravesg.
Vierra, Lawrence A BiFoScads.
Vikelidou, Iphigenis, SR,

Voorhees, Elwood Gerald. |GG
Vovakes, Michael Jon, =

Whalcott, William Oliver.

Whallace. Roger Lewls, =X0X !
Whailter, Michael Harry, §eaes s
Wappett, Nigel George. XXXEXX-XXXX B
Ward, Michael George.

Watson, Thomas Downes, . 8
Way, Blll Vaughn, 5
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Weatherwax, Robert John, :
Weaver, Mlchael Joseph, .
Webster, Joseph Carlton, y
Weddel, Stephen Jay, .
Wehrle, Paul Allen, pRParereed.
Wehrly, David James,

Wells, Larry Joe, i

Welton, Richard Charles, PReaRassed.
Wendt, Randall James, !
West, Walter Clinton, Jr., s
Weyandt, Timothy Boyd, 028 .
Whitson, Michasl Lee, PRRaeaserd.
Wickham, Lawrence K., PRRavaseed.
Wicklund, Dale Gordan..
Wikert, Gary Allan, B C S SN,
Wilcox, Carver Gregory., XXX-XX-X... B
Willey, Godon Denis, B8
Wilsou, Bruce Edward, BBV S0aE.
Wilson, Ronald Thomas, PReavaseed.
Winton, George Beverly,

Woll, Charles Joseph, .
Wolf, Charles Redmond 1., PRraraessd.
Worley, Bob Stanton, PRaeeses.
Wortham, Dals Cralle, BRavasesd.
Wright, Alvin James, .
Wright. Daniel Godwin, e
Wright, Homer Jacob, Pearerssd.
Wright, John Charles, BEeSCOCaN
Wright, Luclus Peathers, PRearseeed.
Wu, Phlllp, BRReresd.

Wulfsberg, Bruce Warren | OO0 B
Wymer, David Cole,

Xenakls, Stephen N., %
Young, Thomas Ollver .
Yurt, Roger William,
Zaloznik, Arlene Joyee,
Zielinskl, Henry John, | XXX B
Zimmerman, Donald M., EESPPEaH.
Captains
Copple, Hal Eubert, Jr., PRavereed.
Frumkin, Eenneth, XXXX... 8
Kirzinger, Stephen 8., BBT080a.
Mansour, Esber Hanl, EiSwo .
Michael, Rodney Allan, PRYara%edd.
Mosby, John Anthony,
Reece, Richard Randolph, EERSe S
Russell, Henry Paul, Poavswecd.
Whatmore, Douglas Ner!, S50

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
Colonels

Harder, Richard Charles, .
Moussa, Moufied Abdelas, i
Lieutenant colonels

Alexander, James R., BB .

Atack, Rodney Merrlll, EEB0 AN -

Banner, Louls Eugene, P82 8%7773

Batalsky, Joel Willlam, XXX-...

Bivens, Rolland Nile, EEST0ScaN.

Blatnles, Joseph Robert, [BRrSTaN.

Blelch, Roland,

Brown, Jerry Milford

Chermol, Brian Hamlilton

Cllinx, Donald Ralph,

Clement, Stephen David

Czachowskl, Robert Jose,

D'Orongio, Paul Anthony,

Frelhelt, Gene Arthur,

Garrett, Leonard F., B33 .

Gill, Alfred Willlam, FEea TR

Glllooly, David Hugh, ISP ST 0.

Gmelin, Robert Thomas, XXX-oo

Goldsteln, Jerod Louls, Pray?

Hampton, Jon Franklin, .

Jones, Malachi Brown,

Eamenar, John Michael, J., S0 0REEE
night, Horace, P renced.

Kozuki, Robert Junji,

Krelner, John Edward,

Lelesch, John Herman, Jr., HECCONEN.

Lewls, Charles Henry,
Lindahl, James Henry, PRoarsrsed.

Livermore, Phillp E RBTraTaM
Marshall, Stanley B.

Muul, Illar, XXX- o
Olander, Leroy Hueh, Jr.,
Porta, Ronny Edwin,
Richardson, Willlam O.,
Russell, Gerald Edward,
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Schopper, Aaron Walter,

Schumaker, Richard L.,
Shannon, Michael Alfred, EEENTEER
Simon, Vern Joseph,
Smart, Willlam Pranklin,

Smith, George Theodore, e ssGeac)
Bparks, Frederick Donal, i

Stotler, Richard Elmo, ;
Taylor, Phillp Larry, Feeawassed.
Thill, Fred Arch, BBYS2A0.

Thomas, Charles Edgar
Tibbetts, Karl Alfred

Watson, Robert Timoth X L

Young, Jimmy Lee, A
Majors

Abercromble, Jay, XX.

EEEIEEEITE
Altkin, James Maurice,
Alexander, Jimmy Don,
Allen, James Donald, Jr., /
Amos, Paul David, h

Andre, Rlchard Grahar, ;
Andrews, Kenneth Gerald. Feoanseesd.
Andron, Leo Alexander, 1, Bear82e%

Anschutz, James Harold, FRearaseed.

Arnot, Dave, ‘

Arnott, John James,

Askew, Eldon Wayne, ;
Aspinall, Kenneth Bru, HESTCa .

Baderschnelder, Roger D., (X AR
Ball, James Everette, JEECOCHRN
Banks, Willlam Foster J

Baugher, Jerry Isom,

Baumann, Roger Carl,

Beach, Johnston,

Beauchemin, Richard R., [ 00X B
Becoo, Lawrence Andrew,

Beene, Jerry Don, [ECES

Belrne, Douglas Ronald, DX ]
Bell, John Wesley, X i
Bender, Donald Raymond,

Bennett, Charles Thomas, | DXOOEXXXXXX ]
Bentley, Gerard Anthony, FReeeH
Bevett, David Leon, XX

Blddle, Michael James,

Blornson, Darrel Curtis

Blnke, Herbert Alden,

Block, Harold Gordon

Blum, Barry Nathan, X:

Blythe, Raymond Ellswor,
Boecher, Prederick Wi, DOXX
Borders, William Steve, EaEResREER
Borkowsk!, Thomas Vern, [ 00X B

Browster, James Leroy, XXX-XX-....
Brian, Rex Jenson,

Bridger, Larry Ervin,

Brisbols, Charles Perry,

Broach, John Cedrie,

Broadway, Peter Johnm
Brooks, Franklln Ramon, XX
Bull, John Michael, 00X B
Burns, James Walker,

Butke, Eenneth Paul,

Caldwell, Jerry Wayne,
Callaghan, John Ayers, XX

Caputo, Frank Vincent,
Carbonell, Arthur J_, | ooaxx

Carp, Matthew Barr, %
Cattan, Joseph Ellis, Jr., ’
Channing, Eugene 8., 4
Chastain, Roger Vernn%.
Chllds, George Edward J., [BCCCNENE.

Che, Gordon Winter,
Churchman, James M., BiS70NES .

Clark, Richard Lee, L XXX-.. B
Claytor, Robert Alan,

Clouse, Stephen Paul,

Cloutier, Marc Gerard, ;

Clyde, Willlam David, Jr.. BT TSN,
Collins, Clarence Ray, IEETSC0NNNN

Collins, Dean Alfred, :
Cook, Timothy Ross,
Coolbaugh, Gerald Alle -

Cooley, Willlam Leslie,

Cooney, Willlam Thomas,
Caordy, Michae! Dean. XXXXX-
Corley, James Hale,

Coulter, Kenneth Ch

Cripe, Lloyd Irvin,

Crumrine, Martin Hilmer, m
Culley, James Robert, BTGNS .
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Cummings, John William, EEeoreeceed-

Cunningham, Samuel Lee, .

Custer, Norman Jerome J,, RECOCOVEHS .

Danby, James Clayton, BEeavseesd-
Duvis, Timothy Andrew, BRoareresd:
Day, James Prancls, Brerereed.
Deblols, Willlam A, B avaresd:
Derr, John Robert, BRea T,
Dicks, Loulse Augustus, PRoaseresd-

Dilly, Breckenridge CHA., ERPSwaveed-

Dingey, Martha Jane, Peoeoeeed.
Dorland, Peter Grant, XX .
Drost, Leonard Stefan, Peeo o9 .
Dunilap, Melvin Eddle, -XX:

Dunn, John David, E2ESeS00ee-
Dunphy, Donald Edward, BEeSedeeed-
Eads, James Robert, s
Enst, Virgil Ralph, 3
Edwards, Horace F,, EEE80S0d.
Emery, Homer Cecll, B228%8 .
Farnsworth, Donald M., BReSeaeeed.
Fedorov, Alex, EEC8C8eed-

Fellows, Bamuel Barton, P aeanesd:
Flelds, Boycee, Jr., BRRaRSeeed.

Fosen, Lloyd Bruce, feeaeseeed.

Fox, Alan Irving, BECSRe0eed.
Frommer, Robert Lee, ES08%3 h
Frost, Charles Franols, [PES8ed
Fulfer, Jesse Kenneth, ESC&edeeed.
Furblsh, Bruce Gordon, Beaeecesd-
Furlow, Bruce Michael, ESe@edveed.
Futterer, James Willlam, BEeeoeeed.
Gage, Arlon Bernard, -XX-,

Gallant, Lewls Edward, XX-
Gulloway, Robert Dean, PEeSe80eed.
Gemmill, Robert Holt, -XX- g
Gingrich, John Bruce, [earasesd-
Gisin, George Joseph, EEESS
Graeber, Raymond Curtls, B5%8
Graven, Johannes ‘Theodo, FER8es
Greene, Jeffrey Francls, XX-,
Greenfield, Gary Ray, Peoeed v
Greer, Terry Arlin, ESS8708

Gregg, Charles Stanley, -XX-
Griswold, Richard Harry, BECSeoe
Gulang, Mark Figusrres, 8 3
Gullbert, Terry Vaughn, XXXXXX
Gunn, Bruce Alan, PRRSeaveed.
Halsler, Robart Lee, EEC8CS0eed.
Hamilton, David Edward, PEe@edeeed
Hamilton, Emma Davis, BeeSediesed.
Hamlin, Elywood Roderick, BES8ed
Hampton, Lawrence Dale, oo 8vacesd-
Hancock, Roy Ellerbe, ;
Harlan, Harold Jonathan,

Harris, Melvin Louls, -,

Harrison, Thomas Gwynn, BeSeSveed.

Hatcher, Robert Wilburn, Pe8ed 3
Hawks, Thomas Reld. -XX- .
HefTer, Robert Allen, II,
Helm, Franklin Charles, "
Highee, James, "

Hillberg, Owen Eugene,

Hockmeyer, Wayne Thomas,

Hogan, Kenneth Roger, EFEE8080004.
Holgate, Stanley Hird,
Holly, Franklin Freder|, Recovoeedcd.
Hoopes, Thomas Robert, [Ee808000d-
Hoover, Michael Eugene, [BC808000d-
Howard, Alfred Norman, FEC808000d.
Howell, Hardy Marc, EECS0areed.
Huether, Ronald Austin, FEeSeo s
Hulsabus, Robert Clary, EEC808ceed.

Hursh, Bteven Rawlings,
Iverson, Donn Allan,

Jackson, David Clark, 3
Jackson, Edward Lawreno, e

Jackson, Jon Dexter, BEeS oo oced.
Jacobs, James Randolph, PeeOedeeed.
Johns, Merlin Curtis, 22808 b

Kardatzke, James Thomas,
Keller, Lucien Falrfax,

Kelley, Willlam Ronald, PRearaweed.
Kelly, Stanley David, EEeSraweed.
Kershner, Ronald Charle, [EE8800d-
Klligore, Ernest Shepha, B8R 800d.

Kimbell. David Lee. [RRar8eecd

Kirschbaum, George Albe, e arcecd

Elttinger, Paul Francis, BCeSeSeeed-

Eluck, David Leroy, Bee8earecd.
Enodel, Stewart Eugene, BEe8e8eeed.-
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Koehler, Harold Charles, ESC80owed-
Kosman, James Michael, (Eeeoseedd.
HEowal, Dennis Melton, EEEQed
Krueger, Gerald Peter, XCXXXX B
Labaugh, Willlam James, BEeS0Sveed.
Lacey, Thomas Arthur, EECS¢S s
Lamy, Joel Robert, ESC8eS .
Landry, Alfred Joseph Jr., Bee80e
Lanway, Merle Stanley, -
Laschkewitsch, John Mau, BS80S
Laskow, Gregory Blaise, E228

Leahy, Dennis James, PeoSed h
Laibrecht, Bruce Carl, EECSTH

Lester, Michael Barry, EEES o000
Linkous, Otls Everette, BECOCOneed.
Lippert, Lioyd Edward, -XX-

Liter, Melvin Earl, EEESR8weod.
Loovis, Carl Prancls, EECSRSeeed-
Lott, Charles Melbert, PR aeaessd-
Love, Alan Lance, 0. d-

Lowe, John Raymond, PRarassed-
Lozada, Jacob, :

Luckey, Thomas Snmuel,

Magee, William, EEEBPaeeed.

Mann, Edward Russell, -XX-
Manning, Prederick Jose,
Mantia, Willimm Michael, BEEOeo0ees
Marrs, David Onis,
Marslender, Robert Gay,
Martin, Brian Paul, EECSe @l
Mathewson, Nathan Sanbo, =
Muaury, James Ludlow, EEESe@vesd-
Mays, Robert Allen, Jr., EEoOeOReed.
McAdams, Charles Orlen, BECS0e
MecAuley, Robert James Jr., EEeS
MeCarty, Oary Patrick, 5
MeClelland, Hownrd Aust, EEESES
MeCrary, Thomnas Michnel,
MecDonough, John Henry Jr.,
McGrath, James Patrick,
McMenamin, John Joseph,
McNell, Thomas Joseph, EEageudeced.
Minkley, Thomas Eugene, EaeOee
Mitchell, Robert Allen XX
Molltor, Robert Bruce, PR’
Morin, Randall Steven, EEC8eaceed-
Mueller, Herman Gustav, BECSeS00
Myers, Peter Hall, PeeOCOCod-
Nikolich, Francis Mario, EEoO0.0.6606
Nilsen, David Ivar, EEeSeSwed
Nowankowskl, Robert Jame,
O'Brien, Donnld Edward, BEeSeo ;
Qgnibene, John Howard, EeSedeeed -
Olson, Glenn Edwin, ECCOe :
O'Marn, Peter Augustine, 2

Opland, Ronald Lewls, -XX-

Ouzts, James Willlam, EEESeoeesd
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Palmer, Darwin Bayne, Jr,, ECeOCOweed.

Parker, Willlam Rex,
Parmer, David Lee, BRSO Seeed
Pelosl, John Jay, EECSCOwend.
Popek, Danlel Joseph, ESESeOeeed.
Potter, Eugene Wayno, Reeoeoe g
Powanda, Michasl C., EEES08 ]
Puttock. Robert Edward, EERSoecsdd
Rachfal, John Robert, EEESeS0ees
Rath. Frank Henry, Jr., B¢
Rawlings, Donald Charles, ECaO600
Rald, Michael John, ReeOe .
Rhodes, Allen Edward, REoOeOessd.
Richardson, James Clalr, BEoSedeeee
Rippe, Robert Alan, EEeOw8 .
Robinson, Ronald Barry, Reed
Rogers, Michael Jumes, |
Rossnhelm, Harold David, EE28%8

X I
SRR

!

g
§I

:
|
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Rumbaugh, Paul Carleton, Reeoed.ueed

!

Salzman, Robert David, -XX-XXXX ]
Sanderlin, Larry Robert, -,

Sawn, Joseph Sherman,
Behnelder, R

Seldel, Frederick John,
Sellards, Robert B, P8 ooveed
Sesslons, George Rufus,
Shoberg, John David, -~
Skeistalitis, Walter J., -,
Slaton, Irving Carroll, EECSCSeed.
8mith. Byron Neeley.
Smith, Donald Bllly, EECSedeeed.
Smith, Michnel James,
8mith, Ray Virgil
Smith, Willlam Rodney, EEeSrewedd.
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Smullen, Melvin George, [REBeaened.
Soma, David Joseph, PRrarasedd.
Southworth, George C. BRBeaeed.

Stahl, Willlam Theodore, Bearaseed.

Starcher, Bobby Lee, Bt eacecd.
Starrett, Patrick Dee, P80 osed.
Stephens, Elwood Larry, R ceeesd.

Sternal, Thomas Michael, P80 890ed-
Btraker, Richard Michasl, B8 awed.

Button, Stanley Paul, EEESeSwesd.
Swingler, Ralph Beott, Jr.,

Sgurek, John Leonard,

Tannahill, Chris Len,

Tessler, Paul Leo,

Thomas, Robert Eugene, ESCSeSeeed
Thompson, Garold Kelth,

Todd, Michael Hugh, .
Treece, Thomas Robert, BEESed ,
Turnbull, John David. BEC8ee "

Turner, George Henry, 11, BEe8ra0eed.

Underwood, Cone Smith,
Urbancik, Gerald Walter,
Vallery, James Floyd, [EEaeaeed.
Velker, Timothy James,
Venezia, Danlel Joseph, BSe@eaeeed.
Verswyvelt, Lynn Joseph, EEC808.609
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Vonbredow, Jurgen Klaus, [Rarawed.

Vonszilassy, Peter J., PRearaceed.
Waddell, Thomas Robert,

Wallace, John Riley, s
Wannarka, Gerald Lee, BRC8080d.
Warner, Eenneth David, PEeaeaescd.
Whatson, Douglas Lee, B8 vaceed.
Webb, Arthur Boyee, !
Wetherill, Samuel Roger,
Whiddon, Robert Gray, Jr.,
Whisenant, Allen Dale, Be28%3
Whitaker, Stephen D,, BeeSeSlveed.
Whiting, Robert Edward, Booacaceed.
Willard, David Lee, XX b
William, John Allen, II, BER8e8weod.
Willlams, Rogers F., Beooasced.
Willlamson, Donna Carey, Pee®es
Wilson, James Paul. .
Wilson, Mary Althea, :
Wilson, Saunders Edward, BE0See
Wingate, James Carlisle, [Reaeareed.
Woolridge, Wesley C.,
Wooten, Wilford Dean, Beededeeed.
Yaryan, Robert Alan, .
Young, Charles, !

Young, James Howard, ELe8Co0cced.
Zabryekl, Andrew mg [ XOO0CXX-XXXX B

Zold, Anthony C.,

Captains
Allen, Timothy Pete, Pe8raceed.
Bartosh, Edward Thomas,
Beresuk, Gregory Philip, P
Browning, Willlam C., (RR8raeed.
Cheatham, Ronald R, Reacaceed.
Clarke, Milton Alonzo, EReaeavesd.
Clement, Dennis Lynn, BEeaeareed.
Day, Rodney Gene,
Deppensmith, Donald L.,
Duvall, Garry David,
Gilpin, James, =
Grill, Dennis Joseph, .
Honl, James Arnold, BCo@eoeesd.
Lacy, Danny Elwood, BReaeseesd.
Maglll, Samuel Wallace,
McQueen, Samuel Garland,
Nelson, Willlam Roy, e raered.
Newborn, Jesse Paul,
Plerce, Phillip Ervin, [raeaeed.
Plotrowsll, Stanlev L., [roesresd.
Rakickas, Ronald Jude, PReaRarsesd.
Rembold, John Maynard, .
Rickett. Danie! Lowe, 5
Roberts, Chester Ronald, "
Robins, Michael Cralg.
Slefert, Ernest George, fReacaceed.
Sorensen, Elin Crnkovic, [ asscd.
Thies, Prul Ray, BRoraeed.
Thornton, Willlam H.. [R8eaeeed.
Turcotte, Hugh Joseph., oo eecd.
Zolock, David Thomas, R arareed.

VETERINARY CORPS

Lieutenant colonels

Ervin, John Travis, JEeaeaeesd.
Muaul, Lawrance Phillip, BErSrarecd
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Majors
Agnew, Eugene Weleh, Jr.,
Bell, Jerry Don,
Callis, Robert Thomas,
Garrett, Joe Carroll,
Goodwin, Bradford Shuw.
Hanna, Gary Dale,
Hixson, Clifford James,
Johnson, John Bruce, BReaeaseed.
Morrill, John Charles,
Taylor, Robert Vernon, Jr.,
Torrence, Willlam Harold, [RRaeaeeed.
Yarbrough, Leslie Wayne, o8 aeesd.
Captlaing
Frey, Robert Maclay,

Hoyt, Robert Pranklin, Jr.,
McNamee, George Allen, Jr.,
In THE NAVY
The following-named temporary captain of
the U.S, Naval Reserve for permanent pro-
motion to the grade of captaln in the line,
pursuant to sectlon 611(a) of the Defense
Officer Personnel Management Act (Public
Law 96-513) and title 10, United States
Code, section 624 as added by the same

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

not, as applicable, subject to qualifications
therefor as provided by law:

Jones, Wilbur D., Jr.

The following-named temporary com-
manders of the U.S, Navy ani Naval Reserve
for permanent promotlon to the grade of
commander in the line, pursuant to sectlon
811(a) of the Defense Officer Personnel Man-
ngement Act (Public Law 96-513) and title
10, United States Code, section 624 as added
by the same act, as applicable, subject to
qualifications therefor as provided by law:
Anderson, Richard G. Blanco, James V
Fantin, Jonnie R. Foster, Willlam I
Friel, David J Gallagher, Michael T
Hohlstein, Richard A. Johnson, John D,
Kennelly, Robert J., Nesbitt, Donald L

Jr. Parks, John L.
Ostrander, Peter H Simmonds, James L
Robbins, Albert H Wheeler, Gerard C
Stone, John P,

The following-named temporary lieuten-
ant commanders of the US. Naval Reserve
for permanent promotion to the grade of
lleutenant commander in the line and varl-

December 1, 1981

ous staff corps, as indlcated, pursuant to
sectlon 611(a) of the Defense Officer Per-
sonnel Management Act (Publlc Law 06—
513) and title 10, United States Code, sec-
tion 624 ns added by the same act, as ap-
plicable, subject to qualifications therefor as
provided by law:
LINE
Pryor, Hershel W,, Jr
Bine, Don T
MEDICAL CORPS
Mayers, Douglas L
DENTAL CORPS
Klsellca, Lawrence D,

The following-named officer of the line of
the U.5. Navy, for appointment in the Civil
Engineer Corps, as permanent lleutenant
(junlor grade), pursuant to section 611(a)
of the Defense Officer Personnel Management
Act (Publiec Law 98-513) and title 10, United
States Code, section 532 as added by the
same act, as applicable, subject to qualifica-
tions therefor ns provided by law:

Aalbue, Frederick A
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