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shark extorts exorbitant interest, or the
grocer sells spolled meat.

But how much more damaging it is when
a reporter misquotes or misidentifies an in-
nocent citizen, an editor vilifies a man with
an unpopular cause, the publisher preaches
hate of minorities, the television commen-
tator degrades an honest public official by
reporting with a certain smirk on his face.
For these instances of malpractice, soclety
has virtually no remedy.

Despite all these shortcomings, of course,
there is another 99 percent of the journalistic
profession which is honest, accurate and un-
biased.

But there are danger signals. The power
of the press rests on its credibility and when
this is tarnished, even by a few reporters,
not only journalism but our whole society
suffers. When the average citlizen can’'t be-
lieve what he reads, a free press is in jeopardy.

Last fall 1,200 college journalists gathered
in New York City for a conference. A New
York Times reporter interviewed some of
these young people. This is the lead on that
Times article: "“Most newspapers are biased.
Television is superficial. Most magazines are
immature.”

This is not the judgment of some congress-
man who claims he was treated unfairly by
a reporter. These are criticlsms of young men
and women who aspire to join the honored
ranks of great reporters and editors.

Earlier this year a national weekly news
magazine wrote in an “inslde story” that
Secretary of State Dean Rusk had strongly
opposed any bombing halt. The magazine
said it took the Secretary of Defense and a
White House Assistant to convince President
Johnson that Rusk should be overruled.

The first problem is the article was wrong
in its facts. I know that Mr. Rusk did not
oppose the bombing halt as indicated in the
article. The appalling fact, however, is that
this magazine never bothered to call Mr.
Rusk to ask his side of the story. That’s not
professional reporting.
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These are the kinds of examples that
prompted one of the fine reporters of our
time, Howard K. Smith, last year to termi-
nate his nationally syndicated column for
an indefinite period. In his final column Mr.
Smith explained why. He sald he felt that
the American press, by creating phony herces
or phony villains, might be contributing to
the confusion and frustration now damaging
the nation's spirit. He sald that some jour-
nalists have turned reporting into image
making.

Stokely Carmichael is a good case in point.
A few years ago, he was unknown. Today
he is a household word. Of course, this ordi-
narily might do no harm, but in this case
Mr. Carmichael is a flagrant example of ex-
tremism. Therefore he is automatically good
copy—or made to be good copy—and this
has had a damaging effect on Negro leaders
who are not extremists. It would seem that
the only Negro some of the media wish to
pay attention to is one holding a torch or
honing a knife. There are many responsible
Negro leaders—in fact, the overwhelming
majority. Mr. Smith reported one responsible
Negro leader as saylng: “If I say no to
Stokely, you fellows won't print it in one
sentence on the back page. My people think
I am doing nothing. But if I go see him, it's
on the front page and my people think I am
in there pitching.”

I do not object to the free publicity given
the Carmichaels and the H. Rap Browns. But
I do object when it's not balanced reporting.
For then it makes it harder for a President
and Congress to do what needs to be done
and get the funds for programs to meet the
problems. It makes life difficult for respon-
slble Negro leaders who aren’t getting pub-
licity and acclaim. And worst of all, it
frightens a large segment of our society and
decimates the ranks of those working for
racial progress.

Mr. Smith's last column might remind us
all that the Fourth Estate forms one of the
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most potent forces in this nation. He wrote
that with this power, there must come re-
sponsibility, some restraint, some under-
standing, that the press quite literally can
create movements and people and leaders and
problems—and can make those stories come
true.

My only quarrel with Howard Smith is that
he didn't stay within the profession to try
to correct the wrongs that exist. How do we
right these wrongs?

This question bothered a group of high-
level government officials last year. Here are
some of thelir suggestions:

a) Journalism is one of the professions.
Yet, it is the only profession that has no
entrance examinations or requirements. The
press might choose an examining board of
distinguished journalists and require en-
trants to pass examinations showing that
they understand the times and their circum-
stances.

b) This board of journalists should set high
standards of professionalism and jJealously
keep watch to insure that reporters and edi-
tors live up to these standards. This should
not be a board of censors. However, when
injustices occur through Inaccurate, unbal-
anced or false reporting, the board should be
quick to correct the errors publicly.

“C) Finally, it may be time to change the
basic attitude of journalism. Perhaps more
attention should be paid to the common,
everyday problems that plague soclety, and
to the efforts that succeed and therefore con-
tain lessons we need to learn.

Many men are disturbed by the shortcom-
ings of the few in journallsm. But correction
and change can only be meaningful when
they come from within,

Just as no public official should rest with
pride so long as one public servant is dishon-
est, just as no lawyer can take pride in his
bar s0 long as one fellow barrister inade-
quately represents a client, so no responsible
Jjournalist should rest so long as any irrespon-
sibility exists in his profession.

SENATE—Friday, May 23, 1969

The Senate met at 12 o’clock noon, and
was called to order by the Vice President.

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, from whom cometh
every good and perfect gift, we lift our
hearts to Thee in thanksgiving for life
and health, for love and friendship, for
work to do and strength to do it, for this
good land and all its people. Come near
to those who have special need of Thee—
the poor, the infirmed, the unloved. Send
out Thy light and truth through all who
teach and heal and pray that the weak
may be made strong and the strong kept
pure and just.

Grant us in our daily duties here the
higher wisdom which Thou dost bestow
upon those who seek to serve Thee in
spirit and in truth.

Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues-
day, May 20, 1969, be dispensed with.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATION—COMMUNICATION
FROM THE PRESIDENT RECEIVED
DURING ADJOURNMENT

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting
proposed supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal year 1969 in the amount of
$160,000,000, for payment of the first in-
stallment of the U.S. share of the 1969-71
increase in the resources of the Interna-
tional Development Association, which,
with accompanying papers was referred
to the Committee on Appropriations, and
ordered to be printed.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
RECEIVED DURING ADJOURN-
MENT

Under the authority of the order of the
Senate of May 20, 1969, the Secretary
of the Senate, on May 21 and 22, 1969,
received messages in writing from the
President of the United States submit-
ting sundry nominations which were re-
ferred to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations received on May 21,
and 22, 1969, see the end of the proceed-
ings of today, May 23, 1969.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT-
TEES SUBMITTED DURING AD-
JOURNMENT

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of May 20, 1969, the following
favorable executive reports of nomina-
tions were submitted:

On May 21, 1969:

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

Willlam T. Pecora, of New Jersey, to be
Director of the Geological Survey,

On May 22, 1960:

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations:

Francis J. Galbraith, of South Dakota, to
be Ambassador to the Republic of Indonesia;

Sheldon B. Vance, of Minnesota, to be Am-
bassador to the Democratic Republic of the
Congo;

Oliver L. Troxel, Jr.,, of Colorado, to be
Ambassador to the Republic of Zambia:

John Davis Lodge, of Connecticut, to be
Ambassador to Argentina;

Matthew J. Looram, Jr., of the District of
Columbia, to be Ambassador to the Republic
of Dahomey;

Francis E. Meloy, Jr., of the District of
Columbia, to be Ambassador to the Do-
miniecan Republic;

Spencer M. King, of Maine, to be Am-
bassador to Guyana;

Armin H. Meyer, of Illincis to be Ambassa-
dor to Japan;
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Jack Hood Vaughn, of Virginia, to be Am-
bassador to Colombia;

David H. Popper, of New York, to be Am-
bassador to the Republic of Cyprus;

Eingdon Gould, Jr., of Maryland, to be
Ambassador to Luxembourg;

Bert M. Tollefson, Jr., of South Dakota,
to be an Assistant Administrator of the
Agency for International Development; and

James F, Leonard, Jr., of Maryland, to be
an Assistant Director of the U.S. Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency.

Mr. STENNIS. From the Committee on
Armed Services, I report favorably the
nominations of two flag officers and one
general officer in the Navy and Marine
Corps. I ask that these names be placed
on the Executive Calendar.

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

The nominations ordered to be placed
on the Executive Calendar are as follows:

Rear Adm. Maurice F. Welsner, U.S. Navy,
having been designated for commands and
other duties determined by the President,
for appointment to the grade of vice admiral
while so serving;

Vice Adm. John B. Colwell, U.8, Navy, for
appointment to the grade of vice admiral on
the retired list; and

Lt, Gen. Lewis W. Walt, U.S. Marine Corps,
for appointment to the grade of general
while serving as Assistant Commandant of
the Marine Corps.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, in ad-
dition, I report favorably 5,162 nomina-
tions in the Navy in the grade of com-
mander and below and 120 appointments
in the Marine Corps in the grade of
second lieutenant. Since these names
have already been printed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, in order to save the
expense of printing on the Executive
Calendar, I ask unanimous consent that
they be ordered to lie on the Secretary’s
desk for the information of any Senator.

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

The nominations ordered to lie on the
desk, are as follows:

Jon F. Abel, and sundry other officers of
the Navy, for permanent promotion to the
grade of lieutenant;

Guy H. Able III, and sundry other mid-
shipmen (Naval Academy) to be permanent
ensigns in the line of staff corps of the Navy;

Richard S. Ploss, and sundry other U.S.
Army cadets to be permanent ensigns in the
line or staff corps of the Navy;

David V. Edling, and sundry other Naval
Reserve Officers Corps candidates to be per-
manent ensigns in the line or staff corps of
the Navy;

Bert M. Anderson, and sundry Naval en-
listed scientific education program candi-
dates to be permanent ensigns in the line
or staff corps of the Navy;

Robert F. Birteil, Jr.,, and sundry Naval
Reserve officers to be permanent lieutenants
(junior grade) and temporary lleutenants in
the Dental Corps of the Navy;

John F. Clymer and Robert D. Staub, Naval
Reeerve officers to be permanent lieutenant
and temporary lieutenant commander in the
Medical Corps of the Navy;

Jim D. Anderson, and sundry Naval Re-
serve officers to be permanent lieutenants
(junior grade) and temporary lieutenants in
the Medical Corps of the Navy; and

Nocolas E. Walsh (Alr Force cadet) to be
a permanent ensign in the line of the Navy.

EKenneth D. Aanerud, and sundry other
officers for permanent promotion to the grade
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of lleutenant (junior grade) in the line and
staff corps of the Navy;

Lt. Comdr. Lowell J. Brown, Medical Corps,
U.S. Navy, for temporary promotion to the
grade of commander in the Medical Corps;

Stanley A. Bloustine, and sundry other
officers, for temporary promotion to the grade
of lieutenant commander in the Medical
Corps, Navy;

Ervin A, Ashford, and sundry other officers,
for temporary promotion to the grade of
lieutenant in line and staff Corps, Navy;

Lt. (jg.) Joanne L. Schmitt, U.S, Navy,
for permanent promotion to the grade of
lleutenant;

Nathanlel S. Barbour, and sundry other
U.S. Navy officers, for permanent promotion
to the grade of lieutenant (junior grade);

Charles R, Jackson, U.S. Navy, for transfer
to and appointment to the Judge Advocate
General’s Corps in the permanent grade of
lHeutenant and the temporary grade of lieu-
tenant commander;

Lt. Carl H. Horst, U.S. Navy, for transfer
to and appointment in the Judge Advocate
General’s Corps in the permanent grade of
lieutenant (junior grade) and the temporary
grade of lleutenant.

Thomas J. Jarosz, and sundry other Naval
officers for transfer to and appointment in
the Civil Engineer Corps in the permanent
grade of lleutenant (junior grade) and the
temporary grade of lieutenant;

Seley E. Moore and George B. Reynolds,
U.S. Navy, for transfer to and appointment
in the Civil Engineer Corps in the permanent
grade of lieutenant (junior grade) ;

Larry A. Graves and Willlam W, Weissner,
U.8. Navy, for transfer to and appointment in
the Supply Corps in the permanent grade of
lieutenant (junior grade);

Lt. (jg.) Ray K. W. Hartzell, Supply Corps,
U.S. Navy, for transfer to and appointment
in the line of the Navy Iin the permanent
grade of lieutenant (junior grade);

Ronald J. Frederick and R. E. M. Hartzell,
U.8. Navy, for transfer to and appointment in
the line of the U.S, Navy In the permanent
grade of ensign;

Randall C. Allen, and sundry other Naval
officers for transfer to and appointment in
the Supply Corps in the permanent grade of
ensign;

Harvey B. Lemon and Robert D. Mason,
U.S. Navy, for transfer to and appointment in
the Civil Engineer Corps in the permanent
grade of ensign;

John P, Budrenich, U.S, Navy, for promo-
tion to chief warrant officer;

Marvin M. Aldrich, and sundry other U.S.
Navy officers, for promotion to chief warrant
officer;

Lt. (jg.) Joseph H. Frates, Chaplain Corps,
U.S. Navy for temporary promotion to lieu-
tenant commander;

Lt. (jg.) Willlam R. Broadwell, U.S. Navy
for permanent promotion to leutenant
(junior grade) ;

Michael R. Andrew and sundry other Naval
Reserve Officer Tralning Corps candidates
to be permanent ensigns;

Raymond F. Fike, and sundry naval en-
listed scientific education program candi-
dates to be permanent ensigns;

Howard A. Platt (Naval Reserve officer)
to be a permanent lieutenant and a tempo-
rary Heutenant commander;

Stephen H. McCoy (civillan college gradu-
ate) to be a permanent lleutenant (junior
grade) and temporary lleutenant in the
Medical Corps of the Navy;

John D. Berryman, and sundry other Naval
Reserve officers to be permanent lleutenants
(junior grade) and temporary leutenants:

Adam E. Feret, Jr. and several Naval Re-
serve officers to be permanent lieutenants
(junior grade) and temporary lieutenants;

Max A. Harrell, and several U.S. Navy offi-
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cers to be reverted to permanent chief war-
rant officers;

Frank E. Kline, U.S. Navy retired officer,
to be a lleutenant, limited duty only.

John E. Allen and sundry U.S. Naval Acad-
emy graduates, for permanent appointment
to the grade of second lieutenant in the
Marine Corps;

Perc L. Jones and Viet 8. Reid, U.S. Alr
Force Academy graduates, for permanent
appointment to the grades of second lleu-
tenant in the Marine Corps;

Steven A. Bosshard, and several other U.S.
Military Academy graduates, for permanent
appointment to the grade of second lieuten-
ant in the Marine Corps;

Ronald M. Gilbert and Harbert H. Markle,
Naval Reserve Officer Training Corps, for
permanent appointment to the grade of sec-
ond lieutenant in the Marine Corps;

Allen L. Force, naval enlisted scientific
education program, for permanent appolint-
ment to the grade of second lieutenant in
the Marine Corps; and

Joseph H. Anderson, and sundry other staff
noncommissioned officers for temporary ap-
pointment to the grade of second lieutenant
in the Marine Corps.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES SUB-
MITTED DURING ADJOURNMENT

Under authority of the Senate of May
20, 1969, the following report of a com-
mittee was received on May 21, 1969:

Mr. SPAREMAN, from the Committee on
Banking and Currency, reported an original
bill (8. 2224) to amend the Investment Com=-
pany Act of 1940 and the Investment Ad-
visers Act of 1940 to define the equitable
standards governing relationships between
investment companies and their investment
advisers and prineipal underwriters, and for
other purposes, and submitted a report (Ne.
91-184) thereon, which was printed.

Under authority of the Senate of May
20, 1969, the following reports of commit-
tees were received on May 22, 1969:

Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee on
Commerce, without amendment, the bill (S.
1373) to amend the Federal Aviation Act of
1958, and submitted a report (No. 91-185)
thereon, together with individual views of
Mr. PEARSON, which report was printed.

Mr. PELL, from the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, with amendments, the
bill (S. 1611) to amend Public Law 80-905 to
provide for a National Center on Educational
Media and Materials for the Handicapped
and for other purposes and submitted a re-
port (No. 91-185) thereon, together with in-
dividual views of Mr. DOMINICK, Mr, PROUTY,
and Mr. MurpHY, which was printed.

By Mr. ALLOTT, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend-
ment:

8. 574. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to engage In feasibility investi-
gations of certain water resource develop-
ments (Rept. No. 91-186).

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
without amendment:

S. Res. 177. A resolution authorizing the
printing of a manuscript entitled “The First
Army in Europe” as a Senate Document
{Rept. No. 91-193);

S. Res. 195. A resolution authorizing the
printing of additional coples of Senate Docu-
ment 91-13 entitled “Review of U.S. Foreign
Policy and Operations, 1968" (Rept. No.
01-192);

S. Con. Res, 21, A concurrent resolution to
print additional copies of parts 1 and 2,

thermal pollution 1968 hearings (Rept. No.
91-191);
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H. Con. Res. 35. A concurrent resolution
authorizing the printing of additional copies
of a Veteran's Benefits Calculator (Rept. No.
91-187) ; and

H. Con. Res. 85. A concurrent resolution
authorizing certain printing for the Commit-
tee on Veterans’ Affairs (Rept. No, 91-188).

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
with an amendment:

H. Con. Res. 192. A concurrent resolution
to reprint brochure entlitled “How Our Laws
Are Made” (Rept. No. 91-190).

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
with amendments:

H. Con. Res. 162. A concurrent resolution
authorizing the printing of the book “Our
American Government,” as a House docu-
mnnt (Rept. No. 91-188).

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend-
ment:

8. 126. A bill to designate certain lands in
the Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge,
Indian River County, Fla., as wilderness
(Rept. No. 91-197) ; and

5. 1652. A bill to designate certain lands in
the Monomoy National Wildlife Refuge,
Mass., as wilderness (Rept. No, 91-198).

By Mr. YARBOROUGH, from the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, with an
amendment:

5. 1519. A bill to establish a National Com-
mission on Libraries and Information Science,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 91-196).

By Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee on
Commerce, with amendments:

5.1046. A Dbill to protect consumers by
providing a civil remedy for misrepresenta-
tion of the quality of articles composed in
whole or in part of gold or silver, and for oth-
er purposes (Rept. No. 91-194).

KATHLEEN T. OLEARY—REPORT OF
AN ORIGINAL RESOLUTION

Under the authority of the Senate of
May 20, 1969, Mr. Jorpan of North Caro-
lina, reported on May 22, 1969, from the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
the following original resolution (S. Res.
202) to pay a gratuity to Kathleen T.
O’Leary:

8. REs. 202

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
EKathleen T. O'Leary, widow of Jeremiah A.
O'Leary, Senior, an employee of the Senate
at the time of his death, a sum equal to
four months’ compensation at the rate he
was recelving by law at the time of his
death, sald sum to be considered Inclusive
of funeral expenses and all other allowances.

DORA L. DOWNING—REPORT OF
AN ORIGINAL RESOLUTION

Under the authority of the Senate of
May 20, 1969, Mr. JorpaN of North Caro-
lina, reported on May 22, 1969, from the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
the following original resolution (S. Res.
203) to pay a gratuity to Dora L. Down-
ing:

5. REs. 203

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay, from
the contingent fund of the Senate, to Dora
L. Downing, widow of Carl Downing, an em-
ployee of the Senate at the time of his death,
a sum equal to ten and one-half months’
compensation at the rate he was recelving by
law at the time of his death, said sum to
be considered inclusive of funeral expenses
and all other allowances.
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RESOLUTION TO CONSERVE OIL
AND GAS

Under authority of the Senate of May
20, 1969, the following report of a com-
mittee was received on May 23, 1969:

By Mr. MOSS, from the Committee on In-

terior and Insular Affairs, without amend-
ment:

8.J. Res. 54, A joint resolution consenting
to an extension and renewal of the inter-
state compact to conserve oil and gas (Rept.
No. 91-1989).

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE RE-
CEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of May 20, 1969, the Secretary
of the Senate, on May 21, 1969, received
the following message from the House of
Representatives:

That the House had passed, without
amendment, the bill (8, 256) to confer US.
citlzenship posthumously upon L. Cpl. Theo-
dore Daniel Van Staveren.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tion:

5. 256. An act to confer US. ecit-
izenship posthumously upon L. Cpl. Theo-
dore Daniel Van Staveren;

H.R.2048. An act for the relief of Maria
Prescilla Caramanzana;

H.R.3464. An act for the relief of Marla
Balluardo Frasca;

H.R.B8188. An act to provide for the strik-
ing of medals in commemoration of the one
hundredth anniversary of the founding of
the clty of Wichita, Kans.; and

S.J. Res. 104. To authorize the President
to reappoint as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, for an additional term of 1 year, the

officer serving in that position on April 1,
1969.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, informed the Senate that
pursuant to the provisions of section 1,
Public Law 86-42, the Speaker had ap-
pointed as a member of the U.S, delega-
tion of the Canada-United States Inter-
parliamentary Group the gentleman
from Florida, Mr. PEPPER, vice Mr. Gig-
BONs of Florida.

The message also informed the Senate
that pursuant to the provisions of sec-
tion 1, Public Law 86-42, the Speaker
had appointed as a member of the U.S.
delegation of the Canada-United States
Interparliamentary Group, the gentle-
man from New York, Mr, StraTToN, vice
Mr. KeE of West Virginia.

The message announced that the
House had passed the joint resolution
(S.J. Res, 99) to authorize the President
to issue annually a proclamation desig-
nating the first week in June of each year
as “Helen Keller Memorial Week,” with
amendments, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

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

H.R.1749. An act for the relief of Eagle
Lake Timber Co., a partnership, of Susanvyille,
Calif,;

H.R. 1948. An act to confer U.S, citizenship
posthumously upon Pfc. Joseph Anthony
Snitko;

H.R. 2238. An act to provide for the rellef
of certain civilian employees paid by the Air
Force at Tachikawa Air Base, Japan;

H.R. 5615. An act for the relief of Maria
Camilla Giuliani Niro;

H.R. 6400. An act for the relief of Reddick
B. Still, Jr., and Richard Carpenter;

H.R. 6581. An act for the relief of Bernard
A. Hegemann;

H.R. 8136. An act for the relief of Anthony
Smilko;

H.R. 9088. An act for the relief of Clifford
L. Petty;

H.R. 10060. An act for the rellef of L. Cpl.
Peter M. Nee, 2465662;

H.R.10149. An act for the rellef of Jack
W. Herbstreit;

H.R. 10153. An act for the relief of Frances
von Wedel;

HR.10595. An act to amend the act of
August 7, 1956 (70 Stat. 1115), as amended,
providing for a Great Plains conservation
program; and

H.R.11400. An act making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1969, and for other purposes.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred, as
indicated:

HR.10595. An act to amend the act of
August 7, 1956 (70 Stat. 1115), as amended,
providing for a Great Plains conservation
program; to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

HR.11400. An act making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1969, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

HR.1749. An act for the rellef of Eagle
Lake Timber Co. a partnership, of Susan-
ville, Calif.;

HR.1948. An act to confer U.S, citizen-
ship posthumously upon Pfe. Joseph An-
thony Snitko;

HR. 2238. An act to provide for the relief
of certain civilian employees paild by the Air
Force at Tachikawa Air Base, Japan;

H.R.5615. An act for the rellef of Maria
Camilla Giuliani Niro;

H.R. 6400. An act for the rellef of Reddick
B. Still, Jr., and Richard Carpenter;

H.R. 65681. An act for the rellef of Bernard
A, Hagemann;

H.R.8136. An act for the relief of Anthony
Bmilko;

H.R.9088. An act for the relief of Clifford
L. Petty;

H.R. 10060. An act for the rellef of L. Cpl.
Peter M. Nee, 2465662;

H.R.10149. An act for the rellef of Jack
'W. Herbstreit; and

H.R. 10153. An act for the rellef of Frances
von Wedel; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that statements in
relation to the transaction of routine
morning business be limited to 3 min-
utes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.
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COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
be authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider the
nominations on the Executive Calendar,
beginning with “new reports.”

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The nomina-
tions on the Executive Calendar will be
stated, as requested by the Senator from
Montana.

OFFICE OF ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY

The bill clerk read the nomination of
DownaLp RumsreLp, of Illinois, to be Di-
rector of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, may
I say that I, personally, am pleased that
this nomination has been reported by
the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare—unanimously, I understand.

It is my belief that Mr. RUMSFELD, a
colleague of ours in the House, will do
a good job as the Chief of the OEO. He
of course, has indicated opposition to
certain aspects of the poverty program
in the past, but it is my belief that, on
the basis of the questioning approach
he has taken, he will do a better job as
a result. I wish him well in his difficult
endeavors.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to
yvield to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, when
this nomination went to the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, I appeared
in behalf of the nominee. I have known
Don Rumsrerp for a long time, and I
have watched his legislative career as
well as his career before he came to
Congress.

For a young man of his age, he has
done extremely well, and he is in his
fourth term in the House of Represent-
atives. He has made his presence felt
in many fields of endeavor, and I share
with the majority leader the belief that
he will do an excellent and forthright
job in giving direction to this very im-
portant and sometimes highly controver-
sial agency.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I wish to
commend the administration on its ap-
pointment of the Honorable DoNALD
RumsrFeLD, of Illinois, as the Director of
the Office of Economic Opportunity. He
has, since 1962, been the able Represent-
ative from my own congressional dis-
trict, and has rendered great service to
the United States in that post. I know
full well he has given up one of the
safest seats in the Congress in order to
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take up a position—I might say a peril-
ous position, in the opinion of some—as
head of the Office of Economic Opportu-
nity. But he is man of courage, a man
of great dedication, a man of concern
for his fellow man, and a man who is
committed to fulfill the broad sweep of
authority of this office, and carry out the
mandate that has been given to him by
the President of the United States to
care and to show concern for the under-
privileged in this country.

I know that the administration is well
aware of the sacrifice Representative
RumsrFeELD has made, and I think this is
full evidence of the degree of dedication
of the Nixon administration in appoint-
ing men of great competence, ability,
and proven skill, with particularly great
emphasis on the administrative skill
that the men might have, and also the
innovative skill that they might possess
in pioneering new programs to break
through, to find new answers for the old
problem of poverty.

In recent weeks there has been criti-
cism of a supposed lack of commitment
of the Nixon administration to the prob-
lems of poverty and hunger in the United
States. These criticisms have focused on
hunger and the Job Corps. Yet the record
clearly shows that President Nixon has
now recommended the most ambitious
and far-reaching program ever advanced
by any administration in the field of
hunger. Moreover, the Labor Department
has revamped and consolidated man-
power training programs so that a far
more effective overall manpower training
program can be undertaken.

At the same time, perhaps the most

sweeping proposal ever made to fight the
problems of poverty goes almost ignored
by the same congressional critics—a pro-
posal that means real dollar help to mil-
lions of Americans. I refer tc the low-
income allowance which would exempt
2.2 million families below the official Fed-
eral poverty standard from paying Fed-
eral income taxes. The Nation's poor will
be completely relieved of income tax
liability as well as the burden of making
out returns. It lets poor people keep what
they most need—their own hard-earned
cash.
How simple, how logical, yet it could
not be thought of in the past 8 years. It
only took the new administration and
Edwin Cohen, Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury for Tax Policy, 6 weeks to work
out the plan. For the first time the
American Government recognizes the
fact that it is an inequitous system that
forces people to pay taxes when they can-
not afford adequate food and clothing
for their children or a decent place to
live.

The low-income allowance is a simple
plan. It is a variable amount that when
added to the minimum standard deduc-
tion would total $1,100. When added to
the $600 personal exemption, the total
almost exactly matches the Federal pov-
erty standard for each family size. A
single individual would have no Federal
tax liability up to $1,700; for a couple
the cutoff would be $2,300; for a family
of four $3,500.

Above the cutoff point, the low-income
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allowance would be reduced by $1 for
each $2 of added income, thus phasing
out gradually. It would not be reduced
dollar for dollar of added income as so
many welfare schemes today are estab-
lished.

At one stroke the President has im-
proved the economic situation of millions
of Americans. I hope critics of this ad-
ministration will give credit where credit
is due. This is a brilliant step in the right
direction.

If the President’s plan had been intro-
duced by administration critics and had
been labeled a modified guaranteed an-
nual income plan or a negative income
tax plan these same critics might have
hailed it as a major step forward. Never
mind that the tired rhetoric of the past
would have stirred unnecessary contro-
versy and probably killed the idea. To
many critics of the President a slogan
that fails seems more important and
worthwhile than a workable plan capable
of being enacted into law. We now have
a plan before us that will work. It does
not have a fancy title but for those con-
cerned with substance rather than ve-
neer there should be no question of its
far-reaching end results to improve the
lot of million of America’s less fortunate
low-income individuals and families.

A look at the overall policies of the
President to date in the field of poverty
deserves a resounding commendation. I
congratulate the President for this mag-
nificent forward step, and for his ap-
pointment of Hon. DoNALD RUMSFELD as
the Director of the Office of Economie
Opportunity.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I am sorry to report that the Office of
Economic Opportunity once again is in
the subsidized propaganda business.

A revealing article on this subject was
written by Shirley Scheibla and pub-
lished in the April 14 edition of Barron’s
magazine. I ask unanimous consent that
Miss Scheibla’s article, entitled “Subsi-
dized Press,” be printed in the Recorp at
the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
in 1967, the Senate approved an amend-
ment which I offered to a supplemen-
tary appropriations bill which provided
that none of the money furnished in
that bill could be used “for establishing
or operating a general coverage news-
paper, magazine, radio station, or tele-
vision station.” Of course, that amend-
ment does not affect the use of currently
appropriated funds.

But the intent of Congress is plain.
Thus, tax funds are being used in a way
not intended by Congress.

I hope that former Representative
RumsFeLp, whose nomination will be
confirmed today, will give this matter
prime attention as he takes over as Di-
rector of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity.

Among the publications to which Miss
Scheibla calls attention is the Spokes-
man, published by the Office of Economic
Opportunity Couneil, 1449 Mendell
Street, San Francisco, Calif.
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The February 1969 edition of the
Spokesman includes a “News Sketch”
column including datelines from New
York, Sacramento, Washington, Mem-
phis, Chicago, and Jacksonville, Fla.
Nearly all of these so-called news
sketches have a black racist theme,.

The quality of the journalism is sug-
gested by the fact that the senior Senator
from California is described as “right-
wing conservative dancer MurRpPHY.”

The item from Memphis reports as fol-
lows:

MempHIS, TENN.—A committee of the Na-
tional Council of Churches has reported
violence is an acceptable tool for use by the
vietims of injustice. It further stated that
there is a vast difference between the vio-
lence used in oppressions and viclence used
by the oppressed. And, that violence may be
justified to seek social justice if nonviolent
means fail.

The same page of the Spokesman in-
cludes an announcement of a birthday
celebration for Huey P. Newton, the
Black Panther leader jailed for murder.
This announcement states that some of
the proceeds from the celebration were
to go to the Eldridge Cleaver bail fund.
Mr. Cleaver, of course, is the Black
Panther leader missing since late last
vear after his bail was revoked.

The same page of the Spokesman also
advertises the Malcolm X Educational
Center, which is called “a black school
for black children operated by black
people in the total black community.”

The Spokesman is only one extreme
example of a large number of publica-
tions subsidized by OEO. The “Marin
City Memo,"” issued by the Marin City
Economic Opportunity Council Area
Office, 630 Drake Avenue, Marin City,
Calif., is a similar propaganda sheet.

The August 15, 1968, issue quotes Dick
Gregory as saying:

Riots are nothing new. They're just a
ghetto version of a fire sale.

Another OEO-backed publication is
the Crusader, published by United Com-
munity Corp., 449 Central Avenue,
Newark, N.J. The September 1968, issue
of the Crusader had an editorial en-
titled, “Communications and the Poor,”
which said in part:

The federally-supported war against pov-
erty has given new hope to the poor, the
disinherited, the neglected and the abused.
The poor have come to recognize that their
demand for a free and equal access to the
mass media is an Intrinsic part of their being
able to succeed in the struggle for freedom
from hunger, from privation, from exclusion.
They have come to understand that generic
to their struggle is the battle for men’s
minds, a battle that must be won also if our
democratic process is to survive intact, not
be torn by divisiveness . . . No one outside
believes that what is happening here is im-
portant enough to assign any priority to . ..
We need a voice now. That is clearly indi-
cated. We need access to mass communica-
tions capabllity now to save and rebuild our
cities now, not when it becomes convenient
to consider it.

The May-June 1968, issue of the same
publication carried a story on an inves-
tigation of the antipoverty program in
Newark by the senior Senator from Ar-
kansas who called it a witch hunt and
a shocking misuse of public funds.
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In Utica, N.Y., the Inner City Oppor-
tunity Center publishes the Voice of
INCO, which recently published a solici-
tation for teen members for the Con-
gress of Racial Equality.

The source of many of these publica-
tions is a manual in newspaper form is-
sued by the New Jersey Community
Action Training Institute last year. This
publication, called News Man, advises
how to launch a community action news-
paper.

Clearly, the antipoverty agency seems
to be in the propaganda business in a
big way.

ExaIBIT 1
Sussmnizen PrEss: THE PoveErRTY PrOoGrRAM Is
BumpiNGg ITs OwWN PROPAGANDA MACHINE

(By Shirley Scheibla)

“When the press is supported or subsidized
by federal funds, it is disabled to perform its
rightful function as a great interpreter be-
tween the government and the people. This
is s0 because the press is no longer free, On
the contrary, it is enslaved and enslavement
of the press will inevitably be followed by
enslavement of the people.” (Senator Sam J.
ERrvIN, Jr., Democrat, of North Carolina).

WasHINGTON.—Commenting on the vio-
lence-ridden strike at Ban Francisco State
College, a leading story in a San Francisco
newspaper in February ran as follows: "“The
only reason the strike was called was as a last
resort to bring out into the open their (the
students’) grievances and the present injus-
tices and irrelevances on the campus of a
school which belongs to this community.
. . . The basic truth of the strike is the free-
dom of self-determination of students in
their education versus the present misuse of
the schools by irrelevant and outside political
forces such as the office of the governor, state
superintendent of schools and the like in
trustees and such boards of directors who are
totally alien to the needs and desires of Black
and Third World students. The activities and
grievances of the students deserve the sym-
pathy of the local community.”

CIVIL DISRUPTION

The publication which featured the story
is The Spokesman, one of a growing number
of newspapers published with the encourage-
ment and financial support of the Office of
Economie Opportunity. Issued by community
action groups all over the country, many of
the newspapers are promoting black mili-
tance, racial hatred, civil disruption, the cry
of police brutality, community control of
schools and colleges, and, not least, the war
on poverty and all its works.

Congress has prohibited the use of federal
anti-poverty funds for establishing or oper-
ating general coverage newspapers. However,
OEO claims that the publications really are
“newsletters,” almed at bridging “the com-
munication gap often existing between the
community action program and the people
it serves.”

According to a Public Affairs Handbook,
The Printed Word, published by OEO last
year and distributed to community action
agencies, a publication is a “newsletter” if it
“has a specific information objective and a
limited audience,” is not sold for profit, car-
ries no paid advertising and is run by the
local anti-poverty program. “Grantees,” the
Handbook declares, “are encouraged to pub-
lish newsletters or house organs which assist
local anti-poverty efforts. These publications
are generally financed under the administra-
tive budget of the local agency.”

Pictured in the Handbook, to illustrate
what OEO means, is the front page of a
“newsletter” called The Crusader, a product
of the United Community Corp., top com-
munity action agency of Newark, N.J., which
says it is “a free city-wide community news-
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paper for the promotion of community ac-
tion.” Looking remarkably like a tabloid
newspaper, the page carries a story about
Newark citizens marching in front of the
White House. In another issue The Crusader
called the McClellan Committee's investiga-
tion of the role of anti-poverty workers in
Newark’s riots, “a witch hunt and a shocking
misuse of public funds."

The OEO Handbook also includes elemen-
tary instructions for publishing “newslet-
ters.” With OEO funding, the Community
Action Training Institute at Trenton, N.J.,
has gone a step further by publishing The
CATI News Man, which the subheading iden-
tifies as “A Manual—In Newspaper Form—
On How To Produce A Community Action
Newspaper.” The essentials, it says, are com-
munity problems, angry people and publish-
ing facllities, A good community action
newspaper, it declares, “makes people mad.”

Enlarging on the Handbook's idea of not
selling the newspapers for profit, the manual
advises soliciting donations, “Be sure you
don't ask people to buy a subscription to
your paper, since this will cause difficulties
with income tax and licensing laws,™ it
explains,

The Office of Economic Opportunity is so
pleased with the work of CATI that it has
asked the Institute to provide assistance to
communtiy action training centers all over
the country, at federal expense, of course.
(There are 10 training centers to serve over
1,000 community action centers.) While the
exact number and circulation of community
action newspapers in existence are unknown,
it is abundantly clear that they constitute a
vast propaganda network.

Specifically, anti-poverty newsletters churn
out vast quantities of propaganda for the
war on poverty. For instance, the TEOC News,
published by the Tampa (Fla.) Economic
Opportunity Council, Inc., recently declared
that an Iindependent OEO is an absolute
necessity.

CHRISTMAS ISSUE

Referring to OEO, Community Action
News, a monthly publication of the Knox
County Economic Opportunity Council at
Barbourville, Ky., sald in its Christmas
issue: “Our country cannot afford to risk an
interruption of a program experiment which
is the last link of communication between
the poor and non-poor.” An offer to fund
the 1969 antl-poverty programs of Wayne
County, Mich., at the same level as 1968 is
unacceptable, according to a front page story
in the Wayne County OEO Newsletter, a
slick, printed publication of the Economic
Opportunity Committee of Eloise, Mich.

“Do not panic with the coming of the
Nixon Administration,” sald a recent Com-
munity Action Newsletter published by the
Ninth District Opportunity, Inc., of Gaines-
ville, Ga. *America,” it declared, “is a coun-
try of compassionate people, and humani-
tarlan programs will not be stopped by any
administration.”

Publications which have lavished praise on
OEO projects include With the People, 1s-
sued by half-a-doZen community action
agencies in Chicago; the Neighborhood Jour-
nal, by Community Progress, Inc. of New
Haven, Conn.; STOP Newsletter, by the
Southeastern Tidewater Opportunity Proj-
ect of Norfolk, Va., and The Advisor, by the
Charleston County Economic Opportunity
Commission at Charleston, S.C.

HAPPY BIRTHDAY, HUEY

Black power and race hatred are also fa-
vorite themes of OEO-subsidized journal-
ism. On this score, the story on the San
Franclisco State College strike was not the
only one worthy of notice in the February
issue of The Spokesman. It also carried an
announcement of a birthday celebration in
honor of Black Panther leader Huey P. New-
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ton, now jailed for allegedly killing a man
in California.

Scheduled as a speaker at the Black Pan-
ther celebration was Kathleen Cleaver, wife
of Black Panther Eldridge Cleaver. (Mr.
Cleaver was jalled in 1958 after conviction
for assault with intent to commit murder.
He was paroled in 1966, but had his parole
revoked in connection with a gun battle
with Oakland police officers. Subsequently
he was released by a judge who ruled Mr.
Cleaver was “a political prisoner.” This ac-
tion subsequently was overruled; both Cali-
fornia and federal authorities have been
seeking Mr. Cleaver since December 27, 1968.)

According to The Spokesman, tickets for
the affair were available at Black Panther
Party Headquarters at 1419 Fillmore and
More’s Books, 1435 Fillmore, and for $2.50 at
the door. It added that part of the proceeds
would be used for the Newton-Cleaver De-
fense Committee and the Eldridge Cleaver
Ball Fund.

The same issue sought contributions to
the Malcolm X Educational Center, advised
its readers to write or call the Black Draft
Counseling Union and join the Welfare
Rights Movement. In addition, it announced
a community meeting to “amend the city
charter to forbld the creation of para-mili-
tary squads (by the BSan Francisco po-
Hoe). "

Such inflammatory contents are nothing
new for The Spokesman. In 1968, the Feb-
ruary-March issue decried the jailing of Huey
Newton for alleged murder and reported
“some very significant ideas” of the Black
Panthers, which included freeing Mr. New-
ton or bringing about “retribution,” freeing
of imprisoned black men not tried by their
peers and exempting all Negroes from mili-
tary service.

(The latest word on the Black Panthers
came on April 2, when a New York grand
jury indicted 21 members for conspiring to
bomb five department stores, a police sta-
tion and a railroad.)

A front-page story in the March-April 1968
issue of The Spokesman said, “Black people
wake up; we are all in prison; we are all
Huey Newtons. He may be doing time in jail
but we are doing it in the ghetto.” Signed
by Adam Rogers, it declared, “If you want
action, come join me in my fight for iden-
tity, equality, not civil rights, but human
rights.”

The Spokesman has accused the nation's
cities or arming to carry out plans of geno-
cide against black people, and sald the U.S.
is preparing concentration camps for blacks.
It also quoted Richard Robers, executive di-
rector of the San Francisco Family Service
Agency, as saying, “A civil war is almost
inevitable unless the powers of white Amer-
ica face up to the fact that they have a
responsibility to see that all children have
some guarantee—decent economic income,
housing, education and health assurances
that exist for their own children.”

Coples of all the aforementioned issues
of The Spokesman are in the flles at OEO
headquarters.

In the same vein, the August 15, 1968, is-
sue of the Marin City (Calif.) Memo, pub-
lished by the Marin City Economic Oppor-
tunity Council, printed an editorial by Area
Director James W, Coleman, who, after visits
to Chicago, Detroit and Cleveland, found:
“The social revolution continues to move
across this nation. . . . There must be drastic
social changes in the society now. ... I talked
to many black youths who still had anger
and revenge for the white power structure.”
The same issue quoted black activist Dick
Gregory as saying, “Riots are nothing new.
They're just a ghetto version of a fire sale.”

NEED POWER
“Power is the essential for the poor,” ac-
cording to the tabloid newspaper, The New
Day, published by the Human Development
Corp. of St. Louis. “If you want to beat the
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small store cheating you, If you want to keep

‘the man' off your back. If you want to get

a job. If you want to get decent housing out

of the slum lord. You have to have power,"”

Erocla.imed the March 1968 issue of The New
ay.

From a sister publication in Elizabeth, N.J.,
comes a similar theme. The May 1968 Com-
munity Action News, published by Com-
munity Action for Economic Opportunity,
Inc., carried a letter to the editor signed by
Josephine Nieves, acting director of the
Northeast Regional Office of OEO in New
York, which said, “Jobs alone will not neces-
sarily solve the problems of the poor in
America since it 1s to a large extent a ques-
tion of power.”

The same issue featured a story which said
that a teenage community action group had
petitioned the city to incorporate black his-
tory into the regular school curriculum. An-
other story sald, “The Black Power Confer-
ence held July 20 through July 23 was an
inspirational and educational gathering.”
Among the proposals reported were “develop-
ing Liberation Schools, setting up a Black
Teachers Union—Separate From The White
Summer Camps for Blacks only, development
of Black Political Power., . .."” The Washington
Evening Star called that same conference *“a
festival of hate.”

The tabloid newspaper, The Neighborhood
Journal, states in 1its masthead that it is
owned and operated by the five Denver com-
munity action councils and “funded by a
grant from the Office of Economic Opportu-
nity." The September 20, 1968, issue devotes
half a page to the views of “resident partici-
pants” in the Model Cities program. It
charges that minority persons are abused
when arrested, charged, jailed and sentenced,
and calls for “greater protection from unjust
police and judicial action” to command top
priority after planning in the Model Citles
program.

WASHINGTON DOESN'T KNOW

No one in Washington seems to know how
many anti-poverty, “newsletters” are being
published, or how many more will be
launched in response to OEO’s Handbook.
Besides those mentioned, others have come
out of Long Beach, Calif.; Bridgeport, Conn.;
Miami and Pensacola, Fla.; New York; Co-
lumbus, Ohio, and many Indian reservations.
OEQ headquarters have three filing cabinet
drawers packed with samples of the news-
letters,

Almost unbellevably, they are being dis-
tributed in slums all over the country with-
out the knowledge of Congress. That body
thought it had made its intent amply clear
when it set up the Small Business Adminis-
tration. Congress banned SBA loans to
newspapers to avoid government Interference
with the press. In 1967 an amendment to
the second supplemental appropriation act
sald flatly: “None of the federal government
anti-poverty funds may be used for estab-
lishing or operating a general coverage news-
paper, magazine, radio station or television
station.”

When he introduced the amendment, Sen-
ator Harry F. Byrd, Jr. (D.,, Va.) stated: "I
am unalterably opposed to government own-
ership or control of newspapers because it
leads inevitably to government control of the
news. I believe we have too much government
management of the news already without
this additional weapon being put into the
hands of federal officials.”

Enactment followed disclosure that
WAMY-Community Action, Inc., of Boone,
N.C., proposed to establish a newspaper and
radio station with £179,000 from OEOQO in re-
sponse to OEO pressure to emphasize com-
munications instead of job training. At the
time, Senator Ervin commented that the
proposal was wholly “incompatible with the
free enterprise system and a free press.”

Senator Strom Thurmond (R., 8.C.) de-
clared: “If every poverty agency were to get
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a 1009 subsidy for the publication of its own
propaganda—ireed from the responsibility of
business losses and restrictions—then a me-
dium would be created to promote social un-
rest and dissatisfaction on a nationwide
scale,”

As noted, OEO maintains that the publica-
tions it now subsidizes are “newsletters”
which do not engage in “general coverage,”
cited in the wording of the 1967 ban on sub-
sidized newspapers. Newsletters or newspa-
pers, the publications are only one segment
of a vast OEO-subsidized propaganda net-
work—encompassing television, radio, films
and even speakers’ bureaus—now in opera-
tion and growing daily.

Mr. PROUTY, Mr. President, in the 4
months since his inauguration, President
Nixon has moved purposefully to reform
and revitalize the Federal Government's
delivery system for the vast expanse of
Federal programs intended to alleviate
poverty.

President Nixon's positive steps have,
I trust, allayed the unfounded fears of
some who had foretold of a premature
end of the war on poverty. The Presi-
dent’s actions affirm my contention that
while there has been almost complete
accord on the need for and intent of
poverty programs, though well-inten-
tioned differences have arisen over the
methods.

The President has, during the brief
period of incumbency, done much toward
the goal of matching performance with
promise.

For the first time, an Urban Affairs
Council has been established to provide a
unified approach to the problems of our
cities. This domestic equivalent to our
National Security Council is developing
a national urban policy to allocate re-
sources on a priority basis.

For the first time the President has
established an office of intergovernmen-
tal relations to provide a single service
center for State, municipal, and county
governments,

For the first time Federal agencies’
field offices will serve uniform regions
and the field offices of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare; Hous-
ing and Urban Development; Labor; the
Office of Economic Opportunity, and the
Small Business Administration will op-
erate from a single city. Wednesday, the
President added two regional offices to
the eight set up 2 months ago making a
total of 10 such offices.

For the first time regional councils
combining their interrelated Federal
agencies have been established to maxi-
mize program coordinating in the field.

For the first time the President of the
United States has directed the many
Federal departments, bureaus, and agen-
cies working with State and local gov-
ernments to come up with a plan to de-
centralize decisionmaking authority to
expedite Federal assistance to commu-
nity projects.

For the first time an office of minority
entrepreneurship has been established
in the Department of Commerce to give
enterprising individuals a special solid
start in business.

For the first time the OEO is to be
freed of some of its program responsi-
bilities to better fulfill its intended fune-
tion as an “incubator” or ideas. OEO’s
successful Headstart program will be op-
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erated in the new Bureau of Child De-
velopment within HEW, where the les-
sons of Headstart can be applied within
a comprehensive program for this Na-
tion’s children. The Job Corps will be
realined within the Labor Department’s
manpower training programs.

Attendant with this revamping of the
machinery for delivery of these pro-
grams has been the sweeping evalua-
tions of the programs at the highest
levels of administration.

But machinery and studies cannot by
themselves bring performance to the
level of our promises. Dedicated men are
needed to manage this essential govern-
mental machinery. I am pleased that
President Nixon has paid such close at-
tention to the “human factor.” The nom-
ination of Representative DoNaALD RumMs-
FELD to be Director of the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity is in keeping with
President Nixon’s pursuit of excellence
at all levels of government. I am further
encouraged by the President’s designat-
ing the Director of OEO as assistant to
the President and by according the posi-
tion full cabinet status. This affirms
President Nixon’s oft-stated intent to
revitalize, not as some would say to de-
molish, the OEO.

In his testimony before the Labor and
Public Welfare Committee, Congressman
RumsreLp was perfectly candid in ex-
plaining why he had voted against the
Economie Opportunity Act of 1964. At
the time, he, like many of us, questioned
not the intent but the methods outlined
in the original act. Since then there have
been successes, failures, and modifica-
tions in these programs. We have learned
much and Representative RUMSFELD
shares the President’s determination to
build upon our knowledge without let-
ting up our efforts against poverty.

As I admire his candor I also have deep
respect for Representative RUMSFELD’S
courage in leaving a “safe” seat in the
House of Representatives for a position
which seems certain to be a center of
controversy. If it were to be free of con-
troversy that to me might indicate that
the OEOQ was not assuming the dynamic
innovative role that Congress has man-
dated for it.

The President has nominated a man
of candor, courage, and dedication to be
the next Director of the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity. I urge my colleagues
to confirm the nomination of Represent-
ative DoNALD RUMSFELD.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from New York (Mr.
Javirs), I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp a statement by
him in support of the nomination of
DownaLp Rumsrerp, of Illinois, to be Di-
rector of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAVITS

When Representative Rumsfeld appeared
before the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, he made it clear that as director of
the Office of Economic Opportunity he would
feel it his duty to be “counsel for the poor.”

The word “counsel” is very significant be-
cause it reflects, iIn my opinion, an under-
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standing of the proper role that the director
should play at the highest level of govern-
ment. In designating Representative Rums-
feld, the President indicated that he would
serve not only as director, but also as a
special assistant to the President with cabi-
net rank. Representative Rumsfeld has indi-
cated that he would be willing to disagree
with any Cabinet officer or the President
himself if need be In order to carry out the
special responsibility given to him. There are
still more than 22 million poor in our Na-
tion, and we need no reminders that al-
though this group has been “rediscovered” in
recent years, its volce has still not been effec-
tively heard.

The word “counsel” s Ilmportant in an-
other respect because it emphasizes the role
of the director as an advisor to rather than a
guardian of the poor. There are many pro-
grams for the poor. But there is only one
agency where the emphasis is so clearly on
action by the poor.

We have failed to deliver on promises based
upon direct assistance. But in moving away
from old approaches, we have made new
promises. We have promised the poor that
they are to participate in their own flight
from poverty, but we are unfairly critical of
the exercise of local initiative through com-
munity action agencies. The poor are told
that they should establish their own busi-
nesses, but loans under the Economic Op-
portunity Loan Program totalled only 1,700
last year, considerably short of the 10,000
goal, The disadvantaged are encouraged to
work their way out of poverty, but only re-
cently have resources been channeled into
training programs meaningfully related to
actual jobs,

I am pleased with the sincerity of purpose
displayed by Representative Rumsfeld and
his commitment to a continued role for the
community action agencies. I have every ex-
pectation that under his strong leadership
these concepts of which I have spoken will be
translated into reality, and new initiatives
will be taken on behalf of the poor,

The President has indicated that he will
soon submit comprehensive recommendations
for the future of the poverty program. With
Representative Rumfeld’s confirmation, we
must move quickly and conscientiously from
the broad outlines to a specific course of ac-
tion for the coming years.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is: Will the Senate advise and consent to
this nomination? [Putting the question.]

The nomination was confirmed.

COMMISSION ON AGING

The bill clerk read the nomination of
John B. Martin, Jr., of Michigan, to be
Commissioner on Aging.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, the needs
of 20 million older Americans are many.
Eight million of them are poor or near
poor with failing health, little educa-
tion, few jobs, and inadequate housing.

The plight of these elderly should be
a source of deep concern to all Ameri-
cans. Remedies should be sought without
delay.

Amidst the needs of the elderly is one
need which can be met today by our
action, This is the need for a strong
advocate for the elderly. John B. Martin
is eminently qualified for this role.

With him as Commissioner on Aging,
I am confident that our elderly Ameri-
cans will receive the voice they need at
all levels of Government. He has a full
grasp of the needs of our older citizens,
a complete dedication to meeting these
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needs, and a proven ability to get things
done. I urge my colleagues to favorably
consider the President’s nomination of
John B. Martin as Commissioner on
Aging.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is: Will the Senate advise and consent to
the nomination?

The nomination was confirmed.

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

The bill clerk read the nomination of
William T. Pecora, of New Jersey, to be
Director of the Geological Survey.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is considered
and confirmed.

AMBASSADORS

The bill clerk proceeded to read sundry
nominations of Ambassadors.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the nominations
of Ambassadors be considered en bloc.

I do this reluctantly, because it is an
extraordinarily good list of nominees.
As a matter of fact, among them are
friends of many of us in the Senate. I
note, for example, the names of Matthew
J. Looram, Jr., who will be our next Am-
bassador to the Republic of Dahomey;
John Davis Lodge, who will be our Am-
bassador to Argentina; Francis E. Meloy,
Jr., our next Ambassador to the Domini-
can Republic—a promotion which in my
opinion is long overdue; Armin H. Meyer
to Japan, where I am confident he will
do an outstanding job; and our old friend
Jack Hood Vaughn, born in Montana,
who will now become our Ambassador to
Colombia.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nominations are considered
and confirmed en bloc.

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

The bill clerk read the nomination of
Bert M. Tollefson, Jr., of South Dakota,
to be an Assistant Administrator of the
Agency for International Development.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is considered
and confirmed.

U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND DIS-
ARMAMENT AGENCY

The bill clerk read the nomination of
James F, Leonard, Jr., of Maryland, to be
an Assistant Director of the U.S. Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is considered and
confirmed.

U.S. NAVY

The bill clerk proceeded to read sundry
nominations in the U.S. Navy.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the nominations
be considered en bloc.

The VICE PRESIDENT., Without ob-
jection, the nominations are considered
and confirmed en bloe.
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U.S. MARINE CORPS

The bill clerk read the nomination of
Lt. Gen. Lewis W. Walt to be general.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is considered
and confirmed.

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE
SECRETARY'S DESK—NAVY AND
MARINE CORPS

The bill clerk proceeded to read sun-
dry nominations in the Navy and
Marine Corps which had been placed on
the Secretary’s desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nominations are considered
and confirmed en bloc.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President be
immediately notified of the confirma-
tion of these nominations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of unobjected

to items on the calendar, beginning with
Calendar No. 170, and after that has
been disposed of, proceed to the consid-
eration of Calendar No. 174 and the suc-
ceeding measures in sequence.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

SPECIAL PAY FOR CERTAIN NU-
CLEAR QUALIFIED SUBMARINE
OFFICERS

The bill (H.R. 9328) to amend title 37,
United States Code, to provide special
pay to naval officers, qualified in sub-
marines who have the current technical
qualification for duty in connection with
supervision, operation, and maintenance
of naval nuclear propulsion plants, who
agree to remain in active submarine
service for one period of 4 years beyond
any other obligated active service, and
for other purposes, was announced as
next in order.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I would
like to briefly discuss the pending busi-
ness, H.R. 9328, which would authorize
a new system of special pay for junior
nuelear-trained submarine officers.

WHAT THE BILL DOES

First, Mr. President, I would like to
outline the provisions of the bill. It pro-
vides that naval officers who are both
technically qualified in submarines and
technically qualified in the operation of
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naval nuclear propulsion plants, and who
have not completed 10 years of commis-
sloned service, will receive special pay in
the amount of $3,750 per year on a 4-year
basis, if they voluntarily agree to remain
in active service for an additional 4 years
beyond any period of obligated service.
In effect, this legislation is temporary
since it applies only to officers who exe-
cute active service agreements on or be-
fore June 30, 1973.
NECESSITY FOR BILL

Mr. President, I would like to comment
briefly on the necessity for this legis-
lation which singles out a small group
of officers for special military compen-
sation. The fact of the matter is that
the resignation rate for nuclear-qualified
junior naval officers has reached the
point that the readiness and safety of
our nuclear submarines could be affected
if this rate is not reversed. The adverse
effect would be caused by the lowering
of the experience and qualification level
of this small group of officers. As we all
know, Mr. President, the survival of this
Nation and of the free world depends to
significant degree on the effectiveness of
the nuclear deterrent provided by the nu-
clear submarine force of the U.S. Navy.
This problem is therefore very critical
and necessitates the additional pay pro-
vided by this bill as a means of at-
tempting to reverse this alarming trend.

Up through 1968, Mr. President, the
retention percentage for junior nuclear-
trained officers had been approximately
75 percent, but based on resignations al-
ready applied for it appears that the re-
tention rate for fiscal year 1970 will be
only 38 percent. The Navy presently has
on hand approximately 440 applications
for resignation and the overwhelming
portion of these officers are regulars,
some of which have already been invol-
untarily extended on active duty for 1
year beyond their normal required period
of active service.

I would interject at this point, Mr.
President, that there are other activities
in the Navy which have a much less re-
tention rate than 38 percent. These
other groups, such as the surface fleet,
however, are able to tolerate much
lesser retention percentages, and still re-
main effective, than the nuclear sub-
marine force.

Mr. President, I should note that the
total nuclear submarine officer commu-
nity is rather small, consisting of only
about 1,900 officers. About 950 of this
total are in the grade of lieutenant. The
total number of officers who would be
affected over the course of this legisla-
tion until June 30, 1973, is about 1,100
officers.

COST OF LEGISLATION

Mr. President, the estimated cost of
this legislation is relatively modest, the
estimate being around $2.4 million in
fiscal year 1970 and increasing there-
after to $3.8 million in fiscal year 1973.

COMMITTEE OBSERVATIONS

Mr. President, I would call the atten-
tion of the Senate to the Committee Re-
port No. 182 on this bill, which discusses
not only the pay provisions, but some of
the other problems associated with the
entire matter of having an adequate offi-
cer force for our nuclear submarines.
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Let me first say that as a form of mili-
tary pay this special bonus poses a num-
ber of problems. There will be some pay
inversions, that is, situations where jun-
ior officers as a result of receiving this
annual bonus will have a total compen-
sation in excess of some of their su-
periors. Moreover, there are junior offi-
cers in the other services of comparable
rank serving under varying conditions of
hardship throughout the world who will
likewise feel that they should be com-
pensated for the particular hardships or
conditions under which they serve.

The committee does recognize, Mr.
President, that we do have other forms
of special pay, such as the continuation
pay for medical officers and the variable
reenlistment bonus for enlisted person-
nel with critical skills.

The committee was also concerned that
this special submarine pay would be used
as an excuse or precedent for the military
departments to seek general legislation
under which any number of groups could
be brought under this same type of sys-
tem. The committee report is emphatic
that the department should not consider
this bill as an argument for other legis-
lation.

Despite all these foregoing reservations,
Mr. President, the committee felt that
the criticality of our nuclear submarine
force makes it essential that we enact
this bill in order to provide one means of
reversing this alarming resignation rate.

Mr. President, I would also like to note
that the committee realizes that while
pay may be an essential element, com-
pensation alone is not likely to solve this
problem. The committee report goes
into some detail on other measures the
Navy should also consider, including the
creation of a larger force of nuclear of-
ficers to permit greater shore rotation
and opportunities for this group. The
Navy should also intensify its efforts to
relieve the pressures and other draw-
backs of nuclear submarine officers. The
committee also hopes, Mr, President, that
the Navy will do 21l in its power to seek
public recognition of the importance of
the nuclear fleet to the security of the
Nation and thereby expand the public
image of this essential element of our na-
tional security.

Mr. President, I trust that the fore-
going remarks have summarized the
provisions and problems of this legisla-
tion and I urge the Senate to enact H.R.
9328.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is
open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to a third read-
ing, was read the third time, and passed.

RECLAMATION PROJECT FEASI-
BILITY STUDIES—1969

The bill (S. 574) to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to engage in feasi-
bility investigations of certain water re-
source developments was considered, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

S. 574

Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of
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America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Interior is hereby author-
ized to engage In feasibility studies of the
following proposals:

(1) Missouri River Basin project, Oregon
Trail division, Corn Creek unit, in south-
central Goshen County, in the vicinity of
Hawk Springs, Wyoming;

(2) Missourl River Basin project, Longs
Peak division, Front Range unit, in Cache
la Poudre River and Saint Vrain Creek Basins
and adjacent areas in the general vicinity of
Boulder, Colorado; and

(3) Missouri River Basin project, Upper
Republican division, Armel! unit, on the
South Fork of the Republican River in the
vicinity of Hale, Colorado.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-186), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE OF THE MEASURE

The purpose of this measure is to authorize
the Secretary of the Interior to undertake
feasibility investigations of three Federal
reclamation projects. This authority is re-
quired to permit the orderly continuation of
the Bureau of Reclamation’s program of in-
vestigations leading to recommendations for
authorization of water resource development
projects.

BACKGROUND OF MEASURE

Section 8 of Federal Water Project Recrea-
tlon Act (Public Law B89-72, 79 Stat. 213)
provides:

Sec. 8. Effective on and after July 1, 1966,
neither the Secretary of the Interior nor any
bureau nor any person acting under his au-
thority shall engage in the preparation of
any feasibility report under reclamation law
with respect to any water resource project
unless the preparation of such feasibility re-
port has been specifically authorized by law,
any other provision of law to the contrary
notwithstanding.

The first measure to authorize such feasi-
bility projects was enacted on September 7,
1966, and became Public Law 88-561 (80
Stat. 707). Because it was the first legislation
submitted under the new requirement found
in the Federal Water Project Recreation Act
set out above, it involved a very extensive list
of projects. The list included a number of new
planning starts as well as authority to con-
tinue feasibility studies which were already
underway at that time.

A second measure was enacted on February
18, 1968, and became Public Law 90-254 (82
Stat. 5). It authorized six additional studies
to provide for the continuation of the Bu-
reau's Investigation program. Additional
measures will be necessary from time to time
as projects are ldentified by reconnaissance
studies and feasibility studies are found to
be warranted.

PRESENT LEGISLATION

The present bill was submitted to the Con-
gress by the Department of the Interlor by
letter of January 18, 1969, and was intro-
duced by Senator Jackson, by request, on
January 23, 1969, and became 8. 574. It will
authorize feasibility studies of three projects
as follows:

(1) Missourl River Basin project, Oregon
Trail division, Corn Creek unit, in south-
central Goshen County, in the vicinity of
Hawk Springs, Wyo.;

(2) Missourl River Basin project, Longs
Peak division, Front Range unit, in Cache la
Poudre River and S8t. Vrain Creek basins and
adjacent areas in the general vicinity of
Boulder, Colo.;

(3) Missourl River Basin project, Upper
Republican division, Armel unit, on the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

South Fork of the Republican River in the
vicinity of Hale, Colo.

Feasibility studies of all three projects
have been shown to be warranted by favor-
able reconnaissance reports, The Bureau of
the Budget has expressed no objection to en-
actment of the measure.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Interior and Insular Affairs Commit-
tee recommends S. 574 as introduced, be en-
acted.

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PRINT-
ING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF A
VETERANS’ BENEFITS CALCU-
LATOR

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 35) authorizing the printing of ad-
ditional copies of a Veterans’ Benefits
Calculator was considered and agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ReEcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-187), explaining the purposes
of the concurrent resolution,

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

RePT. 91-187

House Concurrent Resolution 35 would
provide that after the conclusion of the
second session of the Ninety-first Congress
there be printed 50,070 copies of a Veterans’
Benefits Calculator prepared by the House
Veterans' Affairs Committee, of which 2,000
copies would be for the use of that commit-
tee, 2,000 copies for the use of the Com-
mittee on Finance, 37,315 coples for the use
of the House of Representatives (85 per Mem-
ber), and 8,755 coples for the use of the
Senate (85 per Member). Coples of the docu-
ment would be prorated to Members of the
House of Representatives and Senate for a
period of 60 days, after which the unused
balances would be distributed by the re-
spective Senate and House document rooms.

The printing-cost estimate is as follows:

Printing-cost estimate

1st 1,000 coples
49,070 additional copies, at $105 per

5,441. 10

AUTHORIZATION FOR CERTAIN
PRINTING FOR THE USE OF THE
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON VET-
ERANS’ AFFAIRS

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 95) authorizing certain printing for
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs was
considered and agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No, 91-188), explaining the purposes of
the concurrent resolution.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REecorb,
as follows:

REPT. 01-188

House Concurrent Resolution 85 would
provide that there be printed for the use
of the House Committee on Veterans’ Aflairs
56,100 copies of a publication entitled “Sum-
mary of Veterans Legislation Reported,
Ninety-first Congress, First Session," with an
additional 43,900 coples for the use of Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives (100
per Member). Copies of the document would
be prorated to Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives for a period of 60 days, after
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which the unused balance would be dis-
tributed by the House document room,
The printing-cost estimate is as follows:
Printing-cost estimate
1st 1,000 coples
99,000 additional coples, at $44.65
per thousand

Total estimated cost,
6, 821, 54

AUTHORIZATION FOR PRINTING OF
A REVISED EDITION OF THE PAM-
PHLET “OUR AMERICAN GOVERN-
MENT” AS A HOUSE DOCUMENT

The Senate proceeded to consider the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 162)
authorizing the printing of the book “Our
American Government,” as a House doc-
ument which had been reported from the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
with amendments, on page 1, line 10,
after the word “printed” strike out “one
million eighty-four thousand” and insert
“nine hundred and twenty-nine thousand
five hundred”; and in line 12, after the
word “which” strike out “two hundred
and six thousand” and insert “fifty-one
thousand five hundred”.

The amendments were agreed to.

The concurrent resolution, as amended,
was agreed to, as follows:

H. Con. Res. 162

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That,

SecTIOoN 1. With the permission of the copy-
right owner of the book, “Our American Gov-
ernment and How It Works: 1001 Questions
and Answers by Wright Patman, Member of
Congress”, published by Bantam Books, In-
corporated, there shall be printed as a House
document, with emendations, the pamphlet
entitled “Our American Government. What
Is It? How Does It Function?"; and that there
shall be printed nine hundred and twenty-
nine thousand five hundred additional coples
of such document, of which fifty-one thou-
sand five hundred copies shall be for the use
of the Senate, and eight hundred and seventy-
eight thousand coples shall be for the use
of the House of Representatives.

Sec. 2. Copies of such document shall be
prorated to Members of the Senate and House
of Representatives for a perlod of sixty days,
after which the unused balance shall revert
to the respective Senate and House document
rooms.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-189), explaining the purposes of
the resolution.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

House Concurrent Resolution 162 would
provide that (with the permission of the
copyright owner of the book, “Our American
Government and How It Works: 1001 Ques-
tions and Answers by Wright Patman, Mem-=-
ber of Congress,” published by Bantam
Books, Inc.) there be printed as a House
document, with emendations, the pamphlet
entitled “Our American Government. What is
1t? How Does It Function?” and that there
be printed 1,084,000 additional coples of such
document, of which 206,000 copies would
be for the use of the Senate (2,000 per Mem-~
ber) and 878,000 copies would be for the
use of the House of Representatives (2,000
per Member), Copies of the document would
be prorated to Members of the Senate and
House of Representatives for a period of 60
days, after which the unused balances would
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be distributed by the respective Senate and
House document rooms.

The printing-cost estimate of House Con-
current Resolution 162 as approved by the
House of Representatives, is as follows:

To print as a document (1,500
copies)

1,084,000 additional
$50.27 per thousand

coples,

Total estimated cost

AUTHORIZATION FOR PRINTING OF
A REVISED EDITION OF “HOW
OUR LAWS ARE MADE” AS A
HOUSE DOCUMENT

The Senate proceeded to consider the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 192)
to reprint brochure entitled “How Our
Laws Are Made” which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Rules
and Administration with an amendment,
on page 2, at the beginning of line 1,
insert a new section, as follows:

Sec. 2. There shall be printed fifty-one
thousand five hundred additional copies of
the document specified in section 1 of this
concurrent resolution for the use of the
Senate.

The amendment was agreed to.
The concurrent resolution, as amend-
ed, was agreed to, as follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the brochure
entitled “How Our Laws Are Made”, by Doctor
Charles J. Zinn, law revislon counsel of the
House of Representatives Committee on the
Judiciary, as set out in House Document 125
of the Ninetieth Congress, be printed as a
House document, with emendations by the
author and with a foreword by the Honor-
able Emanuel Celler; and that there be
printed two hundred and thirty-nine thou-
sand five hundred additional copies, of which
twenty thousand shall be for the use of the
Committee on the Judiciary and the balance
prorated to the Memhbers of the House of
Representatives.

SeC. 2. There shall be printed fifty-one
thousand five hundred additional copies of
the document specified in section 1 of this
concurrent resolution for the use of the
Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-190), explaining the purposes of
the resolution.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

House Concurrent Resolution 192 would
provide that the brochure entitled “How Our
Laws Are Made,” by Dr. Charles J. Zinn, law
revision counsel of the House of Represen-
tatlves Committee on the Judiciary, as set
out in House Document 125 of the 90th Con-
gress, be printed as a House document, with
emendations by the author and with a fore-
word by the Honorable Emanuel Celler; and
that there be printed 239,600 additional
coples of such document, of which 20,000
would be for the use of the Committee on
the Judiclary and the balance prorated to
the Members of the House of Representatives
(500 per Member).

The Senate Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration has amended House Concurrent
Resolution 192 to authorize the printing of
51,500 additional copies of the document for
the use of the Senate. This would provide
Members of the Senate with the same quan-
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tity as House Members (500 each) for dis-
tribution to their constituents.

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PRINT-
ING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF
SENATE HEARINGS ENTITLED
“THERMAL POLLUTION—1968"

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res.
21) to print additional copies of parts 1
and 2, thermal pollution 1968 hearings
was considered and agreed to, as follows:

8. Con. REs, 21

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That there be
printed for the use of the Committee on
Public Works, one thousand additional copies
of part 1, and seven hundred additional copies
of part 2, thermal pollution, 1968 hearings,
held during the second session of the Nine-
tieth Congress.

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
REecorp an excerpt from the report (No.
91-191), explaining the purposes of the
concurrent resolution.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Senate Concurrent Resolution 21 would au-
thorlze the printing for the use of the Senate
Committee on Public Works of 1,000 addi-
tional copies of part 1 and 700 additional
copies of part 2 of its hearings entitled “Ther-
mal Pollution—1968," held during the sec-
ond session of the 90th Congress.

The printing-cost estimate, supplied by the
Public Printer, is as follows:

Printing-cost estimate

Part 1, 1,000 coples

Part 2, T00 copies. 1,985. 73

5, 730. 58

Total estimated cost

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PRINT-
ING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF
SENATE DOCUMENT 91-13, EN-
TITLED “REVIEW OF U.S. FOREIGN
POLICY AND OPERATIONS, 1968"

The resolution (S. Res. 195) author-
izing the printing of additional copies of
Senate Document 91-13 entitled “Review
of U.S. Foreign Policy and Operations,
1968,” was considered and agreed to, as
follows:

S. Res. 195

Resolved, That there be printed for the use
of the Committee on Appropriations eight
hundred additional coples of Senate Docu-
ment 91-13, entitled “Review of United
States Foreign Policy and Operations, 1968",
by the Honorable Allen J. Ellender, United
States Senator from the State of Louisiana,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-192), explaining the purposes of
the resolution.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REecorb,
as follows:

Senate Resolution 195 would authorize the
printing for the use of the Committee on
Appropriations of 800 additional coples of
Senate Document 91-13, entitled “Review of
United States Foreign Policy and Operations,
1968,” by Hon. Allen J. Ellender, a U.S.
Senator from the State of Louisiana.

The printing-cost estimate, supplled by
the Public Printer 1s as follows:
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Printing-cost estimate
Back to press, 800 copies

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PRINT-
ING OF THE MANUSCRIPT EN-
TITLED “THE FIRST ARMY IN
EUROPE"” AS A SENATE DOCU-
MENT

The resolution (S. Res. 177) authoriz-
ing the printing of a manuscript entitled
“The First Army in Europe” as a Sen-
ate document was considered and agreed
to, as follows:

8. REs. 177

Resolved, That the manuscript entitled
“The First Army in Europe,” written by
Colonel Elbridge Colby, be printed with one
map as a Senate document, and that one
thousand five hundred additional copies of
such document be printed for the use of the
Benate Committee on Armed Services.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-193), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Senate Resolution 177 would provide that
the manuscript entitled “The Pirst Army in
Europe,” written by Col. Elbridge Colby, be
printed with one map as a Senate document,
and that 1,500 additional coples of such doc-
ument be printed for the use of the Senate
Committee on Armed Services.

The printing-cost estimate, supplied by
the Public Printer, is as follows:

Printing-cost estimate
To print as a document (1,500

copies) - $4,115.11
1,600 additional coples, at $398.04

per thousand

Total estimated cost,

KATHLEEN T. O'LEARY

The resolution (S. Res. 202) to pay a
gratuity to Kathleen T. O'Leary was con-
sidered and agreed to, as follows:

8. Res. 202

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Kathleen T. O'Leary, widow of Jeremiah A.
O'Leary, Senior, an employee of the Senate
at the time of his death, a sum equal to four
months’ compensation at the rate he was re-
celving by law at the time of his death, said
sum to be considered inclusive of funeral
expenses and all other allowances.

DORA L. DOWNING

The resolution (S. Res. 203) to pay a
gratuity to Dora L. Downing was con-
sidered and agreed to, as follows:

S. REs. 203

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Dora L. Downing, widow of Carl Downing,
an employee of the Senate at the time of
his death, a sum equal to ten and one-half
months’ compensation at the rate he was
receiving by law at the time of his death,
said sum to be considered inclusive of funeral
expenses and all other allowances.
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GOLD AND SILVER CONTENT
MANUFACTURED ARTICLES

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S.1046) to protect consumers by
providing a civil remedy for misrepre-
sentation of the quality of articles com-
posed in whole or in part of gold or silver
and for other purposes which had been
reported from the Committee on Com-
merce, with amendments, on page 1, line
3, after the quotation mark strike out
“an” and insert “An”’; in line 5, after the
word “falsely” insert “or spuriously”;
in line 7, after the word “amended” strike
out “October 4, 1961 (75 Stat. 776; 15
U.S.C. 294 et seq.) ” and insert “ (15 US.C.
294-300)”; on page 2, at the beginning
of line 1, strike out “(a) Inserting” and
insert “(1) inserting”; in the same line
after the word “after” strike out “the sec-
tion number”; in line 2, after the word
“designation” strike out “ ‘(a)’.” and in-
sert “‘(a)’;”"; at the beginning of line
3, strike out “(b) Adding” and insert
“(2) adding’; in line 4, after the word
“subsection” strike out “‘Sec. 5(a)'"” at
the beginning of line 6, strike out “(b)
Any competitor, customer, or competitor
of a customer of any person in violation
of sections 1, 2, 3, or 4 of this Act, or any
subsequent purchaser of an article of
merchandise which has been the subject
of a violation of section 1, 2, 3, or 4 of
this Act,” and insert “(b) (1) Any com-
petitor, customer, or competitor of a cus-
tomer of any person who has mismarked
or caused to be mismarked any article of
merchandise, or any competitor, cus-
tomer, or competitor of a customer of any
person who has imported or caused to be
imported any mismarked article of mer-
chandise,”; in line 16, after the word
“restraining” insert “such person from".

After line 21, insert:

(2) For the purposes of this subsectlon,
the term ‘customer’ refers to the first pur-
chaser or any subsequent purchaser of an
article of merchandise.

After line 24, strike out “(c) Any duly
organized and existing jewelry trade as-
sociation shall be entitled to injunctive
relief restraining any person in violation
of section 1, 2, 3, or 4 of this Act” and in-
sert “(e) Any duly organized jewelry
trade association shall be entitled to in-
junctive relief restraining any person
who has mismarked or caused to be mis-
marked any article of merchandise, or
who has imported or caused to be im-
ported any mismarked article of mer-
chandise,”; in line 18, after the word
“Act.” insert “In addition, if the court
determines that such action has been
brought frivolously, for purposes of
harassment, or in implementation of
any scheme in restraint of trade, it may
award punitive damages to the defend-
ant.”

In line 25, after the word ““this” strike
out “Act.”” and insert “Act.”;"”; on page
4, at the beginning of line 1, strike out
“(e) Inserting” and insert “(3) insert-
ing’’; in the same line after the word
“after” strike out *“the sectlon number”
and insert “‘Sec. 6."” and insert
“‘(a)";”; at the beginning of line 3,
strike out “(d) Adding” and insert *“(4)
adding”; in line 4, after the word “sub-
section’ strike out “ ‘Sec. 6. (a)' " and in-
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sert “(a)”; in line 6, after the word
“‘person’”, insert “as used in this Act,”;
in line 9, after the word “association’,”
insert “as used in this Act,” at the be-
ginning of line 14, strike out the word
“businesses.” ” and insert “businesses”;
after line 14, insert:

(d) The term ‘mismarked’ as used in this
Act, means having stamped, branded, en-
graved, or printed upon any part of any
article of merchandise, or upon any tag,
card, or label attached thereto, or upon any
box, package, cover, or wrapper in which
such article is incased or inclosed, any mark
in violation of section 1, 3, 8, or 4 of this
Act.;.

At the beginning of line 21, strike out
“(e¢) Changing paragraph (A), subsec-
tion (b),” and insert “(5) amending
clause A"; in line 22 after “4" insert
“(b)*"; at the beginning of line 23, after
“(A) " strike out “Apply” and insert “ap-
ply’’; on page 5, line 3, after the word
“person;” strike out “and’” and insert
“and’.”; and in line 5, after the word
“any” strike out “person, as that term
is herein defined,” and insert “person’;
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 the
Act entitled “An Act forbidding the impor-
tation, exportation, or carriage in interstate
commerce of falsely or spuriously stamped
articles of merchandise made of gold or silver
or thelr alloys, and for other purposes”, ap-
proved June 13, 1906 (34 Stat. 260), as
gmended (15 U.S.C. 204-300), is amended

y_

(1) inserting immediately after “Sec. 5.
the subsection designation *(a)";

(2) adding at the end of the newly desig-
nated subsection (a) the following new sub-
sections:

“{b) (1) Any competitor, customer, or com-
petitor of a customer of any person who has
mismarked or caused to be mismarked any
article of merchandise, or any competitor,
customer, or competitor of a customer of any
person who has imported or caused to be
imported any mismarked article of merchan-
dise, shall be entitled to injunctive relief re-
straining such person from further viola-
tion of this Act and may sue therefor in any
district court of the United States In the
district in which the defendant resides or
has an agent, without respect to the amount
in controversy, and shall recover damages
and the cost of suit, including a reasonable
attorney's fee.

“(2) For the purposes of this subsection,
the term ‘customer’ refers to the first pur-
chaser or any subsequent purchaser of an
article of merchandise.

*{e) Any duly organized jewelry trade as-
soclation shall be entitled to injunctive re-
lief restraining any person who has mis-
marked or caused to be mismarked any arti-
cle of merchandise, or who has imported or
caused to be imported any mismarked article
of merchandise, from further violation of
this Act and may sue therefore as the real
party in interest in any district court of
the United States in the district In which
the defendant resides or has an agent, with-
out respect to the amount in controversy,
and if successful shall recover the cost of
suit, including a reasonable attorney's fee.

“{d) Any defendant against whom a eivil
action is brought under the provisions of
this Act shall be entltled to recover the cost
of defending the suit, including a reasonable
attorney’s fee, in the event such action is
terminated without a finding by the court
that such defendant is or has been in viola-
tion of this Act. In addition, if the court de-
termines that such action has been brought
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frivolously, for purposes of harassment, or
in implementation of any scheme Iin re-
straint of trade, it may award punitive dam-
ages to the defendant.

“(e) The district courts shall have exclu-
sive original jurisdiction of any civil action
arising under the provisions of this Act.”;

(3) Inserting immediately after “Sec. 6.”
the subsection designation “(a)";

(4) Adding at the end of the newly desig-
nated subsection (a) the following new sub-
sections:

“(b) The term ‘person’, as used in this
Act, means an individual, partnership,
corporation, or any other form of business
enterprise, capable of being in viclation of
this Act.

“{c) The term ’‘jewelry trade assoclation’,
as used in this Act, means an organization,
consisting primarly of persons actively en-
gaged in the jewelry or a related business,
the purposes and activities of which are
primarily directed to the improvement of
business conditions in the jewelry or related
businesses.

“(d) The term ‘mismarked’ as used In
this Act, means having stamped, branded
engraved, or printed upon any part of any
article of merchandise, or upon any tag, card,
or label attached thereto, or upon any box,
package, cover, or wrapper in which such
article is incased or Inclosed, any mark in
violation of section 1, 2, 3, or 4 of this Act.”;

(6) Amending clause A of section 4(b) to
read as follows:

“(A) Apply or cause to be applied to
that article a trademark of such person,
which has been duly registered or applied
for registration under the laws of the United
States within thirty days after an article
bearing the trademark 1s placed in com-
merce or imported into the United States,
or the name of such person; and"”.

Sec. 2. If any provision of this Act or
any amendment made thereby, or the appli-
cation thereof to any person is held invalid,
the remainder of the Act or amendment and
the application of the remaining provisions
of the Act or amendment to any person
shall not be affected thereby.

Sec. 3. The provisions of this Act and
amendments made thereby shall be held to
be in addition to, and not in substitution
for or limitation of, the provisions of any
other Act of the United States.

Sec, 4. This Act shall take effect three
months after enactment.

The amendments were agreed to.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-194), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

8. 1046, as amended, would amend the Na-
tional Gold and Silver Stamping Act of 1806
to provide a clvil remedy for misrepresenta-
tion of the quality of articles made from
gold and silver. It would enable consumers
who have purchased falsely marked gold
or sllver, and any competitor, customer, or
competitor of a customer of anyone vio-
lating the marketing act, as well as jewelry
trade associations, to seek civil rellef, A suc-
cessful plaintiff would be able to obtain
an Injunction and could recover his court
costs and a reasonable attorney’s fee. In
addition, persons and firms, other than trade
assoclations, could recover for any actual
monetary damage which they may have suf-
fered as a result of the false marking. Con-
versely, an unsuccessful plaintiff would be
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liable to the defendant for the defendant’s
costs and attorney's fee, and if the action
was brought “frivolously, for purposes of
harassment, or in implementation of any
scheme in restraint of trade,” the defendant
could also recover punitive damages. Finally
the bill would make a technical change to
correct a drafting error in the 1961 amend-
ment to this statute.
NEED

The National Gold and Silver Stamping
Act of 1906, requires that any article of
merchandise made in whole or in part of
gold or silver, which is shipped In interstate
commerce, must be properly marked as to Its
actual fineness. That act contains criminal
sanctions for any violations of its provisions,
However, despite indications of constant and
substantial violations of the act, the Depart-
ment of Justice has never brought a suit to
enforce this statute.

At hearings before the Commerce Commit-
tee representatives of the Jewelers Vigilance
Committee testified that In 1967 they pur-
chased 15 quality marked items in nine dif-
ferent stores and tested them for the accu-
racy of their markings. Ten of these 15 items
were found to be falsely marked as to gold
or silver content. In a similar recent test,
26 items selling for less than $5 each were
purchased. All of these items were in viola-
tion of the National Gold and Silver Stamp-
ing Act. Only four of the items were correctly
stamped as to quality, but these items failed
to carry the identifying trademark required
under the law.

In purchasing items made from gold or sil-
ver, the consumer must rely entirely upon the
honesty of both the manufacturer who makes
the item and the retailer who sells it to prop-
erly disclose its quality. Yet consumers who
shop for jewelry are apparently frequently re-
ceiving much less than they think they are
buying. In order to help these consumers
receive full value for their purchasing dol-
lars, and in order to protect the many ethical
members of the jewelry industry from the
unfair competition of those who are mis-
marking the quality of their merchandise, it
is essential that a method be devised to in-
sure adequate enforcement of the Gold and
Silver Stamping Act. This bill, by authorizing
civil injunctive relief, should create an en-
forcement mechanism which will deter the
unscrupulous from mismarking their goods.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (S. 1611) to amend Public Law
80-905 to provide for a National Center
on Educational Media and Materials for
the Handicapped and for other purposes
was announced as next in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over, Mr, President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be passed over.

ON

THE NATIONAL COMMISSION
LIBRARIES AND INFORMATION
SCIENCE ACT

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 1519) to establish a National
Commission on Libraries and Informa-
tion Science and for other purposes
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, with
an amendment to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That this Act may be cited as the “Na-
tional Commission on Libraries and Infor-
mation Sclence Act”.

POLICY

Sec. 2. The Congress hereby affirms that
library and Information services adequate to
meet the needs of the people of the United
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States are essential to achieve national goals
and to utilize most effectively the Nation's
educational resources and that the Federal
Government will cooperate with State and
local governments and public and private
agencies in assuring optimum provision of
such services.
ESTABLISHMENT

Sec. 3 (a) There is hereby established, in
the Office of the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, a
National Commission on Libraries and In-
formation Science (herelnafter referred to
as the “Commission").

(b) The Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare shall provide the Commis-
sion with necessary administrative services.

CONTRIBUTIONS

Sec. 4. The Commission shall have au-
thority to accept in the name of the United
States grants, gifts, or bequests of money
for immediate disbursement in furtherance
of the functions of the Commission. Such
grants, gifts, or bequests, after acceptance
by the Commission, shall be paid by the
donor or his representative to the Treasurer
of the United States, whose receipts shall be
their acquittance. The Treasurer of the
United States shall enter them In a special
account to the credit of the National Com-
mission on Libraries and Information Sci-
ence for the purposes in each case specified.

FUNCTIONS

Sec. 5. (a) The Commission shall have the
primary responsibility for developing or rec-
ommending overall plans for, and advising
the appropriate governments and agencies
on, the policy set forth in section 2. In car-
rying out that responsibility, the Commis-
sion shall—

(1) advise the President and the Congress
on the implementation of national policy
by such statements, presentations, and re-
ports as it deems appropriate;

(2) conduct studles, surveys, and analy-
ses of the library and Informational needs
of the Natlon, including the special library
and informational needs of rural areas and
of economically, socially, or culturally de-
prived persons, and the means by which
these needs may be met through information
centers, through the libraries of elementary
and secondary schools, and institutions of
higher education, and through public, re-
search, special and other types of libraries;

(3) appraise the adequacy of library and
information resources and services and eval-
uate the effectiveness of llbrary and in-
formation science programs;

(4) develop or recommend overall plans
for meeting national library and informa-
tional needs and for the coordination of ac-
tivities at the Federal, State, and local levels
taking into consideration all of the library
and information resources of the Nation to
meet those needs;

(6) advise Federal, State, local, and pri-
vate agencles regarding library and infor-
mation sciences;

(6) promote research and development ac-
tivities which will extend and improve the
Nation’s library and information-handling
capability as essential links in the national
communications networks; and

(7) submit through the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to the Presi-
dent and the Congress (not later than Jan-
uary 31 of each year) a report on its activities
during the preceding fiscal year.

(b) The Commission is authorized (1) to
contract with Federal agencies and other
public and private agencies to carry out any
of its functions under subsection (a) and
(2) to publish and disseminate such reports,
findings, studies, and records as it deems

appropriate.
(¢) The Commission is further authorized

to conduct such hearings at such times and
places as it deems appropriate for carrying
out the purposes of this Act.
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(d) The heads of all Federal agencles are,
to the extent not prohibited by law, directed
to cooperate with the Commission in carry-
ing out the purposes of this Act.

MEMBERSHIP

Sec. 6. (a) The Commission shall be com=~
posed of the Librarian of Congress and four-
teen members appointed by the President, by
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate. Not less than five members of the Com-~
mission shall be professional librarlans or
information speclialists, and the remainder
shall be persons having speclal competence
or interest in the needs of our society for
library and information services, at least one
of whom shall be knowledgeable with respect
to the technologlcal aspects of llbrary and
information services and sclences. One of the
members of the Commission shall be desig-
nated by the President as Chalrman of the
Commission. The terms of office of members
of the Commission shall be five years, except
that (1) the terms of office of the members
first appointed shall commence on the date
of enactment of this Act and shall expire
three at the end of one year, three at the
end of two years, three at the end of three
years, three at the end of four years, and
three at the end of five years, as designated
by the President at the time of appointment,
and (2) a member appointed to fill a va-
cancy occurring prior to the expiration of
the term for which his predecessor was ap-
pointed shall be appointed only for the re-
mainder of such term.

(b) Members of the Commission who are
not in the regular full-time employ of the
United States shall, while attending meet-
ings or conferences of the Commission or
otherwise engaged In the business of the
Commission, be entitled to receive compen-
sation at a rate fixed by the Secretary, but
not exceeding the rate specified at the time
of such service for grade GS-18 In sectlon
5332 of title 5, United States Code, including
traveltime, and while so serving on the busi-
ness of the Commission away from their
homes or regular places of business, they
may be allowed travel expenses, Including
per diem in lieu of subsistence, and au-
thorized by section 5703 of title 5, United
States Code, for persons employed Intermit-
tently in the Government service.

(c) (1) The Commission Is authorized to
appoint, without regard to the provisions of
title 5, United States Code, covering appoint-
ments in the competitive service, such pro-
fessional and technical personnel as may be
necessary to enable it to carry out its func-
tion under this Act.

(2) The Commission may procure, without
regard to the civil service or classification
laws, temporary and intermittant services
of such personnel as are necessary to the ex-
tent authorized by section 3109 of title 5,
United States Code, but at rates not to ex-
ceed the rate specified at the time of such
service for grade GS-18 In section 5332 of
title 5, United States Code, Including travel-
time, and while so serving on the business of
the Commission away from their homes or
regular places of business they may be al-
lowed travel expenses, including per diem in
lieu of subsistence, as authorized by section
5703 of title 5, United States Code, for per-
sons employed intermittently in the Govern-
ment service.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 7. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated $500,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 80, 1970, $750,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, and for each succeed-
ing fiscal year for the purposes of carrying
out the provislions of this Act.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that a statement
prepared by the Senator from Texas (Mr.
YarBorOUGH), be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the state-
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ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR YARBOROUGH

Mr. President, I support S. 1519. This bill
would authorize the appointment of a 15-
member National Comimission on Libraries
and Information Sclence which would have
responsibility for recommending improved
services and improved coordination of serv-
ices and resources.

In plain terms, what do we intend this
Commission to accomplish? Why do we need
1t?

We know there has been a so-called knowl-
edge explosion. We know there is more to
know now than ever before, and the amount
of this knowledge, in every conceivable field,
is indeed increasing explosively.

We know our educational system is ex-
panding at every level, now that higher levels
of skill and knowledge are required for vir-
tually every job in the economy. There is not
only more than is known, but there is also
more that must be learned.

In the middle of this knowledge explosion
and transformation of education and train-
ing are the libraries and information sys-
tems. More and more, they take advantage of
technology. The wisdom of the ages is now
as likely to be on a tiny bit of film, access to
which is through a computer, as it is to be
in a musty volume on & back shelf.

The cost of acquiring the materials of
scholarship and research and education is
also increasing steadily. But our resources
are not unlimited. Our schools, our colleges
and universities, our Federal agencles, our
research centers, our business enterprises—
all must operate within budgets and all must
make do with less than they would consider
ideal.

It is therefore necessary to find ways of
cutting costs without impairing service. As
one avenue to greater efficlency, libraries
voluntarily agree to specialize in various
fields instead of competing with one another.
We anticipate that the National Commis-
sion on Libraries and Information Science
will study this and other expedients, evalu-
ate them, and recommend wider use of those
that offer greater effectiveness at lower cost.

There 1s the question of unmet needs and
the priority in which they should be met.
Our libraries and information services span
the entire range of human experience and
activity. In the light of the needs of the
Nation as a whole, the improvement of some
of these activities are undoubtedly more
important than are others. Those of us in
positions of responsibility in the Federal
Government and elsewhere, want to know
what an authoritative, independent group
such as the Commission considers to be the
more important needs that should be ad-
dressed without delay.

Next, there is the vital question of tech-
nology. New machinery, new methods are
coming on the market and into use in the
libraries and information services. Are they
compatible? Can the computer of one library,
in effect, talk to the computer of another?
Without attempting to impose unwanted
standardization on industry, I believe the
National Commission can nevertheless do a
great deal by pointing out the necessity for
harmonization and compatibility among
these devices and systems, and by encourag-
ing the designers and the purchasers and
users of the new equipment and services to
insist upon compatibility.

There are many other topics that will per-
haps be of urgent concern to the National
Commission on Libraries and Information
Sclence. One is the question of manpower.
Are the needs for specialized personnel be-
ing met? If now, how can the capaclity of the
training institutions be expanded? How many
trained people will be needed to staff our
libraries and information systems? Where
will they be obtained?
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There Is also the question of the Federal
Government itself as a publisher and as
proprietor of some of the world’s greatest
libraries, and as a substantial contributor
to the support of libraries, especially in the
schools and colleges of the Nation. I venture
to assert that no one can now state with
precision the amount that the Federal Gov-
ernment is spending in its various library
and information activities. If the cost can
not be counted, I doubt that the vital con-
tribution of the Federal Government to the
support of libraries is a coordinated, bal-
anced program. Surely, the Natlonal Com-
mission on Librarles and Information Sclence
can make a start at developing a rational
Federal program. The Federal Library Com-
mittee, an Iinter-agency wunit under the
auspices of the Bureau of the Budget and
the Library of Congress, has endorsed the
establishment of a National Commission on
Libraries and Information Science.

For these reasons, Mr. President, I urge
enactment of S. 1618, and I hope that the
National Commission on Libraries and In-
formation Science can get an early start on
its important work. With this measure, we
are not only conserving our vital resources
in the fields of librarianship and informa-
tlon science and enhancing their produc-
tivity and efficlency.

Mr, President, the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare significantly amended
8. 1518, the Natlonal Commission on Li-
braries and Information Science Act, before
reporting it, and so that the legislative his-
tory may be completely clear, I ghall briefiy
explain the changes made in the bill as it
was introduced.

The National Commission on Libraries and
Information Science that would be authorized
by the bill is to be established in the Office
of the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, and that Department is authorized
and directed to provide the Commission with
necessary administrative services.

As the bill makes clear, the Commission is
to have the primary responsibility for de-
veloping or recommending overall plans that
will assure library and information services
adequate to meet the needs of the people
of the United States, and to utilize most
effectively the Nation’s educational resources.
To this end, the policy declared in the bill is
that the Federal Government will cooperate
with State and local governments and public
and private agencles to assure optimum pro-
vision of library and information service.

It is clear, Mr. President, that we Intend
the Commission to have a mandate and a
fleld of influence that is far broader than
the Federal Government alone, and broader
than that of public library and information
services alone. The Commission is to be
charged with responsibility for developing
and fostering national planning and policies
which will gain voluntary adherence and
execution by public and private libraries
and information services alike.

The fact that S. 1519 locates the National
Commission in the Office of the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare should be
construed as a matter of administrative con-
venience only. The Commission is not in-
tended to concern itself solely or even pri-
marily with the many programs and activi-
ties of interest to libraries that are conducted
in the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, nor is the Secretary intended to
have any more Influence in the delliberations
and recommendations of the Commission
than any other Cabinet officer or other official
of the Federal Government.

The bill provides that the Commission 1s
to submit its annual report to the President
and the Congress through the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, but the
Committee’'s intention ls that this and the
other reports, surveys and studles of the
Commission are to be wholly independent.
We seek through this legislation the most
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comprehensive, and cogent advice with re-
spect to libraries and information sclence
that we can secure. For this reason, we wish
to assure that the National Commission on
Libraries and Information Sclence will be
independent and impartial as it appraises
the adequacy of present services, evaluates
their effectiveness, and recommends steps
that can be taken to overcome deficlencies,
coordinate activities, and meet needs to im-
prove the Nation's library and information-
handling capability.

As a further assurance that the Commis-
slon will avall itself of the best and most
comprehensive data available, the bill pro-
vides that the Commission may hold hear-
ings in various parts of the Nation from
time to time, and all heads of Federal agen-
cles are directed to cooperate with it.

The independence and high calibre of the
National Commission on Libraries and In-
formation Science is safeguarded, also, by
the provisions of the bill requiring that its
membership be composed of the Librarian of
Congress and 14 other persons, and that at
least 6 of the Commission's members shall
be professional librarians. Although the
other members of the Commission are to be
persons having special competence or inter-
est in the needs of our society for library
and information services, at least one of
these persons is to be knowledgeable with
respect to the technological aspects of li-
brary and information services. We seek here
a balanced approach, in which the views of
the most competent and knowledgeable are
heard, but the needs of the public are also
kept in perspective at all times.

The National Commission on Libraries and
Information Science would also be author-
ized, under the bill, to accept grants, gifts
or bequests of money for the support or con-
duct of its activities, which include the pos-
slbility of research and development work.
With the many contracts and relationships
that the Commission will undoubtedly de-
velop with many libraries and information
systems and organizations and institutions
of many kinds, public and private, it is ex-
pected that there will be some opportunities
for appropriate actlvities on the part of the
Commission that cannot be carried out with
the Government funds available to it. For
this reason, the Committee has amended the
bill to give the Commission explicit author-
ity to accept private funds if these should be
offered and if, in the wisdom of the Com-
mission’s distinguished members, they
should be accepted by the Government.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, as a spon-
sor of S. 1519, together with my distin-
guished colleague from Texas, I should
like to urge support by my fellow Sena-
tors on both sides of the aisle of this bill
which is a milestone in the field of li-
brary and information science, and
which will affect every citizen of the
United States. This bill declares as na-
tional policy that the American people
should be provided with library and in-
formational services adequate to their
needs, and that the Federal Government,
in collaboration with State and local
governments and private agencies,
should exercise leadership in assuring
the provision of such services.

The information explosion is produc-
ing tons of materials on the world's
presses—about 1,000 new books daily.
The citizen is overwhelmed, and librar-
ies are so burdened with the problems
of selecting and storing information
that they are hard pressed to meet the
demands, even with the aid of computers.
The goal of library adequacy will be
achieved only as a consequence of im-
mediate broad planning and coordina-




May 23, 1969

tion which would be provided by the Na-
tional Commission on Libraries and In-
formation Science.

The bill would establish such a perma-
nent National Commission on Libraries
and Information Services which would
have the primary responsibility for de-
veloping overall plans to meet the needs
of the American people for library and
information services and for advising
public and private agencies of the rec-
ommended policies it has developed.

The National Commission would carry
out these responsibilities by analyzing
the information needs of the Nation, in-
cluding the special needs for library and
informational services of rural areas and
of the economically, socially, and cul-
turally disadvantaged; by determining
how these needs may best be met; by
evaluating current resources and pro-
grams; by promoting necessary research
and development activities; by develop-
ing overall plans for meeting needs for
library and information services, which
would include coordination of activities
at the Federal, State, and local levels;
and by advising Congress and the Presi-
dent of the extent to which national
policies are being effected.

As stated in the report of the tem-
porary National Advisory Commission on
Libraries:

It is now clear that library services are
needed, to greater or less extent, directly or
indirectly, by the entire citizenry of the
country. Such services are increasingly essen-
tial for education, scholarship, and private
inquiry; for research, development, com-
merce, industry, national defense, and the
arts; for individual and community en-
richment; for knowledge alike of the natural
world and of man—in short, for the con=-
tinuity of civilization on the one hand and
increasingly for the preservation of man's
place in nature on the other.

In a message to the Senate committee
on May 5, Dan Lacy of New York, a dis-
tinguished member of the temporary Na-
tional Advisory Commission on Libraries,
told us:

Library activities support in one way or
another almost every national objective and
they are scattered through numerous agen-
cies of the government. What is needed above
all is some continuing, competent, distin-
guished, neutral body, in itself, not respon-
sible for any library operations or grant pro-
grams, that can bring Into focus our diverse
library needs and our varied programs to
meet them. This is as essential for economy
and efficiency in the identification of dupli-
cating or ineffective programs as Is the great
task of identifying our critical needs and
devising the means to meet them.

These library needs cover the range of our
national responsibilities from the preschool
training of children in Head Start and simi-
lar programs, the attack on functional il-
literacy, the provision of new educational
and social services in urban ghettos and
other poverty areas and the improvement of
education throughout our school and uni-
versity systems to the maintenance and sup-
port of advanced research programs in medi-
cine, scientific technology, international rela-
tions, social studies, and the humanities,
and the nurture of an independently in-
formed citizenry.

The crushing library appropriation cuts
just proposed by the Administration coming,
as they do, in the midst of a nationwide
crisis in the state and local support of edu-
cational and library services, threaten sum-
marily to choke off the promising new de-
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velopments in library services so desperately
needed. Yet they probably reflect no inten-
tion on the part of the Administration to
bring about so drastic an effect. Rather, we
have stumbled into this position because we
have no agency that can survey the entire
national picture of library needs and activi-
ties, assess the result of particular actions,
and make informed recommendations for
priorities and programs. There could be no
more urgent and emphatic demonstration
of the need for S. 1519.

Mr. President, I concur with the
opinions of these outstanding citizens
whose views I have cited. I urge enact-
ment of S. 1519, and I especially urge its
early implementation by the adminis-
tration. I would hope that the President
would appoint the National Commission
on Libraries and Information Science at
his earliest convenience so that it may
begin its very important duties as soon
as possible.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, in the
last Congress we made immense strides
in meeting the challenges of the “infor-
mation explosion.” We considered and
approved amendments extending title IT
of the Higher Education Act, which con-
tinues for 3 years Federal assistance to
bolster college library resources, training
and research in librarianship, and co-
operative cataloging by the Library of
Congress. In addition, we considered and
approved various programs such as the
Public Broadcasting Act, Inter-Library
Cooperation and the new Networks of
Knowledge.

Toward the end of the last session of
the 90th Congress this momentum for
progress was further highlighted by the
comprehensive report of the National
Advisory Commission on Libraries, which
was established in September 1966.

The Commission made a number of
notable recommendations. Foremost
among these recommendations was the
establishment of a National Commission
on Libraries and Information Sciences.
The bill now before us for consideration
follows this recommendation by estab-
lishing such a commission within the
office of the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare.

The challenges to this National Com-
mission on Libraries and Information
Sciences will be vast but the bill clearly
specifies a Commission membership
that will be equal to these challenges.

As the bill delineates a membership
with the required expertise, it also
enunciates a congressional mandate
that the Commission’s studies, surveys
and analyses of the library and infor-
mational needs of the Nation include
“the special library and informational
needs of rural areas and of economically,
socially, or culturally deprived persons.”

This language was added to the bill as
a result of two amendments, one mine
and one offered by the minority members
of the Education Subcommittee upon
the recommendation of the administra-
tion.

My amendment fo ineclude the lan-
guage “rural areas” in this mandative
section rounds out the administration
recommendation adopted by the com-
mittee that the Commission concern
itself with the library and informational
needs of the “economiecally, socially or
culturally deprived persons.”
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The “information explosion” is heard
only as a distant echo by many of our
citizens whose place of residence or eco-
nomic circumstances place them out of
the mainstream of libraries and infor-
mational services.

The language of these two amend-
ments clearly encourages the Commis-
sion to undertake a comprehensive ad-
visory and coordinating role to insure
that the aspirations of all Americans
for knowledge will be met.

The need for this legislation has been
clearly enunciated in the report of the
National Advisory Commission on Li-
braries and the unanimous favorable
action of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare. As a cosponsor of this
measure, I urge my distinguished col-
leagues to favorably consider this
measure.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, one of
the issues of paramount importance in
our time is that of providing a decent
life and full opportunity for all our peo-
ple. I believe that we wholeheartedly
agree that education is the stepping
stone to that fundamental goal.

In that connection and as a cosponsor
of S. 1519, I am particularly urging
unanimous approval of this bill to es-
tablish a permanent National Commis-
sion on Libraries and Information Sci-
ence. If one examines the policy we have
set forth in this measure, I think it is
immediately evident that the basic ob-
jective of the Commission—its overall
reason for being—is ultimately to help
every man, woman, and child to achieve
his full potential by helping the Nation’s
libraries to provide the necessary infor-
mational, cultural, and recreational
resources.

In section 2 of S. 1519, we affirm:

Library and information services adequate
to meet the needs of the people of the
United States are essential to achieve na-
tional goals and to utilize most effectively
the Nation's educational resources and that
the Federal Government will cooperate with
State and local governments and public and
private agencies in assuring optimum pro-
vision of such services.

Many people do not understand the
various kinds of libraries there are, even
though they may be library users. They
may not realize the extent to which they
benefit directly and indirectly, from
these sources of information. All of so-
ciety can benefit from the improvement
of library and information sources which
are currently fragmented and inade-
quate. The users are multiple and di-
verse; scholars, scientists, business, pro-
fessional, students at all levels as well as
the public at large.

The report of the temporary National
Advisory Commission on Libraries, which
recommended establishment of the per-
manent Commission we are considering
today, states:

We should look at the value to our people
and our culture that accrues from the activ-
ities of the user whose functions are to be

enhanced by the Improved availabllity of li-
brary and Information services. A library can
be understood only as it enhances a socially
valuable function, one of which—and one
that all libraries can enhance—is the per-
sonal intellectual and ethical development of
every individual in our soclety. The varlety
of the other socially valuable functions de-
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termines the need for variety In kinds of
libraries.

The goal of library adequacy will be
achieved only as a consequence of long-
range planning and fostering of the evo-
Iutionary process of library development,
but we cannot wait—we have to start
where we are and solve the short range,
immediate problems at the same time
that we are working on the long range.
The need for planning, in its broadest
sense, is a primary need identified by the
Advisory Commission which proposed
this function for an ongoing permanent
Commission.

Effective multidisciplinary research
and activity can be hampered by the
growth of too many incompatible infor-
mational services, and the development
of anything approaching a national li-
brary network can encounter great diffi-
culties without uniformity of standards.
The need for coordination of multiple ef-
forts through a system of interlocking
bodies—a built-in flexibility and adapta-
bility to continual change—was an ob-
vious conclusion of the Advisory Com-
mission. The ongoing National Com-
mission on ILibraries and Information
Science was conceived not as an au-
thoritarian body, but rather as an
advisory agency for broad planning—a
communications switching point, an es-
sential structure in the coordination of
diversity. The broad outlook is evolu-
tionary rather than revolutionary—the
goal is to foster evolving responsiveness
to user needs.

We cannot afford the waste of our
basic resources—men, money, and mate-
rials. We must plan constructively and
wisely. When these potentials are brought
to fruition, our Nation will reap the
benefits and in years ahead this fuller
utilization of our resources will benefit
all of mankind.

The United States can demonstrate to the
world that we support our convictions re-
garding Intellectual freedom by providing
free access to all types of information and
all shades of opinion for all citizens. Our 1i-
braries can strive to become a vital positive
force in the social and intellectual recon-
struction of a broadening and changing so-
ciety. (From the Report of the NACL.)

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-196), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

BACKGROUND

On September 2, 1966, the President estab-
lished, by Executive Order 11301, a National
Advisory Commission on Libraries, which
was directed—

(1) to make a comprehensive study and
appraisal of the role of libraries as resources
for scholarly pursuits, and centers for the
dissemination of knowledge, and as com-
ponents of the evolving national information
systems;

(2) to appraise the policles, programs, and
practices of public agencies and private in-
stitutions and organizations, together with
other factors, which have a bearing on the
role and effective utilization of librarles;

(3) to appraise library funding, including
Federal support of libraries to determine how
funds available for the construction and sup~
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port of libraries and library services can be
more effectively and efficiently utilized; and

(4) to develop recommendations for action
by Government or private institutions and
organizations designed to ensure an effective
and efficient system for the Nation.

The recommendations of the Commission
were submitted as a report to the President
on October 15, 1968. The report recommended
the establishment of a National Commission
on Libraries and Information Science. The
following are excerpts from the report:

- . L4 - Ld

“According to figures supplied to the Com-
mission by the U.S. Office of Education in
June 1968, it would require a lump sum ex-
penditure in 1968 of $1.6 billlon to stock
school libraries optimally. Just to make up
the backlog of space required to construct
centralized public school libraries where they
did not exist in 1961 would require $2.145
billion. Space requirements for replacement
and new growth for public libraries have
been estimated at $1.132 billion for the
period 1962-75. As for the academic libraries,
avallable figures compare present trend with
optimum trend over the total period 1962-75:
$1.945 billlon compared with $0.891 billion
for books and materials, $120 million com-
pared with $360 million for new construc-
tion.

“Obviously such large amounts are beyond
immediate achievement, but the estimates
afford some general measure of the magni-
tude of the financial problem that lies ahead
in the development of library resources. '

“It already seems perfectly clear, however,
that the need for additional financial sup-
port for our librarles is great at present and
will grow rapidly in the future.

L] * L] - L]

‘¢ = ¢« The present Commisison has not
attempted to make its own specific estimate
of the dollar needs of llbraries—in part be-
cause the members have not found it pos-
sible to evaluate existing standards and do
not believe an adequate factual basis for a
reliable estimate exists; and in part because
any estimate would quickly be made obso-
lete by changing needs and costs—but pri-
marily because the principal need is to cre-
ate machinery for continuing examination
of changing library needs for devising means
of meeting them, and for determining pri-
orities and costs. This would be the task of
the permanent National Commission on Li-
braries and Information Sclence proposed in
this report.

- - L L L

“s % & Pinally, it should be stated here
that the tasks of analyzing the needs, plan-
ning, setting standards, allocating resources,
measuring performance, and coordinating
efforts will be difficult and complex in the
years ahead. Effective progress will require
the sustained effort of the present Commis-
sion’s recommended ongoing National Com-
mission on Libraries and Information Science
working with Federal agencies, the national
libraries, and many other institutions,
groups, and individuals.”

5. 1519 implements the major provisions of
this recommendation.

SUMMARY

8. 1519, if enacted as amended by the com-
mittee, would—

(1) affirm it to be the policy of the United
States that library and information services
adequate to meet the needs of the people of
the United States are essential to achieve
national goals and to utilize moet effectively
the Nation's educationa]l resources and that
the Federal Government will cooperate with
State and local governments and public and
private agencles in assuring optimum pro-
vision of such services; and

(2) establish a National Commission on
Libraries and Information Sclence as an in-
dependent component of the Office of the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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ROLE OF THE COMMISSION

The Commission would have the primary
responsibility for developing and recom-
mending overall plans for carrying out the
national policy with respect to libraries and
information science and for advising appro-
priate governmental agencies at all levels
with respect to the means of carrying out
those plans. The Commission shall—

(1) advise the President and the Congress
on the implementation of the national pol-
ley;

(2) conduct studies, surveys, analyses of
the library and informational needs of the
Nation and the means by which those needs
may be met;

(3) appraise the adequacy of library and
information resources and services and eval-
uate the effectiveness of library and infor-
mation science programs;

{4) develop and recommend overall plans
for meeting natlonal library and informa-
tional needs and for coordinating the activi-
ties of the Federal, State, and local levels;

(6) advise Federal, State, local, and pri-
vate agencies with respect to library and in-
formation sciences, services and programs;

(6) promote research and development
activities; and

(7) submit to the President and the Con-
gress a report on its activities.

The Commission would be authorized to
contract to carry out its functions, publish
and disseminate reports, and conduct hear-
ings.
The Commission will not take over any of
the programs now being administered by the
Library of Congress, the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the National Science
Foundation, or any other Federal agency.
The Commission is solely a planning and
coordinating body. The planning which the
Commission is to carry out is overall plan-
ning Involving the establishment of goals
and the recommendation to Federal and
non-Federal public library and information
sclence centers the means by which those
goals may be obtalned.

The Commission will not seek to replace
the detalled planning now being undertaken
by the various operating agencies. The Com-
mission is given authority to promote re-
search. The committee Intends that the
Commission within the limits of its author-
ity and its small budget be able to conduct
surveys and research on questions which
merlt such activities. The committee notes
that the Commission does not have grant
authority; therefore, all its research activi-
ties would be conducted elther by contract-
ing under section 5(b) (1) or by in-house
research and survey activities under section
6(c). The research conducted by the Com-
mission ought not to duplicate the research
now being carrled out by the operating agen-
cles. However, the committee expects all
agencies conducting research In the library
and information sclence areas to cooperate
with the Commission by providing it with
the Information the Commission needs to
carry out its mission.

Although the Commission has been placed
within the Office of the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, the committee
wishes to stress the fact that the Commis-
sion has independent status and that the
Secretary does not have authority to direct
the activities of the Commission or to edit
any of the reports or materials published
by the Commission. The committee under-
stands that the National Advisory Commis-
slon set up under the Executive order was
delayed by the fact that each agency had to
clear those aspects of its report which dealt
with that agency. The committee wishes to
make clear that the Natlonal Commission
established in this bill 1s not responsible to
any department or agency with respect to
the content of its reports. Of course, any de-
partment may comment on the activities of
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the Commission but no department has the
authority to change or withhold reports the
Commission wishes to make to the President
and to the Congress,

The amendment was agreed to.

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

DESIGNATION OF CERTAIN LANDS
IN THE PELICAN ISLAND NA-
TIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE AS
WILDERNESS

The bill (S. 126) to designate certain
lands in the Pelican Island National
Wildlife Refuge, Indian River County,
Fla., as wilderness was considered, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

5. 126

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in ac-
cordance with sectlon 3(c) of the Wildex-
ness Act of September 3, 1964 (78 Stat. 890,
892; 16 U.8.C. 1182 (c)), certain lands in the
Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge,
Florida, which comprise about four hundred
and three acres and which are depicted on a
map entitled “Pelican Island Wilderness—
Proposed” and dated July 1967 are hereby
designated as wilderness. The map shall be
on file and available for public inspection in
the offices of the Bureau of Sport Fisherles
and Wildlife, Department of the Interior,

Sec. 2. The area designated by this Act as
wilderness shall be known as the “Pelican
Island Wilderness” and shall be administered
by the Secretary of the Interior in accord-
ance with the applicable provisions of the
Wilderness Act.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-197), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

This bill, 8. 126, 1s identical to S. 3343 of
the 90th Congress which was favorably re-
ported by the committee and unanimously
passed by the Senate, but which did not re-
ceive House consideration, S. 126 would des-
ignate a wilderness area of about 403 acres
of the Pelican Island, National Wildlife Ref-
uge in Florida as part of the National Wil-
derness Preservation System.

BACKGROUND

President Theodore Roosevelt, by an Exec-
utive order of March 13, 1903, established the
Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge—
the first refuge of a system that has since
grown to be the most far-reaching and com-
prehensive wildlife resource management
program in the history of mankind. It is lo-
cated in Indian River County, Fla., between
the towns of Sebastian and Wabasso, some
75 miles north of West Palm Beach. The ref-
uge area islands extend for several miles
along the east side of the Indian River north
of the Wabasso Bridge.

Visitor use of the islands proper must be
held to a minimum throughout the year
to avoid conflict with colonial bird nesting,
which is the primary refuge objective. Op-
portunities for public enjoyment of the wild-
life resources and water oriented recreation
will be provided in the surrounding waters.

A public hearing proposal was conducted
by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild-
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life In Vero Beach, Fla., on April 5, 1967. Tes-
timony was unanimously in favor of the
wilderness proposal. The primary reason
given for supporting the wilderness proposal
included protection of colonial birds and
their nesting and feeding habitat; protec-
tion of estuarine and fisheries resources;
long-range preservation of natural areas for
scenic, esthetic, and ecological values; pres-
ervation vital to long-range soclal and eco-
nomic interests of citizens of Indian River
County; and preservation of Pelican Island
Refuge because of its historical value as the
Nation's first national wildlife refuge.

DESCRIPTION

The wilderness area proposal includes all
islands within Pelican Island Natlonal Wild-
life Refuge within T. 31 8., R. 39 E., Talla-
hassee meridian. The islands are Roseate,
Pellcan, Roosevelt, Horseshoe, North Horse-
shoe, Long, David, Plug, North, and South
Oyster, Preachers, Middle, Nelson, Pauls, and
the four small islands designated as Egret
Island.

A portion of the refuge is on the mainland,
but this part was cut up by a mosquito con-
trol project before being added to the refuge.
It contains numerous roads and is, there-
fore, not included in the proposal.

RECOMMENDATION

The Senate Interior and Insular Affalrs
Committee reports favorably on S. 126 and
recommends early enactment.

cOosT

No additional budgetary expenditu.’es are
involved in enactment of S, 126.

DESIGNATION OF CERTAIN LANDS
IN THE MONOMOY NATIONAL
WILDLIFE REFUGE AS WILDER-
NESS

The bill (S. 1652) to designate certain
lands in the Monomoy National Wildlife
Refuge, Mass., as wilderness was con-
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

S. 1652

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, In ac-
cordance with section 3(c) of the Wilderness
Act of September 3, 1964 (78 Stat. 890, 892;
16 U.S.C. 1132(c)), certaln lands in the
Monomoy National Wildlife Refuge, Massa-
chusetts, which comprise about two thou-
sand six hundred acres and which are de-
picted on a map entitled “Monomoy Wilder-
ness—Proposed” and dated August 1967, are
hereby designated as wilderness. The map
shall be on file and avallable for public in-
specticn in the office of the Bureau of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife, Department of the
Interior.

Sec. 2. The area designated by this Act as
wilderness shall be known as the “Monomoy
Wilderness” and shall be administered by the
BSecretary of the Interior in accordance with
the applicable provisions of the Wilderness
Act.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
Recorp an excerpt from the report (No.
19:;1_193)’ explaining the purposes of the

1=

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

This bill, S. 1652, is the same as S. 3425 of
the 90th Congress which the committee
favorably reported and the Senate passed
without opposition. The bill did not receive
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House consideration. S. 1652 would designate
the 2,600-acre Monomoy Island, located in
the Monomoy National Wildlife Refuge in
Barnstable County, Mass.,, as part of the
National Wilderness Preservation System.

BACKGROUND

Monomoy 1s a roadless island extending
about 9 miles south from the elbow of Cape
Cod, in the town of Chatham, Barnstable
County, Mass. It was established on June 1,
1944, as part of the Monomoy National Wild-
life Refuge, all but some 4 acres of the island
having been acquired by the Secretary of
the Interior under authority of the Migratory
Bird Conservation Act (45 Stat. 1222), as
amended (16 U.S.C. T15 et seq.). Boston,
Mass.,, and Providence, R.I., are about 100
miles from Monomoy Island.

DESCRIPTION

The Monomoy Wilderness proposal Is a
barrier beach island located 9 miles south of
Cape Cod in the town of Chatham, Barn-
stable County, Mass. Bounded on the west
by Nantucket Sound and on the east by the
Atlantic Ocean, the island varies from one-
fourth to 115 miles in width and Is separated
from the mainland by a shallow waterway
about one-half mile wide. The exterlor
boundaries of the wilderness proposal are all
lands on Monomoy Island to the line of mean
low tide which coincldes with the national
wildlife refuge boundary around the island.

MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS

The Monomoy National Wildlife Refuge has
been managed as a wild area since its estab-
lishment. There are not improved roads on
the island. No changes in management are
envisioned if the Island is designated as
wilderness. The laws and regulations of the
Secretary of the Interlor governing the man-
agement and administration of the island as
a national wildlife refuge will continue to
apply. Such laws and regulations provide for
public uses such as hunting and other wild-
life oriented forms of outdoor enjoyment, as
well as other necessary wildlife refuge man-
agement programs.

The Department of the Army is currently
studying the feasibllity of a project for navi-
gation for Pleasant Bay and tributary waters,
Massachusetts. The proposed project would
include the closing of the gap between
Monomoy Island and Nauset Beach. The
wilderness proposal would not preclude the
planning and construction of this project.
The Department of the Interior would expect
to work closely with the Department of the
Army if the project Is authorized.

Of the approximately 4 acres of Monomoy
Island In private ownership, 2 acres contain
private summer camps and 2 acres are owned
by the Massachusetts Audubon Society. These
Inholdings will be acquired. Until they are
acquired it will be necessary to allow access
to the inholdings vla over-the-sand vehicles,
National wildlife refuge administration of
the island will require the retention of two
existing bulldings and the use of an over-the-
sand vehicle for administrative and publie
safety purposes.

A permanent staff is required to administer
the Monomoy National Wildlife Refuge. Pres-
ent and future staffing requirements for the
refuges will not be adjusted because of desig-
nation of Monomoy Island as wilderness.

If the Island should join the mainland at
some future date, the Monomoy Wilderness
would be delineated by a fence.

THE HORSE IS KICKING STILL

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, since
the Nixon administration decided to close
59 Job Corps centers, including the Kick-
ing Horse Center near Ronan, Mont., and
pledged to provide “constructive alterna-
tives” for the trainees affected, the senior
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Senator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD)
and I have been working hard to insure
that the alternative in Montana is “con-
structive.”

The Kicking Horse Job Corps center
is the only Job Corps center truly orient-
ed to the training of Indian youth. Mon-
tanans were happy with it and it seemed
to be on the threshold of its greatest
contribution. Either the administration
did not know that, or, if it knew, did not
choose to consider it when the order was
issued to close the centers. Kicking Horse
will be “phased out” as a Job Corps cen-
ter on June 30.

Senator MansFieLp and I felt that the
decision was unacceptable. So did hun-
dreds of Montanans, including the Con-
federated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of
the Flathead Reservation on which the
center is located. We began to convey the
concern of Montanans to the authorities.

As a result, the Department of Labor
has proposed to establish the “Northwest
Indian Manpower Skills Center” to oper-
ate in the Kicking Horse facilities. Sen-
ator MansrFIELD and I still are concerned
about the proposal and we want now to
enter into the REcorp communications
that express our concern and in which we
receive certain assurances.

I ask unanimous consent that copies of
correspondence between Senator MAans-
FIELp, me, and the Labor Department
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the corre-
spondence was ordered to be printed in
the REecorbp, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
OFFICE OF THE MAJORITY LEADER,
Washington, D.C., April 10, 19689.

The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. PreEsmENT: I was deeply dis-
turbed to read in today's mewspapers, April
10, that the Administration plans to close a
large number of Job Corps camps on very
short notice. If these reports are accurate,
and this is the only source of information
I have, the action seems to have been taken
without proper consultation with the Con-
gress and the personnel in the fleld who are
responsible for administering the Job Corps
camps.

Sudden closing of the three camps in my
State has brought Immediate pleas from
Anaconda, Hamilton, Ronan, and other
points in western Montana. This sudden de-
cision will spread disillusionment among re-
cruits whose training is abruptly terminated
and will be a disappointment and economic
blow to thousands of communities not only
in Montana but the entire Nation, These
people have worked hard to make camps in
their area a success. What started out in
many instances to be a rather difficult situa-
tion has developed into a fine working re-
lationship between all concerned.

I urge that all three Montana Job Corps
Camps be retained in any revision which is
adopted as a result of the transfer of juris-
diction over the program. All three, Ana-
conda, Trapper Creek, and Kicking Horse, are
successful and vital camps.

I share your concern that this and other
poverty programs be efficlent and effective
as possible. This can be done and must be
done, but through a cooperative effort on
the part of all concerned.

In the beginning I had serious reserva-
tions about certain aspects of the Job Corps
program, but experience, refinements and
still more changes have impressed me as to
the value of this aspect of our war on
poverty.
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I would hope the the Administration
would delay any final decision on closing
Job Corps camps until Congress has had an
opportunity to work with the Administra-
tion. I share the view expressed by many of
my colleagues expressing the hope that some
solution be developed which would not
abruptly terminate the training of those al-
ready enrolled and send them back to their
disadvantaged environments. Such action
would be consistent with your message of
February 19 recommending a temporary ex-
tension of the anti-poverty program to give
the Administration and Congress an oppor-
tunity to consider long range Improvements
with *“full debate and discussion.”

Your personal consideration in this matter
will be sincerely appreciated by the people
of Montana and all others concerned.

With best personal wishes, I am

Respectfully yours,
MIgE MANSFIELD,

U.S. SENATE,
OFFICE OF THE MAJORITY LEADER,
Washington, D.C., April 15, 1969.
Hon, GEOrRGE P. SCHULTZ,
Secretary, Department of Labor,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAr MR, SECRETARY: The announced clos-
ing of the Kicking Horse Job Corps Camp in
Montana has generated a great deal of op-
position and concern about the Administra-
tion’s attitude towards programs designed to
assist the unfortunate and economically
deprived.

In the past year, the Kicking Horse Camp
has been converted into a predominately In-
dian camp serving young Indians from Mon-
tana and neighboring states. This facility has
Jjust begun to fill a real need among Indians.
It has also been enthusiastically supported
by the various tribal governments. Many
within the Administration and the Congress
have supported a variety of programs to as-
sist the Indlan people in developing their own
personal resources. This Job Corps Camp
seems to be one of the most successful. The
closing of the facility at the end of this fiscal
year would be in my estimate a serious mis-
take. If the administration persists in this
decision, I would suggest that it be converted
to a vocational or technical training center
for Indians. It would seem that this could be
done through the cooperation of both the De-
partment of Labor and the Bureau of Indian
Affalrs.

The Secretary and Manager of the Polson
Chamber of Commerce, Fred Mauley, has sug-
gested that Washington personnel be sent to
Montana to discuss this situation with both
State and local officials. I concur in this sug-
gestion and I hope that in the near future
you can assign personnel to work closely
with the Kicking Horse Job Corps Camp to
see that its resources are not dissipated and
that this camp can continue to serve Indian
youth.

With best personal wishes, I am

Sincerely yours,
MIKE MANSFIELD,
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., April 24, 1969.
Hon, MIKE MANSFIELD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MawnsFierLn: Thank you for
your letter of April 15, concerning the Kick-
ing Horse Job Corps Center.

We are concerned about providing train-
ing opportunities for Indian youth and have
already discussed with representatives from
the Departments of Interior and Agriculture
the use of the Trapper Creek Job Corp Center
as a tralning faecility for Indian youth. I am
very hopeful that this can be done so that
there will be no decrease in the services pro-
vided Indian youth. We are working on ar-
rangements to send a team from the Job
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Corps and the Departments of Labor, Inte-
rior, and Agriculture to Montana to make
an on-site appraisal of the situation. We
will keep you closely advised of our plans as
they develop.

I will also discuss your letter with Depart-
ment of Interior officials to ascertain the
possibility of using the Kicking Horse fa-
cility in a productive way that will benefit
the residents of the area. Contact has al-
ready been made with the Secretaries of In-
terior and Agriculture concerning the con-
structive disposition of Job Corps camps
designated for closure.

I am keenly aware that a change in the
structure of the Job Corps may create transi-
tional problems; but we will bend our best
efforts to minimize any difficulties and to
develop more effective manpower programs,

Sincerely,
GeorGE P. SHULTZ,
Secretary of Labor.
APRIL 25, 1969.
Hon. GeEorGE P. SCHULTZ,
Secretary of Labor, Department of Labor,
Washington, D.C.:

Thank you for your letter concerning the
Kicking Horse Job Corps Center. Reports of
early dismantling of this center, demoraliza~-
tion of staff and Indian youth at Kicking
Horse needs a much more detailed explana-
tlon of decision to close this center. I
strongly request that no further action be
taken on status of Kicking Horse Job Corps
Center until such time as realistic on-site
appraisal of situation can be made, with full
consultation with Montana congressional
delegation and the appropriate committees
of Congress. Please answer following ques-
tions, inadequately answered to date.

Why was Kicking Horse Job Corps Center
selected from three Montana camps as one
to be closed?

What purpose can be accomplished by
moving a highly successful Job Corps camp
(Elcking Horse) with predominately Indian
enrollees, located on an Indian reservation
with strong Indian tribal support to a Job
Corps Center (Trapper Creek) administered
by the U.8. Forest Service and in area whose
response to such action is unknown?

What other use can be made of the Kick-
ing Horse Job Corps camp when the property
must revert to the original ownership when
it no longer is used for its intended purpose?

I find it extremely difficult to understand
why a very successful program of asslsting
disadvantaged Indian youth in responsive
climate and fully supported by Indian
groups should be disrupted and confused. I
have expressed similar sentiments to the
President and I would appreciate your giving
this matter your immediate and sympathetic
consideration. Regards.

Mrxe MANSFIELD,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate.
May b, 1960,
Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR MansFIELD: Following a visit
of a Department of Labor evaluation team
to Montana, we have developed a plan for the
constructive disposition of the Kicking Horse
Job Corps facility:

1. The Kicking Horse Job Corps facllity
will be phased out as of the end of June
1969.

2. The existing facilities will be used to
establish a new Northwest Indian Manpower
Bkills Center. This Center will be funded from
the MDTA account administered by the De-
partment of Labor. We hope that the Center
will be administered by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs in cooperation with the Department
of Labor.

3. The new Center will have a capacity of
150. It will be devoted to the training of In-
dians., The clientele will be drawn from the
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Northwest reglon, coextensive with Region
VI of the Manpower Administration. (The re-
glonal headquarters currently is located in
Kansas City, but Is scheduled to move to
Denver.)

4. It is expected that the program will be
developed so that the Center will serve adults
as well as Indian youth.

5. I have directed the Regional Manpower
Administrator, in cooperation with the vari-
ous States, to initiate an extensive survey of
occupational needs in the areas to which the
trainees plan to return following training,
This survey will then be used to change the
range of skills for which training is presently
offered at the Center. Currently, the Center
offers only a few skills and provides access to
only limited opportunities in the labor mar-
ket.

6. I have directed my staff to commence
discussions with the Concentrated Employ-
ment Program (CEP) in Butte, Montana to
modify the boundaries of the CEP to in-
corporate the Blackfoot and Flathead reser-
vations. This will permit the training center
to draw upon the facilities of the CEP in
providing orientation and placement sup-
port.

7. I have directed our staff to conduct dis-
cussions with officials of the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs to determine the willingness of
the Bureau to administer the new Northwest
Regional Indian Manpower Skills Center. In
addition, by establishing a Center designed
to serve the needs of Indians, I understand
that the BIA will be able to utilize resources
that are avallable for relocation assistance to
trainees when they leave the Center and
choose to move to labor markets where job
opportunities are available.

8. It is significant to note that the planned
Northwest Center draws on the experience of
the Department of Labor in working with
BIA for the establishment of a training cen-
ter for Indians at Ft. Lincoln, North Dakota,
and other locales. However, the Ft. Lincoln
project is designed to serve Indlan families as
& unlit, while the new Center would focus on
the needs and occupational requirements of
Indian males.

I will keep you posted as our plans are
moved forward, but the above spells out the
specific approach that we intend to follow in
providing a contructive program to serve a
group that has been characterized by major
problems of employment in the past.

Sincerely,
ArnNoLDp R. WEBER,
Assistant Secretary for Manpower.

May 15, 1969.

Hon. ArNoLp R, WEBER,

Assistant Secretary for Manpower, Depart-
ment of Labor, Labor Building, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DeAR SECRETARY WEBER: We would like to
convey to you certain misgivings that have
been expressed to us by persons who at-
tended your staff planning sessions for the
development of the Northwest Indlan Man-
power Skills Center.

You will recall that the Skills Center is
an MDTA program proposed by your depart-
ment to be conducted in the facilities of the
Kicking Horse Job Corps Center, near Ronan,
Montana, after the Job Corps Center is
phased out on June 30.

We share the misglvings. Chiefly, we un-
derstand, it as the Department of Labor's
intention to fund the Manpower Skills Cen-
ter for only one year.

Question. Are we to understand from this
that the center is to operate for only one
year?

Question. If not, what does the Depart-
ment of Labor propose as future sources of
revenue?

We have been told that the Department
of Labor has been considering turning over
the operation of the Skills Center to the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs after the first year.
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Question. If that is true, why can’t the
Bureau of Indian Affairs become the plan-
ning and administering agency at once?

Secondly, the Kicking Horse Job Corps
Center was geared to the training of a spe-
cific age group, ranging from late teens to
early twenties, We understand the new cen-
ter would be open to all ages. It seems to us
to be a highly inappropriate policy to mix
hardened unemployables with young men of
high school age embarking on a training
program.

Question, Is it not possible to direct your
recruitment policies to young men?

Thirdly, there were mutual benefits from
the program operated at the EKicking Horse
Job Corps Center. For example, youth being
trained in the operation of heavy equip-
ment performed useful road and trail clear-
ing and conservation work on the Flathead
Indian Reservation, where the Center is
located.

Question. Will this policy of mutual bene-
fit continue at the Northwest Indian Man-
power Skills Center?

From what we have heard of the planning
sessions, we have the impression that there
are men in your department who have little
stake in whether the Northwest Indian Man-
power Skills Center succeeds, We would like
to impress upon you our high hopes for the
development of a continuing program, ac-
ceptable to the community, and devoted to
the training of Indian youth in an environ-
ment they understand and in which they
feel comfortable.

That was the unique benefit of the Job
Corps Center that the Administration has
seen fit to close. We want very much for the
Northwest Indian Manpower Skills Center
to fill this critical need. We trust that you
will be able to reply favorably and in detail
to our questions and hope that you will keep
us informed as the Center takes shape.

Thank you.

Very truly yours,
MIKE MANSFIELD,
U.S. Senate.
LEE METCALF,
U.S. Senate.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, OFFICE
OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
MANPOWER,
Washingion, D.C., May 20, 1969.
Hon. LEe METCALF,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SBEnaTorR METcCALF: I hope this letter
will serve to answer the questions you raised
in your letter of May 15, and to allay some
of the concerns expressed.

First, it is our intention to operate the
Northwest Indian Manpower Skills Center at
Ronan, Montana on a continuing basis. Ini-
tially, we discussed with the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs the possibility of that agency
assuming some of the financial responsibility
after one year. This is a procedure that we
have followed in other corporative activities
with BIA, particularly in Ft. Lincoln, North
Dakota. BIA informed us that while the
idea was attractive, they doubted that such
an arrangement could be carried out because
of budgetary considerations. Therefore, I di-
rected our representatives to indicate to BIA
that we would continue to assume the cost
of operation beyond the first year. This in-
formation has been conveyed to BIA by the
Acting Associate Manpower Administrator of
the United States Training and Employment
Service.

Second, the Department of Labor will sup-
port the Northwest Indian Manpower Skills
Center from MDTA funds or other manpower
funds, as appropriate, It is not unusual to
provide support for a particular project from
several different accounts when the project
serves several objectives. For example, the
JOBS (Job Opportunities in the Public Sec-
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tor) and (Concentrated Employment Pro-
gram) are supported by both MDTA and
EOA funds.

Third, we have informed the Bureau of
Indian Affairs that we want that agency to
continue in its administrative role with re-
spect to the Skills Center, We think that we
should retain planning authority in view of
our responsibilities in the manpower area.
However, we recognize that BIA has speclal
competence in dealing with Indians and will
continue to draw this expertise in the plan-
ning process. We have followed this course of
action in our current meetings dealing with
the Skills Center and in previous projects
as well.

Fourth, the Northwest Indian Manpower
Skills Center will emphasize training oppor-
tunities for younger workers. However, we
do not think that enrollment should be
bound by rigid age standards. In our other
manpower centers we have enrolled both
young workers and older workers without
any difficulty. We agree that great care
should be exercised in order to avold any
deleterious effect, and this will be taken
into account in the screening and counsel-
ing process. But we are also concerned that
the facilities be utilized so as to provide the
maximum opportunity for benefiting individ-
uals within the area to be served.

Fifth, with respect to the mutual benefits
assoclated with the operation of the Cen-
ter, we intend to maintain this situation
where possible. However, we belleve that such
elements of mutual benefit should be related
to the training requirements of enrollees. For
example, where there are training courses
in heavy equipment, no doubt there will be
the opportunity to use the training for con-
structive work activities in the area. In
other instances involving other skills, this
may not be possible. While we agree that
such work projects may be desirable, we be-
lieve that the Interests of the enrollees will
be best served in the long run by equipping
them with skills that will meet the require-
ments of the labor market.

I hope that I have answered the questions
you have raised. I have given the Northwest
Indian Manpower Skills Center my personal
attention and have checked on 1ts progress
with considerable frequency. I understand
that the project is now under consideration
in the BIA and that such consideration will
be favorable. BIA has also agreed to utilize
some of its additional resources in the areas
of education, relocation, and placement to
support the program.

I appreciate your interest in our manpower
programs, and if you have any additional
questions, please feel free to contact me
directly. An identical letter is being sent to
Benator Mansfield.

Sincerely,
ArwoLp R. WEBER,
Assistant Secretary for Manpower.

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

Mr. METCALF. I am glad to yield to
the senior Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to join in what my distinguished
colleague has said about the establish-
ment of the Northwest Indian Manpow-
er Skill Center on the Flathead Reser-
vation in western Montana.

Thanks to the initiative shown by my
distinguished colleague from Montana
(Mr. METCALF), it appears to me that in
conjunction with the Department of La-
bor and the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
we have been able to work out a situa-
tion that will be of tremendous benefit
to our Indian population, and in so do-
ing the only real “all Indian center” in
the United States will be kept alive on
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an expanded basis, with its life assured
over years to come.

On the basis of correspondence which
my colleague has had printed in the
Recorp, this is not to be a one-shot af-
fair but it will have continuity and hope
and will take into account the needs of
at least a small segment of our Indian
population, which in our opinion is the
most neglected minority in the United
States.

Mr. President, the future and the ad-
ministration of the Job Corps program
has generated a great deal of discussion
here in the Halls of Congress, as well as
among our constituents. The transfer of
jurisdiction over the program to the De-
partment of Labor is a matter which has
been accomplished by executive author-
ity. There are some compelling argu-
ments both for and against this decision.

The more recent announcement about
the closing and realining of many Job
Corps centers generated a considerable
opposition. The Job Corps was one of the
programs under the Office of Economic
Opportunity which got off to a rocky
start. Most of the centers have now be-
come popular and well accepted by local
communities and they have done a great
deal for a number of disadvantaged
youth. Montana had three Job Corps
centers, two under the jurisdiction of
the Forest Service and one under the
Bureau of Indian Affairs. Quite frankly,
in the face of the severe cutback, I an-
ticipated Montana might lose one of its
centers. However, when the announce-
ment was made, my colleagues, Senator
Lee MeTcALF and Representative ARNOLD
OLseN and I were distressed to learn
that the one to be closed in Montana
was the Kicking Horse Job Corps Center
at Ronan. This is a very unique center,
in that a majority of its enrollees are
Indian youth, being trained on an In-
dian reservation. It is the only center
which was concentrating on Indian
youth, a group deserving of all the help
they can get. The center has a very good
record of cost per trainee, and its place-
ment record competes favorably with all
other camps.

Since the original announcement about
the closing, there have been a number of
discussions with the Department of
Labor, and I believe that they are now
convinced that this unique center should
not be abandoned. This Job Corps cen-
ter has now been converted to the North-
west Indian Manpower Skills Center.
The center will be funded through the
Department of Labor in cooperation with
the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the
State of Montana. This center will serve
the educational and training needs of
Indians in my State and the surround-
ing area. The center will provide a unique
opportunity to assist Indians who are in
need of employable skills. This center
will be operated within the Indian com-
munity, thus making the program more
attractive and successful to the Indian
youth. I am convinced this center can
make a major contribution, and the
Montana congressional delegation wants
to see it succeed, as I am sure all inter-
ested Federal agencies do. This is a rare
opportunity on which we can expand and
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improve a program of assistance which
is long overdue, insofar as our Indian
people are concerned. My colleague, Sen-
ator MercaLr, has had printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a series of letters
which document the establishment of
the Northwest Indian Manpower Skills
Center, a program which, I am assured,
will be operated on a continuing basis.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, as the
Senator has pointed out, this center is
going to be an all-Indian center, a center
that is above and beyond some of the Job
Corps prospectives. We have been as-
sured this is not to be a 1-year affair
or a phasing out program, but that it will
be a permanent and continuous training
area for the long neglected Indian pop-
ulation of America.

FRIGHTENING BOMBAST FROM
DEFENSE SECRETARY LATRD

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
Secretary of Defense Laird made a
frightening statement that even after
the Vietnam war is ended there will be
no significant cutback in defense spend-
ing. How many Senators and how many
Members of the other body will tolerate
this kind of nonsense?

Secretary Laird should be informed
that instead of yielding subservience to
the powerful profiteering military-indus-
trial complex and yielding to power and
promotion hungry generals, we in the
United States have real wars to fight—
wars agailnst disease, poverty, malnutri-
tion, and the hopelessness of millions
presently living in rat-infested slums
and some 20 million men, women, and
children living on the verge of starva-
tion. We must wage battles in behalf of
youngsters who have been denied an
opportunity to acquire work skills. We
must win the war which confronts us, to
better the lives of little children who go
to sleep hungry night after night.

We must rebuke Secretary of Defense
Laird and his collaborators in the Pen-
tagon and in war production industries.
As matters now stand, too many top
officials in the Pentagon continuously
seek more and more taxpayers’ money
for more and more armaments that are
not necessary for our national security,
weapons that are nothing more than the
playthings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and other admirals and generals. They
constitute a real threat to this Nation
and the general welfare of the rank and
file of our citizens.

Unless the greed of war profiteers and
the influence of the military-industrial
complex against which the late Presi-
dent Eisenhower warned is curbed, every
aspect of American life is likely to be
affected adversely.

The arrogant campaign to install the
ABM whether the American people need
it or not and whether or not this fan-
tastic boondoggle costs taxpayers many
billions of dollars seems of no concern
to the wheeler-dealers in the Pentagon
anc} power and promotion hungry gen-
erails.

The rank and file of Americans in
every part of our country are really
concerned and fearful over the direction
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these leaders temporarily in power in
the Pentagon are taking us. Instead of
opposing any cutback in defense spend-
ing, Secretary Laird and his advisers
should be working on a program to bring
hundreds of thousands of our boys home
from Vietnam. They should start bring-
ing them home without any further de-
lay, bringing at least 100,000 home before
next September and in the same way
they went over to Vietnam, by ships and
planes.

BEST EKEPT SECRET OF THE
VIETNAM WAR

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
General Westmoreland is the author of
an amazing book. My purpose in speak-
ing out in the Senate today is not to
provide a book review, although it is my
conclusion that General Westmoreland’s
literary achievements in writing this
book are far superior to his military
achievements as a general commanding
more than half a million fighting men in
South Vietnam.

His book, entitled “Report on the War
in Vietnam,” and embellished with
charts and photographs and printed on
expensive paper, occupies more than 300
pages. I think every Senator would do
well to read this book.

Section I of this report is authored by
Adm. U. S. G. Sharp, U.S. Navy, then
naval commander in chief, Pacific. Sec-
tion IT of this report, consisting of 276
pages, is a most interesting document,
authored by General Westmoreland.

We are indebted to I. F. Stone’s Week-
ly for calling special attention to reveal-
ing disclosures in General Westmore-
land’s report. General Westmoreland is
in position to know the facts. He was the
supreme commander of the U.S. ground
and air forces involved in the civil war
in Vietnam throughout the years of its
greatest escalation by our Government.
His account is not only interesting, but
as I. F, Stone pointed out, he is a com-
placent author reporting his own
achievements. His leadership and our in-
volvement in Vietnam according to his
book was a continuous triumph, a mili-
tary marvel, in which any shortcomings
and the surprising lack of a final devas-
tating defeat to the VC, or forces of the
National Liberation Front, were all due
to other factors and eliminating himself
altogether from any blame. He attributes
any failure to the limitations imposed on
him by civilian superiors in Washington
and the impatience of the U.S. public.

General Westmoreland became su-
preme commander in 1965. He was com-
manding in Vietnam in June of that year
when the duly elected government in
Saigon was overturned in a nighttime
coup by 10 generals, nine of whom, in-
cluding President Thieu and Vice Presi-
dent Ky, were born in North Vietnam.
Vice President Ky, a flambuoyant and
boastiul ailr marshal of South Vietnam,
was the first Prime Minister of the Sai-
gon military junta. Then, following that
rigged election in September 1967, and
since, he has functioned as Vice Presi-
dent.

Americans have been told that Presi-
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dent Johnson committed our troops in
large numbers to a land war in South
Vietnam, due entirely to commitments
made to save the Saigon government
from defeat. Not so, writes General
Westmoreland. His narrative states that
the commitment of U.S. combat troops
in large numbers and the bombing of
North Vietnam, which commenced in
1965, were not at the request of the Sai-
gon militarist regime to save it from
defeat. No, indeed. According to his nar-
rative, that commitment was a unilateral
decision by our military leadership. It
could be by no other than by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff of our Armed Forces.
General Westmoreland states in his re-
port that the South Vietnamese were
not only reluctant to permit our combat
troops to enter South Vietnam in great
numbers, but when our Armed Forces did
arrive in South Vietnam they tried to
restrict their deployment and keep them
as far as possible from Saigon and other
populated areas in South Vietnam.

The direct inference from this de-
tailed report of General Westmoreland is
that leaders of the Saigon regime feared
Americanization of the war. If this state-
ment of General Westmoreland, who
should know what he is writing about, is
true, then back in 1965 we Americans
should have urged that the Saigon gov-
ernment negotiate for a cease-fire and
an armistice instead of escalating the
war as we did at that time.

Now, finally following 4 years of futile
fighting and bloodshed, and more than
270,000 American GI's killed or wounded
in combat in fighting an unwinnable
war, the President of the United States,
who is the Commander in Chief of the
Armed Forces of our country, is finally
getting around to negotiating for a with-
drawal of Americans and ending the
bloodletting.

Mr. President, I wish President Nixon
every success in that endeavor.

It is noteworthy and heartbreaking, as
was reported by I. F. Stone, that up to
February 1, 1965, just before President
Johnson and General Westmoreland
drastically escalated the war, only 258
Americans had been killed in combat in
Vietnam. The number now exceeds 41,-
000. Their average age was 20. General
Westmoreland wrote that by the late
spring of 1965 he was convinced that the
Saigon government could not survive for
more than 6 months unless the United
States put in “substantial numbers” of
combat troops. This is reported on pages
98-99 of his book.

Nowhere in his book does he say that
the leaders of the Saigon regime asked
for additional troops—only that he, Gen-
eral Westmoreland, became convinced of
their need.

General Westmoreland discloses in his
report that officials of the Saigon gov-
ernment requested that all U.S. combat
troops be concentrated in the central
highlands of South Vietnam near Pleiku
and in the areas north of that, distant
from Vietnamese cities and far distant
from Saigon. General Westmoreland,
who throughout his book takes the posi-
tion that he is a great general, disclosed
with some disdain that Saigon authori-
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ties suggested that all U.S. combat forces
be deployed and concentrated in com-
paratively remote areas well away from
Saigon and other cities “in order to
minimize the impact of the South Viet-
nam economy and populace.” In other
words, leaders of the Saigon militarist
regime were less fearful of defeat by the
Vietcong than of an American invasion,

General Westmoreland stated he de-
cided to override Saigon objections. In
his wisdom, he felt it was “essential”
that U.S. combat units be available to
reinforce and stiffen South Vietnamese
forces in the critical areas of high popu-
lation density. Consequently, he reports
that he not nnly overruled the requests
coming from Saigon rulers, but his com-
bat plan was “to build up U.S. forces in
an arc around Saigon and in the popu-
lous coastal bases and not to restrict U.S.
troops to the central highlands.” In other
words, U.S. leadership in Washington
and Vietnam rejected the wishes of the
Saigon rulers. No wonder 80 percent of
the Vietnamese living in South Vietnam
regard the United States to be the suc-
cessors to their French colonial oppres-
SOrS.

Rejecting their wishes as General
Westmoreland did was clearly to treat
South Vietnam as a colonial possession
with final decisions made by Americans,
just as those final decisions were made
by the French before Dienbienphu.

This did not prevent General West-
moreland later in his report from re-
ferring blandly, as I. F. Stone said, to
“the enemy's absurd claim that the
United States was no more than a
colonial power.”

It will be remembered that in 1965
there was a strong sentiment for peace
in South Vietnam. At that time the
Buddhists launched a campaign for a
negotiated settlement with the National
Liberation Front. They demanded with-
drawal of both the United States and
Communist forces from South Vietnam.
In fact, just before the last civilian gov-
ernment of Saigon was overturned by
the generals in a nighttime coup, the
claim was made by the militant minor-
ity opposing the civilian government of
Phan Huy Quat that he was secretly con-
spiring with the Buddhists to purge the
military in Saigon and negotiate peace.
This leads to the conclusion that General
Westmoreland at that time placed U.S.
troops around and in Saigon to be ready
to intervene if a South Vietnamese Gov-
ernment committed to negotiating peace
came into power.

General Westmoreland admitted that
there was a confliect in his strategy as
contrasted with the strategy of Saigon
leaders. In telling how he positioned
American troops around Saigon he said
that Secretary McNamara, visiting
Saigon, supported him “in my opposition
to yet another South Vietnamese sugges-
tion that the U.S. forces be deployed only
to remote areas such as the central high-
lands.”

Admittedly Saigon government au-
thorities desired then as they desire now
that the tremendous U.S. firepower
should be deployed in remote unpopu-
lated areas trying to have the VC give
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battle there. General Westmoreland ad-
mitted:

This would enable a full U.S. fire poten-
tlal to be employed without the danger of
civilian casualties.

Jonathan Schell, the New Yorker cor-
respondent, in his book on Vietnam re-
ported:

The overriding fantastic fact that we are
destroying, simply by inadvertence, the very
country we are supposedly protecting.

Admittedly, this was the report attrib-
uted to an American correspondent
Schell, who spent some weeks flying over
Quang Ngai Province in South Vietnam
in 1967 in aircraft seeking to find targets
for air strikes. He reported that 70 per-
cent of the villages in the province had
been destroyed by our firepower, and
that 40 percent of the population had
been moved to refugee camps and that
the survivors who remained lived under-
ground beneath their destroyed homes in
areas that we shelled regularly.

General Westmoreland and also Ad-
miral Sharp who was in charge of naval
bombardment termed our method of
warfare Operation Bulldozer making use
of overwhelming firepower to terrorize
the men, women, and children of South
Vietnam into submission.

In General Westmoreland's report,
there is no mention whatever of the No.
1 problem occupying the minds of men
and women of South Vietnam—Iland re-
form and the distribution of land from
the absentee landlords and the French
to the peasants. In South Vietnam 80
percent of all arable land under cultiva-
tion has been throughout the past 20
years cultivated by peasants, men and
women, who own no land whatever. These
peasants are supporting the National
Liberation Front because they are con-
vineced that its victory against the Saigon
regime of Thieu and Ky will mean that
the absentee landlords will be dispos-
sessed of their stranglehold on the people.

Nevertheless, former Secretary of Agri-
culture Orville Freeman recently revealed
that in 1966 the U.S. Embassy in Saigon
“informed Washington it opposed land
reform on the grounds that it would cre-
ate political instability.”

In reality General Westmoreland wrote
a repulsive report on the war he waged,
even adverting to body counts as his
primary index of military progress. He
voiced with pride the body count esti-
mate, which was used for the first time in
any war fought anywhere in the world,
that the VC lost 524 men killed for each
American and South Vietnamese sol-
dier.

I. F. Stone makes the statement that
General Westmoreland figures body
count the same as a baseball fan would
figure a baseball box score. With that sort
of body count warfare he adds the
thought that if we Americans are going
to continue to fight a ground war in
Southeast Asia in the long run we could
run out of American bodies, even at a
4-to-1 or 5-to-1 or 6-to-1 ratio in our
favor, in view of the fact that teeming
of millions of Asians are on the other
side.
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APPOINTMENT BY VICE PRESIDENT

The VICE PRESIDENT. Pursuant to
Public Law 84-372, the Chair appoints
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE)
to the Franklin D. Roosevelt Memorial
Commission, in lieu of the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. Typines), resigned.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider a nomi-
nation at the desk, having to do with the
Tennessee Valley Authority. The nomi-
nation which was reported unanimously
by the committee earlier today and has
been cleared by the leadership on both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr
Srong in the chair). Without objection
it is so ordered.

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Aubrey J. Wagner, of Tennessee,
to be a member of the board of directors
of the Tennessee Valley Authority for
the term expiring May 18, 1978. (Reap-~
pointment.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
that the President be immediately noti-
fied of the confirmation of the nomina-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be notified
as requested.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
return to legislative session.

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of legislative
business.

INVESTMENT COMPANY AMEND-
MENTS ACT OF 1969

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu-
sion of morning business the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 172, S. 2224.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask that the bill
be read by title now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read the title.

The LEcISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S, 2224)
to amend the Investment Company Act
of 1940 and the Investment Advisers Act
of 1940 to define the equitable standards
governing relationships between invest-
ment companies and their investment ad-
visers and principal underwriters, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, at the end of the morning
business, the Senate will proceed to the
consideration of the bill,
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ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Senate
completes its business this afternoon, it
stand in adjournment until 12 o’clock
noon Monday next.

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

CONTROL OF THE MILITARY

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed for not to exceed
6 minutes.

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

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, as a Repub-
lican, it is not often that I find myself in
the unlikely position of commending
John Kenneth Galbraith and inserting in
the ReEcorp an article from Harper’s,
which recently referred to me as “‘a hard-
core reactionary.” However, as improb-
able as it may be, I am compelled to call
to the attention of my colleagues an ar-
ticle by Galbraith in the June 1969 edi-
tion on a subject of great concern to me
and to many Americans—""How To Con-
trol the Military.” In a truly constructive
fashion, the author dwells as much on
suggestions for reducing the unparalleled
influence of the Military Establishment
as he does in criticizing it. Our military
services have done a magnificent job
throughout our history in protecting our
country. By keeping our criticism within
the realm of constructive proposals, as
Galbraith has in this article, we shall be
better able to present this issue clearly,
and not in a demagogic fashion, to the
American people. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article appear in the REcorp
at this point.

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

[From Harper's magazine, June 1969]
How To CONTROL THE MILITARY
(By John Eenneth Galbraith)

(Note.—J. K. Galbralth has written more
than one man'’s share of the influential books
of this era, including “American Capitalism™
and “The Affluent Society” (just reissued in
a new edition by Houghton Mifflin). He was
& supporter of Adlai Stevenson and John F.
Eennedy, was Ambassador to India 1961-63,
and continues to teach at Harvard as Paul M.
Warburg Professor of Economlcs.}

I

In January as he was about to leave office,
Lyndon Johnson sent his last report on the
economic prospect to the Congress. It was
assumed that, in one way or another, the
Vietnam war, by which he and his Admin-
istration had been destroyed, would come
gradually to an end. The question consid-
ered by his economists was whether this
would bring a decrease or an increase In
military spending, The military budget for
fiscal 1969 was 878.4 billions; for the next
year, including pay incr , it was sched
uled to be about three billlons higher, There-
after, assuming peace and a general with-
drawal from Asia, there would be a reduction
of some six or seven billlons. But this was
only on the assumption that the Pentagon
did not get any major new weapons—that it
was content with what had already been
authorized. No one really thought this pos-
sible. The President’s economists noted that
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plans already existed for “a package” con=-
sisting of new aircraft, modern naval vessels,
defense installations, and “advanced strategic
and general purpose weapons systems” which
would cost many billions. This would wipe
out any savings from getting out of Vietnam.
Peace would now be far more expensive than
WAar.

With Richard Nixon the prospect for in-
creased arms spending would seem super-
ficially to be better. During the election cam=-
paign he promised to establish a clear mili-
tary superiority over the Soviets, an effort
that he could not belleve would escape their
attention. Their response would also be pre-
dictable and would require a yet larger effort
here. (At his first press conference Mr, Nixon
retreated from “superiority” to “sufficiency.”)

Melvin Laird, the new Secretary of Defense,
while in the Congress was an ardent spokes-
man for the military viewpoint, which is to
say for military spending. And his Under
Secretary of Defense, David Packard, though
the rare case of a defense contractor who had
spoken for arms control, was recruited from
the very heart of the military-industrial
complex.

Just prior to Mr. Nixon’s inauguration the
Air Force Association, the most eager spokes-
man for the military and its suppliers, said
happily that “If the new Administration is
willing to put its money where its mouth Is
in national defense some welcome changes are
in the offing.” And speaking to a reporter, J.
Leland Atwood, president and chief execu-
tive officer of North American Rockwell, one
of the half-dozen biggest defense firms, sized
up the prospect as follows: “All of Mr. Nixon's
statements on weapons and space are very
positive. I think he has perhaps a little more
awareness of these things than some people
we've seen in the White House.” Since no one
had previously noticed the slightest unaware-
ness, Mr. Atwood considered the prospect very
positive indeed.

"Yet he could be wrong. Browning observed
of Jove that he strikes the Titans down when
they reach the peak—"when another rock
would crown the work.” When I started work
on this paper some months ago, I hazarded
the guess that the military power was by way
of provoking the same public reaction as did
the Vietnam war. Now this is no longer In
doubt. If he remains positive, the military
power will almost certainly do for President
Nixon what Vietnam did for his predecessor.
But it might also lead him to a strenuous
effort to avold the Johnson fate. Mr. Nixon
has not, in the past, been notably indifferent
to his political career. The result in elther
case would be an eventual curb on the mili-
tary power—elther from Mr. Nixon or his
successor.

Or so it would seem. What is clear is that a
drastic change is occurring in public atti-
tudes toward the military and its industrial
allies which will not for long be ignored by
politicians who are sensitive to the public
mood. And from this new political climate
will come the chance for reasserting control.

The purpose of this article is to see the
nature of the military power, assess its
strength and weaknesses, and suggest the
guidelines for regaining control. For no one
can doubt the need for doing so.

II

The problem of the military power is not
unique; it is merely a rather formidable ex-
ample of the tendency of our time. That is
for organization, in an age of organization, to
develop a life and purpose and truth of its
own., This tendency holds for all great
bureaucracies, both public and private. And
their action is not what serves a larger p‘l.‘.lblic
interest, their belief does not reflect the
reality of life. What is done and what is
believed are, first and naturally, what serve
the goals of the bureaucracy itself. Action
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in the organization interest, or in response to
the bureaucratic truth, can thus be a formula
for public disservice or even public disaster.

There is nothing academic about this pos-
sibility, There have been many explanations
of how we got into the Vietnam war, and ac-
tion on which even the greatest of the early
enthusiasts have now lapsed into discretion,
But all explanations come back to one, It
was the result of a long series of steps taken
in response to a bureaucratic view of the
world—a view to which a President willingly
or unwillingly yielded and which, until much
too late, was unchecked by any legislative or
public opposition. This view was of a planet
threatened by an imminent takeover by the
unified and masterful forces of the Commu-
nist world, directed from Moscow (or later
and with less assurance from Peking) and
coming to a focus, however improbably, some
thousands of miles away in the activities of
a few thousand guerrillas against the mark-
edly regressive government of South Viet-
nam.

The further bureaucratic truths that were
developed to support this proposition are
especially sobering, What was essentially a
civil war between the Vietnamese was con-
verted into an international conflict with
rich ideological portent for all mankind.
South Vietnamese dictators became inciplent
Jeffersonians holding aloft the banners of an
Asian democracy. Wholesale graft in Saigon
became an indispenable aspect of free insti-
tutions. An elaborately rigged election be-
came a further portent of democracy. One of
the world’s most desultory and impermanent
armles became, always potentially, a paragon
of martial vigor. Airplanes episodically bomb-
ing open acreage or dense jungle became an
impenetrable barrier to men walking along
the ground. An infinity of reverses, losses, and
defeats became victories deeply in disguise.
Such is the capacity of bureaucracy to cre-
ate its own truth.

There was nothing, or certainly not much,

that was cynical in this effort. Most of the
men responsibly involved accepted the myth
in which they lived a part. For from the in-
side it is the world outside which looks un-

informed, perverse, and very Wwrong.
Throughout the course of the war there was
bitter anger in Washington and Saigon over
the inability of numerous journalists to see
military operations, the Saigon government,
the pacification program, the South Viet-
nam army in the same rosy light as did the
bureaucracy. Why couldn’t they be indignant
instruments of the official belief—like Joseph
Alsop?

As many others have observed, the epitome
of the organization man in our time was
Secretary of State Dean Rusk. Few have
served organization with such uncritical de-
votion, A note of mystification, even honest
despair, was present in his public expression
over the inability of the outside world to
accept the bureaucratic truths just listed.
Only the eccentrics, undisciplined or naive,
failed to accept what the State Department
sald was true. His despair was still evident
as he left office, his career in ruins, and the
Administration of which he was the ranking
officer destroyed by action in pursuit of these
belliefs. There could be no more dramatic—
or tragic—illustration of the way organiza-
tion captures men for its truths,

But Vietnam was not the first time men
were so captured—and the country suffered.
Within this same decade there was the Bay
of Pigs, now a textbook case of bureaucratic
self-deception. Organization needed to believe
that Castro was toppling on the edge. Com-
munism was an international conspiracy;
hence it could have no popular local roots;
hence the Cuban people would welcome the
efforts to overthrow it. Intelligence was made
to confirm these bellefs, for if it didn’t it
was, by definition, defective information.
And, as an unpopular tyranny, the Castro
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government should be overthrown. Hence
the actlon, thus the disaster. The same be-
llefs played a part in the military descent,
against largely nonexistent Communists, on
the Dominican Republic.

But the most spectacular examples of bu-
reaucratic truth are those that serve the
military power—and its weapons procure-
ment. These have not yet produced anything
s0 dramatic as the Vietnam, Bay of Plgs, or
Dominican misadventures but their poten-
tial for disaster is far greater. These beliefs
and their consequences are worth specifying
in some detail.

There is first the military belief that what-
ever the dangers of a continued weapons
race with the Soviet Union these are less
than those of any agreement that offers any
perceptible opening for violation. If there is
such an opening the Soviets will exploit it.
Since no agreement can be watertight this
goes far to protect the weapons race from
any effort at control.

Secondly, there is the belief that the con-
flict with Communism 18 man’s ultimate
battle. Accordingly, one would not hesitate
to destroy all life if Communism seems seri-
ously a threat. This bellef allows acceptance
of the arms race no matter how dangerous.
The present ldeological differences between
industrial systems will almost certainly look
very different and possibly rather trivial from
a perspective of fifty or a hundred years
hence if we survive. Such thoughts are ec-
centric.

Third, the national interest is total, that
of man inconsequential. So even the prospect
of total death and destruction does not deter
us from developing new weapons systems if
some thread of national interest can be iden-
tified in the outcome. We can accept 75 mil-
lion casualties if it forces the opposition to
accept 150 million. This is the unsentimental
calculation. Even more unsentimentally,
Senator Richard Russell, the leading Senate
spokesman of the military power, argued on
behalf of the Army’'s Sentinel Anti-Ballistic
Missile System (ABM) that, If only one man
and one woman are to be left on earth, it
was his deep desire that they be Americans.
It was part of the case for the Manned Or-
biting Laboratory (MOL) that it would
maintain the national position in the event
of extenslve destruction down below.

Such, not secretly but as they have been
articulated, are the organization truths of
the military power. The bellefs that got us
into (and keep us in) Vietnam in their po-
tential for disaster pale as compared with
these doctrines. We shall obviously have ac-
complished little if we get out of Vietnam
but leave unchecked in the government the
capacity for this kind of bureaucratic truth.
What, In tangible form, is the organization
which avows these truths?

mI

It is an organization or a complex of or-
ganizations and not a conspiracy. Although
Americans are probably the world’s least
competent conspirators—partly because no
other country so handsomely rewards in cash
and notoriety the man who blows the whistle
on those with whom he is conspiring—we
have a strong instinct for so explaining that
of which we disapprove. In the conspiratorial
view, the military power is a collation of
generals and conniving industrialists. The
goal is mutual enrichment; they arrange
elaborately to feather each other’s nest. The
industrialists are the deus exr machina; their
agents make their way around Washington
arranging the payoff. If money is too danger-
ous, then alcohol, compatible women, more
prosaic forms of entertainment or the prom-
ise of future jobs to generals and admirals
will serve.

There is such enrichment and some graft.
Insiders do well. H. L. Nieburg has told the
fascinating story of how in 1954 two modest-
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ly pald aerospace scientists, Dr. Simon Ramo
and Dr. Dean Wooldridge, attached them-
selves influentially to the Air Force as con-
sultants and in four filne years (with no
known dishonesty) ran a shoe-string of
$6,750 apiece into a multimillion-dollar for=-
tune and a position of major industrial
prominence.! (In 1967 their firm held defense
contracts totaling $121 million.) Senator
Willlam Proxmire, a man whom many in the
defense industries have come to compare un-
favorably to typhus, has recently come up
with a fascinating contractual arrangement
between the Air Force and Lockheed for the
new C-5A jet transport. It makes the profits
of the company greater the greater its costs
in filling the first part of the order, with in-
teresting incentive effects. A recent Depart-
ment of Defense study reached the depress-
ing conclusions that firms with the poorest
performance in designing highly technieal
electronic systems—and the failure rate was
appalling—have regularly received the high-
est profits. In 1960, 691 retired generals, ad-
mirals, naval captains, and colonels were em-
ployed by the ten largest defense contrac-
tors—186 by General Dynamics alone, A re-
cent study made at the behest of Senator
Proxmire found 2,072 employed in major de-
fense firms with an especially heavy concen=
tration in the specialized defense firms.? It
would be idle to suppose that presently serv-
ing officers—those for example on assign-
ment to defense plants—never have their
real income improved by the wealthy con-
tractors with whom they are working, for-
swear all favors, entertain themselves, and
sleep austerely alone. Nor are those public
servants who show zeal In searching out un-
due profits or graft reliably rewarded by a
grateful public. Mr, A. E. Fitzgerald, the Pen-
tagon management expert who became dis-
turbed over the C-5A contract with Lockheed
and communicated his unease and its causes
to the Proxmire Committee, had his recently
acquired civil-service status removed and was
the subject of a fascinating memorandum
(which found its way to Proxmire) outlining
the sanctions appropriate to his excess of
zeal, Pentagon officlals explained that Mr.
Fitzgerald had been given his civil-service
tenure as the result of a computer error (the
first of its kind) and the memorandum on
appropriate punishment was a benign ges-
ture of purely scholarly intent designed to
specify those punishments against which
such a sound public servant should be pro-
tected.

Nonetheless the notion of a conspiracy to
enrich and corrupt is gravely damaging to an
understanding of the military power. It
causes men to look for solutions in issuing
regulations, enforeing laws, or sending people
to jall. It also, as a practical matter, exag-
gerates the role of the defense industries in
the military power—since they are the people
who make the most money, they are assumed
to be the ones who, in the manner of the
classical capitalist, pull the strings. The
armed services are assumed to be in some
measure their puppets. The reality is far less
dramatic and far more difficult of solution.
The reality is a complex of organizations pur-
suing their sometimes diverse but generally
common goals: The participants in these or-

i In the Name of Science (Chicago, Quad-
rangle Press, 1966). This Is a book of first-
rate importance which the author was so
unwise as to publish some three years before
concern for the problems he discusses became
general. But perhaps he made it so.

?General Dynamics 113, Lockheed 210,
Boeing 169, McDonnell Douglas 141, North
American Rockwell 104, Ling-Temco-Vought
69. All of these firms are heavily specialized
to military business; General Dynamics,
Lockheed, McDonnell Douglas and North
American Rockwell almost completely so.
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ganizations are mostly honest men whose
public and private behavior would with-
stand public scrutiny as well as most. They
live on their military pay or their salaries
as engineers, sclentists, or managers or their
pay and profits as executives and would not
dream of offering or accepting a bribe.

The organizations that comprise the mili-
tary power are the four Armed Services, and
especially their procurement branches. And
the military power encompasses the spe-
cialized defense contractore—General Dy-
namics, McDonnell Douglas, Lockheed, or the
defense firms of the agglomerates—of Ling-
Temco-Vought or Litton Industries. (About
half of all defense contracts are with firms
that do relatively little other business.) And
it embraces the defense division of primarily
clvilian firms such as General Electric or
AT&T. It draws moral and valuable political
support from the unlons. Men serve these or-
ganizations in many, if not most, Instances,
because they believe In what they are doing—
because they have committed themselves to
the bureaucratic truth. To find and scourge a
few malefactors is to ignore this far more
important commitment.

The military power is not confined to the
Services and their contractors—what has
come to be called the military-industrial com-
plex. Associate membership is held by the
intelligence agencies which assess Soviet (or
Chinese) actions or intentions. These provide
more often by selection than by any dis-
honesty, the justification for what the Serv-
ices would like to have and what their con-
tractors would like to supply. Assoclated also
are Foreign Service Officers who provide a
clvillan or diplomatic gloss to the foreign-
policy positions which serve the military
need. The country desks at the State De-
partment, a greatly experienced former official
and ambassador has observed, are often “in
the hip pocket of the Pentagon—Ilock, stock,
and barrel, ideologlcally owned by the Pen-
tagon.” s

Also a part of the military power are the
university scientists and those in such de-
fense-oriented organizations as RAND, the
Institute for Defense Analysis, and Hudson
Institute who think professionally about
weapons and weapons systems and the strat-
egy of their use. And last, but by no means
least, there is the organized voice of the mili-
tary in the Congress, most notably on the
Armed Services Committees of the Senate
and House of Representatives. These are the
organizations which comprise the military
power.

The men who comprise these organizations
call each other on the phone, meet at com-
mittee hearings, serve together on teams or
task forces, work in neighboring offices in
Washington or San Diego. They naturally
make their decisions in accordance with their
view of the world—the view of the bureauc~
racy of which they are a part. The problem
is not conspiracy or corruption but un-
checked rule. And being unchecked, this
rule reflects not the national need but the
bureaucratic need—not what is best for the
United States but what the Air Force, Army,
Navy, General Dynamics, North American
Rockwell, Grumman Aircraft, State Depart-
ment representatives, intelligence officers,

* Ralph Dungan, formerly White House aide
to Presidents Eennedy and Johnson and
former Ambassador to Chile. Quoted in
George Thayer, The War Business (Simon
and Schuster). The appearance of the State
Department as a full-scale participant in the
military power may have been the hopefully
temporary achievement of Secretary Rusk.
Apart from a high respect for millitary acu-
men and need, he in some degree regarded
diplomacy as subordinate to military pur-
pose. In time such attitudes penetrate deeply
into organization.
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and Mendel Rivers and Richard Russell be-
lieve to be best.

In recent years Air Force generals, perhaps
the most compulsively literate warriors since
Caesar, have made thelr views of the world
scene a part of the American folklore. These
in all cases serve admirably the goals of their
Service and the military power in general.
Similarly with the other participants.

Not long ago, Bernard Nossiter, the bril-
liant economics reporter of the Washington
Post, made the rounds of some of the major
defense contractors to get their views of the
post-Vietnam prospect. All, without excep-
tion, saw profitable tension and conflict. Ed-
ward J. Lefevre, the vice-president in charge
of General Dynamics' Washington office,
said "One must belleve in the long-term
threat.” James J. Ling, the head of Ling-
Temco-Vought, reported that “Defense
spending has to increase in our area because
there has been a failure to Initiate—Iif we
are not going to be overtaken by the Soviets.”
Samuel F. Downer, one of Mr. Ling's vice-
presidents, was more outspoken. “We're going
to increase defense budgets as long as those
bastards In Russia are ahead of us.” A study
of the Electronics Industries Assoclation also
dug up by Mr, Nossiter (to whom I shall re-
turn in a moment) discounted the danger of
arms control, decided that the “likelihood of
limited war will increase’” and concluded that
“for the electronic firms, the outlook is good
in spite [sic] of [the end of hostilities in]
Vietnam."”

From the foregoing bellefs, in turn, comes
the decision on weapons and weapons sys-
tems and military policy generally. No one
can tell where the action originates—whether
the Services or the contractors initiate de-
clsions on weapons—nor can the two be
sharply distinguished, Much of the plant of
the speclalized defense contractors is owned
by the government. Most of their working
capital is supplied by the government
through progress payments—payments made
in advance of completion of the contract.
The government specifies what the firm can
and cannot charge to the government. The
Armed Services Procurement Regulation
states that “Although the government does
not expect to participate in every manage-
ment decislon, it may reserve the right to
review the contractor's management ef-
forts. ., ."” (Italics added.)

In this kind of association some proposals
will come across the table from the military.
Some will come back from the captive con-
tractors. Nossiter asked leading contractors,
as well as people at the Pentagon, about this.
Here are some of the answers.

From John W. Bessire, General Manager for
Pricing, General Dynamics, Fort Worth: “We
try to foresee the requirements the military
is going to have three years off. We work
with their requirements people and there-
fore get new business.”

From Richard E. Adams, Director of Ad-
vanced Projects, Fort Worth Divislon of
General Dynamics, who through the source
was the military: “Things are too systema-
tized at the Pentagon for us to invent weap-
ons systems and sell them on a need.”

On the influence of the military he added:
“We know where the power is [on Capitol Hill
and among Executive Departments]. There’s
going to be a lot of defense business and
we're goilng to get our share of it.”

From John R. Moore, President of Aero-
space and Systems Group of North American
Rockwell: “A new system usually starts with
a couple of military and industry people
getting together to discuss common prob-
lems.”

After noting that most of his business
came from requirements “established by the
Defense Department and NASA,” he con-
cluded: “But it isn’t a case of industry here
and the government here. They are inter-
acting continuously at the engineering level.”
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And finally from a high ecivilian in the
Pentagon: “Pressures to spend more. . . . In
part they come from the industry selling new
weapons ideas and in part from the military
here. Each military guy has his own plece,
tactical, antisubmarine, strategic. Each guy
gets where he is by pushing his particular
thing.”

He added: “"Don’t forget, too, part of it is
based on the perception of needs by people in
Congress."

The important thing is not where the ac-
tion originates but in the fact that it serves
the common goals of the military and the
defense contractors. It is, in the language of
labor relations, a sweetheart deal between
those who sell to the government and those
who buy. Once competitive bidding created
an adversary relationship between buyer and
seller sustained by the fact that, with nu-
merous sellers, any special relationship with
any one must necessarily provoke cries of
favoritism. But modern weapons are bought
overwhelmingly by negotlation and in most
cases from a single source of supply. (In the
fiscal year ending in 1968, General Account-
Ing Office figures show that 57.9 per cent of
the $43 billion in defense contracts awarded
in that year was by negotiation with a sin-
gle source of supply. Of the remainder 30.6
per cent was awarded by negotiation where
alternative sources of supply had an oppor-
tunity to participate and only 11.5 per cent
was open to advertised competitive bidding.)+
Under these circumstances the tendency to
any adversary relationship between the Serv-
ices and their suppliers is minimal. Indeed,
where there are only one or two sources of
supply for a weapons system, the interest of
the Services in sustaining a source of supply
will be no less than that of the firm in ques-
tion in being sustained.

Among those who spoke about the sources
of ideas on weapons needs, no one was moved
to suggest that public opinion played any
role. The President, as the elected official re-
sponsible for foreign policy, was not men-
tloned. The Congress came in only as an af-
terthought. And had the Pentagon official
who mentioned the Congress been pressed,
he would have agreed that its "perception
of needs” 1s a revelation that almost always
results from prompting by either the military
or the defense Industries. It was thus, for
example, that the need for a new generation
of manned bombers was percelved (and pro-
vided for) by Congress though repeatedly
vetoed as unnecessary by Presidents Kennedy
and Johnson. But in the past the role of
the Congress has been overwhelmingly ac-
quiescent and passive. As Senator Gaylord
Nelson said in the Senate in February 1064:

“An established tradition . .. holds that
a bill to spend billilons of dollars for the
machinery of war must be rushed through
the House and the Senate in a matter of
hours, while a treaty to advance the cause
of peace, or a program to help the under-
developed nations . . . guarantee the rights
of all our citizens, or . . . to advance the in-
terests of the poor must be scrutinized and
debated and amended and thrashed over for
weeks and perhaps months.”

w

We see here a truly remarkable reversal of
the American political and economic system
as outlined by the fathers and still portrayed
to the young. That view supposes that ulti-
mate authority—ultimate soverelignty—Ilies
with the people. And this authority is as-
sumed to be comprehensive. Within the am-
bit of the state the citizen expresses his will
through the men—the Presldent and mem-
bers of the Congress—whom he elects. Out-
side he accomplishes the same thing by his

‘ Testimony of Elmer B, Staats, Comptroller
General, before Senator Proxmire's Commit-
tee (November 11, 1968).
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purchases in the market. These instruct sup-
plying firms—General Motors, General Elec-
tric, Standard Oil of New Jersey—as to what
they shall produce and sell. But here we find
the Armed Services or the corporations that
supply them making the decisions and in-
structing the Congress and the public. The
public accepts whatever is so decided and
pays the bill. This is an age when the young
are being instructed, in my view rightly al-
though with unnecessary solemnity, to re-
spect constitutional process and seek change
within the framework of the established po-
litical order. And we find the assumed guard-
ians of that order, men with no slight appre-
ciation of thelr righteousness and respect-
ability, calmly turning it upside down them-
selves.

How did this remarkable reversal in the
oldest of constitutional arrangements come
about? How, in particular, did it come about
in a country that sets great store by individ-
ual and cltizen rights and which traditionally
has been suspicious of military, industrial,
and bureaucratic power? How did it come to
allow these three forces to assert their au-
thority over a tenth of the economy and
something closer to ten-tenths of our
future?

v

Six things brought the military-industrial
bureaucracy to its present position of power.
To see these forces is also to be encouraged
by the chance for escape.

First there has been, as noted, the increas-
ing bureaucratization of our life. In an eco-
nomically and technologically complex soci-
ety, more and more tasks are accomplished
by speclalists. Specialists must then have
their knowledge and skills united by organi-
zation. Organization, then, as we have seen,
proceeds to assert its needs and beliefs. These
will not necessarily be those of the individual
or community.

In what Ralph Lapp has called the weapons
culture, both economic and technological
complexity are raised to the highest power.
So, accordingly, are the scope and power of
organization. So, accordingly, is the possibil-
ity of self-serving belief.

It is a power, however, which brings into
existence its own challenge. The same tech-
nical and social complexity that requires or-
ganization requires that there be large num-
bers of trained and educated people. Neither
these people nor the educational establish-
ment that produces them are docile in the
face of organization. So with organization
come people who resist it—who are schooled
to assert their individual bellefs and convic-
tions. No modern military establishment
could expect the disciplined obedience which
sent millions (in the main lightly schooled
lads from the farm) against the machine
guns as late as World War 1.

The reaction to organization and its be-
liefs may well be one of the most rapidly de-
veloping political moods of our time. Clearly
it accounted for much of the McCarthy
strength in the last year—for if Dean Rusk
or General Westmoreland were the epitome
of the organization man, Eugene McCarthy
was its antithesis. Currently one sees it
sweeping ROTC off the campuses—or out of
the university curricula. It is causing recruit-
ing problems of big business—and not alone

i1 have argued elsewhere (The New In-
dustrial State, Houghton Mifflin, 1967) that
with increasing industrialization the sov-
ereignty of the consumer or citizen yields to
the sovereignty of the producer or public bu-
reaucracy. Increasingly the consumer or citi-
zen is made subordinate to their needs. I
have been rather sharply challenged. But
in the very important area of military pro-
duction, about 10 per cent of the total, we
see that producer sovereignty is accepted and
avowed. Not even my most self-confident
critice would be wholly certain of my error
here.
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the defense firms. One senses, If the draft
survives, that it will cause trouble for the
peacetime Armed Forces.

But so far the impressive thing is the
power that massive organization has given to
the military industrial complex and not the
resistance it is arousing. The latter is for
the future.

Second in importance in bringing the
military-industrial complex to power were
the circumstances and images of foreign pol-
icy in the late Forties, Fifties and early Siz-
ties. The Communist world, as noted, was
viewed as a unified imperium mounting its
claim to every part of the globe. The post-
war pressure on Eastern Europe and on Ber-
lin, the Chinese revolution, and the Korean
war, seemed powerful evidence in the case.
And, after the surprisingly early explosion of
the first Soviet atomic bomb, followed with-
in a decade by the even more astonishing
flight of the first Sputnik, it was easy to
believe that the Communist world was not
only politically more unified than the rest
but technologically stronger as well.

The natural reaction was to delegate
power and concentrate resources. The mili-
tary Services and their Industrial allles were
given unprecedented authority—as much as
in World War II—to match the Soviet tech-
nological initiative. And the effort of the
nation's scientists (and other scholars) was
concentrated In equally impressive fashion.
None or almost none remained outside. Rob-
ert Oppenheimer was excluded, not because
he opposed weapons development in general
or the hydrogen bomb in particular, but be-
cause he thought the latter unnecessary and
undeliverable. That anyone, on grounds of
prineciple, should refuse his services to the
Pentagon or Dow Chemical was nearly un-
thinkable. Social sclentists responded eagerly
to invitations to spend the summer at
RAND. They devoted their winters to semi-
nrrs on the strategy of defense and deter-
rence. The only question in this time was
whether a man could get a security clear-
ance. The extent of a man's access to secret
matters measured his responsibility and in-
fluence in public affairs and prestige in the
community.

The effect of this concentration of talent
was to add to the autonomy and power of the
organizations responsible for the effort.
Critleism or dissent requires knowledge; the
knowledgeable men were nearly all inside.
The Eisenhower Administration affirmed the
power of the military by appointing Secre-
taries of Defense who were largely passive ex-
cept as they might worry on occasion about
the cost. The Democrats, worrying about a
nonexistent missile gap and fearing, as al-
ways, that they might seem soft on Com-
munism, accorded the military more funds
and power, seeking principally to make it
more efficlent.

This enfranchisement of the military
power was in a very real sense the result of
a democratic decislon—it was a widely ap-
proved response to the seemingly fearsome
forces that surround us. With time those
who received this unprecedented grant of
power came to regard it as a right. Where
weapons and military decision were con-
cerned, their authority was meant to be
plenary. Men with power have been prone to
such error.

Third, secrecy confined knowledge of
Soviet weapons and responding American
action to those within the public and private
bureaucracy. No one else had knowledge,
hence no one else was qualified to speak.
Senior members of the Armed Services, their
industrial allies, the scientists, the members
of the Armed Services Committees of the
Congress were in. It would be hard to
imagine a more efficlent arrangement for pro-
tecting the power of a bureaucracy. In the
academlec community and especially in Con-
gress there was no small prestige in being a
member of this club. So its influence was
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enhanced by the sense of belonging and
serving. And, as the experience of Robert
Oppenheimer and other less publicized per-
sons showed, it was possible on occasion to
exclude the critic or skeptic as a security
risk.,

Fourth, there was the disciplining efect
of personal fear. A nation that was massively
alarmed about the unified power of the Com-
munist world was not tolerant of skeptics or
those who questioned the only seemingly
practical line of response. Numerous scien-
tists, soclal scientists, and public officials had
come reluctantly to accept the idea of the
Communist threat. This history of reluc-
tance could now involve the danger—real or
imagined—that they might be suspected of
past assoclation with this all-embracing con-
spiracy. The late Senator Joseph R, McCarthy
would not have been influential in ordinary
times; but he and others saw or sensed the
opportunity for exploiting national and
personal anxiety. The result was further and
decisive pressure on anyone who seemed not
to concur in the totality of the Communist
threat. (McCarthy was broken only when he
capriciously attacked the military power.)

Fear provided a further source of im-
munity and power. Accepted Marxian doc-
trine holds that a cabal of capltalists and
militarists is the cutting edge of capitalist
imperialism and the cause of war. Anyone
who ralsed a question about the military-
industrial complex thus sounded suspiciously
like a Marxist. So it was a tople that was
avolded by the circumspect. Herolsm in the
United States involves some important dis-
tinctions. It requires a man to stand up
fearlessly, at least in principle, to the prospect
for nuclear extinction, But it allows him to
proceed promptly to cover if there is risk of
being called a Communist, a radical, an
enemy of the system. Death we must face
but not social oblogquy or political ostracism.
The effect of such discriminating heroism in
the Fifties and Sixties was that most poten-
tial crities of the military power were excep-
tionally reticent.

In 1861, in the last moment before leav-
ing office, President Elsenhower gave his
famous warning: “In the councils of govern-
ment we must guard against the acquisition
of unwarranted influence, whether sought or
unsought, by the military-industrial com-
plex. The potential for the disastrous rise of
misplaced power exists and will persist.” This
warning was to become by a wide margin the
most quoted of all Elsenhower statements.
This was principally for the flank protection
it provided for all who wanted to agree. For
many Yyears thereafter anyone (mpyself in-
cluded) who spoke to the problem of the
military power took the thoughtful precau-
tion of first quoting President Eisenhower.
He had shown that there were impeccably
conrervative precedents for our concern.

Fifth, in the Fifties and early Sizties the
phrase “domestic priority” had not yet be-
come a cliché. The civilian claim on federal
funds was not, or seemed not, to be over-
powering. The great riots in the cities had
not yet occurred. The appalling conditions in
the urban core that were a cause were still
unnoticed. Internal migration had long been
under way but millions were yet to come from
the rural into the urban slums. Poverty had
not yet been placed on the national agenda,
with the consequence that we would learn
how much and how abysmal it is. And
promises not having been made to end pov-
erty, expectations had not been aroused. The
streets of Washington, D C., were still safer
than those of Saigon. Travel by road and
commuter train was only just coming to a
crawl. The cities' air and water were dirty
but not yet lethally so.

In this innocent age, in 1964, taxes were
reduced because there seemed to be danger
of economic stagnation and unemployment
irom raising more federal revenue than could
quickly be spent. The then Director of the
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Budget, Kermit Gordon, was persuaded that
if an excess of revenue were available the
military would latch on to it. Inflation was
not a pressing issue. Military expenditures,
although no one wished to say so, did sus-
tain employment. Clrcumstances could not
have been better designed, economically
speaking, to allow the military a clear run.

Sizth and finally, in these years, both con-
servative and liberal opposition to the mili-
tary-indusirial power was muted. Nothing
could be expected, in principle, to appeal less
to conservatives than a vast increase in bu-
reaucratic power at vast cost. In an earlier
age the reaction would have been apoplectic.
Some conservatives in an older tradition—
men genuinely concerned about the Levi-
athan State—were aroused. Ernest Weir, the
head of National Steel and the foe of FDR
and the New Deal, Alf M. Landon, the much-
underestimated man who opposed Roosevelt
in 1936, Marriner Eccles, banker and long-
time head of the Federal Reserve, and a few
others did speak out. But for most it was
enough that the Communists—exponents of
a yet more powerful state and against pri-
vate property, too—were on the other side.
One accepted a lesser danger to fight a
greater one. And, as always, when many are
moderately aroused some are extreme. It be-
came a tenet of a more extreme conservatism
that civillans should never interfere with
the military except to provide more money.
Nor would there be any compromise with
Communism. It must be destroyed. Their
military doctrine, as Daniel Bell has saild,
was “that negotiation with the Communists
is impossible, that anyone who discusses the
possibility of such negotiation is a tool of
the Communists, and that a ‘tough policy'—
by which, sotto voce, is meant a preventa-
tive war of a first strike—is the only means
of forestalling an eventual Communist vie-
tory." ® To an impressive extent, in the Fifties
and Sixties this new conservatism, guided
by retired Air Force generals and the re-
doubtable Edward Teller, became the voice
of all conservatism on defense policy.

The disappearance of liberal criticlsm was
almost as complete—and even more remark-
able. An association of military and indus-
trial power functioning without restraint
would have been expected to arouse liberal
passion. So also the appropriation of public
power for private purpose by defense con-
tractors, some of them defining missions for
the Services so as to require what they had
to sell. But liberals did not react. Like con-
servatives they accepted a lesser threat to
liberty to forestall a greater one, Also it was
not easy for a generation that had asked for
more executive power for FDR and his suc-
cessors over conservative opposition to see
danger in any bureaucracy or remedy in
stronger legislative control. This was a too
radical reversal of liberal form.

The generation of liberals which was active
in the Fifties and Sixties had also been
scarred by the tactics of the domestic Com-
munists in politics and the trade-union
movement. And members of this generation
had seen what happened to friends who
had committed themselves to the wartime
alliance with the Soviets and had nailed
their colors to its continuation after the
war. Stalin had let them down with a brutal
and for many a mortal thump. Those who
escaped, or many of them, made common
cause with the men who were making or de-
ploying weapons to resist Communism,
urging only, as good liberals, that there
was a social dimension to the struggle. As
time passed it was discovered that many
good and liberal things—foreign aid, tech-
nical assistance, travel grants, fellowships,
overseas libraries—could be floated on the
Communist threat. Men of goodwill became

& Quoted by Ralph E. Lapp in The Weapons
Culture (Norton, 1968).
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accomplished in persuading the more re-
tarded to vote for foreign-aid legislation,
not as a good thing in itself but as an
indispensable instrument in the war against
Communism. Who, having made this case,
could then be critical of military spending
for the same purpose?

Additionally in the Fiftles and Sixties
American liberals were fighting for the larger
federal budget not for the things it bought
but for the unemployment it prevented. Such
a budget, with its stabllizing flow of expendi-
tures and supported by personal income taxes
which rose and fell with stabllizing effect,
was the cornerstone of the New or Keynesian
Economics. And this economics of high and
expanding employment, in turn, was the
cornerstone of the liberal position. As noted
it was not easy for liberals to admit that
defense expenditures were serving this be-
nign social function; when asked they (i.e.
we) always sald that spending for education,
housing, welfare, and civilian public works
would serve just as well and be much wel-
comed as an alternative.

But there was then no strong pressure to
spend for these better things. Accordingly
it was not easy for liberals to become aroused
over an arms policy which had such obhviously
beneficlent effects on the economy.

By the early Sixties the liberal position
was beginning to change. From comparatively
early in the Kennedy Administration—the
Bay of Pigs was a major factor in this revela-
tlon—it became evident that a stand would
have to be made against policles urged by
the military and its State Department
allies—against military intervention in Cuba,
military intervention in Laos, military inter-
vention in Vietnam, an all-out fallout shel-
ter program, unrestricted nuclear testing, all
of which would be disastrous for the Presi-
dent as well as for the country and world.
A visible and sometimes sharp division oc-
curred between those who, more or less auto-
matically, made their alliance with the mili-
tary power, and those—Robert Kennedy,
Adlal Stevenson, Theodore Sorensen, Arthur
Schlesinger, Averell Harriman, and, though
rendering more homage to the organizations
of which they were a part, George Ball and
Robert McNamara—who saw the dangers of
this commitment. With the Johnson Admin-
istration this opposition disappeared or was
dispersed. The triumph of those who allied
themselves with the bureaucracy was the
disaster of that Administration.

The opposition, much enlarged, then re-
appeared in the political theater. Suspicion
of the military power in 1968 was the most
important factor uniting the followers of
Senators Kennedy, McCarthy, and McGovern.
Along with the more specific and more im-
portant opposition to the Vietnam conflict,
it helped to generate the opposition that
persuaded Lyndon Johnson not to run. And
the feeling that Vice President Humphrey
was not sufficlently firm on this issue—that
he belonged politically to the generation of
liberals that was tolerant of the military-in-
dustrial power—unquestionably diluted and
weakened his support. Conceivably it cost
him the election.

vI

To see the sources of the strength of the
military-industrial complex in the Fifties
and Sixtles is to see its considerably greater
vulnerability now. The Communist impe-
rium, which once seemed so fearsome in its
unity, has broken up into bitterly antag-
onistic blocks. Moscow and Peking barely
keep the peace. Fear in Czechoslovakia, Yu-
goslavia, and Romania is not of the capitalist
enemy but the great Communist friend. The
more intimate calculations of the Soviet High
Command on what might be expected of the
Czech (or for that matter the Romanian or
Polish or Hungarlan) army in the event of
war in Western Europe must not be without
charm. Perhaps they explain the odd military
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passion of the Soviets for the Egyptians.
The Soviets have had no more success than
has capitalism in penetrating and organizing
the backward countries of the world. Com-
munist and capitalist jungles are indistin-
guishable. Men of independent mind recog-
nize that after twenty years of aggressive
military competition with the Soviets our
security is not greater and almost certainly
less than when the competition began. And
although in the Fifties it was fashionable
to assert otherwise (“a dictator does not
hesitate to sacrifice his people by the mil-
lions”) we now know that the Soviets are
as aware of the totally catastrophic charac-
ter of nuclear war as we are—and more so
than our more articulate generals.

These changes plus the adverse reaction to
Vietnam have cost the military power its
monopoly of the scientific community. This,
in turn, has damaged its claim to a monop-
oly of knowledge including that which de-
pends on security classification. Informed
critics are amply available outside the mili-
tary-industrial complex. When earlier this
year Under Secretary of Defense Packard
sought, in an earlier tradition, to discredit
the opposition of Dr. Herbert A. York, for-
mer Director of Defense Research and Engi-
neering, to the ABM, on the grounds that
the latter did not have access to secret in-
formation, the effort backfired. The only per-
son whose credibility was damaged was Sec-
retary Packard. In consequence men are now
avallable to distinguish between what weap-
ons are relevant to an equilibrium with the
Soviets, what destroys this balance by en-
couraging a new competitive round, and
what serves primarily the prestige of the
Bervices and the prestige and profits of the
contractors. The attack on the Sentinel-
Safeguard ABM system could never have been
mounted in the Fiftles.

Additionally, civillan priority has become
one of the most evocative words in the lan-
guage. Everywhere—for urban housing and
services, sanitation, schools, police, urban
transportation, clean air, potable water—the
needs are huge and pressing. Because these
needs are not being met the number of peo-
ple who live in fear of an urban explosion
may well be greater than those who are
alarmed by the prospect of nuclear devasta-
tion. For many years I have lived in sum-
mers on an old farm in southern Vermont.
In the years folowing Hiroshima we had the
advance refugees from the atomic bomb.
Now we have those who are escaping the
ultimate urban riot. The second migration is
much bigger than the first and has had a
far more inflationary effect on local real-
estate values.

Certainly the day when military spending
was a slightly embarrassing alternative to
unemployment is gone and, one imagines,
forever.

With all of these changes has come a radi-
cal change in the political climate. Except in
the darker reaches of Orange County and
suburban Dallas (where defense expenditures
also have their influence) fear of Commu-
nism has receded. We have lived with the
Communists on the same planet now for a
half-century. An increasing number are dis-
posed to believe we can continue doing so.
Communism seems somewhat less trium-
phant than twenty years ago. Perhaps the
Soviet Union is yet another industrial state
in which organization—bureaucracy—is in
conflict with the people it must educate in
such numbers for its tasks, Mr. Nixon in his
many years as & political aspirant was not
notably averse to making capital out of the
Communist menace. But neither, if a little
belatedly, was he a man to resist a trend.
Many must have noticed that his warnings
overt or implied of the Communist menace
in his Inaugural Address were rather less
fiery than those of John F, Kennedy eight
years earller.

The anxiety which led to the great con-
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centration of military and industrial power
in the Fifties having dissipated, the con-
tinued existence of that power has naturally
become a political issue. There are many who
think that Mr. Nixon sacrificed some, per-
haps much, of his lead when, in the closing
days of the Presidential campaign, he prom-
ised to revitalize the arms race with an effort
to establish clear superlority over the Soviets.
There can be little question that General
Curtis LeMay, far from attracting voters to
Governor George Wallace in 1968, was a
disaster. At a somewhat lower level than
Eisenhower, MacArthur, Patton, and Bradley,
LeMay was one of the bona fide heroes in the
American pantheon. But his close association
with the military power, especially his long
efforts to make nuclear warfare palatable, if
not altogether appetizing, to the American
public, was unnerving. As noted a stand-up-
to-it heroism is combined with a deep sen-
sitivity when the nuclear nerve is touched.

If the potential followers of Governor Wal-
lace were capable of alarm over the military
power, then the potential opposition is not
confined to the bearded and barefoot left.
(This, as in the case of Vietnam, will be the
first assumption of the bureaucracy.) Nor
is it. Concern reaches deeply into the sub-
urban middle class and business community.
During the summer of 1968, if I may recur
once more to personal experience, I was con-
cerned with raising money for Eugene Mc-
Carthy. We raised a great deal: the efforts
with which 1 was at least marginally asso-
clated produced some $2.5 mlilllon. Over-
whelmingly we got that money from busi-
nessmen. Opposition to the Vietnam war was,
of course, the prime reason for this support.
But concern over the military power was a
close (and closely affillated) second. When
one is asking for money one very soon learns
what evokes response.

Soclal concern, however inappropriate for
a businessman, was most important but there
were also very good business reasons for be-
ing aroused. In 1968, the hundred largest
defense contractors had more than two-
thirds (67.4 per cent) of all the defense busi-
ness and the smallest fifty of these had no
more in the aggregate than General Dynam-
ics and Lockheed. A dozen firms specializing
in military business (e.g., McDonnell Douglas,
General Dynamics, Lockheed, United Air-
craft) together with General Electric and
AT & T had a third of all the business.
For the vast majority of businessmen the
only assoclation with the defense business
is through the taxes they pay. Not even a
subcontract comes their way. And they have
another cost. They must operate in com-
munities that are starved for revenue, where,
in consequence, their business is exposed to
disorder and viclence and where materials
and manpower are preempted by the defense
contractors. They must also put up with in-
flation, high interest rates, and regulation
on overseas investment occasioned by defense
spending. The willingness of American busi-
nessmen to suffer on behalf of the big de-
fense contractors has been a remarkable
manifestation of charity and self-denial.

Two other changes have altered the posi-
tion of the military power. In the Fifties
the military establishment of the United
States was still identified in the public
mind with the great captains of World
War II—with Eisenhower, Marshall, Mac-
Arthur, Bradley, King, Nimitz, Arnold. And
many members of a slightly junior genera-
tion—Maxwell Taylor, James Gavin, Mat-
thew Ridgway, Curtis LeMay—were in posi-
tions of power. Some of these soldiers might
have done less well had they been forced to
fight an elusive and highly motivated enemy
in the jungle of Vietnam encumbered by the
leisurely warriors of the ARVN. (At one time
or another, Eisenhower, MacArthur, Gavin
all made it explicitly clear that they would
never have got involved in such a mistake.)
The present military generation is intimate-
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ly associated with the Vietnam misfortune.
And its credibility has been deeply damaged
by its fatal association with the bureaucratic
truths of that war—with the long succession
of defeats that became victories, the victories
that became defeats, and brilliant actions
that did not signify anything at all. In the
Fifties it required courage for a civilian to
challenge Eisenhower on military matters.
Anyone is allowed to doubt the omniscience
of General Westmoreland.

Finally, all bureaucracy has a mortal weak-
ness; it cannot respond effectively to at-
tack. The same inertial guldance which pro-
pels it into trouble—which sends it mind-
lessly into the Bay of Pigs or Vietnam even
when disaster is evident—renders it helpless
in self-defense. It can, in fact, only mimic
itself. Organization could not come up with
any effective response to its critics on Viet-
nam. The old slogans—we must resist world-
wide Communist aggression, we must not re-
ward aggression, we must stand by our brave
allies—were employed not only after repeti-
tion had robbed them of all meaning but
after they had been made ludicrous by
events, In the end Secretary of State Rusk
was reduced to mnemonic speeches about
our commitments. Organized thought was
incapable of anything better.

S0 with the military power—only more s0.
One of the perquisites of great power is that
its use need not be defended. In consequence
kings, czars, dictators, capitalists, even union
leaders—when their day of accounting
comes have rarely been able to speak for
themselves. As the military power comes
under scrutiny, it will be reduced to assert-
ing that its critlcs are indifferent to Soviet
or Chinese intentions, unacquainted with
the most recent intelligence, militarily in-
experienced, naive, afraid to look nuclear de-
struction in the eye. Or it will be sald that
they are witting or unwitting tools of the
Communist conspiracy. Following Secretary
Laird’s effort on behalf of the ABM (when
he deployed from new intelligence an ex-
ceptionally alarming generation of Soviet
missiles) a special appeal will be made to
fear. A bureaucracy under attack is a fortress
with thick walls but fixed guns.

Vi

It is a cliché, much beloved of those who
supply the diplomatic gloss for the military
power, that not much can be done to limit
the latter—or its budget—so long as “Amer-
fcan responsibilities” in the world remain
unchanged. And for others it is a persuasive
point that to reduce the military budget will
require a change In foreign policy.

But these changes have already occurred.
In the years following World War II there
was a spacious view of the American task in
the world. We guarded the borders of the
non-Communist world. We prevented sub-
version there and put down wars of libera-
tion elsewhere. In pursuit of thesé alms we
maintained alllances, deployed forces, pro-
vided military aid on every continent. This
was the competition of the superpowers, We
had no choice but to meet the challenge of
that competition.

We have already found that the world so
depicted does not exist. Superpowers there
are but superpowers cannot much affect the
course of life within the countries they pre-
sume to see as on their side. In part that was
the lesson of Vietnam; annual expenditures
of $30 billion, a deployment of more than
half a million men, could not much affect
the course of development in one small coun-
try. In lands as diverse as India, Indonesia,
Peru, and the Congo we have found that our
ability to affect the development is even less.
We have also found, as in the nearby case of
Cuba, that a country can go Communist
without inflicting any overpowering damage.

What we have not done is accommodate
our military policy to this reality. Military
ald, bases, conventional force levels, weapons
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requirements still assume superpower omnip-
otence. (And the military power still
projects this vision of our task.) Our for-
elgn policy has, in fact, changed. It is the
Pentagon that hasn't.

VIII

To argue that the military-industrial com-
plex is now vulnerable is not to suggest that
it is on its last legs. It spends a vast amount
of public money, which insures the support
of many (though by no means all) of those
who receive it. Many Senators and Con-
gressmen are slow to criticize expenditures
in their districts even though for most of
thelr supporters the cost vastly exceeds the
gain, (Defense contracts are even more con-
centrated geographically than by firm. In
1967 three favored states out of fifty—Cali-
fornia and New York and Texas—recelved
one-third. Ten states accounted for a full
two-thirds. In all but a handful of cases the
Congressman or Senator who votes for mili-
tary spending is voting for the enrichment of
people he does not represent at the expense of
those who elect him.) And there is the mat-
ter of habit and momentum. The military
power has been above challenge for so long
that to attack still seems politically quixotic.
One recalls, however, that it once seemed
quixotic to be against the Vietnam war.

Nonetheless control is possible. I come to
my final task. It is to offer a political dec-
alogue of what is required. It is as follows:

(1) The goal, all must remember, 18 to
get the military power under firm political
control. This means electing a President on
this issue mnext time. This, above all, must
be the issue in the next election.

However, for the next three and a half
years, not much can be done about the Pres-
idency. Also if Mr, Nixon does not resist the
military power he will follow President John-
son into oblivion—conceivably taking quite
a few others with him. This one must sup-
pose he will see. So while all possible moral
pressure must be kept on the President, the
immediate target is Congress.

(2) Congress will not be impressed by
learned declamation on the danger of the
military power. There must be organization.
The last election showed the power of that
part of the community—the colleges, uni-
versities, concerned middle class, business-
men—which was alert to the Vietnam war,
Now in every possible Congressional District
there must be an organization alert to the
military power. Anciently, legislators up for
election have pledged themselves to an “ade-
guate national defense,” a euphemism for
according the Pentagon a blank check. In the
next election everyone must be pressed for
a promise to resist military programs and
press relentlessly for negotiations along lines
indicated below. Any Senator or Congress-
man who does not believe that the Congress
should exercise strict supervision over the
Pentagon, that the later should be strictly
answerable to Congress both for its actions
and its expenditures, confesses his indiffer-
ence to the proper role of the legislative body.
He will be better at home.

This effort must not be confined to the
North, the Middle West, or West, In the last
five years there has been a rapld liberaliza-
tion of the major college and university cen-
ters of the South. Nowhere did McCarthy or
EKennedy draw larger and more enthusiastic
crowds than in the big Southern universities.
Mendel Rivers, Richard Russell, Strom Thur-
mond, John Tower, and the other sycophants
of the military from the South must be made
sharply aware of this new constituency—
and if possible be retired by it.

(3) The Armed Services Committees of the
two houses must obviously be the object of
a special effort. They are now, with the ex-
ception of a few members, & rubber stamp
for the military power. Some llberals have
been reluctant to serve on these fiefs, No
effort, including an attack on the seniority
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system itself, should be spared to oust the
present functionaries and to replace them
with acute and independent-minded mem-
bers. Here too it is important to get grass-
roots expression from the South.

(4) The goal is not to make the military
power more efficient or more righteously
honest. It is to get it under control. These are
very different objectives. The first seeks out
excessive profits, high costs, poor technical
performance, favoritism, delay, or the other
abuses of power. The second is concerned
with the power Itself. The first is diver-
slonary for it persuades people that some-
thing is being done while leaving power and
budgets intact.

(5) This is not an antimilitary crusade.
Generals and admirals and soldiers, sailors,
and airmen are not the object of attack. The
purpose is to return the military establish-
ment to its traditional position in the Amer-
ican political system. It was never intended
to be an unlimited partner In the arms in-
dustry. Nor was it meant to be a controlling
voice in foreign policy. Any general or ad-
miral who rose to fame before World War II
would be surprised and horrified to find that
his successors In the profession of arms are
now commercial accessories of General Dy-
namics.

(6) Whatever its moral case there is no
political future in unilateral disarmament.
And the case must not be compromised by
wishful assumptions about the BSoviets
which the Soviets can then destroy. It can
safely be assumed that nuclear annihilation
is as unpopular with the average Russian as
it is with the ordinary American, and that
their leaders are not retarded in this respect.
But it is wise to assume that within their
industrial system, as within ours, there is a
military-industrial bureaucracy committed
to its own prepetuation and growth. This
governs the more precise objectives of con-
trol.

(7) Four broad types of major weapons
systems can be recognized. There are first
those that are related directly to the exist-
ing balance of power or the balance of ter-
ror vis-a-vis the Soviets. The ICBMs and the
Polaris submarines are obviously of this sort;
in the absence of a decislon to disarm uni-
laterally, restriction or reduction in these
weapons requires agreement with the So-
viets. There are, secondly, those that may
be added within this balance without tip-
ping it drastically one way or the other. They
allow each country to destroy the other
more completely or redundantly. Beyond a
certain number, more ICBMs are of this sort.
Thirdly there are those that, in one way or
another, tip the balance or seem to do so.
They promise, or can be thought to promise,
destruction of the second country while al-
lowing the first to escape or largely escape.
Inevitably, in the absence of a prospect for
agreement, they must provoke response. An
ABM, which seems to provide defense while
allowing continued offense, is of this sort.
So are missiles of such number, weight, and
precision as to be able to destroy the second
country's weapons without possibility of re-
taliation.

Finally there are weapons systems and
other military construction and gadgetry
which add primarily to the prestige of the
Armed Services, or which advance the com-
petitive position of an individual branch.

The last three classes of weapons do not
add to such security as is provided under the
balance of terror.” Given the response they

T Charles L. Schultze, the former Director
of the Budget under President Johnson and
his associate Willilam M. Capron, neither of
them radicals in this matter, have recently
observed that “Once we have achleved a
minimum deterrent, plus an ample margin
of safety and a healthy R&D program to be
prepared for the future, it is difficult to con-
ceive of any value the United States could
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provoke, they leave it either unchanged or
more dangerous. But all contribute to the
growth, employment, and profits of the con-
tractors. All are sought by the Armed Forces.
The Army’'s Sentinel (now Safeguard) Anti-
Ballistic Missile system is urged even though
it is irrelevant and possibly dangerous as a
defense. As Mr. Russell Baker has said, it is
based at least partly on the assumption that
the Chinese would “live down to our under-
estimates of their abilities and produce a mis-
sile so inferior that even a Sentinel can shoot
it down.” But it holds a position for the
Army in this highly technological warfare.
The Alr Force wants a new generation of
manned bombers, their vulnerability not-
withstanding, because an Air Force without
such bombers—with the key fighting men
sitting silently in underground command
posts—Is much less interesting. And Boeing,
General Dynamics, Lockheed, North Ameri-
can Rockwell, Grumman, and McDonnell
Douglas are naturally glad that this Is so.
The Navy wants nuclear carrlers and their
complement of aircraft, their vulnerability
also notwithstanding, for the same reason.

A prime objective of control is to eliminate
from the military budget those things which
contribute to the arms race or are irrelevant
to the present balance of terror. This in-
cludes the second, third, and fourth classes
of weapons mentioned above. The ABM and
the MIRV (the Multiple Independently-tar-
geted Reentry Vehicle), both of which will
spark a new competitive round of a pecu-
liarly uncontrollable sort, as well as manned
bombers and nuclear carriers are all of this
sort. Perhaps as a simple working goal, some
five billions of such items should be elimi-
nated in each of the next three years for a
total reduction of fifteen billion.®

(8) The second and more important ob-
jective of control is to win agreement with
the Soviets on arms control and reduction.
This means, in contrast with present mili-
tary doctrine, that we accept that the
Soviets will bargain in good faith. And we
accept also that an imperfect agreement—
for none can be watertight—is safer than
continuing competition. It means, as a prac-

gain from additional ‘superiority’ in nuclear

forces . . . we cannot attaln a first-strike
capability. And if we can retaliate with dev-
astating force against a Soviet attack, what
do we galn by having twice or three times
that force? It adds nothing to our diplo-
matiec strength in situations short of nuclear
war. It does not add to deterrence—devasta-
tion twice over is no greater deterrent than
devastation once. We can, to some extent,
limit damage to the United States by having
the capability, in a retaliatory strike, to tar-
get SBoviet missiles and bombers withheld in
a first strike. But the ‘ample margin of
safety’ described above gives us such a capa-
bility already. Excessive superiority, in other
words, galns us little of value, costs substan=-
tially in budget terms, and almost inevitably
forces a Soviet response which eliminates
the superiority temporarily gained.” Unpub-
lished memorandum. A valuable recent docu-
ment on this whole subject is George W.
Rathjens’ The Future of the Strategic Arms
Race (Carnegle Endowment for Interna-
tional Peace, 1969).

I would urge leaving the space race out
of this effort. The gadgetry involved is not
uniquely lethal; on the contrary it channels
competition with the Soviets, If such there
must be, into comparatively benign chan-
nels. It has so far been comparatively safe
for the participants—strikingly so as com-
pared with early efforts at manned flight in
the atmosphere and across the oceans. One
observes, between ourselves and the Soviets,
a gentlemanly obligation to admire each
other’s accomplishments which, on the whole,
compares favorably with similar manifesta-
tions at the Olympic games or involving
muslc and the ballet.
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tical matter, that the military role in nego-
tlations must be sharply circumscribed. Mili-
tary men—prompted by their industrial al-
lies—will always object to any agreement
that 1s not absolute, self-enforcing, and
watertight. Under such circumstances arms-
control negotiations become, as they have
been in recent times, a charade. Instead of
halting the arms race they may even have
the efflect of justifying it. “After all we are
trylng for agreement with the bastards.”
The Congress and the people must make the
necessity for this control relentlessly clear
to the Executive.

(9) Independent scientific judgment must
be mobilized in this effort—as guidance to
the political effort, for advice to Congress,
and of course, within the Ezxecutive itself.
The arms race, in its present form, is a sci-
entific and mathematical rather than a mili-
tary contest. Those military can no longer
barricade themselves behind claims of mili-
tary expertise or needed secrecy, opposing
views must be reliably avallable.

But decisions on military needs are still
made in a self-serving compact between those
who buy weapons and those who sell. So the
time has come to constitute a special body
of highly qualified scientists and citizens to
be called, perhaps, the Military Audit Com-
mission. Its function would be to advise the
Congress and inform the public on military
programs and negotiations. It should be in-
dependently, i.e. privately, financed. It would
be the authoritative voice on weapons sys-
tems that add to infernational tension or
competition or serve principally the com-
petitive position and prestige of the Serv-
ices or the profits of their suppliers. It would
have the special function of serving as a
watchdog on negotiations to insure that the
military power is excluded.

(10) Control of the military power must
be an ecumenical effort. Obviously no one
who regards himself as a liberal can any
longer be a communicant of the military
power. But the issue is one of equal concern
to conservatives—to the conservative who
traditionally suspects any major concentra-
tion of public power. It is also an issue for
every businessman whose taxes are putting
a very few of his colleagues on the gravy
train. But most of all it is an issue for every
citizen who finds the policy images of this
bureaucracy—the Manned Orbiting Labora-
tory preserving the American position when
all or most are dead below—more than a
trifle depressing.

I

A few will find the foregoing an unduly
optimistic effort. More, I suspect, will find it
excessively moderate, even commonplace. It
makes no overtures to the withdrawal of sci-
entific and other scholarly talent from the
military. It does not encourage a boycott on
recruiting by the military contractors. It
does not urge the curtailment of university
participation in military research. These,
there should be no mistake about It, will
be necessary if the military power is not
brought under control. Nor can there be any
very righteous lectures about such action.
The military power has reversed constitu-
tional process in the United States—re-
moved power from the public and Congress
to the Pentagon. It Is in a poor position to
urge orderly political process. And the con-
sequences of such a development could be
very great—they could amount to an uncon-
trollable thrust to unilateral disarmament.
But my instinct is for action within the po-
litical framework. This is not a formula for
busy ineffectuality. None can deny the role
of those who marched or picketed on Viet-
nam. But, in the end, It was political action
that arrested the escalation and broke the
commitment of the bureaucracy to this mis-
take. Control of the military power is a less
easlly defined and hence more difficult task.
(To keep the military and its allies and
spokesmen from queering international ne-
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gotiations will be especially difficult.) But if
sharply focused knowledge can be brought to
bear on both weapons procurement and ne-
gotiation; if citizen attitudes can be kept
politically effective by the conviction that
this is the political issue of our time; if
there is effective organization; if in conse-
quence a couple of hundred or even a hun-
dred members of Congress can be kept in
a vigilant, critical, and aroused mood; and
if for the President this becomes visibly the
difference between success and failure, sur-
vival and eventual defeat, then the military-
industrial complex will be under control. It
can be made to happen.

HONOR GUARD SERGEANT IS
ORDERED TO VIETNAM

Mr, COOK. Mr. President, symptomatic
of the arrogance and irresponsibility of
some of those in our miltary services
pointed out in Galbraith's article, is an
experience Senator Coorer and I had
only yesterday. We noticed in the Eve-
ning Star an article by Robert Walters,
cne of the Star’s staff writers, concerning
a report that a young Kentuckian, Sgt.
Michael Sanders, had been assigned to
Vietnam as a result of expressing his
views publicly in opposition to our mili-
tary intervention in Vietnam. I ask unan-
imous consent that this article appear
in the REcorp, at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcoORD,
as follows:

HONOR GUARD SERGEANT Is ORDERED TO

ViETNAM'

(By Robert Walters)
A member of the Army’'s most elite unit—

the honor guard at the Tomb of the Un-
known Soldier—has been abruptly ordered to
Vietnam combat duty following the inter-
view in which he offered criticism of U.S.
military involvement in Southeast Asia.

The reassignment is highly unusual be-
cause members of the spit-and-polish
ceremonial unit based at Ft. Myer are almost
never transferred durlng an enlistment
period if they meet the rigorous requirements
for service in the “honor company” which
represents the Army at all major military
and state functlons,

The case of Sgt. Michael Sanders, 22, who
is being sent to Vietnam at the end of this
week, is even more noteworthy because he:

Was selected as one of the military escorts
for Mrs. Mamie Eisenhower during the state
funeral this year for her husband, Presi-
dent Dwight D. Eisenhower,

Has served In the White House color guard
and was, until his reassignment, one of the
three sergeants in charge of the speclally
selected unit of 16 men who stand guard
around the clock at the Tomb of the Un-
known Soldler at Arlington National
Cemetery.

Has only eight months remaining In his
military obligation. The standard tour of
duty for men assigned to Vietnam is at least
one year, and soldiers are seldom sent to
Southeast Asia if they have less than that
amount of service time remalning.

Claims that the inquiry leading to his
transfer was initiated at the highest military
level, the office of Gen. Willlam C. West-
moreland, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.

The Army has refused comment on the
case, but Sanders, who lives at 2303 Georgian
Way In Wheaton, is willing to fully discuss
his side of the issue.

A native of Owenton, Ky., and a permament
resident of Lexington, Ky., he enrolled at the
University of Eentucky in the hope of be-
coming a doctor, but left college in January
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1967 after his junior year was completed, be-
cause he was persuaded to enlist in the Army
by two recruiting officers who visited the
campus.

He signed up with the Army medical in-
ternship program, but gave that up after
learning that he would have to spend a year
in the service for each year of Army medical
schooling he received.

Before leaving the medical program, how-
ever, he was designated the outstanding
trainee of his battalion and received the
American Spirit Honor Medal from the Asso-
ciation of the Army, Navy and Air Force.
Among the traits listed in that citation was
loyalty to the service.

REJECTS OCS CHANCE

Sanders turned down an opportunity to
attend Officers Candidate School and re-
quested reassignment to the 1st Battalion,
3rd Infantry—the Army’s famed “Old Guard"
stationed at Ft. Myer.

Organized in 1784, the “Old Guard” is a
precision unit which serves as a personal
escort to the fresident, honors foreign dig-
nitaries visiting Washington and participates
in numerous ceremonial activities.

Sanders was assigned for a three-month
trial period to the unit’s most elite com-
pany—Company E, also known as the “honor
company.” He was assigned to the company’s
first platoon, which includes the Army's
official color guard and drill team.

The most valued assignment within the
“0Old Guard” is with the 15-man unit which
stands guard around the clock at the Tomb
of the Unkown Soldier, In November 1967,
Sanders won a spot with the unit.

In August 1968, he became one of the three
sergeants assigned to supervise the 12 men
who guard the tomb and a month later, be-
came the ranking sergeant.

RANKING SERGEANT

During the state funeral for Eisenhower,
Sanders was selected to escort Mrs. Eisen-
hower from her limousine to the steps of the
Capitol, then back to her car on the day the
casket was taken to the Rotunda to lle in
state.

In early February, prior to the Eisenhower
funeral, the Louisville Courier-Journal asked
military authorities if it could interview
Sanders for a “hometown boy"” feature story.

The story appeared in the paper Feb. 9.
In the middle of that account, Sanders was
quoted as saying:

“It's unfortunate that when people see me
here on duty they will associate me with the
Vietnam thing. I am very much opposed to
our Vietnam involvement and I think so is
practically every one else on duty here.”

OTHER GUARDS REACT

The story sald Sanders was Interviewed
in the tomb guards' underground quarters at
the cemetery, and that when he made the
statement, other soldiers looked up from
their uniform-pressing and shoe-shining to
wink at him or throw a two-fingered "V sign
of the peace movement toward him.

The story noted that Sanders carefully
added: “My duty is here, and I consider my-
self a representative of the American people,
paying tribute to the unknown soldiers of
World Wars I and II and Korea. I don't see
any confliet at all in that.”

There was no Immediate response to the
article from the Army, and Sanders went on
leave during the first week of March because
his wife, Maryanne, was expected to give
birth to her first child, While on leave, he
sald, a friend from the Army unit called to
warn him: “They've got the article and
they're really mad.”

Sanders sald he called his Immediate su-
perior and was told to report directly to the
company commander when he returned to
duty on March 26, In that conversation, the
company commander notified Sanders that
he was being shipped to Vietnam, the soldier
sald.
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“He apologized and sald he wanted me to
know that nobody in the battalion cut the
orders for me to go to Vietnam. I sald the
orders must have come from the Pentagon,
but he remained silent,” Sanders said.

Sanders sald the company commander said
the battalion commander had been contacted
by Westmoreland and asked for a full ex-
planation of the quote in the newspaper ar-
ticle, which Sanders says is accurate.

The company commander said he had been
told to submit a report in the form of a letter
to the battallon commander, Sanders sald.
He answered affirmatively when asked if he
opposed the war in Vietnam, but replied neg-
atlvely when asked if he was a pacifist, a de-
scription used by the writer of the Louisville
article.

Sanders sald he told his company com-
mander he did not consider the Army uni-
form a disgrace, but in an interview yesterday
he said: “Sometimes I do, but I didn’t tell
him that.”

He worked through the end of March, then
reported to Ft. Meade, Md., for a week of rifle
and jungle training in preparation for the
Vietnam assignment. Sanders’ new orders,
dated March 17, call for him to report to Oak-
land, Calif,, a major point of embarkation for
Vietnam-bound troops, at noon Saturday.

In the almost two years he has been with
the “"honor company,” Sanders said, no other
man assigned to the unit has been trans-
ferred, with the exception of one soldier re-
assigned to Germany after one month—be-
fore he completed the training period.

Sanders sald he is willing to serve in Viet-
nam, but he is also looking for a lawyer to
press his case because “even If it's too late
to help me, 1t'll help other guys later on."

Mr. COOK. Now, I fully admit that I
am in no position to verify the allegations
of this story at this time. But certainly
an explanation is required, and Senator
Coorer and I sought one in a joint tele-
gram which we sent to Army Secretary
Resor yesterday afternoon. The text of
that telegram was as follows:

We have just read the story in today's
Evening Star, May 22, about Sergeant Michael
Sanders. It appears from the story that Ser-
geant Sanders, who has an outstanding rec-
ord during his service in the Army, has been
ordered to report to Oakland, California on
Saturday, May 24, for assignment to Vietnam.
The reasons attributed by the story for his
assignment to Vietnam, eight months before
the completion of his service, Is that he was
reported to have made a statement criticizing
the United States military involvement in
Vietnam. If this is correct, we view his assign-
ment as a punishment not in accord with the
rules of military justice and certainly agalnst
the declared policy of the Department of
Defense. We think this ls wrong. If such an
order of assignment has been made, we
request its immediate suspension until the
facts have been ascertained by your order
and by proper procedure and a public report
is made. We would appreciate an immediate
response.

In addition, we called Secretary Resor
on the telephone and repeated our re-
quest for a public explanation. He in-
formed us that he would put a hold on
the boy’s case pending the review we
had requested.

If Sergeant Michael Sanders’ allega-
tions are true—and I repeat, if they are
true—then this is a erushing indictment
of a military procedure amounting to
extreme vindictiveness. Briefly, accord-
ing to the article, here are the pertinent
facts: Sanders, first, was selected as one
of the military escorts for Mrs. Mamie
Eisenhower during the state funeral this

_year for her husband, President Dwight




13568

D. Eisenhower; second, has served in the
White House Color Guard and was, until
his reassignment, one of the three ser-
geants in charge of the specially selected
unit of 15 men who stand guard around
the clock at the Tomb of the Unknown
Soldier at Arlington National Cemetery;
third, has only 8 months remaining in
his military obligation. The standard
tour of duty for men assigned to Viet-
nam is at least 1 year. And soldiers are
seldom sent to Southeast Asia if they
have less than that amount of service
time remaining; and fourth, claims that
the inquiry leading to his transfer was
jnitiated at the highest military level,
the office of Gen. William C. Westmore-
land, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.

I bring this experience to the atten-
tion of my colleagues knowing full well
that a satisfactory explanation may be
forthcoming. However, the possibility
that such a sequence of events could lead
to punitive reassignment to Vietnam is
repugnant to every fair-minded Amer-
ican. Surely, one does not, or should net,
in a free and democratic society, waive
all of his first amendment freecoms when
he enlists in our armed services. Surely,
one does not, or should not, forego his
right to express his political opinion
about official justification for Americans
fighting in a war not declared by Con-
gress. These are some of the matters
which I raise today for the consideration
of my colleagues because I am becoming
more and more convinced that our at-
titudes about the military and its role
in our society, acquired since World War
II, must be reexamined.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr.
the Senator yield?

Mr. COOK. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. I wish to commend the
Senator for the initiative he has taken.
Last night, when I heard the account
on the radio that Sergeant Sanders, as-
signed to the Honor Guard, here in
Washington, had been reassigned to
Vietnam, after expressing his own opin-
jon critical of our involvement in that
country, it came to me as a shocking
disclosure.

If the account is true, then it certainly
bears the investigation the Senator and
his colleague from Kentucky (Mr.
CoorPer) have initiated. I commend him
for the action he has taken. I want to
associate myself with his remarks.

Mr, COOK. I wish to thank the Sena-
tor and add that these remarks are made
without knowledge of Sergeant Sanders.
As a matter of fact, he has never con-
tacted my office in any way, shape, or
form.

Mr. CHURCH. May I add that if the
report is true, then, in my judgment,
Sergeant Sanders is a better American
than the high-ranking officer in the
Pentagon who assigned him to Vietnam
as punishment for expressing his own
honest convictions in the matter of the
war.

Mr. COOK. I thank the Senator.

President, will

FADING PROSPECTS FOR MEANING-
FUL ARMS TALKS

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, Marquis
Childs, writing in this morning’s edition
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of the Washington Post, describes the
dangers inherent in the belligerent state-
ments which continue to be issued by the
Secretary of Defense and other Pentagon
officials on the proposed anti-ballistic-
missile system. Mr. Childs is especially
concerned about the adverse impact
these statements are having on the long-
heralded arms talks with the Soviet
Union.

As Mr. Childs notes:

All of the speeches and statements by
Laird, Dr. John 8. Foster, Jr., director of de-
fense research and engineering, and others
carrying the torch for ABM are avidly read
in the Kremlin, It is hardly necessary to add
that they serve the cause of the hardliners
who, it is safe to conjecture, argue that it is
useless to try to come to any agreement with
the warmongering imperialists in Washing-
ton.

Putting the shoe on the other foot, Mr.
Childs continues:

Imagine Marshall Andrei A. Grechko, So-
viet Defense Minister, writing in Pravda or
trumpeting in a speech on Armed Forces Day
that the United States was accelerating the
buildup in both offensive and defensive nu-
clear weapons. And what for? Why, to knock
out the Soviet's retaliatory capability, with
America trlumphant in a first strike and the
Soviet Union forever crippled, if not de-
stroyed.

Mr. Childs continued:

The consequences for any future arms talks
would be pretty serlous. How can we ever
deal with people like that who charge us with
such dastardly intentions? The arguments
that the Laird blasts do not matter, since
there is no public opinion in the Soviet
Union, is fallacious. A kind of opinion at the
very highest level is subject to the news
from everywhere and particularly from the
other nuclear glant across the divide.

Mr. President, the point made by Mr.
Childs is sound. Slowly, but surely, what
may be the last chance to head off what
could be the ultimate round in the arms
race is slipping by.

I recommend Mr. Childs’ column to all
Senators, and I ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ProspecTs For ArMs TarLks Sgem To Be

LosinG GROUND

(By Marquis Childs)

Not long before he left on his Asian trip,
Secretary of State Willlam P. Rogers met
with Soviet Ambassador Anatolly F. Dobry-
nin. Rogers wanted to reafirm to Dobrynin
what he had sald publicly—that the United
States would be prepared to enter into arms
negotiations with the Soviet Union in the
late spring or early summer.

Reporting the discussion to colleagues,
Rogers stressed Dobrynin’s concern over de-
lay in the long-heralded talks. He quoted
the Soviet Ambassador as saying with the wry
humor that is one of his characteristics:
“You are sure you don’t mean Indian sum-
mers?”

It now appears there will be a delay in the
start of the effort to checkmate another
sharp upward spiral in the nuclear arms race.
What in bureaucratese is called “slippage”
has taken place. From White House sources
comes word it may be August before the
American side bears out this pessimistic
estimate.

As the days slip by, the fear grows that a
last chance to head off another and perhaps
the ultimate round in the race will be lost.
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Two reasons underscore this fear. One Is
evidence of a hardening attitude in Moscow.
The military appear to have increasing
weight in the Kremlin.

The second fear is of an accident that
suddenly in flaring headlines puts an end to
all hopes of talks. The U-2 spy plane shot
down in 1960 wrote finish to the attempt of
President Eisenhower to abate the cold war
and arrive at competitive coexistence with
the Soviets. The Russian invasion of Czecho-
slovakia last August cut across the carefully
laid plans of President Johnson to begin arms
talks. An accldent would all too obviously
suit those who iIn private oppose arms
limitation.

If any single factor has damped the pros-
pect for areas talks it is the decision of the
Nixon Administration to start deployment
of anti-ballistic missiles to safeguard inter-
continental missiles. This is not so much
because it will mean any significant change
in the strategic balance between the two
nuclear giants, but because of the loud prop-
aganda coming from Secretary of Defense
Melvin R. Laird and other defense officlals
to convince Congress the Soviets are pre-
paring a first-strike capability to cripple the
United States.

No walls of silence, such as can be im-
posed by an authoritarian system, surround
the United States to keep the angry ABM
debate within the American family. All of
the speeches and statements by Laird, Dr.
John 8. Foster Jr., director of defense re-
search and engineering, and others carry-
ing the torch for ABM are avidly read in the
Eremlin. It is hardly necessary to add that
they serve the cause of the hardliners who,
it is a safe conjecture, argue that it is useless
to try to come to any agreement with the
warmongering imperialists In Washington.
A recent visitor from the Soviet Union put
this question:

“What if Grechko was saylng the things
Laird is saylng?”

Imagine Marshal Andrel A. Grechko, So-
viet Defense Minister, writing in Pravda or
trumpeting In a speech on Armed Forces
Day that the United States was accelerating
the buildup in both offensive and defensive
nuclear weapons. And what for? Why, to
knock out the Soviet's retallatory capability,
with America triumphant in a first strike and
the Soviet Union forever crippled, if not
destroyed.

The consequences for any future arms
talks would be pretty serlous. How can we
ever deal with people like that who charge
us with such dastardly intentions? The
argument that the Laird blasts do not mat-
ter, since there is no public opinion in the
Soviet Union, is fallaclous. A kind of opinion
at the very highest level is subject to the
news from everywhere and particularly from
the other nuclear giant across the great
divide.

The director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, Gerard C. Smith, will
be the principal negotlator in the first
round when—and at this point caution dic-
tates an if—it begins. Smith Is determined
that the talks will succeed. While they may
not bring a reduction in nuclear arms, at a
minimum they should checkmate a new
spiral. The disarmament agency is hopefully
setting a date between July 15 and August 1
for the start of the talks. Since spring ends
on June 20, July 15 would still be within
Secretary Rogers' pledged timing,

No one questions Smith's dedication and
sincerity. But he faces many handicaps
within the Administration. A month ago
the word was put out that he would have
a strong, capable deputy. An approach was
made to William H. Sullivan, former Ambas-
sador to Laos and one of the ablest Forelgn
Service officers. Subsequently, Sullivan was
named Deputy Secretary for the Far East,
with emphasis on the Vietnam task force,
which may say something about priorities.
No deputy has been named.
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Why are the forces in the inner council
cold, hot and lukewarm on the arms talks?
What 1s the reason for the slippage? This
will be examined in a following column.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 112—
INTRODUCTION OF JOINT RESO-
LUTION TO AMEND SECTION 19(e)
OF THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE
ACT OF 1934

Mr. SPARKMAN., Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for myself, the senior Senator
from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), and the jun-
ior Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WiL-
LIAMS), a joint resolution to amend sec-
tion 19(e) of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934, and I request that the joint
resolution be appropriately referred. In
addition, I ask unanimous consent that
the joint resolution be printed in full in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
joint resolution will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without objec-
tion, the joint resolution will be printed
in the Recorp, in accordance with the
Senator's request.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 112) to
amend section 19(e) of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934, introduced by Mr.
SpargmMAN (for himself and other Sen-
ators), was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S.J. Res, 112

Whereas additional time is required for the
Securities and Exchange Commission to com-
plete its study, and file a report with respect
thereto, pursuant to section 19(e) of the Se-
curities Exchange Act of 1934; and

Whereas the actual amount to be ex-
pended by the Commission in making such
study and report will not exceed the original
authorization of $875,000; and

‘Whereas an increase of $70,000 in such au-
thorization is required because of the sums
heretofore appropriated pursuant to such
authorization $70,000 will be returned un-
expended to the Treasury as of June 30, 1960:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That section 19(e)
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15
US.C. T8s(e)) is amended—

(1) by striking out In paragraph (1) “Sep-
tember 1, 1969 and inserting in lleu thereof
“September 1, 1970"; and

(2) by striking out in paragraph (4)
“$875,000" and inserting Iin lieu thereof
“$945,000".

Mr. SPAREMAN, Mr. President, the
purpose of this joint resolution is to ex-
tend, by 1 year, the time in which the
Securities and Exchange Commission is
to make an institutional study of certain
features of our securities markets. In
addition, the resolution would provide
that the funds authorized for this study
would be continued at the same level
that they were originally authorized.

APOLLO 10

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, last
Sunday it was my privilege and pleasure
to be at Cape Kennedy when Apollo 10
was launched. It was a thrilling experi-
ence.
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We who live at Huntsville, Ala., take
unusual pride in recalling that the
world’s most powerful vehicle which
hurled the astronauts into space on their
way to the moon was dreamed up, de-
signed, built, tested in the beginning
stages at Redstone Arsenal and Marshall
Space Flight Center at Huntsville, Ala.

B. J. Richey, a very competent reporter
on space and scientific activities for the
Huntsville Times, was at Cape Kennedy
and wrote a very interesting article re-
garding the launching which was pub-
lished in the Huntsville Times on May
19. Believing that the Senators will find
this article interesting and informative,
I am asking unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the article entitled
“MSFC’s Baby Gets Better With Each
Shot Skyward,” written by B. J. Richey
and published in the Huntsville Times
of May 19, 1969.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

MSFC's Baey Gers BETTER WITH EACH SHOT
SKYWARD

(By B. J. Richey)

Care KeEnNEDY.—The rocket that boosts
astronauts into a path to the moon makes
the girls cry, the men curse and Dr. Werner
von Braun cheer.

The Saturn 5 moon rocket is almost as
tall as the Washington Monument, weighs
more than a small warship and with its five
million parts is a technological marvel.

Getting all those parts pumping and push-
ing perfectly at once is astounding—and so
difficult some people have wondered if the
moon rocket would ever fly.

But fly it does. And on time at that.

There is no doubt, the monster rocket is
an incredible machine.

Sunday's launch—the fifth for the vehi-
cle—was 569 millionths of a second late.

In fact, all of the Saturn 5’s have gone off
the pad less than one second late.

Dr. Von Braun, Marshall Space Flight Cen-
ter director in Huntsville, says the day is fast
approaching when climbing aboard rockets
will be as safe as getting aboard a jet-liner.

“I have more confidence in this flight
than any other so far,” Von Braun sald the
night before launch.

Watching the fiery behemoth rise majes-
tically off its concrete and steel pedestal is
an emotional sight.

Von Braun's Alabama rocket team designed
the Saturn 5 booster and it was first flown
in November, 1967, prompting the German
missileman to yell “Go, baby, go.”

Pretty secretarles watched the proceeding
with tears rolling down their cheeks and the
male spectators shouted obscenities as the
36-story-tall rocket climbed upward.

Sunday’s performance was just like a sum-
mer rerun.

Out of the five Saturn 5 launches, there
were some problems though. During its sec-
ond flight, the three-stage rocket lost two
engines in 1its second stage and its third
stage engine falled to restart, an exercise
that is essential to going to the moon.

But these problems are three flights be-
hind now and the blg machine appears to
have all its surprises played out.

Von Braun credits the almost unbelievable
on-time launches to what he calls “man-
agement discipline.” Before each shot, the
rocket goes through a practice countdown,
right up to the point of firing up its five en-
gines. Usually there are a number of ques-
tions raised about the rocket and its space-
craft.

But once officlals thrash these problems
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out, the real countdown starting six days
before launch rolls along smoothly.

In the days before the Saturn 5, the Von
Braun team builc and flew 15 smaller Saturn
rockets, running up a record now of 20
straight successful flights.

America’s moon rocket is the largest
booster ever launched, but Von Braun firmly
believes the Russians now have one in the
works with twice the thrust and twice the
size. The Saturn 5 has the equivalent of 160
million horsepower.

One space agency official said the ease with
which the launch crews here prepare the big
rocket for flight makes it “look like an obso-
lete vehicle" already.

S. 2237—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO PROVIDE THAT A FAMILY
SEPARATION ALLOWANCE SHALL
BE PAID TO ANY MEMBER OF A
UNIFORMED SERVICE ASSIGNED
TO GOVERNMENT QUARTERS
PROVIDING HE IS OTHERWISE
ENTITLED TO SUCH SEPARATION
ALLLOWANCE

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, on be-
half of the junior Senator from Kansas
(Mr, DoLe), and at his request, I intro-
duce a bill to provide that a family sepa-
ration allowance be paid to any member
of a uniformed service assigned to Gov-
ernment quarters providing he is other-
wise entitled to such separation allow-
ance.

Mr. President, I am introducing this
bill at the request of the junior Senator
from Kansas because he is unavoidably
absent from the Senate today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 2237), to amend title 37 of
the United States Code to provide that
a family separation allowance shall be
paid to any member of a uniformed serv-
ice assigned to Government quarters
providing he is otherwise entitled to such
separation allowance, introduced by Mr.
Berrmon for Mr. DoLE, was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

NEED FOR EARLY AGREEMENT ON
A SEABED ARMS CONTROL AR-
RANGEMENT

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on March
25 of this year, I drew the attention of
my colleagues to the reopening of the
18-Nation Disarmament Conference, and
I pointed out that prospects for early
agreement on a seabed arms control ar-
rangement were encouraging. With both
the United States and the Soviet Union
declaring their intent that the seabed
and ocean floor should not become the
spawning ground for a new generation
of mass destruction weaponry, the mem-
bers of the ENDC began to focus imme-
diately on the complexities of this issue.
For its part, the Soviet Union put forth
a draft treaty on March 18, and 7 days
later the United States responded on
three of the four major points con-
tained in that proposal.

Today, Mr. President, I am pleased to
report that another major step forward
has been taken toward arriving at a
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meaningful seabed arms prohibition.
Yesterday in Geneva, Ambassador Fisher,
the U.S. representative in the 18-Nation
Disarmament Conference, tabled a draft
seabed arms control treaty which brings
sharply into focus the real issues involved
in this intricate and complex problem.
I ask unanimous consent that the pre-
amble and substantive provisions of the
U.S. draft treaty be inserted at this point
in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN in the chair). Without objection
it is so ordered.

The material was ordered to be printed
in the REcorb, as follows:

DrAFT TREATY PROHIBITING THE EMPLACE-
MENT OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND OTHER
WEeaPONS OF Mass DESTRUCTION ON THE
SEABED AND OCEAN FLOOR
The States Partles to this Treaty,
Recognizing the common interest of all

mankind in the progress of the exploration

and use of the seabed and ocean floor for
peaceful purposes,

Considering that the prevention of a nu-
clear arms race on the seabed and ocean fioor
serves the Interests of maintaining world
peace, reduces [nternational tensions, and
strengthens friendly relations among States,

Convinced that this Treaty will further
the principles and purposes of the Charter
of the United Natlions, In a manner con=-
sistent with the principles of international
law and without infringing the freedoms of
the high seas,

Have Agreed as Follows:

ARTICLE I

1. Each State Party to this Treaty under-
takes not to emplant or emplace fixed nuclear
weapons or other weapons of mass destruc-
tlon or associated fixed launching platforms
on within or beneath the seabed and ocean
floor beyond a narrow band, as defined in
Article II of this Treaty, adjacent to the
coast of any State.

2. Each State Party to the Treaty under-
takes to refrain from causing, encouraging,
facilitating or in any way participating in
the activities prohibited by this Article.

ARTICLE II

1. For purposes of this Treaty, the outer
limit of the narrow band referred to in
Article I shall be measured from baselines
drawn in the manner specified in paragraph
2, hereof. The width of the narrow band shall
be three (3) miles,

2. Blank (Baselines).

3. Nothing in this Treaty shall be inter-
preted as prejudicing the position of any
State Party with respect to rights or claims
which such State Party may assert, or with
respect to recognition or non-recognition of
rights or clalms asserted by any other
state, relating to territorial or other contig-
uous seas or to the seabed and ocean floor.

ARTICLE IIT

1. In order to promote the objectives and
ensure the observance of the provisions of
this Treaty, the Parties to the Treaty shall
remain free to observe activities of other
States on the seabed and ocean floor, with-
out interfering with such activities or other-
wise Infringing rights recognized under
international law including the freedoms of
the high seas. In the event that such ob-
servation does not in any particular case
suffice to eliminate questions regarding ful-
fillment of the provisions of this treaty, par-
ties undertake to consult and to cooperate
in endeavoring to resolve the questions.

2. At the review conference provided for in
Article V, consideration shall be glven to
whether any additional rights or procedures
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of verification should be established by
amendment to this treaty.
ARTICLE IV
Any State Party to the Treaty may pro-
pose amendments to this Treaty. Amend-
ments shall enter into force for each State
Party to the Treaty accepting the amend-
ments upon their acceptance by a majority
of the States Parties to the Treaty and there-
after for each remaining State Party on the
date of acceptance by it.
ARTICLE V
Five years after the entry Into force of this
Treaty, a conference of Parties to the Treaty
shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order
to review the operation of this Treaty with a
view to assuring that the purposes of the
Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty
are being realized. Such review shall take
into account any relevant technological de-
velopments. The review conference shall de-
termine in accordance with the views of a
majority of those Parties attending whether
and when an additional review conference
shall be convened.
ARTICLE VI
Each Party shall in exercising its national
soverelgnty have the right to withdraw from
this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary
events, related to the subject matter of this
Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme inter-
esta of its Country. It shall give notice of
such withdrawal to all other Parties to the
Treaty and to the United Nations Security
Council three months in advance, Such
notice shall include a statement of the ex-
traordinary events it regards as having jeop-
ardized its supreme interests.

Mr. PELL, Mr, President, as my col-
leagues will note, the U.S. proposal pro-
hibits the emplacement of mass destruc-
tion weaponry on, within, or beneath
the seabed beyond a 3-mile maritime
band, which is established exclusively
for the purposes of this treaty. In addi-
tion, there is provision for verification,
but in accordance with the Geneva Con-
vention on the High Seas. Consultation
on verification is also provided for. More-
over, and of particular significance in
terms of future undersea technological
developments, article V stipulates that
after the treaty has been in force for
5 years, the parties to the treaty shall
meet in Geneva to review these develop-
ments and to determine whether amend-
ments are needed in order to maintain
the treaty's original purpose and intent.

Mr President, having devoted much
of my own time and effort over the past
several years to the establishment of a
legal regime for the oceans and to the
formulation of a seabed arms control
agreement, I do believe that the admin-
istration’s proposal marks a very sig-
nificant beginning, one which, I think,
will be particularly helpful to the other
members of the ENDC as they continue
to formulate in their minds what the
contents of such a treaty should be in
order to guarantee that the seabed and
ocean floor be used exclusively for peace-
ful purposes.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Ocean Space of the Foreign Relations
Committee, I assure my colleagues that
the subcommittee will keep close watch
over the negotiations in Geneva. I myself
am very hopeful that during the next ses-
sion of the ENDC the major differences
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between the United States and Soviet
proposals can be ironed out in a manner
reflective of the true interests and desires
of the international community as a
whole.

DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS WITH THE
MONGOLIAN PEOPLES' REPUBLIC

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, for several
years, the United States has had under
consideration the question of establishing
diplomatic relations with the Mongolian
Peoples’ Republic. We have reportedly
not done so because the war in Vietnam
has made Mongolian authorities reluc-
tant so to act and because the Govern-
ment of Nationalist China has apparently
expressed to us strong opposition to the
idea.

Yet, from the viewpoint of our national
interest, I believe it would be greatly to
our advantage to have such a diplomatic
mission and listening post in this coun-
try, the only one that lies between and is
bounded only by the Soviet Union and
mainland China.

Officially, from 1945 to 1961, the United
States questioned whether the Mongolian
Peoples’ Republic was in fact a sovereign
state. During the first 10 years of this
period, Mongolia had diplomatic rela-
tions only with the Soviet Union and
other Communist countries. But begin-
ning in the mid-1950’s, relations with
non-Communist countries were estab-
lished, and today Mongolia has diplo-
matic relations with 39 countries,

Twenty-six of these countries are non-
Communist. The first non-Communist
country to establish relations with Mon-
golia was India in 1955, and the first
non-Communist European state was the
United Kingdom in 1963. Canada estab-
lished relations with Mongolia in 1964.

In mid-1961 the United States ex-
plored the possibility of establishing re-
lations with Mongolia. Talks were held
in Moscow with the Mongolian Ambas-
sador. However, nothing came of these
conversations, reportedly because we
dropped the idea as a result of opposi-
tion on the part of Nationalist China.

It seems to me that the time has now
come to renew these talks with Mon-
golian authorities. Now that the United
States is no longer bombing North Viet-
nam, one of Mongolia’s fellow Socialist
states, one political obstacle to the estab-
lishment of diplomatic relations has
been removed. I read with Interest Har-
rison Salisbury’s interview in the New
York Times of Wednesday, May 21, with
the Premier of Mongolia. Mr. Harrison
asked:

What are the prospects for the develop-
ments of relations between the United States
and the Mongolian People’s Republic?

The Premier replied:

As you know, in 1961 on the initiative of
the American side, the question of establish-
ing diplomatic relations between our two
governments was discussed. At that time we
expressed our positive approach to this ques-
tion, but the United States halted the con-
versations, referring to certain developments
in the international situation. The Govern-
ment of the M.P.R., as always, stands for de-
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velopment of normal relationg among states
with different soclial political systems on the
basis of the principle of peaceful co-
existence.

For our part, I would think it im-
portant to have some contact with this
country which lies between mainland
China and the Soviet Union and which
has ties with both. Since 1961 Mongolia
has been a member of the United Na-
tions and has joined a number of U.N.-
affiliated organizations, including the
Economic Commission for Asia and the
Far East, UNESCO and the World
Health Organization. Mongolia is thus
an active member of the international
community. I see no reason why we
should not give our own de jure recog-
nition to that fact, nor do I see any
reason why the United States should not
have “normal relations” with another
state which wishes to have such relations
with us.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of the article by Mr, Salisbury, in-
cluding the interview excerpts, which ap-
peared in the New York Times on May
21, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

MONGOLIAN, IN INTERVIEW, VoOICES FEAR FOR
AsiaN PEACE
(By Harrison E. S8alisbury)

Uran Baror, MonNGoOLIA, May 19.—Premier
Yumzhagiin Tsedenbal has expressed deep
concern over the maintenance of peace in
Asia, particularly in view of the continuance
of the war in Vietnam, tensions over Korea
and the Soviet-Chinese confiict.

Mr. Tsedenbal, who has headed Mongolia
for 17 years, made his remarks in one of his
rare peraonal interviews. He gave prepared
answers to a series of questions and then,
in a lengthy conversation, outlined in some
detail his views on the Soviet-Chinese dis-
pute. The Premier granted the Interview on
the eve of a state visit by President Nikolai
V. Podgorny of the Soviet Union, whose
swing to North Eorea and Mongolia was be-
lleved to be connected with tensions in
Korea and along China’s frontiers.

The Mongolian leader took the view that
Soviet-Chinese border clashes on the Ussuri
River in March were the total responsibility
of the Chinese.

CLASHES HELD DELIBERATE

He emphatically rejected the theory that
the fighting could have occurred because of
trigger-happy Chinese frontier guards., It
was, in his opinion, organized and ordered
from above—at a high level in the Chinese
Government—and was a dellberate act of ag-
gression. To his mind it simply fitted a pat-
tern of steadily heightening chauvinistic acts
flowing from Mao Tse-tung, the Chinese
leader himself.

Mr, Tsedenbal said that China had at-
tempted by every means to split Mongolia
from the Soviet Union. But the Soviet-Mon-
golian assoclation, he sald, has endured 50
years and Mr. Mao’s efforts will not be suc-
cessful.

The premier said Mongolia with the aid
of the Soviet Union had demonstrated her
abllity to defend her frontiers. Before World
War II, he recalled, Japanese forces were
stationed in Manchuria only a few hundred
miles from the Ulan Bator. Later hostile
forces of the Chinese Natlionalists were
strung out along the Mongolian frontier. But
with Soviet aid, Mongolia managed to beat
off all challenges and is prepared to do so
again, he said.

CXV—-—854—Part 10

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The Mongolian Premier characterized Mr.
Mao as a “great-power chauvinist” and said
he felt the Chinese leader had lost all con-
nection with Marxist-Leninist principles and
traditions.

“Clashes such as those on the Ussurl are
impossible between genuine Marxist-Lenin-
ists,” Mr. Tsedenbal said. “There is nothing in
common between Mao's policies and those of
a genuine soclalist state.”

The Mongolian has had many dealings
with Mr, Mao and said he saw no hope of
change in China's policies so long as the pres-
ent Chinese leader remained in power.

Mr. Tsedenbal spoke with sarcasm of a
Maoist charge that Mongolia was both a
“Soviet puppet” and an “American pawn.”

“This shows how far things have gone,” he
sald.

The Premier did not discuss China in his
prepared responses, except for a peripheral
reference to mongol minorities in China, He
expressed the hope that they would be ac-
corded the same rights that Mongols in Mon-
golla and in the Soviet Union received.

The Premier’s concern over Vietnam was
expressed both in his formal response to
questions and in conversation, He said he
supported the peace program offered by the
Vietcong in the Paris talks and considered
it a basls for serlous negotiation.

Mr. Tsedenbal said he was also concerned
about Korean tensions and he accused the
United States of “provocative” actions in its
intelligence-gathering flights off the North
Eorean coast,

Although the Premier spoke critically of
United States foreign policy in Vietnam and
Korea, he emphasized Mongolia’s dedication
to the principle of diplomatie, cultural and
economic relations with Western countries
and specifically the United States.

Any progress on the question of diplomatie
relations, he said, is up to the United States.
Mongolia has been prepared since the first
contacts on the subject in 1961 to go for-
:La;d to normal diplomatic relations, he

The Mongolian recalled with warmth his
visit to the United States in 1967 at the time
of the conference of Premier Aleksei N. Eosy-
gin of the Soviet Union and President Lyn-
don B. Johnson at Glassboro, N.J.

Premier Tsedenbal sald he had a pleasant
chat with Mr. Johnson at that time and he
remembered with enthusiasm his vist to Ni-
agara Falls.

Domestlically, the most critical Mongolian
problems are in agriculture, he said, particu-
larly in measures to protect livestock against
heavy losses in winter,

Mongolla lost two million head of live-
stock last winter and another two million
the previous winter. These losses are from a
herd of 22 to 23 million head.

Soll erosion from new plowed graln areas
is also a problem, but Mr. Tsedenbal said he
was confident of resolving it.

INTERVIEW EXCERPTS

Following are excerpts from the interview
with Premier Tsedenbal:

“Q. What are the prospects for the develop-
ment of relations between the United States
and the Mongolian People’s Republic?

“A. As you know, in 1961 on the initiative
of the American side, the question of es-
tablishing diplomatic relations between our
two governments was discussed. At that time
we expressed our positive approach to this
question, but the United States halted the
conversations, referring to certain develop-
ments in the international situation. The
Government of the M.P.R., as always, stands
for development of normal relations among
states with different social political systems
on the basis of the principle of peaceful co-
existence.

“Q. What is Mongolia's view of the current

-
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international situation, ian particular In
Asia?

“A, As a result of aggressive policies of im-
perialist forces in different parts of the world,
tension continues to exist, causing serious
concern for all peace-loving nations. This is
borne out by the aggressive war of the United
States in Vietnam and the dangerous sit-
uation in the Middle East.

“Convinced of the necessity to solve dis-
putes peacefully through negotiations, we in
Mongolia watch with attention the four-
sided talks on Vietnam taking place in Paris.
The Mongolian people and Government are
convinced that in order to settle the Vietnam
problem the first thing that must be done is
the stopping of the aggressive war of the
United States in Southeast Asia, withdrawal
of its troops and military personnel and arms
from South Vietnam, and the granting to
the Vietnamese people the opportunity to
determine their destiny independently. The
Government of the M.P.R. supports the new
proposal of the National Liberation Front of
South Vietnam.

“As to the crisis in the Middle East, we
firmly stick to the view that it must be
settled in accordance with the United Na-
tions resolution of Nov. 22, 1967, on the basis
of withdrawal of Israell troops from occupled
Arab territory.

“In these days the peoples of the world
watch with concern the situation created in
the Far East in connection with the con-
centration of American naval and air forces
off the shores of EKorea and the continuing
provocative actions by the American military
against the Korean Democratic People’s
Republic.

“Public opinion in Mongolla resolutely de-
mands that the U.S.A. should stop the dan-
gerous provocations aggravating tensions In
this area.

“Q. What is the future of Mongols living
in Mongolia, in the Soviet Union and in
China?

“A. To my mind it is hard to find a state
in the world whose population will be uni-
form regarding national origin or status., As
is known Communists have the fairest ap-
proach to the solution of the national prob-
lem. They are guided by the principles of
equality, mutual respect, friendship and co-
operation of different peoples and national
minorities. These principles are fully realized
in Mongolia as in the Soviet Union. We have
always supported the idea that all national-
itles in all states, whether in China, the
U.S.A. or another country, live in friendship
and complete equality without humiliation,
discrimination or exploitation.

“Q. What are the recent achievements and
prospects of development of Mongolian in-
dustry and agriculture as well as education,
sclence and culture?

“A. With every new year, the Mongolian
people gain new successes in development of
the national economy and culture, in the
improvement of its standard of living. Our
industry develops persistently its role and
importance in the economy of the country.
Backed by the cooperation and ald of the
Soviet Union and other soclalist states we
built tens of new industrial enterprises in
recent years and started construction of new
industrial centers.

“A. Industry accounts for 30 per cent of
the gross national product and its share in
Joint agricultural-industrial production is
greater than 50 per cent. We shall further
develop fuel and energy, metal processing,
light and food industries, construction ma-
terials and other branches of industry.

“Much work was done to strengthen the
material basis of agriculture, in particular in
the mechanization of preparing fodder for
livestock, watering of tens of millions of
hectares of pasture, construction of sheds
for livestock, and so on. Mongolia now fully
provides herself with grain and flour.

“We have a compulsory seven-year pro-




13572

gram of education. We have 165 students for
every 10,000 people, one physician for every
600 people.

“Q. Is there any possibility of expansion of
trade and cultural ties of Mongolia, espe-
clally with the United States?

“A, With every new year, our trade and
cultural relations with different countries
grow on the basis of equality and mutual
profit. These relations may be established
with the United States as well.

“@. How can Mongolia's experience in
economy and social life be followed in other
developing countries?

“A., The Mongolian people within a short
historical period made a transition from
feudalism to socialism passing by the capi-
talist stage of development and, having over-
come the backwardness of centuries, gained
important successes in creation and develop-
ment of a new economy and culture. The
experience of M.P.R. shows that the non-
capitalist way of development is the short-
est and most efficient road to quick soclal
and economic progress.”

S. 2230—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO REMOVE THE PRESENT LEGAL
RESTRICTIONS ON THE USE OF
FOREIGN-BUILT VESSELS BY U.S.
FISHERMEN IN U.S. DOMESTIC
FISHERIES

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the economic
condition of the U.S. fishing industry has
been the subject of growing concern for
more than a decade. The reasons for the
concern are best illustrated by a few
statistics:

As recently as 1956, 13 years ago, the
United States ranked second among the
nations of the world in the tonnage of
fish and shellfish landed by domestic
fishermen. By 1968, the United States
had slipped to sixth place among the
fishing nations of the world.

A decade ago, U.S. fishermen supplied
about 70 percent of the fishery products
consumed in this country. During the
past 10 years, the domestic demand and
consumption of fishery products has in-
creased dramatically, but virtually all of
the increased demand has been filled by
imported products. As a result, the U.S.
domestic fishing industry last year sup-
plied less than one-third of the fishery
products consumed in this country.

The condition of our fishing industry
was summarized concisely by the Presi-
dent’s Commission on Marine Science,
Engineering, and Resources in its excel-
lent and comprehensive report to the
Congress in January of this year. The
Commission reported:

The situation of the U.S. flag fisheries
stands in sharp contrast to the record growth
of the world's high seas fisherles. Landings
by U.S. vessels have remained almost con-
stant over the past three decades, and during
that period the United States has dropped
from second to sixth among the world’s fish-
ing nations. U.8. vessels land about one-third
of the total fish consumed in the United
States and harvest less than one-tenth of the
total production potential available over the
U.S. continental shelf. Although there are
areas of successful performance—most nota-
bly in the tuna and shrimp industries—and
although the U.S. catch is third or fourth if
measured by dollar value, the U.S. fishing
fleet by and large is technically outmoded. It
cannot mount the high seas fishing effort
required to maintain a position of world lead-
ership, and it is incapable of attracting a
stable and efficlent labor supply.
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Mr. President, the fishing industry in
my own region, New England, unfortu-
nately has shared fully in the problems of
the industry, nationally. Indeed, the
problems can be seen very dramatically
in the rich fishing grounds off the New
England coast.

Just 9 years ago, 93 percent of the fish
caught in the waters overlying the Con-
tinental Shelf off New England were
caught and landed by New England fish-
ermen. By 1965, the share of the catch
claimed by New England fishermen had
declined to 35 percent of the total; and,
in that same year, the modern fishing
fleet of the Soviet Union landed more
tons of fish from these waters than all
the other nations combined.

In short, Mr. President, our fishermen
are being badly outfished in their own
traditional fishing grounds. Knowing the
commercial fishermen from my own
State, I know the fault does not lie in
a lack of resourcefulness or enterprise on
their part.

Rather, our fishermen have been con-
fronted with economic conditions over
which they have little control, and
against which competitive spirit, fishing
skill, and resourcefulness are insufficient.

Mr. President, the Marine Science
Commission, in its report entitled “Our
Nation and the Sea,” recommended a
series of actions to revitalize our do-
mestic fishing industry. I am today intro-
ducing a bill to implement one of those
recommendations.

The Commission recommended, and I
quote, “that legislation be enacted to re-
move the present legal restrictions on
the use of foreign built vessels by U.S.
fishermen in the U.S. domestic fisheries.”
The bill I am introducing would do just
that. I ask unanimous consent that the
bill be printed at the conclusion of my
remarks.

I do not claim, of course, that this act
would solve all the problems of the
fishing industry. Indeed, I agree with the
Marine Science Commission that a co-
ordinated program on the State, Federal,
and international levels is required to
restore the commercial fishing industry
to a vigorous condition. But I do believe
this act, in itself, would be an important
first step.

It would permit our fishermen to begin
the process of updating and modernizing
their fishing fleets. The Marine Science
Commission made it clear that obsoles-
cence of our fleet is a major factor in the
current malaise of the industry.

The Commission noted:

Although the U.S, fishing fleet is the
world’s second largest, about 60 per cent of
the vessels are over 16 years old and 27 per
cent have been in service over 26 years. Some
fisheries, like tuna, shrimp and Alaska King
Crab, have fairly modern fleets; but advances
in fishing technology during the past few

decades have made most of the U.S, fleet eco-
nomlcally, if not physically, obsolete.

Under existing laws, including one
adopted by Congress in 1793, our fisher-
men are required to use vessels built in
this country. This places our fishermen
at a severe economic disadvantage be-
cause construction costs in U.S. yards
are from 50- to 100-percent higher than
costs in foreign yards. This cost differen-
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tial 1s a major reason why our fisher-
men continue to use vessels and equip-
ment that are, in the words of the Ma-
rine Science Commission, “economically
obsolete.”

The intent of these restrictive laws,
Mr. President, was to protect and pre-
serve a market for our domestic ship-
building yards. The actual effect has
been to restrict severely the demand for
new fishing vessels. Faced with noncom-
petitive costs for new vessels, our fisher-
men frequently continue operating the
old noncompetitive vessels they already
have.

I submit that the restrictions on use
of foreign-built vessels have been of no
significant aid to our shipbuilders but
have operated to the significant detri-
ment of our fishermen.

It is interesting to mnote that other
major fishing nations do not impose this
kind of restriction. The Soviet Union, for
example, has mounted in the past 10
years a major worldwide fishing effort.
The Soviets have purchased their vessels
where the price was right and where the
technology was most advanced. The So-
viets have constructed a large number
of their own vessels but have also pur-
chased modern fishing vessels, factory
ships, and floating canneries from East
Germany, Poland, Finland, Sweden,
West Germany, Japan, England, Den-
mark, and the Netherlands.

The Congress has recognized that the
restrictions on foreign-built vessels
worked a hardship on U.S. fishermen.
To redress the inequity, Congress estab-
lished a construction differential sub-
sidy program. This program has been
ineffective. I would like to cite, briefly, the
comments of the Marine Science Com-
mission on the subsidy program:

The subsldy has not achieved its objec-
tives. A provision requiring a finding that the
grant of subsidy not cause economic hard-
ship to others in the fishery has resulted in
denial of subsidy to those parts of the indus-
try most in need of aid to modernize their
fleets. Because there is no provision for retir-
ing obsolete vessels, the program has oper-
ated in other cases simply to add to the prob-
lems of fisheries already heavily overbur-
dened by excess capacity. Statutory limita-
tions on annual expenditures prevent ap-
proval of all qualified applicants, and the
subsldy generates new inequities as it cor-
rects old ones.

The alternative, Mr. President, to re-
moving these restrictions is an extensive
and expensive overhaul of the fishing
vessel construction subsidy program. I
do think that neither Congress nor the
American people are prepared to embark
on another expensive subsidy program,
especially since this economic inequity
can be ended, without cost to the tax-
payers, simply by removing the restric-
tion on use of foreign-built fishing
vessels.

In conclusion, I would point out a
curious paradox in our current policies
in regard to imported vessels. A man of
means may purchase a foreign-built ves-
sel for his leisure entertainment and
relaxation, subject only to a modest im-
port duty of 3 percent or 8 percent,
depending on the value of the vessel. But
a man who depends on his vessel to make
a living is required to pay a severe eco-
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nomic penalty. And, interestingly enough,
U.S. builders of pleasure craft have
managed to compete very effectively
with foreign yards, without the protec-
tion of restrictive laws.

I think it is time, after 176 years, to
eliminate this obsolete restriction on our
commercial fishermen and permit them
to compete effectively.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article on the economics of
the fishing industry in New England, pre-
pared by Mr. Jake J. Dykstra, president
of the Point Judith Fishermen’s Co-
operative in Narragansett, R.I., and
Dr. Andreas Holmsen, associate profes-
sor of the Department of Food and Re-
source Economics of the University of
Rhode Island, be printed in the REcorp
at the conclusion of my remarks. This ex-
cellent paper, presented at the National
Conference on the Future of the Fishing
Industry, in the State of Washington last
year, makes a cogent argument for the
bill I have introduced today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the article
and bill will be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 2230) to authorize foreign-
built vessels owned by citizens of the
United States to be decumented under
the laws of the United States for the
purpose of engaging in the fisheries, in-
troduced by Mr. PELL, was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorb, as follows:

S. 2230

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That not-
withstanding any provision of law to the con-
trary, any foreign-built vessel may be docu-
mented under the laws of the United States
for the purpose of engaging in the fisherles
if such vessel is owned by a citizen of the
United States. Any such vessel so documented
may continue to engage in the fisherles as a
vessel of the United States so long as it is
owned by such a citizen. For the purpose of
this Act the terms “documented under the
laws of the United States” and “citizen of the
United States” shall have the meanings pro-
vided in sections 1 and 2 of the Shipping
Act, 1916 (46 U.S.C. 801 and 802).

The material presented by Mr. PELL
follows:

Cost oF FISHING AND FOREIGN COMPETITION—
NEw ENGLAND
(By Jake J. Dykstra and Andreas A. Holmsen)
(Nore—The authors: Mr. Dykstra 1s pres-
ident of the Point Judith Fishermen’s Coop-
erative, Narragansett, Rhode Island; and Dr,
Holmsen is assoclate professor, Department
of Food and Resource Economics, Unlversity
of Rhode Island.)

INTRODUCTION

It is a well-known fact that ten years ago
the United States fisherman accounted for
about 70% of the domestic supply of fish
while now he accounts for only one-third. It
might not be equally well known that the
decline in New England has been even more
serlous than those figures might indicate.
The New England fishermen have faced and
fre facing an increasing pressure of forelgn
competition, both on the fishing grounds and
in the market place—on the fishing grounds,
particularly from the Soviet Unlon; in the
market place, particularly from Canada, but
also from Western Europe, especlally Nor-
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way, Iceland and Denmark. In 1960, New
England fishermen landed 93% of the fish
caught on the New England continental
shelf! (the remainder was landed by Cana-
dians); five years later, the New England
fishermen landed only 35% and the Rus-
slans landed more fish from this area than
all other nations combined. During the last
years, Polish and German trawlers have also
entered this fishery in increasing numbers.

Groundfish 1s the most important category
of fish In these waters and already in 1964
we imported T7% of our domestic supply of
this commodity.

Over the last decade, the New England
fishing fleet declined from 885 vessels over
b tons to 721 vessels and the number of fish~
ermen on these vessels declined from 5,544
to 4,058. The total landings by New England
fishermen declined from 852 milllon lbs. in
1960 to 687 million lbs. in 1966. In 1967
landings dropped further. The elght major
ports in New England experienced a 189 de~
cline in food fish and a 4% decline in Indus-
trial fish during 19672

THE PROBLEM

To determine the causes for the decline in
the New England fishing industry, one might
first look at the various factors that affect
industry's competitive ability, and one
should have it clearly in mind that it is a
question of relatively and not of absolute
magnitudes. Prices of meat and poultry
might affect the price for food fish as the
price of soybeans might affect the price for
industrial fish, but the price level for fish in
the U.S. might also hurt or benefit our for-
eign competitors. The basic factors that affect
the competitive ability of fishermen are
therefore:

. The distance to the fishing grounds.
. The distance to the market.

. The cost of catching fish.

. Cost of capital.

. Cost of labor,

. Managerial skills (productivity).

. Cost of processing,

. Tariffs.

The New England fishermen have no ¢com-
parative disadvantage when it comes to the
closeness of good fishing grounds. They are
in a favorable position when it comes to
good markets and the few studies made in-
dicate that processing of fish is equally effi-
clent here in this region as among our com-
petitors. Tariffs for imported fishery prod-
ucts also produced in New England have been
minor up to the present. Several commodities
such as lobster and scallops have been im-
ported into this country duty free. The
Kennedy round of tariff negotiations last
year cut the already low tarlffs in half so
they are now rather insignificant. Neverthe-
less, an import duty of whatever size is an
advantage to local fishermen.

Thus, the whole problem boils down to the
fact that the cost of catching fish for New
England vessels is so much higher than in
competing nations that it more than offsets
the other advantages we enjoy.

The greatest cost item in the New England
fishing industry is the cost of labor. The
most common lay in the fleet seem to be the
broken 40, which means that 40% of the
gross stock goes to the boat and 60% to the
crew after trip expenses have been deducted.
In addition to this, 10% of the boat share
(or 4% of gross after trip expenses) is pald
to the captaln. Based upon figures from
Rhode Island, about 56% of the gross stock
goes to labor, since trip expenses constitute
about 12% of gross stock. This 56% compares
with 399% for the Atlantlc provinces of Can-

1 JCNAF sub area No. 5.

2The first month in 1968 was so extraor-
dinarily poor (only 40% of previous year's
landing of food fish) that we hope it will
not be Indicative of the year.
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ada and 33% for near and middle water
trawlers in Britain (Grimsby and Fleet-
wood). The difference in return to labor is
even greater than these figures would imply,
because of higher gross stocks and smaller
crew size on our vessels. To attract labor,
however, the fishing industry has to pay
wages that are better than can be obtained
ashore.

When using a specific lay, an owner can
not improve his return on Investment by
improving labor productivity through labor
saving devices. This will only affect the
crew share per man. The only means of im-
proving return on investment is through in-
creased gross stock or reduction in non-labor
cost.

The relatively high cost of labor is not
unique to the fishing industry. U.8. industries
have for a long time faced lower forelgn wages
but have been able to compete through effi-
clent operation and substitution of capital
for labor. In the trawler fleet, however, only
32% of a gain from increased use of capital
goes to the vessel (with a 40% lay), and more
important, the New England fishing industry
is facing considerably higher cost of capital
than its foreign competitors—higher cost of
vessels, higher cost of gear and higher cost of
operating capital, The relatively high cost of
capital is the key problem in the New Eng-
land fishing industry and the prime reason
for its inability to compete.

In the United States, it is forbidden by
law to use a foreign built vessel in the com=
mercial fisheries, and the cost of building a
vessel in this country is now about 100%
higher than in some foreign countries. This
means that American fishermen are forced to
subsidize a high-cost ship building industry,
a “luxury” they can i1l afford. In addition,
slgnificant subsidles are given to the foreign
producers. These subsidies can take the form
of subsidies for vessels, gear or balt or as
price subslidies for the catch; as loans or
grants at interest rates far below market level
or as welfare programs only applicable to the
fishing industry. Despite a concern by OECD
(Organization of Economic Cooperation and
Development) over the high subsidies to fish-
ing industries in various countries and an
awareness of their negative aspects, subsidies
are increasing rather than declining. In Can-
ada for instance, the federal subsldy is up to
50% of the approved costs for steel trawlers
and up to 40% of the approved cost for ves-
sels of wooden construction, and vessels over
100 feet in length can be imported from
most-favored-nations duty-free. In addition
to the subsidies, the fisheries loan boards give
liberal loans, so the cash downpayment nec-
essary for the fishermen is very low, A study
of 102 fishing enterprises in the Atlantic
Provinces in Canada reveals that the average
cash down payment by fishermen was 27%.
The requirements are less. Small trawlers in
Nova Scotla were bought with about 20%
cash downpayment, in New Brunswick and
Prince Edward Island with about 109, and in
Quebec, with even less. For the five steel
trawlers (average 82') in Quebec included in
the study, the cash down payment was only
44%.

The New England fishermen are faced with
considerably higher construction cost, and in
addition, the cost of financing here is exces-
sive. The terms by commercial banks in
Rhode Island are 50% down payment, a true
interest rate of about 11%, and a 5 year re-
payment period, In ports where there is a
closer cooperation between the banks and the
fishing Industry, for instance in New Bedford,
Mass., the interest rate for vessels over 60
tons is 6% (summer 1867), but smaller ves-
sels are facing much higher interest rates.
The cost of vessels and high downpayment
required are the reasons why New England
firms buy vessels abroad and let them fish out
of Canadian ports rather than investing at
home.
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The Fisheries Loan Program in the U.S,
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries has been a
blessing for many local fishermen, but it is
not sufficiently funded and s too limited in
scope. It can loan up to 80% of liquidating ®
value for 10 years at 6% interest, but only to
owners of vessels or captains with an earn-
ings record. In a fleet that consists primarily
of owner-captains, it is difficult for a deck-
hand to become a captain, so when he buys
his first vessel he can not make use of the
B.C.F. program. To recommend a change in
this lending policy without increased funding
might not be sensible, however, since the
program already is short of funds,

With the high cost of capital, vessel-own-
ers are better off buying a somewhat bigger
used vessel than venturing into new con-
struction. This is supported by the findings
by Fredrick Bell of the Federal Reserve Bank
of Boston in his study of 101 fishing enter-
prises in Massachusetts. The best return to
capital was obtained by trawlers 60 tons and
over, more than 20 years old, fishing out of
Boston, while the poorest return, or heaviest
loss was by newer vessels less than 60 tons
out of New Bedford.

The subsidy (Fishing Vessel Construction
Differential Payment) program is not much
sulted for the fishing industry in Rhode
Island, and no subsidy has been applied for.
The purpose of this program 1s to up-grade
the fleet, but unfortunately it seems that the
B.C.F. regards efficiency and economic opera-
tion as incompatible with smaller trawlers.
At least In private discussions, applications
for subsidies for 60-70' draggers have been
discouraged by the B.C.F., and the govern-
ment is now using a major share of the funds
to subsidize large factory vessels. The fact is,
we have not seen any findings that will sup-
port the view that large trawlers give a bet-
ter return to capital than small trawlers, or
even a better return to labor. Britain has
recenty laid up part of its Fairtry fleet as un-
economical. In Norway, the small draggers
have as often as not shown a better return
to capital than the large trawlers and, closer
to home, in Canada, the experience seems to
be consistently better for the smaller vessels.
The Canadian government is studying the
economics of the fleet in the Atlantic
provinces on & continuing basis, and the re-
sults are Interesting. The vessel category
which gives the best return on investment is
54’60’ wooden stern draggers, while the me-
dium and large stern trawlers go in the red.
Despite the fact that these small draggers
were at sea on the average of only 92 days
each in 1066, the large and medium sized
steel side trawlers were at sea 287 days, and
the large and medium sized stern trawlers
were at sea 242 days, the small draggers also
gave a better annual income to the fisher-
men. This was reflected by a crew share for
deckhands of $£73.74 per day at sea for the
small draggers, while the comparative figures
for the two categories of large vessels were
$16.50 and $17.82, respectively. The fishermen
in Rhode Island feel that the optimum ves-
sel size in their area might be 60 to 80" ves-
sels with strong engines, and feel that build-
ing of vessels this size should be encouraged
rather than discouraged.

We have put stress here on the cost of ves-
sels, but no doubt the fishermen also are
facing a general cost-price squeeze. Even with
a stable gross stock, the economic position
of vessel owners would deteriorate due to
rising costs. When costs rise because of gen-
eral inflationary pressure, market values of
both new and old vessels go up. This creates
a cost In taxes for the fisherman who would
like to replace his vessel. If he sells a vessel
(to buy another) the difference in the book
value and the sales value of the vessel will be
taxed. Thus, if a vessel has been depreciated

* Somewhat less than the market value, but
more than is expected from a foreclosure.
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to $5,000, and has a market value of $25,000,
the owner will have to pay income tax on
$10,000.4
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The rate of decline of the New England
fishing industry is so rapid that programs
with only a long term effect are basically of
academic interest. The cost of labor is high,
but the industry might have to live with this
to attract sufficient manpower for the vessels.
The basic problem is the relative cost of
capital—our cost versus our foreign competi-
tors’ cost. The high cost of capital (or lack
of risk capital) prevents funds being spent
on technological improvements. To improve
the position for the Industry, the law pro-
hibiting import of fishing vessels should be
repealed, and the vessel subsidy program
abolished, A repeal of the embargo on fishing
vessels would hardly deteriorate our balance
of payments position, as increased landings
would substitute for imports, which now cost
this country close to $700 milllon a year In
foreign exchange. Tariffs should be increased
to eliminate the effect of foreign subsidies
and thereby give our fishermen an oppor-
tunity to compete on an equal basis, Further,
the B.C.F. loan program should be better
funded and its lending policy liberalized.

From this discussion it is evident that the
major problems in the New England fishing
industry are not caused by the industry but
are caused by relative government actions—
actlons of our government and of forelgn gov-
ernments. To solve these problems the fisher-
men have to learn to talk with a unified voice
to influence government decisions.

AMERICANS NEED REAL TAX
REFORM

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be per-
mitted to proceed for 15 minutes.

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

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I wish
to address myself to the issues raised by
the tax proposals presented to Congress
on April 22 by the Nixon administration,

These proposals, taking up 310 pages of
a committee print made public through
the House Committee on Ways and
Means, appear under the guise of tax
“reforms.” The manner in which they
were presented to the Nation—with a
brief statement from the President him-
self on April 21, and another brief state-
ment from the Under Secretary of the
Treasury on the following day—gave the
public the impression that the adminis-
tration had finally moved to eliminate
the substantial tax loopholes which for
years have forced low- and middie-
income taxpayers to pay more than their
fair share of the national budget. Un-
fortunately, the public was misled.

None of the particularly unfair special
privileges which our tax laws give to
enormously wealthy individuals and large
corporations have been substantially
reduced. The administration proposal
avoids any head-on confrontation with
the forces of the special tax privileges
which have so unfairly thrown the bulk
of the taxpaying burden upon our aver-
age citizens.

There are, of course, a few minor ex-
ceptions in the President's proposal, ex-
ceptions which I fully support. Large

+Half of capital gain to be declared as
income.
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corporations, for example, are able to
accumulate the advantage of low tax
rates which small corporations enjoy by
the simple expedient of forming a num-
ber of small corporate subsidiaries. The
President has recommended that this
multiple-corporation privilege be elim-
inated. There have been abuses of the
privileges given to charitable foundations
and religious bodies, and to the extent
that the President has proposed to curb
these abuses, he has my full support.

I do not wish to give the impression
that I am dissatisfied with every para-
graph in the administration proposal.
As I have indicated above, I believe that
the administration’s proposal with re-
spect to the multiple-corporation exemp-
tion is highly desirable. I shall support
the President’s proposal to provide tax
allowances for low-income families, and I
support his proposals for taxing mineral
production payments.

But I do have very serious reservations
about the remainder of the proposals.

LTP LIMITATION ON TAX PEEFERENCES

I believe that I should begin my discus-
sion of the LTP—limitation on tax
preferences—proposal of the Nixon ad-
ministration by stating that it does rep-
resent, limited though it is, a tardy recog-
nition by the executive branch of the
Government of the unfairness of the tax
structure, unfairness of the tax structure
which has been imposed upon the Ameri-
can people over the past half century
through the gradual accumulation of one
seemingly minor loophole after another.
President Nixon is to be congratulated for
this recognition, and for his courage in
taking even this very modest step toward
spreading the tax burden more equitably
among American taxpayers.

The LTP proposal recognizes that,
through a selected number of tax loop-
holes, citizens who are able to exercise
control over the source and application
of their income are able to avoid the tax
burden thrown upon the shoulders of
their less fortunate fellow citizens. Those
taxpayers who invest in oil properties,
who make gifts including unrealized ap-
preciation and who participate in real
estate transactions taking advantage of
accelerated amortization provisions can
reduce their tax burden to the point
where, in some cases, it disappears. Under
President Nixon's proposal, no more than
50 percent of an individual's income
could be exempt from tax because of
these loopholes.

There are three major drawbacks to
the LTP proposal, however. The first, and
most obvious, is that by specifically in-
cluding only a selected list of loopholes,
it excludes many others. It will thus have
the effect of simply ckanneling the funds
of wealthy citizens out of the included
areas and into those which are still safe
from tax. Thus, it will not have the de-
sired effect of finally putting an end to

the situation where middle- and lower-
income taxpayers bear a heavier share of
{:)he tax load than their wealthy neigh-
OrS.
On this, Mr. President, let me point
out that my information indicates that:
More than 1,000 persons with incomes
over $200,000 paid the same proportion
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of their total income in taxes as did the
typical person in the $15,000 to $20,000
income group;

The majority of taxpayers in the $500,-
000 to $1 million income group paid as
small a proportion of their income in
taxes as did most taxpayers in the $20,-
000 to $50,000 category, and those with
incomes of more than $5 million paid
only half as much tax, proportionately,
as those with one-tenth as much income.

Taxlessness among those with incomes
of more than $1 million has inecreased
fivefold in the past 12 years. For those
with incomes greater than $200,000 tax-
lessness has increased sevenfold.

Mr. President, I say there is something
sadly amiss with a system that can take
more from an individual on the poverty
level than it does from a millionaire,
something badly wrong with a system
that can even enable a man to report a
negative income on paper when his ac-
tual income is in the hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars.

Now let me continue my comments on
the LTP proposal:

The second drawback to the proposal
is that it simultaneously recognizes the
unfairness of certain tax loopholes and
vet continues them. If only one penny
less than 50 percent of a taxpayer’s in-
come is derived from the sources in-
cluded in the LTP proposal, he is able
to take full advantagze of the loophole.
What are needed are changes in the
basic tax structure to plug up these loop-
holes once and for all.

I recognize that this is a difficult chal-
lenge for the Congress and the adminis-
tration. Perhaps a stopgap measure, such
as the LTP proposal, is necessary. If this
is so, however, I believe that an expanded
form of the minimum tax proposal of
former Secretary Barr is more desirable.
I believe that the least we should settle
for is a plan to impose the full tax rates,
not just on 50 percent of income, but on
the full 50 percent of all tax-exempt or
tax-deductible income, regardless of how
that income was derived. While this sys-
tem would, it is true, perpetuate the basic
loopholes in the tax structure, it would
still make all tax preferences and subsi-
dies much more fair in their application.

The third, and in many ways the most
significant problem with the LTP pro-
posal is that it does not affect corporate
income. After all, Mr, President, much, if
not most, of the benefits of such tax
preferences as the percentage depletion
allowance go to corporations. It is the
uninhibited use of these tax preferences
by large corporations which gave rise to
the situation which compelled the Presi-
dent to seek tax reform. Corporations
like the Atlantic-Richfield Corp., with
profits running each year into hundreds
of millions of dollars, have been able in
the past to completely escape the bite of
the Internal Revenue Service.

It is this omission of corporate income
from the LTP program which makes me
feel that the proposal could only have
been offered in an effort to stall on basic
tax reform, to, in effect, serve as an ap-
peasement to an outraged public, and
thus avoid the need for getting to the
heart of the problems with our tax struc-
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ture—the multitude of tax loopholes and
subsidies which would still remain even
after the President’s program had been
enacted.

TAXATION OF CAPITAL GAINS AND LOSSES

Our tax laws, like those of many other
countries, recognize a preferred status
for long-term capital gains. I happen to
agree with this recognition of an essen-
tial difference between ordinary income
and accretions of capital investment—a
difference which involves both invest-
ment expectations and encouragement of
further—necessary capital development.

Nevertheless, I believe that our present
tax laws apply three unnecessary gen-
erous subsidies to the treatment of long-
term capital transactions,

One of these, the use of long-term cap-
ital losses to fully offset ordinary income,
has been recognized by the Treasury De-
partment in its proposals. I fully con-
cur with the administrations’ recom-
mendation that long-term capital losses
be subject to the same 50 percent elimi-
nation as is applied to gains when com-
bined with taxable income. I believe that
this is an eminently justifiable recom-
mendation, and I shall support it.

However, as in so many other areas,
the Nixon administration proposals
merely scratch the surface, and fall far
short of meaningful reform. I feel that
two more steps must be taken to bring
our tax treatment of long-term capital
transaction into line with the ideal of an
equitable tax system, while still retain-
ing a justifiable easing of the tax burden
on such transactions.

First, I believe that the alternate max-
imum rate of 25 percent should be elimi-
nated. This would still retain for persons
benefiting from long-term capital gains
the privilege of receiving half of their
gains completely free from tax, but it
would insure that the 50-percent gains
to be taxed would be taxed at normal
rates.

A particularly objectionable feature of
the 25 percent alternate maximum tax
is that it, more clearly than any other
tax subsidy, can only be used by persons
with very high incomes, over $40,000 for
taxpayers filing joint returns. Middle-
income taxpayers simply cannot obtain
any advantage at all from its employ-
ment, and thus we are confronted with a
special Federal subsidy designed exclu-
sively for wealthy individuals.

This is precisely the one category of
taxpayers in least need for public sub-
sidy. Our sense of national priorities
must be very strange indeed to retain in
our laws a special cash subsidy for
wealthy people while at the same time
we are cutting back Federal support for
education, health, our elderly citizens,
and other needed causes. Thus I strong-
ly recommend the elimination of the al-
ternate maximum tax on long-term cap-
ital gains.

Second, I believe that Congress should
extend the required holding period for
qualification as long-term capital assets.
I know of no logical, reasonable theory
under which 180 days can be justified as
the minimum amount of time required
to establish a capital asset as one held
for a long term.
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How long should the holding period
be? This is essentially a matter of in-
formed judgment. The Congress has
exercised such judgment before, in its
treatment of the income tax laws for
the District of Columbia. In that statute,
we established a 2-year period as the
minimum holding time.

In any event, it makes no sense at all
to confer privileged status on gains on
assets held for less than a single tax
vear. I recommend, as a bare minimum,
that the Congress extend the present 6-
month period to at least a full year, and,
if sufficient economic data can be
gathered as to the effects on our ecapital
markets, that we consider extending it
well beyond the basic 1 year period.

TAX SUBSIDIES TO THE PETROLEUM INDUSTRY

The two most deplorable illustrations
of the use of economic and political
power to obtain special public subsidies
are the treatment of the petroleum in-
dustry in our present tax laws, and the
treatment of the petroleum industry in
the Nixon administration proposals for
tax reform.

Our present tax laws are shameful in
the magnitude and the variety of spe-
cial handouts from the public treasury
to the oil industry. The administration
proposals, which, as I have noted before,
purport to represent some sort of tax
reform, are equally shameful in their
neglect of the need for prompt elimina-
tion of this special treatment.

The principal subsidies received by the
oil industry from the taxpayers through
various tax loopholes are as follows:

First. The 27% percent depletion al-
lowance, which will cost taxpayers ap-
proximately $1.5 billion this year.

Second. The application of the de-
pletion allowance on a property by prop-
erty basis, and not on a company wide
basis. This little gimmick lets producers
take a large depletion allowance on ef-
ficient, large wells, without having to
reduce their allowance to take account
of inefficient, or high-cost wells.

Third. The application of the deple-
tion allowance to foreign wells as well
as American wells.

Fourth. The use of foreign royalties,
disguised as taxes, as credits against
American income taxes.

Fifth. The immediate writeoff sub-
sidy for intangible drilling costs, which
cost the American taxpayers this year
three quarters of a billion dollars.

The administration proposals do not
have any substantial effect upon the
enormous public subsidies paid to the
petroleum industry under these five
categories.

One might imagine, from the attend-
ant publicity when the administration
proposals were launched, that something
was finally going to be done about per-
centage depletion and intangible drill-
ing costs. The only impact which the
administration proposals have on these
two enormous handouts is contained in
the proposals for limitations on tax
preferences and allocation of deductions.
As I pointed out earlier, however, these
proposals affect personal income only
marginally, and corporate income not at
all.

And it is the corporations which get
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the major advantage from this subsidy.
A look at the 1960 figures makes this
very clear. In that year, percentage de-
pletion claimed by individuals amounted
to $370 million. Partnerships claimed
some $65 million for oil and gas percent-
age depletion. But corporations claimed
$2.3 billion for this purpose.

Incidentally, $750 million of this cor-
porate depletion was claimed on foreign
properties.

Of course, the most obvious proposal
which the administration should have
made was to reduce substantially, if not
completely eliminate, percentage deple-
tion. I personally favor the elimination
of percentage depletion—although, of
course, I recognize the legitimacy of cost
depletion—but perhaps the best practical
approach at this time would be a reduc-
tion of the percentage-depletion formula
to 10 or 15 percent. Since many other
Members of the Congress have also ex-
pressed an interest in this reform, I am
willing to rely on the judgment of my col-
leagues as to where in that range per-
centage depletion might be most appro-
priately set.

An outrageous abuse of the principle
of percentage depletion is the application
of that concept on a property-by-prop-
erty basis. Our neighbors to the north, in
Canada, more properly apply percentage
depletion on a nationwide basis, and thus
remove the temptation to jugele startup
dates and leasing arrangements for the
simple purpose of maximizing depletion
subsidies.

Senator Muskie has pointed out the
absurdity of continuing to subsidize for-
eign operations through use of the per-
centage-depletion allowance while our
national policy is, apparently, trying to
encourage the use of capital for domestic
exploration. I have cosponsored Senator
MusKIE'S proposal to eliminate this par-
ticular subsidy to the international oil
companies and their Arab friends.

I am certain that those experts in the
use of tax loopholes, the financial institu-
tions and the giant manufacturers, look
longingly at the most unusual subsidy
given to the oil industry, the privilege of
immediately deducting intangible drilling
costs. In no other major industry can
capital expenses be written off immedi-
ately—as they can in the oil industry
when the capital invested in development
results in a producing well. I believe that
this special subsidy simply cannot stand
on its own logic, and deserves an even
higher priority than percentage deple-
tion for immediate elimination.

Finally, Mr. President, the most out-
rageous, the most unfair loophole of all,
was not mentioned in the administration
reform proposals. I refer to the so-called
Aramco decision which permits royalty
payments by American companies to for-
eign rulers, masquerading under the guise
of taxes, to be applied as full credits
against the payment of Federal income
taxes. To the extent that this situation is
embodied in tax treaties with foreign na-
tions, they should be denounced. To the
extent that it is supported by the regula-
tions of the Treasury Department, they
should be promptly changed, without
waliting for congressional action.
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Mr. President, the very thought that
royalty payments to some Arabian sheik
can be equated with American taxes, and
can permit huge international oil com-
panies to ignore their national responsi-
bilities as American corporations to help
bear the costs of their own Government,
boggles the mind. No other industry ben-
efits so much from Federal expenditures
as does the oil industry. Whether we are
sending diplomats to South America to
defend the rights of the Standard Oil Co.
of New Jersey, or subsidizing tankers, or
administering oil import policies, or de-
veloping geological surveys, or purchas-
ing POL for our Armed Forces, the oil
industry is benefiting from the expendi-
ture of the taxpayers’' dollar. And not
only does this industry escape paying its
fair share of the Federal tax burden, it
has the effrontery to claim that it may
substitute foreign royalties, or taxes, for
American taxes.

In summary, Mr. President, I regard
President Nixon’s proposals for new tax
legislation as a barebones base for con-
gressional efforts to achieve meaningful
tax reform. We need to make our tax sys-
tem more fair to middle income taxpayers
by stripping away the special loopholes
which enable corporations and individ-
uals with large incomes to avoid paying
their fair share of our Nation’s expenses.

I believe that our particular attention
should be focused on the need for general
taxation of all presently exempt corpo-
rate and personal income, revision of our
rules for the treatment of long-term cap-
ital gains, and a wholesale housecleaning
of the tax laws relating to the oil indus-
try. Then we will truely be able to report
back to our constituents that the basic
unfairness of the present tax system has
come to an end.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. INOUYE. Is there further morning
business?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

TIME FOR CONGRESS TO STOP IN-
FLATION WITH SPENDING CUTS

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, yes-
terday's announcement of the huge con-
sumer price rise means that inflation
is not slowing down but is hitting harder.
Any thoughtful analysis indicates that
prices will continue to go up rapidly for
at least another year unless Congress
acts.

The Wall Street Journal this morning
indicated that in their judgment prices
will go up for several years unless Con-
gress acts and unless there is a change
in the situation.

There is nothing in President Nixon's
prescription which will stop inflation
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now. The surtax has been tried and has
failed. The time has come to cut spend-
ing which has a much more prompt and
ineisive impact.

Congress must act. We must cut the
President’s budget and cut it drastically.
And there is plenty of wasteful spending
where the cuts can be made.

I urge the following specific actions:

We can cut the military budget where
fat and waste and excess costs have
weakened rather than strengthened the
security of this Nation. With 10 men in
support jobs for every man in a combat
outfit, the military could rearrange its
priorities without affecting combat effi-
ciency.

With huge cost overruns, late delivery
dates, and weapons which do not funec-
tion—tanks, helicopters, and submarines
to name only a few—vast efficiencies
could be made.

Congress should pare the military
budget by at least $10 billion. Even
Pentagon experts agree this could be
done without impairing our combat
strength, according to the Congressional
guarterly's superb review of this ques-

on.

Congress should also cut sharply the
big $3.7 billion space budget. The needs
on earth are more important than those
in outer space where prestige rather
than security has been the driving mo-
tive. Certainly this is a highly inflation-
ary program.

Above all we should cut public works
spending—dams, highways, water proj-
ects, which have the dubious distinction
as the biggest engines of inflation with
the least payoff. Public and private
spending for capital investment and pub-
lic works are the root cause of this in-
flation. We should cut big here.

Those hurt most by inflation are those
who can afford it least. This is clear from
the rise in particular items. The increase
in public transportation costs—7.9 per-
cent since a year ago—hits hardest at
the poor who have no choice but to travel
by public means.

The increase in medical care services—
8.4 percent since a year ago—hits at the
sick, the aged, and the needy at pre-
cisely the time when their incomes drop
and their costs skyrocket.

The 13-percent rise in the cost of in-
surance and finance services harms most
the poor and the weak. It hits hardest
at the insecure who need security and
who can least afford it.

The rise in home ownership costs—
10.6 percent in a year—is a cruel charge
at the very time when we need to build
1 million housing units a year more than
we have been building if we are to house
all Americans decently.

The timid actions taken by the Nixon
administration have not worked and
show no sign that they will work. To stop
inflation Congress must cut the budget
and cut it hard.

I ask unanimous consent that the De-
partment of Labor release on the Con-
sumer Price Index for April 1969 be
printed in the ReEcorb.

There being no objection, the release
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:




May 23, 1969

ConNsUMER PRrICE INDEX FOR APRIL 1969

A 0.6 percent rise in April brought the Con-
sumer Price Index to 126.4 (1957-50—100),
the Labor Department’'s Bureau of Labor
Statistics announced today.

Over the year the Consumer Price Index
has risen 5.4 percent. Over the past three
months consumer prices have gone up at a
7.6 percent annual rate, steepest for a com-
parable period since mid-1956. For major
components of the Consumer Price Index,
percent changes at annual rates over the last
3 months and for the past year are shown
below:

April 1969 from—

Janua r;
196! April 1968

Consumer Price Index:
All items______
Commodities
Services

Higher prices for services—particularly
household services such as mortgage interest
charges on FHA loans, residential electric
rates, and home repairs—and food accounted
for a large part of the April advance.

Medical care costs continued rising sharp-
1y, led by increases in dentists’ fees. Medical
care services have gone up nearly 81, per-
cent over the year. Other services headed for
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higher levels were movie admissions, golf
fees, automobile insurance, and local transit
fares.

Food prices rose 0.7 percent, mostly be-
cause of higher meat prices, especially beef.
Pork prices failed to decline as they usually
do in April, apparently in response to the
strength in beef. Restaurant meals also con-
tinued to climb. There was some help for the
famlily food budget from lower prices for
many fresh vegetables, thanks to Ilarger
supplies.

Prices rose for furniture and used cars. New
car prices declined about in line with sea-
sonal expectations, as dealers increased con-
cessions in order to trim inventories.

Apparel prices increased 0.6 percent, led
by such basic items as men's suits, slacks,
and shirts, and women's dresses, skirts, and
shoes. Alcoholic beverages, toilet goods, and
cigarettes also showed significant increases.

COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS

Approximately 117,000 workers will receive
cost-of-living pay increases based on the
April Consumer Price Index. About 62,100
workers, mostly in the aerospace, motor-
vehicles and parts, farm machinery and of-
fice machinery industries will receive hourly
increases ranging from 3 to T cents an hour,
based on the rise in the natlonal index be-
tween January and April. An additional
35,600 workers will receive wage increases
based on annual or semiannual reviews of
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the national Consumer Price Index, the larg-
est group of these being classified employees
of the State of Wisconsin. In addition, 17,700
local transit workers in Chicago, Boston and
Pittsburgh will receive 5 or 6-cent hourly
increases, based on the 3-month advance in
the indexes for the respective areas. An
estimated 43,000 workers in various indus-
tries who would otherwise recelve cost-of-
living Increases, will not receive them this
month because they have already received
the maximum stipulated in their contracts.
A NOTE ABOUT CALCULATING INDEX CHANGES

Movements of the indexes from one date to
another are usually expressed as percentage
changes rather than changes in index points
because index point changes are affected by
the level of the index in relation to its base
period while percentage changes are not. The
following example illustrates the computa-
tion of index point and percentage changes:

Index point change

April 1969 CPI (1957—59=100)
Less March 1969 index

Index point difference
PERCENTAGE CHANGE
Index point difference divided by the index
for the previous perlod:
126.4—125.6 X 100

1556 =0.6 percent

TABLE 1.—CONSUMER PRICE INDEX—U.S, CITY AVERAGE FOR URBAN WAGE EARNERS AND CLERICAL WORKERS, APRIL 1969

[Unadjusted, unless otherwise indicated]

Indexes (1857-59=100 unless otherwise noted)

Percent change to April 1969 from—
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TABLE 2—CONSUMER PRICE INDEX—THE UNITED STATES AND SELECTED AREAS FOR URBAN WAGE EARNERS AND CLERICAL
WORKERS, ALL ITEMS MOST RECENT INDEX AND PERCENT CHANGES FROM SELECTED DATES

Indexes

Pricing
schedule

1957-59=
100

Other

1947-49=
100 bases

Percent change from:

Januarg
April 1969 196

US.cityaverage. ..o coccacsun
Chicago_ .
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1 Area coverage includes the urban pnrHon of the corresp
York and Chicago where the more ext

tandard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA) except for New

1960 census and do not include revisions made since 1960,
2 Foods, fuels, and several other items priced every month in
M, every month.
1, January, April, July, and October.
2, February, May, August, and November.
3, March,?une, September, and December.

ADDRESS BY SENATOR MONDALE
ON DEFENSE PROCUREMENT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, there
is no more pressing issue confronting the
Nation today than the character and size
of the defense budget. The military pro-
curement system, from project concep-
tion through contract administration,
significantly affects that budget.

On May 19, 1969, our distinguished col-
league, the junior Senator from Minne-
sota (Mr. MonpALE), made a thoughtful
and constructive speech on defense pro-
curement to a meeting of purchasing
management executives. It contains sug-
gestions for desperately needed improve-
ments in defense procurement which, I
believe, should be considered by all Mem-
bers of the Senate. Accordingly, I ask
unanimous consent, Mr. President, to
have this speech printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

THE GOVERNMENT AS PURCHASER
(Remarks by Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
before the National Association of Pur-

chasing Management, Minneapolis, May 19,

1969)

It is a pleasure to be with you this morn-
ing at your International Purchasing Con-
ference. My good friend Stanley Cowle is
President of the Twin City Purchasing
Management Association, which is your host.
I am glad to see Bill Bunin, the Program
Chairman, from the Tony Company, Mr.
Fred Fisher, the Assistant Program Chairman
from Minnesota Mining, and Mr. Beverly

Countryman, your General Chairman, also
from Minnesota Mining.

I believe you know that your business, pur-
chasing management, is one of the hottest

areas are used. Area definitions are those established for the

all cities; most other goods and services priced as indicated:

subjects now confronting the world’s largest
enterprise, the United States Government. I
speak to you as a member of the “Board of
Directors” of the U.S. Government, whose
expenditures in the current fiscal year are
expected to approximate $190 billion. That
is a staggering amount of money.

How much is $190 billion? From the found-
ing of this nation in 1789, it took us until
we were well into World War IT, in fiscal year
1942, before the Government had spent $190
billion in the aggregate. And now we are
spending that amount of money in just
one year!

A great deal of that money is spent on
procurement and that is what you are
experts in. As the world's largest enterprise,
the Government has an obligation to de-
velop and use the best procurement prac-
tices that man can conceive in carrying out
its tremendously complicated mission.

Much of the Government's procurement is
centered in two agencies. The first is the
General Services Administration, which buys
the large majority of common supply items
used by all civillan agencles of the govern-
ment, as well as a great deal of the material
which is used by the Defense Department.
The Defense Department, however, dwarfs
the General Services Administration with its
own procurement programs. Though many of
you have no direct connection with Defense
procurement, as citizens and taxpayers you
are vitally affected.

As you know, the budget of the Defense
Department is now in the order of $80 bil-
lion. About half of that total goes Into
procurement. Thus, your tax rates, and the
size and complexion of the ecivilian portion
of the Federal Budget, are significantly in-
fluenced by Defense procurement. In addi-
tion, many of your concerns are deeply in-
volved in Defense business, so I know that
the subject is important to you.

Congressmen and taxpayers no longer con-
sider procurement policy a dull and uninter-
esting subject. Our national priorities cry
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out for a shift in Federal funds from mili-
tary to urgent civilian programs. By drastic-
ally improving our defense procurement sys-
tems, I believe we can meet these pressing
needs with no sacrifice to natlonal security.
In fact, some think we could greatly
strengthen our securlty through more intel-
ligent procurement practices.

During fiscal 1968, the Defense Depart-
ment made almost ten million purchases,
under contract with about 24 thousand firms.
This would be a difficult enough job if either
the personnel managing the system or ihe
material in the system remained stable. Un-
fortunately, that is not the case. At least
25% of the personnel working in the field of
defense logistics are new to their jobs every
year. And one of every ten items in stock is
brand new. Thus, it can readily be seen that
intelligent and wise procurement in the De-
partment of Defense is both essential and
exceedingly difficult.

For many years now, the Defense budget
has somehow escaped the close scrutiny in
the Congress to which all other programs are
subjected. But a new mood is evident in the
Congress, reflecting a mood which is taking
shape in the nation. The people are tired of
the Vietnam war. And they are tired of the
huge tax burden that has been placed on
their shoulders, And they are writing and
telling their Congressmen how tired they
are.

In years past, it was sufficient for the
Penfagon to tell its advocates in the Con-
gress that the programs proposed were vital—
and that the systems would work—and that
the cost estimates were accurate. Recently, a
large number of Congressmen have re-
lucantly come to conclude that “essentiality”
is mere rhetoric; that “reliability” is merely
a hope; and that “cost estimates” are merely
seductive offers.

Yes, there is a growing crisis of confidence
with respect to the Defense establishment.
It is manifested in terms of strong opposi-
tion to the President's proposal for an ABM
system—both in the Congress and among
the public. I was heartened to see that a poll
In' this state recently revealed that a slight
plurality opposed this costly and futile ABM
system.

The Pentagon's promises with respect to
the prosecution of the war in Vietnam have
also contributed to this decline in confidence.
And a serles of revelations about incredibly
shoddy contractor performance, and equiva-
lent shoddy government supervision, have, 1
believe, truly placed In jeopardy confidence
in our national security establishment.

I would like to review briefly with you some
aspects of defense procurement which have
contributed to this crisis. For I believe you
can help us in correcting the serious flaws
and in restoring the country’s confidence in
the nation’s defense effort.

To begin with, the entire system is oper-
ated under a hopelessly obsoclete statute.
The Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947
is actually based, In large part, on Section
3709 of the Revised Statutes—which dates
from 1861. This statute assumes that the
typical method of procurement will be
through advertised competition, sealed bids,
awards based principally on the lowest price,
and fixed price contracts. In actuality, how-
ever, only a small minority of defense pro-
curement follows the pattern anticipated
in the statute.

After years of intensive efforts Initiated at
the beginning of the Eennedy Administra-
tion, the percentage of procurements of this
type was substantially expanded, but still
reached only about 13% of the total. All of
the rest have to be treated, essentlally, as
exceptions to the basic approach of the 1947
Statute. True, these exceptions are covered
in the very detalled Armed Services Pro-
curement Regulations., These regulations
spell out the conditions for 17 different types
of procurement for which adequate provi-
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sions is not made in the basic legislation. But,
surely, we should have a law which sub-
stantially covers our predominant practices.

Another problem is the insistence by the
Pentagon that military personnel rotate at
frequent intervals and, moreover, that they
not become too speclalized. The objective
seems to be to prepare most of them ulti-
mately to qualify for appointment as Chief
of Staff. It is no surprise that a system, many
of whose key personnel pass through it as
if in a revolving door, cannot achieve the
levels of efficiency and effectiveness that we
would like.

This rotation policy has been seriously
criticlzed by other observers—for it is very
costly just in terms of personnel operations.
One estimate of cost savings through reduced
assignment changes is $500 million per year.
But the cost in reduced effectiveness may be
even greater.

The early retirement system leads to em-
ployment of many retired military person-
nel i senior positions in defense industries.
As Senator Proxmire has recently reported,
2072 retired military personnel are now serv-
ing in key positions with defense contractors.
Though there are regulations governing the
participation of such officers in procurement
activities with their former services, this does
not seem to be true with respect to civilians
who leave the Defense establishment, as a
result of this pattern of employment, pub-
lic confidence In these arrangements has
weakened badly.

We urgently need a thorough study of
the role of personnel who move from defense
industry into the Pentagon and from the
Pentagon into defense industry. Certainly,
former military and civillan personnel of
the Defense Department are entitled to seek
gainful employment in fields for which they
are qualified. But the public needs to be as-
sured that this employment is earned en-
tirely on the strength of the individual's
ability to perform—and not on his abllity to
“dellver," based on his previous contacts.

The Congress has been greatly disturbed
by an analysis recently completed by Sen-
ator Stuart Symington, a former Secretary
of the Air Force. He listed 43 missile systems
which were abandoned prior to their deploy-
ment or have been replaced because they
became obsolete, He estimated that $23 bil-
lion had been expended on these systems
before they were abandoned. We must de-
velop better planning and evaluation tech-
niques so we do not rush prematurely into
procurement of these high-cost systems.

We have also been troubled by the tend-
ency of the defense establishment to seek
the most elaborate—the most sophisti-
cated—hopefully the most reliable—and
clearly the most expensive equipment that
man can imagine, We cannot fault the mili-
tary planners for this. Their job is to try to
get the country the best equipment which
can be made. But we must find ways to
temper thelr zeal with prudent judgment.

The tendency to use over-elaborate speci-
fications has earned the name of “gold plat-
ing.” And a specialty has grown up just
to combat this tendency. That specialty is
known as “Value Engineering.” Though it is
estimated that hundreds of millions of dol-
lars have already been saved through value
engineering, I belleve we have only scratched
the surface.

We have more than mere dollars to save
through rigid scrutiny of specifications. If
we assure that they are reasonable, we can
shorten the lead time and get our equip-
ment into service faster—perhaps before it
becomes obsolete. Most importantly, the
equipment will likely be more rellable in the
event 1t ever must be used in wartime.

And now I would like to turn to one of the
most critical problems in defense procure-
ment. That is, the consistent and virtually
fantastic cost “overrun” which we have ex-
perienced in major weapons systems. The
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problems which I have been discussing so
far pale by comparison with some of the
gross deficiencies which have recently come
to light in cost estimating. A recent Brook-
ings study reports that the initial cost esti-
mates for major weapons systems in the
1950's and early 1960's were exceeded by
amounts ranging from 2009% to 700%. And
another study by a Budget Bureau officer re-
vealed that the performance of these com-
plex weapons systems fell as far short of
specifications as the actual costs exceeded
those originally estimated.

For example, of 13 major missile and air-
plane systems begun in the late 1950's, only
4 could be counted on to function 756% as
well as promised. Of 11 systems begun in the
1960's, only 3 reached performance levels of
75 % expectations.

So it is here in these major weapons sys-
tems that a big payoff can, and must, be
found—both in cost savings and In improved
performance.

What we need is a thorough-going over-
haul of the entire philosophy and operation
of the defense procurement system., As a
civilian procurement executive of the Navy
Department recently stated:

“No matter how poor the quality, how
late the product and how high the cost . . .
defense contractors know nothing will hap-
pen to them. Until or unless this climate is
changed, there will be little or no improve-
ment In our procurements.”

The problem lies in those 17 kinds of
procurements which I mentioned earlier;
that is, the exceptions to the advertised, com-
petitive, fixed price contracts which were
envisioned under the Armed Services Pro-
curement Act. A great number of these “'ex-
ceptions” are procurements made by cost-
type contracts.

Under cost-type contracts, the contrac-
tor may be reilmbursed for ail of his costs,
regardless of how they vary from the origi-
nal estimate upon which the award was
made. Of course, in many contracts, we now
have provisions for denying certain elements
of contractor cost-escalation. But the con-
tractors have developed methods for avoid-
ing these controls, often with the acqules-
cences of the Government.

Under former Secretary of Defense Mec-
Namara, increased use was made of incen-
tive-iype contracts. But recent testimony in
the Congress reveals how far we have to go
to safeguard the interest of the taxpayer
in major procurements, such as those for
for the C-54 aircraft system and for the F-111
fighter bomber.

The $2 billion cost escalation on the 83
billlon original C-54 cost estimate amounts
to more money than was appropriated for
the War on Poverty this year.

The initial cost estimate for the engines
for the F-111 was $270,000 each and a recent
estimate has reached $700,000 each, The Air
Force's Manned Orbiting Laboratory (which
substantially overlaps with the civilian space
program) was first projected at $1.5 billion.
Current estimates are about $3 billion and
the end is not in sight.

One basic cause of understated costs ap-
pears to be that the Services, in vying for
roles and missions, and the contractors, in
vying for business, have a tremendous in-
centive to keep their estimates low so as to
increase the chances that their proposals will
be accepted. For example, it was reported in
the Washington Post just last week that the
cost estimates for the Mark II electronics
equipment for the full F-111 program (the
size of which has now been cut-back sharply)
and soared from $610 million in June 1966
to $2,610 million by November 1968—more
than a 3009 increase. The article quotes an
internal Defense Department memo, as fol-
lows:

“Both the contractor and the Ailr Force
were unrealistic in assessing the ultimate
cost of the system. It appears the contractor
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knew very well what he was getting into but
was so anxious to win the competition that
he was willing to buy in by quoting a low
price.”

Then, “the contractor pursued a strategy
of using change notices (blaming higher
costs on Government-ordered changes) as a
means of ‘getting well’. . .

As recently reported in the Minneapolis
Tribune, numerous companies depend on the
defense program to keep them alive. Fifteen
of the 38 largest defense contractors, from
1961 to 1967, derived more than half of their
business from defense contracts. Thus, they
compete avidly for cost-type contracts, being
confident that the Defense Department will
underwrite the excess costs iIf the estimates
prove low.

Once the Congress is persuaded to accept
the deceptively low estimates of these firms,
it seldom is presented with the choice of
dropping the project when the funding re-
quirements multiply. In such cases, an ac-
curate presentation might have made the
program very much more vulnerable to Con-
gressional rejection at an early stage.

In civillan programs, the Congress permits
no such freedom. Many of our most wvital
domestic programs operate under fixed
authorization cellings. If the program unex-
pectedly eats up the money which was
authorized, without reaching its goals, the
agency must come back to the Congress—
both for an increase in the authorization
and for additional funds,

When the Defense Department runs short,
it does not consult generally with a wide
range of Members of Congress. Many of us
often do not hear of these huge cost-
overruns.

But, as I have indicated, a new mood is
evident. The Congress is becoming restive.
The people are unhappy. We are afraid that
the vaunted “power of the purse” is being
made a mockery.

Many of us intend to see that the Con-
gressional watchdog role is taken more se-
riously—both by the executive branch and
the Congress itself. As a result, I hope for
significant challenges to the Defense Budget
on the floor of the Senate this year.

Cost overruns are only part of the problem.
Not only have the contractors typically been
“let off the hook” when they have greatly
exceeded their cost estimates, but they have
also been absolved of any responsibility for
the fantastic shortfalls in the performance
of their weapon systems which I mentioned
earlier. What we need to do is strengthen the
resolve of the procurement officials in the
Defense Department to demand that systems
measure up to specifications. And we should
exact penalties from the contractors if the
systems fail to measure up.

Solving these problems which I have out-
lined is exceedingly complex. But a start
must be made. Reducing the Defense Budget
merely treats the symptoms, not the disease.
We need to do more. I believe that a serious
and thorough study of the entire Defense
procurement apparatus is needed. Senator
Jackson and Representative Holifield have
introduced bills to provide for such a study
by an independent Commission. The bills, 8.
1707 and H.R. 474, are pending before the
Government Operations Committees.

The proposed Commission on Government
Procurement would not limit its attention to
Defense Procurement. I think that is fine be-
cause some of the same problems exist in
other large government procurement pro-
grams, such as the Supersonic Transport
Program, the Space Program, and the Atomic
Energy Program. Obviously, the bulk of ex-
penditures is in the Defense area, and I would
expect the Commission to devote a prepon-
derant amount of its attention to Defense
procurement. I intend to support the enact-
ment of this legislation.

You could help in a number of ways. First,
you could urge the establishment of the




13580

Commission on Government Procurement.
Then you could volunteer, either as individ-
uals, or through your national or local as-
sociations, to assist this Commission in
evaluating present procurement practices
and in designing improvements.

I would also welcome any other suggestions
or assistance in bringing to bear the most
serious and expert attentlon of the Nation
upon these problems. For they are not tran-
sistory. Charles Schultze, a former U.S. Budg-
et Director, has estimated that Defense
systems, already approved, could eat up the
entire savings to be realized from an end to
the war in Viet Nam.

If we are not to become saddled perma-
nently with an overblown Defense budget,
we need an aroused and enlightened elec-
torate. The problems of our crowded and pol-
luted citles, of our hungry and under-
nourished children, or our undeveloped
rural areas, of our millions still living in
poverty, and of our repressed and deprived
minorities, demand attention.

As long as we fall to control the machin-
ery we have created to “provide for the com-
mon defense”, we will be unable to carry out
the equally compelling mandates of the U.S.
Constitution to “promote the general Wel-
fare” and to “insure domestic Tranguillity”.
We, in the Congress, need your help.

OUR RECORD ON THE HUMAN
RIGHTS CONVENTIONS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, of the
human rights conventions adopted since
the creation of the U.N., the United
States has ratified only two—the Sup-
plementary Convention on the Abolition
of Slavery, in 1967; and the Protocol on
the Status of Refugees, in 1968.

The United States has not adopted the
Convention on Genocide, Political Rights
of Women, and Abolition of Forced La-
bor. This record is matched only by
Yemen, South Africa, and Bolivia. Three
of the new countries in the UN.— Mauri-
tius, Maldive Islands, and Western
Samoa—also have a poor record, but they
have not yet had much time to act.

Taking into account the entire range
of human rights conventions since 1945,
including those developed by the ILO
and UNESCO as well as the U.N., and
again omitting countries which have be-
come independent only in the last few
years, our record of two brings us above
Yemen—which has never ratified any—
and above Bolivia, Saudi Arabia, Thai-
land and San Marino, which have each
ratified one human rights convention.

For a country dedicated to the prin-
ciples of the Bill of Rights and the hu-
manity of nations, we have a poor record
indeed. The time has come to change
that record. Again, I would urge my col-
leagues in the Senate to ratify the Con-
ventions on Genocide, Political Rights of
Women, and Abolition of Forced Labor.
Let us, as a nation, give meaning to our
words and substance to our hopes.

0. & C. TIMBER PAYMENT PROELEM
CLOUDED BY INACCURATE FACTS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, earlier
this year I announced my opposition to
the continued payment of Federal re-
ceipts on certain timber lands in western
Oregon in an amount that was two to
three times as great as the county gov-
ernments would have received had the
land been in private hands. In my esti-
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mation tax equivalency is, the most the
counties should be receiving.

I am happy to say that I have had a
chance to discuss this problem with my
colleague from Oregon, Mr. PACKWOOD,
and certain representatives of the 18
western Oregon counties receiving these
Oregon and California land payments.
These representatives, including Ray
Doerner, Douglas County commissioner,
made a compelling case for the continu-
ation of the payment of 50 percent of the
receipts on these lands, even though this
payment may balloon to $30 million in
fiscal 1970 as compared with $25.5 million
in fiscal 1969,

Apparently the Bureau of the Budget
also felt the force of some of the argu-
ments used, for in a revised Nixon budget
in which budget cuts were the order of
the day the proposed limitation on Ore-
gon and California land payments was
hiked from $24 million to $25.5 million.
This compares with cuts in other Bu-
reau of Land Management activities
such as oil shale research and improve-
ment of land appraisals.

An editorial reprinted in the May 6
edition of the Portland Journal and orig-
inally appearing in the Albany, Oreg.,
Democrat-Herald, gave particular force
to the arguments Mr. Doerner and his
colleagues set forth when it stated that
Linn County, one of the 18 western Ore-
gon counties receiving O. & C. payments,
would receive more if the land were on
private tax rolls than the county cur-
rently received. This estimate was com-
pletely at variance with the fizures I had
received earlier in the year from the
Bureau of the Budget.

My inclination to look behind the pre-
sumed facts set forth in the editorial to
the figures on which they were based was
reinforced by one obvious error. The edi-
torial stated that payments in lieu of
taxes would be limited to $24.5 million
if the Bureau of the Budget recommen-
dation were followed. Actually the Bu-
reau had recommended its ceiling of
$25.5 million some weeks earlier. I then
found that Linn County had 86,166 acres
of O. & C. land according to a study Mr.
Doerner left with me—*“The Significance
of the O. & C. Forest Resource in West-
ern Oregon”—rather than the 58,932
acres mentioned in the editorial.

The editorial stated that value of the
merchantable timber on these acres was
$127,121,170. Yet according to the figures
contained in the 28th biennial report—
1964—66—of the Oregon State Tax Com-
mission the assessed value of timber on
all private land in the State of Oregon
was a mere $104,382,107. Furthermore the
assessed value of the timber on private
land in Linn County was only $21,585,800.
Yet this land, according to the O. & C.
county study, amounted to 515,000 acres.

Making a projection I discovered that
if the timber on 58,932 acres in Linn
County was assessed at $127,121,170 then
the entire O. & C. resource of 2.5 million
acres should contain about $5.5 billion
worth of timber. Yet the return on these
lands was not even $55 million, or 1
percent of this presumed value, this past
year.

The flgure given in the editorial for
tax payments on the O. & C. land’'s mer-
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chantable timber was $607,312.54. We are
told that this figure is based on “the
formula assessors use in determining tim-
ber taxes.” Of course the figure is ar-
rived at by applying that formula to the
hypothetical $127,121,170 at which the
merchantable timber on Linn County’s
0. & C. lands is valued—a figure that
exceeds the value of all the private tim-
ber in the State.

In any event we can determine the tax
per dollar of assessed valuation by di-
viding the tax into the assessed valua-
tion. It works out to about .00478 cents
per dollar of timber, or approximately
one-half cent on the dollar. In a similar
way it is also possible to find that the
tax on the land, as opposed to the timber
is about .0465 or approximately 41 cents
per acre. This figure is arrived at by di-
viding the acreage mentioned in the edi-
torial, 58,932 acres, by the property tax
the editorial estimates would come from
from these acres—$2,740.

Using these figures and information
contained in the Oregon State Tex Com-
mission’s report, we learn that the
$21,585,880 worth of private timber in
Linn County on the assessment rolls in
1966—-67 would have been taxed at .00478
cents on the dollar or $1,031,769. Again
going to the O. & C. county study, which
tells us that there were 515,000 acres of
private timber land in Linn County, and
applying the tax rate of .0465 per acre
we find that the land would have been
taxed at $23,947.50. Adding the figures
together we are able to determine that
both land and timber taxes on the
515,000 acres come to approximately
$1,055,000, or about $2.05 cents per acre.

This $2.05 per acre compares favorably
with Dr. Albert Worrell’s estimate con-
tained in a 1967 study for the Industrial
Forestry Association that land and tim-
ber taxes in this area average $1.73 per
acre, varying from 24 cents to $2.62.

If, in fact, the private forest tax in
Linn County is about $2.05 cents per acre
the 86,166 O. & C. acres would have paid
only $180,000 in taxes rather than the
$607,312.54 cited in the article or the
$577,000 actually paid based on 50 per-
cent of O. & C. revenues. Thus the actual
payments on O. & C. lands in this in-
stance appears to be over three times
greater than taxes paid on comparable
private land. s

Furthermore, if $2.05 cents per acre is
a representative figure the 7.6 million
acres of private timber land in Oregon as
given in appendix D of the O. & C. county
study would pay approximately $15 mil-
lion in taxes while the O. & C. lands,
which amount to only 2.5 million acres,
paid $25.5 million to 18 Oregon counties
last year and may well pay $30 million
this year unless Congress acts to accept
the Budget Bureau’s recommended ceil-
ing of a generous $25.5 million.

In summation, Mr. President, on the
basis of the figures presented in the edi-
torial I have referred to, as well as the
information left with me by Mr. Doerner
and his associates, I feel it would be a
substantial mistake to fail to put a ceiling
on O, & C. land payments. I intend to
continue my fight for such a ceiling.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial from the Portland Journal be
printed at this point in the Recorb.
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

[From the Portland (Oreg.) Journal, May 6,
1969]

WHAT's DuE FroM O. & C. LAnDs

Before we will admit there is justice in
proposed curtailment of payments by the
Bureau of Land Management in lleu of
taxes on O&C timberlands to the 18 countles
containing them, we should like to know
the basis for the U.S. Budget Bureau's cur-
tallment schedule. The federal agency pro-
poses to place a ceiling on BLM payments
at about $24.56 million this year and a con-
tinued annual reduction in such amounts
as would be necessary in 10 years to reduce
payments to what the counties would receive
if the timber were privately owned.

This assumes that the counties have a
“golden goose” that is laying excessively
large eggs—that the O&C lands would yield
far less under private ownership than they
do now.

What we would like to know is how the
Budget Bureau determined what it contends
the O&C payments should be.

At our request Linn County Assessor Hal
Byer has ascertained what the 58932 acres
of O&C timberlands in Linn County would
yvield to the county in taxes If they were on
the tax rolls, The assessable value of the
land was found to be £153,169. It would have
yielded a tax of $2.740 had it been privately
owned. Value of the merchantable timber
on this land was estimated at $127,121,170.
Under the formula assessors employ in de-
termining timber taxes It was estimated
that Linn County would have derived a tax
payment of $607,312.54. The amount was de-
termined by applying the 1968-69 levy In two
code areas or districts selected as typical.

Instead of $607,312.54 in taxes which the
county would have received from private
owners of this land Linn County actually
received only $577,000 in BLM payments last
year.

These figures, the assessor admits, might
be altered if all BLM timber were re-cruised
and assessed on the basls of more accurate
knowledge than is now available as to board
feet of timber per acre on O&C lands, but he
is convinced that eruising would show an
increase rather than a decrease in the amount
of taxable timber and therefore would in-
crease revenues to the O&C countles.

We suggest that a thorough investigation
into current true cash values of O&C tim-
berlands be demanded before the 18 countles
give up what we are convinced is due them.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be per-
mitted to proceed for 5 additional min-
utes.

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

EFFICIENCY IN GOVERNMENT AND
PPB: SOME PROPOSALS FOR RE-
FORM OF THE BUDGETARY PROC-
ESS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
level of inefliciency in Federal Govern-
ment expenditure programs is enor-
mous. We seem to be spending our money
on low-ranking priorities and even in
the management of this spending, we are
terribly wasteful,

In recent months, a number of im-
portant investigations of inefficiency and
waste in the Federal Government have
been published, A study by the independ-
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ent Congressional Quarterly—June 28,
1968—for example, estimated that $10.8
billion could be eliminated from the De-
fense Department budget with no reduc-
tion in the level of national security. A
report by Richard Stubbings of the
Bureau of the Budget, printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, February 7, 1969,
page 3171, presented hard evidence that
many of our most costly weapons sys-
tems perform at a level substantially be-
low expectation. It also indicated that
those systems whose production gener-
ated the greatest profits displayed the
largest performance shortfall. A paper
by Robert Benson in the Washington
Monthly, March 1969, presented evi-
dence that a $9.2 billion reduction in the
Defense budget could be achieved with-
out loss of military capability.

Over the past year, the Subcommittee
on Economy in Government of the Joint
Economic Committee, of which I am
chairman, has encountered numerous
instances of inconsistent, uneconomic
practices in Federal agencies. These have
dealt with military procurement matters,
the application of discounting analysis
to proposed investments throughout the
Government, and the procedures for con-
sistently estimating the benefits of Gov-
ernment expenditures. The existence of
cost overruns entailing unexpected ex-
penditures of billions of dollars and the
construction of public works projects
which return far less production for so-
ciety that comparable private invest-
ments are now well documented.

As our economy grows and as the de-
mands of the people on the Federal Gov-
ernment burgeon, it becomes increasing-
ly important that we seriously appraise
our priorities and find ways of determin-
ing which of our various programs are
most effective in attaining our objectives.
In my comments, I wish to focus on some
of the problems in the executive and, es-
pecially the legislative branches of the
Government, which impede us in mak-
ing open, explicit—indeed, rational—de-
cisions. The proposals which I will offer
hold out substantial promise for im-
provements in the budgetary decision
process in the Federal Government.

It is now 31 years since all major Fed-
eral agencies were instructed to develop
and implement planning-programing-
budgeting systems. During this period
there has been great activity in connec-
tion with program analysis and evalua-
tion and a tremendous amount of dis-
cussion and debate. There has not been,
however, any systematic look at how the
application of these tools was worked
out in practice, at what lessons have been
learned and what changes made, and
what policies should be followed in the
future. It is time for the Congress to in-
form itself on the progress of the PPB
System and to consider how the legisla-
tive branch can improve its effective-
ness in the budgetary process.

THE PPB SYSTEM AND RATIONAL
DECISIONMAKING

It should be emphasized that the use
of PPB and systematic analysis in the
Government is not a partisan issue.
While originally implemented pursuant
to the instruction of President Johnson,
it also is supported by the new adminis-
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tration. As Budget Director Robert Mayo
has stated, it is now quite clear that any
administration needs techniques of pro-
gram analysis and evaluation if it is to
make effective decisions on resource al-
location and affirm the objectives of
planning, programing, and budgeting.

The absence of partisan dispute over
the use of PPB points to the recognition
by responsible Government officials that
we must be rational in our approach to
public policy decisions. For, to use PPB
to obtain information about the gains
and losses to be anticipated from a de-
cision is to demand no more than that
the decision be rational. Properly de-
fined, PPB is the most basic and logical
planning tool which exists: it provides
for the quantitative evaluation of the
economic benefits and the economic
costs of program alternatives, both now
and in the future, in relation to analyses
of similar programs.

Any decisionmaker, whether he be the
head of a household or the head of a
business firm, must rely on the com-
parison of the gains and costs of his de-
cisions if he is to be successful at achiev-
ing his objectives. To ignore the careful
consideration of gains and losses is
equivalent to saying that he has no ob-
jective at all; no goal which he is at-
tempting to achieve. While the objectives
of the Federal Government are less
tangible and more complex than those
of a household or a business firm, they
do exist, and analysis should be carried
out to determine which of our alterna-
tives will allow us to satisfy these objec-
tives at least cost. I would add that the
very effort of attempting to evaluate al-
ternatives is of substantial assistance in
determining what our cbjectives really
are.

I have never been able to understand
why we are only now getting around to
the task of developing such a system of
analysis and evaluation in the Govern-
ment. It is even more difficult for me to
understand why many officials and pri-
vate groups sometimes object so violently
to the application of this logic to public
sector choices. Obviously, they themselves
demand such information before they
buy a new car or trade 15 shares of one
common stock for seven shares of an-
other.

THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGETARY PROCESS

As a Member of the U.S. Senate, I have
a strong interest in the potential of PPB
for improving decisionmaking in the leg-
islative branch as well as in the execu-
tive. This is a very important possibility
because, in my view, the legislative re-
source allocation process is sorely in need
of improvement. In a very real sense, the
congressional appropriation process is a
classic example of an inexplicit, closed,
and uninformed decision process. I am
not arguing that the executive budget-
ary process is perfect, or even that it is,
in fact, very good on any absolute scale
of values. But it is both informed and
open compared with the budgetary proc-
ess which exists in the legislative branch.

In the Congress, with its appropria-
tions committees and subcommittees,
there is very little explicit consideration
of program objectives or trade-offs, of
alternative means of attaining objectives,
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or of the benefits and costs of budget
proposals this year and in the future. In
short, Congress does not really give the
budget a meaningful review because it
fails to ask the right questions.

Perhaps the primary reason for this is
the traditional policy of executive branch
dealings with the Congress. The execu-
tive branch comes to Congress with only
one budget, with only one set of program
proposals, and typically with no quanti-
tative information on the benefits and
the costs of even their own proposals. In
fact, the only program area in which the
Congress is presented with substantive
cost/benefit evaluation information is
that of water resources development.
Since the Flood Control Act of 1936, proj-
ect proposals in this area have been ac-
compsanied by a benefit/cost ratio. This
number enables Congressmen and Sena-
tors to get some sense of the economic
value of the choices which they are mak-
ing and of the implicit costs involved
when they choose to accept a projeet with
a low benefit/cost ratio despite the fact
that one displaying a higher ratio is
available. Even so, the usefulness of these
analyses has been impaired by the use
of artificially low discount rates in com-
puting the present values of benefits over
time. This has made bad projects look far
better than they should.

A second reason why the Congress has
performed so badly in the budgetary and
appropriations area has to do with the
interests of Congressmen and Senators.
Many in the legislative branch have little
interest in or patience for careful delib-
erations on budgetary matters. The care-
ful consideration of alternatives requires
much effort and concentrated study of
the relative merits and demerits, the costs
and the gains, of alternative policy pro-
posals, This is hard and grubby work.
Those not used to thinking in such terms
find it easier simply to rely on the execu-
tive agencies. Unfortunately, these agen-
cies are often more interested in selling
their programs, regardless of merit, than
in having Congress analyze them.

A final reason for Congress poor per-
formance in this area is the severe staff-
ing constraints under which the legisla-
tive branch operates. Currently, we do
not have the staff either to interpret or
to evaluate the analysis done by the ex-
ecutive branch were it presented to us,
nor does Congress have the staff to do
policy analysis of its own. Indeed, in my
judgment, this is one of the primary
barriers to the ability of the Congress
to fulfill its mandate as controller of the
public purse. Dr. Jack Carlson, who is
Assistant Director of the Bureau of the
Budget, stated this well in his recent
testimony before the Subcommittee on
Economy in Government:

You (the Congress) have some outstanding
people who can provide (program) evalua-
tion, but very few. I frankly think that Con-
gress 1s not very well equipped to provide
that evaluation.

THE EFFICIENCY CONSEQUENCES OF THE
COMMITTEE STRUCTURE

Even if the interest and the staff ex-
isted, though, there would still be sub-
stantial organizational problems which
would impede the development of an ef-
fective public expenditure decision proc-
ess. The primary difficulty is the com-
mittee structure. In considering appro-
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priations requests from the executive,
both the House and the Senate organize
themselves into appropriations commit-
tees and subcommittees with each sub-
committee having control over a particu-
lar portion of the budget. The subcom-
mittees consider the executive’s proposed
budget, deliberate on it, perhaps amend
it, and ultimately report out an appro-
priations bill. The structure of this ar-
rangement is such that the powerful
people on the appropriations subcom-
mittees—the chairmen—almost inevita-
bly desire increases in the budgets which
they oversee. They are not interested in
careful scrutiny and evaluation of their
own budgets. Other budgets should be
cut, of course, but everyone knows that
defense—or agriculture, or space, or pub-
lic works, as the case may be—is “‘abso-
lutely necessary” to the further growth
and prosperity of the Nation.

My experience on the steering com-
mittee of the Democratic Party con-
firms all of my misgivings on this matter.
In the deliberations of this committee,
which assigns the Democratic member-
ship to the available committee vacan-
cies, there are enormous pressures to
place those Senators whose States ben-
efit from, let us say, public works appro-
priations on either the Senate Interior
Committee or the Public Works Sub-
committee of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. In fact, a Senator who is from a
State which benefits substantially from
these programs is at least in the short
term rather clearly serving his own best
interests and those of at least some of
his constituents if he attains a seat on
one of these committees. The net result
of all of this, however, is that the com-
mittee structure develops a built-in bias
toward higher budgets. Because the peo-
ple who serve on each committee have an
interest in seeing the budget for which
they are responsible increase, they often
fail to encourage careful evaluation and
analysis of expenditures.

An example of the bias which results
from this process is clearly seen by ob-
serving the State membership of the
Senate Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs. The Democratic members
on that committee are from Washington,
New Mexico, Nevada, Idaho, Utah, North
Dakota, Wisconsin, Montana, and
Alaska. The Republican membership is
from Colorado, Idaho, Arizona, Wyom-
ing, Oregon, Alaska, and Oklahoma.
With the exception of my able colleague,
GayLorp NELsON, there is no Senator on
this committee representing a State east
of the Mississippi River. A similar kind
of situation holds in the Public Works
Subcommittee of the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee. The Democratic mem-
bership of this committee represents
Louisiana, Georgia, Arkansas, Washing-
ton, Florida, Mississippi, Rhode Island,
Nevada, West Virginia, and Wyoming.
Again, a substantial concentration of
Senators from those Southern and West-
ern States which receive major water
resource appropriations. Much the same
is true with the Republicans on that sub-
committee, although I should add that
at least two of these are from the East-
ern States—Maine and New Jersey.

Largely as an outgrowth of this built-
in committee bias, the relationships be-
tween the staffs of the committees and
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subcommittees and their counterparts
in the executive agencies is hardly one
of arms-length dealings. The degree of
mutuality of interest between the ex-
ecutive staff and those on legislative
branch committees is substantial. I
would add that this problem is not pe-
culiar to legislative-executive relation-
ships. The serious collegiality between
Budget Bureau examiners who work on
the military budget and their counter-
parts in the Pentagon has recently been
the cause of much concern.

TOWARD AN IMPROVED APPROPRIATIONS FPROCESS

Given the institutional constraints
which inhibit change in this situation, is
there anything which can be done to im-
prove the congressional budget-making
process? In my judgment, there are a
number of important steps which can be
taken. Many of them entail bringing to
bear additional PPB-type information
on the appropriations process. Congress-
men and Senators who are concerned
with national priorities and efficiency
in Government must have the informa-
tion and data necessary to raise and de-
bate the right basic gquestions about pro-
gram effectiveness and worth.

BUILDING A CAPABILITY TO ASK THE RIGHT
QUESTIONS: THE FIRST STEP

The most basic and elementary step
which the Congress needs to take in im-
proving the appropriation process is to
develop a capability to ask the right
questions. Whether this means a sub-
stantial increase in staff capability or a
special office of budgetary analysis or an
increase in the PPB capability of the
General Accounting Office is not clear.
What is clear, however, is that the Con-
gress cannot respond to the demands of
the people, cannot establish proper na-
tional priorities, cannot improve the
quality of its decisions, canrot properly
scrutinize the executive budget unless it
equips itself to ask the right questions.

The right basic questions as I define
them are theose having to do with the
outputs of a program and its inputs and
the economic values of each. They are
questions concerning the total costs of
program decisions, and not just the given
year costs. They are questions having to
do with the distribution of a program’s
costs and benefits among the people. We
must, for example, determine the eco-
nomiec losses which will be sustained—or
gains which will be foregone—if program
X is reduced by 10 or 50 percent, or in-
creased by 10 or 50 percent,

The following are a few examples of
the kinds of questions which I have in
mind:

What are the real national security
costs of removing Southeast Asia from
the primary defense perimeter and what
are the budgetary savings from its re-
moval? On the basis of very little evi-
dence and information, I am inclined to
say that the costs of removing Southeast
Asia may well exceed the value of the
budgetary savings which we would expe-
rience. However, I cannot make a ra-
tional decision on this matter, nor can
my colleagues in the Congress, unless we
have the best analysis available on the
costs and gains of such a policy alter-
native.

What would be the national security
impact of a 30-percent reduction of total
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U.S. ground forces, and what would be
the budgetary savings from this reduc-
tion? The article in the Congressional
Quarterly* which I referred to earlier,
claimed that $10 billion could be cut from
the defense budget with no loss of na-
tional security effectiveness. Over 50 per-
cent of this suggested $10 billion cut was
in the area of manpower. The efficiency
of the Department of Defense in the
handling of manpower policy is very low.
Indeed, the national security costs of re-
ducing ground forces by 30 percent may
well be zero. In any case, it is evidence—
data and information—on the costs and
gains of that sort of decision which Con-
gress requires if the level of rationality
is to be increased.

What are the total costs of adding a
nuclear carrier force with all of its re-
quired support fo our existing 15 carrier
complex? What would be the gain in na-
tional security? How much elementary
and secondary education could we pur-
chase for the dollar cost of the new car-
rier?

What national economic benefits would
the Nation sacrifice and what national
costs would it avoid, if the Trinity River
project is not constructed? This project
involves the creation of o channel from
Dallas-Fort Worth to the Gulf of Mexico.
Some observers have argued that it would
be cheaper to move Dallas-Fort Worth to
the Gulf than the construct this channel.

What benefits are available from
manned space flights that are not availa-
ble from unmanned flights? What are the
incremental costs of manned over un-
manned flights? The space agency is now
asking us for funds for 10 moon landings
and for the exploration of still additional
planets. Those planets are going to be
there 10 years from now, or even 20 years
from now. On what basis can we justify
the current expenditure of these funds
in view of the other social objectives
which we could attain if these funds were
not allocated to the space program?
Moreover, some scientists believe that all
of the information that we need from
space flights can be obtained from un-
manned flights, that manned flights are
not necessary for this purpose. We need
hard analysis of this decision.

What are the real costs to the Amer-
jcan economy of specific protectionist
measures that are sought by industry,
such as the oil import program? What,
in hard economic terms, do similar meas-
ures by other countries cost us? Such
information is essential for effective bar-
gaining.

How much do we spend to maintain a
military capability to keep open im-
portant transportation bottlenecks, such
as the Panama Canal, Gibraltar, or the
Strait of Malacca? What costs would be
incurred if such bottlenecks were not
open?

What is the relationship between re-
sources put into Federal criminal in-
vestigation, prosecution, and judicial ac-
tivities and the outputs of those activi-
ties in terms of cases actually processed?
What are the benefits obtainable through
Federal payments for increasing the
number of State and local law enforce-
ment personnel versus those obtainable
from increasing the support available to

*Congressional Quarterly, June 28, 1968.
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existing personnel? In particular, to
what extent are trained police officers
now used less than optimally because of
a lack of subprofessionals, dictating
equipment, vehicles, cameras, or other
fairly elementary support items?

Which policy of preschool education
produces greater benefits: a policy which
is going to reach all poverty children to
at least some extent, or a program of in-
tensive work with fewer children? What
economic losses will be incurred in the
future—in terms of loss of productivity
and increased welfare costs—that could
be prevented by child nufritional and
health care programs? How do the bene-
fits available from such programs com-
pare with the benefits available from
further extension of the Medicare pro-
gram? For each type of program, upon
whom would the costs and benefits fall
or accrue?

What are the costs and benefits in-
volved in the construction of mass tran-
sit systems in cities which do not pres-
ently have them? What should be in-
cluded in our calculation of benefits, and
how accurate can we be in our judg-
ments? In the Northeastern United
States, are the costs of constructing a
high-speed ground transit system for in-
termediate intercity journeys less than
those of constructing additional airport
capacity?

What is the likely yield from the Gov-
ernment’s investment in fast breeder
reactor R. & D, and how does it compare
with the return that the relevant private
sector would demand? Are there pos-
sibilities for international cooperation
that would avoid the overlap between
this work and similar work in other
countries?

These are the kinds of questions that
Congress needs to ask, and for which re-
sponsible executive branch agencies must
develop and supply answers. In my judg-
ment, concerned Congressmen and Sena-
tors can rdeuce much gross waste from
our budgets if we can first develop enough
information to ask the right questions,
and second, have the cooperation of the
executive branch in gefting answers.

In this same vein, it seems to me that
the current ABM discussion which is
going on in the Congress is one of the
few examples of careful policy analysis
by the legislative branch. It is a case
in which Congress—the whole Congress—
is asking the right questions about the
benefits which will be achieved from this
decision, about the costs which it will en-
tail. As in good policy analysis, the ques-
tion of objectives is being explicitly dis-
cussed and the interrelationships be-
tween the program proposal and the at-
tainment of objectives is being investi-
gated with some care. It is my belief that
with more PPB-type information, the
Congress can do this kind of poliey analy-
sis on increasing numbers of issues and
expenditure proposals.

GAINING ACCESS TO APPROPRIATE DATA AND

ANALYSIS: A SECOND STEP

In addition to developing the capabil-
ity to ask the right questions, the Con-
gress needs to be provided with certain
basic kinds of PPB-type information on
an ongoing basis, The executive branch
must be asked to develop this informa-
tion and submit it to the Congress in ap-
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propriate form. The Bureau of the
Budget must assume the leadership in
this effort. Let me describe a few specific
kinds of information which are essential
to a more open and explicit congres-
sional decision process.

OVERVIEW INFORMATION

The first items of analysis and data I
will call overview information. We need
a display of each program in the Fed-
eral budget and an estimate of its bene-
fit-cost ratio—that is, the efficiency im-
pact of that program. We also need infor-
mation on the distributional pattern of
project outputs by income level, race, and
geographic location—its equity impact.
This information is often as important to
those of us in the legislative branch as is
the efficiency information. We can frame
good policy only if we have knowledge of
who we are helping when we appropriate
money and who is bearing the cost. Even
though many of these estimates would
have to be rough, they would generate a
major improvement in the appropriation
process by giving Congress a better per-
spective on the probable impacts of these
public expenditures. I urge the agencies
to develop this kind of information, and
I urge the Bureau of the Budget to col-
lect and supply it to the Congress for in-
dividual programs and in summary form.

BUDGET PROJECTIONS

A second body of information which
Congress requires is out-year budget in-
formation. For each program, what are
the expenditures to which we are com-
mitted over the next 5 years because of
decisions which we have already made?
For each new program proposal, what
are the total 5- or 10-year costs entailed
by the decision? An example of what
happens when we do not have this kind
of information is the Higher Education
Act of 1965—Public Law 89-329. In this
legislation, we provided thousands of
student scholarships for the first year
without really recognizing that to main-
tain our commitment the funding would
have to double in the second year, triple
in the third year, and quadruple in the
fourth. By keeping the program at its
present level, and refusing to honor the
implied commitment, we have placed col-
lege and university administrators in an
impossible position. They now either
have to reduce the scholarship aid for
the class which entered school last year,
or they have to eliminate completely
scholarship aid from this source for stu-
dents currently entering school. If Con-
gress had been oriented toward explicit
consideration of the future costs of pres-
ent decisions, I think it would have
avoided this bind.

I urge the executive branch to formu-
late a framework and procedure to de-
velop this out-year budget information
across the Federal budget and to present
it to the Congress. Moreover, I would
propose that the President use the out-
year budget framework which is devel-
oped to convey his budgetary priorities tc
the Congress. The numbers which he
would place in the appropriate slots in
this framework would not commit him,
and would change over time. However,
they would show the level of program
outlays for which commitments have al-
ready been made as well as the budgetary
areas to which the President would like
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to see uncommitted funds devoted, They
would give the Congress an ongoing de-
seription of how the President hoped to
allocate the Federal budget over the next
several years and how much discretion-
ary room remains in the budget if exist-
ing laws remain unchanged. They would
give the Congress a bird’s-eye view of
the executive’s plans and priorities. I
would hope that the Bureau of the
Budget could play the leadership role in
developing this information.
QUANTITATIVE ANALYSES OF ALTERNATIVES

The final type of information which is
essential to improvements in Congress’
performance of its budgetary function
entails the quantitative economic analy-
sis of alternatives.

As stated earlier, when the adminis-
tration comes to Congress with a new
program, it typically comes with a single
recommendation. If Congress is to carry
out effectively its decisionmaking role, it
must do more than simply accept or re-
ject an administrative recommenda-
tion. The Congress needs to be presented
with a number of alternatives which
would achieve a given objective. These
alternatives should be accompanied by
quantitative analyses of the benefits and
the costs of each. It is only slightly less
than absurd that the Congress is ex-
pected to participate meaningfully in
the policymaking process when it is not
asked to consider alternatives, but only
to approve or disapprove or to amend
slightly at the margins. This problem is
especially severe in the area of defense
spending and military budgets. The de-
velopment by the executive branch of a
policy to provide the Congress with more
alternatives and more benefit and cost
information will, I suspect, not occur
overnight. Current policies are rooted in
the concrete of both tradition and rea-
listic gamesmenship. Nevertheless, it is
something that we should work hard to
change.

THE FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF FPBS

All of these improvements in PPB in
the legislative branch are tied to the
further development of the PPB system
by the Executive.

As is obvious, I am a strong supporter
of program analysis. I also think the ef-
forts that have been made recently to
strengthen the process are important. In
particular, the narrowing of the number
of issues which receive special analytic
attention was an important step, as is
the insistence that these issues deal with
the larger budget questions. Hopefully,
agencies will be able to respond with
more quantitative and more pointed
analyses on the reduced list of issues. I
also support the goal of increasing the
role of agencies in the PPB process.

In my judgment, of high priority to
the further development of PPB systems
is the issuance by the Bureau of the
Budget of a number of guideline docu-
ments to insure consistency in the eco-
nomic analysis of public expenditures
applied throughout the Federal Govern-
ment. Last year, the Subcommittee on
Economy in Government, of which I am
chairman, learned of the enormous di-
vergence in the discounting analysis of
public investment programs, ranging
from rates of zero percent in some pro-
grams to 20 percent in others. In testi-
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mony before the subcommittee, we
learned from reputable economists that
the discount rate to be used by public
agencies should be at least 8 percent.
This would eliminate the economic waste
of diversion of resources from the pri-
vate sector, where they are producing
at least this return to the public sector
where, if rates of discount lower than
this are applied, they will be likely to
produce less. As stated earlier, I am
well aware that the equity aspects are
as important as the efficiency ones. How-
ever, one should not think that programs
with low rates of return automatically
produce equity, because they do not. Nor
do I doubt our ability to find programs
which meet both sets of criteria.

In the report of the Subcommittee on
Economy in Government, we recom-
mended that: First, the Bureau of the
Budget should require all agencies to de-
velop and implement consistent and ap-
propriate discounting procedures on all
Federal investments entailing future
costs or benefits; and second, the Bureau
of the Budget, in conjunction with other
appropriate government agencies, should
immediately undertake a study to esti-
mate the weighted average opportunity-
cost of private spending which is dis-
placed when the Federal Government
finances its expenditures. In response to
these recommendations, the Bureau of
the Budget has assured us that it is de-
veloping procedures for insuring con-
sistency in discounting practice across
the Federal Government. I am anxious
to see how the committee recommenda-
tions are going to be implemented by the
Bureau and Federal agencies.

On the basis of recent hearings before
the Subcommittee on Economy in Gov-
ernment, I judge that Federal Govern-
ment practice in benefit estimation is
also extremely disparate. The issuance
of a guideline document on the proce-
dures for benefit estimation is necessary.
We need to develop a consistent concept
of program benefits viewed from a na-
tional accounting stance. We need to es-
tablish a consistent procedure for han-
dling benefits such as regional effects
and secondary impacts, which are not
appropriately considered from a national
economic viewpoint.

In addition to increasing the role of
consistent analysis through the issuance
of guideline documents, the executive
branch should build explicit procedures
for the ongoing evaluation and ap-
praisal of programs into new and ex-
perimental social programs. The Con-
gress should require that provision for
ongoing evaluation be included in
appropriations for these programs. We
know little about the kinds of inputs and
program structures which will yield the
outputs we desire and if we ever hope to
generate improvements in programs in
the areas of education, health, labor re-
training, and so on, we must have follow-
up evaluation. This information must be
available to Congress on an ongoing
basis as these programs evolve.

Finally, we need a new budget analysis
which breaks down and evaluates the
economic impact of tax expenditures, as
well as direct expenditures. In testimony
before the Joint Economic Committee,
Joseph Barr, former Secretary of the
Treasury, pointed out that the special
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provisions, exceptions, and deduections in
the Federal tax structure cause an enor-
mous reallocation of the Nation's re-
sources. The volume of these tax expendi-
tures is huge; in some of the functional
categories of the Federal budget they
outweigh direct expenditures. So far we
have little analysis of these expenditures;
we know very little about the kinds of
outputs which they are producing, and
the kinds of resource diversions they en-
tail. The Federal budget should include
information on these items, as well as
the information which it currently in-
cludes.

As a recent UPI article by Louis Cas-
sells states:

Tax expenditures are not subject to careful
annual scrutiny in the budget and appropria-
tion process and are not reviewed annually
or periodically to measure the benefits they
achieve agalnst the amounts expended.

The tax provisions which now involve an
annual revenue loss equivalent to one-fourth
of the total federal budget have built up
plecemeal over many years, sometimes in re-
sponse to social and economic needs, and
sometimes as concessions to potent political
or lobbying interests.

If they were translated into open cash
subsidies, which had to be voted by Congress
each year, it is highly questionable whether
some of them would survive,

But present budget procedures tend to hide
them from public attention, so that they re-
main in effect year after year, with little or no
debate about their merits except in the com-
paratively rare Instances when the House
Ways and Means Committee undertakes to
write a tax reform bill,

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard,
one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF A BILL

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard,
one of his secretaries, and he announced
that on May 15, 1969, the President had
approved and signed the bill (8. 1130) to
provide for the striking of medals in
commemoration of the 100th anniver-
sary of the founding of the American
Fisheries Society.

AMERICAN CASUALTTES IN
VIETNAM

Mr. BYRD cf Virginia. Mr. President,
the figures for American casualties last
week in Vietnam have just been an-
nounced. In that 1 week 430 Americans
were killed and 2,185 Americans were
wounded, which makes a total for that
1 week of 2,615. To put that figure in
perspective, Mr. President, during all
of 1968 the average weekly casualty rate
for Americans in Vietnam was 2,040.
Therefore, one can see that the casual-
ties this past week are extremely high.

Mr. President, from the beginning I
have felt that involvement by the United
States in a ground war in Vietnam or
a ground war in Asia was a great error
of judgment; but that sinee our coun-
try decided to draft men and send them
to Asia to fight, I feel we must give them
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full support. That is why I wish to em-
phasize and reemphasize the severe cas-
ualty figures in the hope that it will
focus attention on the difficulties facing
our troops in Vietnam.

Almost weekly for more than 3 years
I have been calling attention to the se-
vere casualties being suffered by our
troops in Vietnam. I think it worthwhile
today, almost on the anniversary date
of the beginning of the Paris talks, to
consider what has happened during that
year. If we go back a moment to April
1, 1968, that was the date that President
Johnson restricted the bombing of
North Vietnam. That was less than 14
months ago. Now what has happened
in Vietnam since that time?

From April 1, 1968, through May 17,
1969, 13,891 Americans have been killed
and an additional 98,085 have been
wounded.

Totaling those figures shows that dur-
ing the period when President Johnson
restricted the bombing and, subsequently,
in Oectober cut out all bombing of North
Vietnam, the United States suffered
111,976 total casualties.

The significance of that figure shows
that during that period, 42 percent of the
262,344 casualties which the United
States has suffered in Vietnam during the
leng history of the war, occurred since
the bombing was restricted on April 1,
1968—less than 14 months ago.

Mr. President, in commenting on the
bombing, a greater tonnage of bombs has
been dropped during the Vietnamese
war than was dropped on all of Europe
during World War II plus all the bombs
dropped during the Korean war,

But where were those bombs dropped?
Only 7 percent of that great tonnage of
bombs dropped was on North Vietnam.
About 80 percent was on South Vietnam
with the remainder on the Ho Chi Minh
in Laos.

Mr. President, during the past 3%
years, I have invited the attention of
the Senate almost weekly to the casualty
figures coming out of the war in South-
east Asia.

I suggest again that I think it is so
important we develop a sense of urgency
to bring the Vietnam war to a close.

The figures show that during the year
of the Paris peace talks—slightly more
than a year—virtually nothing has been
accomplished in Paris, yet American
casualties have continued and, in many
cases, they have increased.

I cite again the casualty figures from
last week. They totaled 2,615 as com-
pared with the average weekly casualty
rate during all of 1968 of 2,040.

I cite again the total casualty figures
suffered by the American people in Viet-
nam sinece President Johnson restricted
the bombing on April 1, 1968. That figure
is 111,976 from the period April 1, 1968,
through May 17, 1969.

APPOINTMENTS TO 30TH SESSION
OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL COM-
MITTEE FOR EUROPEAN MIGRA-
TION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On behalf
of the Vice President, the Chair appoints
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. Youne) and
the Senator from New York (Mr. JaviTs)
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to the 30th session of the Intergovern-
mental Committee for European Migra-
tion to be held in Geneva, Switzerland,
beginning May 21, 1969.

THE GENERATION GAP AND THE
CAMPUS

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, with
respect to the relationship between the
generations, there has been increasing
concern expressed in various segments of
our society. There have been serious dif-
ficulties among young people, to be sure,
but there has also been a good deal of
fanaticism in reaction. In this situation,
there is no justification for pomposity
on the part of the older generation any-
more than there is for anarchism on the
part of the younger generation.

That there is a gap between the old
and young is an inescapable biological
reality. Nothing can be done about that
except to accept it, That there is a lack
of credibility or of mutual tolerance of
ideas between the generations is also a
fact. That difference, too, has a certain
inevitability; down through the genera-
tions, it has been more the norm than
the abnorm between old and young,

We need only go back, in all honesty,
to our own younger days to sense the
similarity between past and present.
There were strains and tugs then as
there are now. The principal difference
is that we who are older, now, were
younger then and were doing most of the
straining and tugging.

The older generation has its faults
which, in my judgment, tend to center
on a shirking of responsibilities toward
the young who, in their own way, for
better or for worse, are striving to grap-
ple with a world which they did not make.
The faults of the younger generation, in
turn seem to me to center on a tendency
to reject whatever has gone before as,
at best, irrelevant. On the part of the
mini-minorities, moreover, there is an
apparent determination not merely to
reject the past but to rampage over past,
present, and future and reduce them all
to a rubble heap. S5

What is needed is a realistic appraisal
of the situation. The present generation
of youngsters was born into a world
which they did not make and which
we elders helped to make. These kids are
not to be dismissed as some sort of mon-
sters from another planet. They are,
after all, our progeny. If we start from
that point, perhaps we can bridge the
gaps between the generations with a de-
gree of honesty and humility, even if we
cannot close them.

I would also have the temerity to sug-
gest to young people that they resist the
temptation to blame everything on the
previous generation. Those of us who
are older should, in turn, act our age
and stop the flatulent berating of young-
sters when we ourselves are not without
blame. Young people have to make their
own lives. They have to find a way to
face the responsibilities which go with
life. They have to make and correct their
own mistakes along with the accumu-
lated mistakes of the past and, in that
way, to come forward, as we tried in our
turn to do, with a responsible and rea-
sonable way of life of their own.
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With particular reference to the pres-
ent unrest on a small minority of the
Nation’s college campuses, it is my belief
that the following criteria should be
used:

First. The Federal Government should,
if at all possible, not become involved
in the settlement of campus disputes.

Second. As far as peaceful demonstra-
tions, dissent, and petitions are con-
cerned, they are entirely lawful and guar-
anteed to all our citizens under the Con-
stitution; as far as violence and license
are concerned, they are contrary to the
law of the land and, therefore, are pun-
ishable. The law must be upheld and
the punishment made to fit the crime
and this punishment should be appli-
cable to all our citizens on or off the
campus.

Third. The universities of the country
have rules and regulations, the enforce-
ment of which is their responsibility.
They also have penalties such as suspen-
sion and expulsion to use should these
rules and regulations not be adhered to.

Fourth. The administrators of the uni-
versities and colleges as well as the stu-
dents and the faculty are, in effect, in
the process of passing through perma-
nent institutions. The institutions and
the maintenance of their effectiveness
ought to take precedence over the predi-
lections of any transient or group of
transients.

Fifth. Congress passed an amendment
to the Higher Education Act in 1968
which gives authority and responsibility
to administrative officials of the universi-
ties and which was designed to assist in
restraining violence and license.

To the best of my knowledge, no ad-
ministrator in any college which has
been subject to viclence and license by
students has seen fit to put this amend-
ment into operation even though the au-
thority to do so rests with them.

It is my further understanding that
the reason that this has not been done
is that the administrative authorities of
the colleges have indicated that they do
not believe this amendment is constitu-
tional. I can only say that if that is the
principal basis for their reticence, they
should take the matter to the courts and
get a ruling as to whether or not it is
constitutional.

Sixth. On the other side of the coin,
the responsibility for listening to and
heeding legitimate grievances and main-
taining law and order is the prime re-
sponsibility of the colleges themselves
and this includes not only the admin-
istrators but the faculties and the student
bodies as well.

Insofar as all generations are con-
cerned, we should face up to the diffi-
culties which confront us today. Our
most profound obligation—young and
old—is to keep this society, this Na-
tion, and this world livable not only for
ourselves but for those many generations
which will come after us.

GIFT TO SUPREME COURT OF WRIT-
INGS OF LATE JUSTICE BURTON

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, this past
Monday there was a ceremony at the
Supreme Court of the United States that
held significant interest to many people




13586

in Maine. It was the ceremonial occasion
of the court’s acceptance of the gift made
to it by the family of the late Justice
Harold H. Burton of Justice Burton’s
writings.

Justice Harcld H. Burton served on the
Supreme Court from 1945 to 1858 and sat
with the U.S. Court of Appeals in the
Distriet of Columbia until his death in
1964. The book of Justice Burton's writ-
ings was offered by William S. Burton, of
Cleveland, an attorney and son of the
Justice.

Many citizens of Maine have great
interest in this matter, since Justice
Burton was a graduate of Bowdoin Col-
lege, of Brunswick, Maine. The book was
edited by another graduate of Bowdoin
College, a man long associated with the
Supreme Court as its Assistant Li-
brarian—Edward G. Hudon of Bruns-
wick, Maine, a distinguished scholar with
five earned degrees, including a
doctorate.

I have a great personal interest in
this event because it was my privilege
to have been a good friend of the late
Justice Burton and to be a good friend
of Mrs. Burton—and Dr. Hudon is the
husband of Mrs. Blanche B. Hudon, who
was my right hand for so many years
as my personal secretary.

This ceremonial occasion came at the
first of a week which marked a begin-
ning of restoration of public confidence
in the Supreme Court. For when Presi-
dent Nixon chose Judge Warren Earl
Burger to be the next Chief Justice of the
United States, he made an excellent
start on the rehabilitation of the Su-
preme Court.

THE SERIOUS CONDITION OF THE
U.S. BALANCE OF PAYMENTS

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President,
among the enduring concerns which I
have had over the years are that the
United States maintain a strong bal-
ance-of-payments position, and that
the base of U.S. companies participating
in international commerce be broadened
to include the many talented firms of
the small business community.

About 5 years ago, we in the Senate
detected threats to both of these objec-
tives, and commenced investigations
within several committees to see what
could be done.

With the passage of time, I have be-
come increasingly worried about the
deterioration of the U.S. trade account,
which was once the anchor of our inter-
national payments position. The follow-
ing table reflects the decline of the U.S.
trade surplus in recent years:

U.S. merchandise export account?
[Net, in billlons of dollars]

6. 676
+4. T72
8. 658
3. 483
-+1. 029

1 Statistical Abstract of the United States,
1968, House Document No. 206, 90th Con-
gress, Table No. 1198, Balance of Payments:
1960 to 1967. Comparable figures for 1968
from “Highlights of U.S. Export and Import
Trade,” U.S. Department of Commerce, No.
FT 980, February 1969, p. 3.
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In 1969, the prospects appear to be
worse instead of better. Even the terms
of discussion seem to be changing from
“trade surplus” to the “trade deficit.”

In the first quarter of 1969 the Census
Bureau reported a deficit of $68.1 million
of imports over exports. Although there
were 4 months during 1968 when the
country experienced such deficits, this
was the first full quarter of deficit since
the start of the Korean war.*

It is common knowledge that there
have been overall balance-of-payments
deficits for 17 of the past 19 years. With
the shift of our trade account from
healthy surplus to a quarterly deficit,
however, this matter has become more
serious.

As a consequence, both Government
and private commentators have publicly
predicted very large overall balance-of-
payments deficits for this year.?

PROSPECTS BEYOND 1969

The longer term perspective, it seems,
is no more comforting. In mid-April, the
Department of Commerce published a 5-
year “outlook” for world trade.' I would
like to commend the Department for this
publication. When the Small Business
Committee commenced its investigations
in 1964 and 1965, one of the first things
we requested was a long-term 5- or 10-
year program from the Department of
Commerce and other agencies. It is log-
ical that the basis for such a program
would be some idea of what would hap-
pen during the years when such a pro-
gram would be running course. Thus, the
5-year outlook is a significant step for-
ward. I am gratified that the Department
is being responsive in this area of its
responsibilities.

Turning again to the subject matter,
the position of the Commerce Depart-
ment, as stated in this report and other
documents, was reported by one news-
paper as follows:

As summarized . .. (the Department)
suggests that the United States may be do-
ing well if in 1973 it can attain the relatively
modest export surplus of $1.2 billion. Other
projections in the study foresee shifts in the
trade balance by 1973 to deficits (between)
$1.2 to $1.8 billion.

A $1.2 billion export surplus (is) expected to
require considerable promotional effort .. .5

Mr. President, this is indeed a gloomy
forecast. It confirms the worst fears that
many of us in the Senate had in this
matter.

Still, I believe that it is better to know
of the problems we must face. We can
then proceed to work together for their
solution. There is wide agreement, I feel,
that fundamental steps must be taken to

2970.8. Reports 1st Quarter Trade Deficit,”
by Jan Nugent, Journal of Commerce, April
29, 1969, p. 1:1.

3 “Huge Deficit in Payments Held Likely,
by Richard Lawrence, Journal of Commerce,
April 23, 1969, p. 1:2; “Huge Deficit on Li-
quidity Basis Likely," Journal of Commerce,
April 30, 1969, p. 1:7.

4“0.8. Forelgn Trade, a Five-Year Outlook
With Recommendations for Action,” U.S. De-
partment of Commerce, Bureau of Interna-
tional Commerce, April 1969.

5 “Five-Year U.S. Trade Forecast: Doleful,”
by Brendan Jones, New York Times, April 20,
1969, Section 3, p. 1:1.
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improve the balance of payments at an
early date.

An official publication of the Com-
merce Department puts it this way:

The surplus on non-military merchandise
trade declined $3.4 billion (during 1868) to
4 mere $100 million . . ., The extraordinary
deterioration in the merchandise trade bal-
ance . . . is not likely to be repeated . . .
But this would not mean a return to the
sizable trade balances of the (past) several
years.®

As the Outlook report states: consider-
able promotional effort will be required.

The editorial voice of an experienced
international bank pinpoints the need
for action:

In particular, the United States needs to
give high priority to improving its trade ac-
counts. It cannot safely depend on volatile
capital flows or on restraints on overseas
lending and investment to shore up a sag-
ging payments structure.”

ACTION SHOULD BE TAKEN

We in the Congress have been at-
tempting to encourage such action. The
results of our investigations have been
made available in a stream of hearings,
reports, and statements over the past
several years.

Many of the main lines of action have
already been marked out. Some depart-
ments, agencies, and business organiza-
tions, as we have seen, have begun to
respond.®

On May 8, I reintroduced one piece of
legislation, S. 2079, offering some pos-
sibility of favorably affecting the bal-
ance-of-payments situation—CoNGRES-
s1oNaL RECORD, page 11804. A second bill,
S. 2190 was reintroduced on May 15.
Others will follow.

However, I urge all of those concerned
not to wait for congressional recom-
mendations before doing what needs to
be done. The need has been great for
quite a while.

We in the Senate have limited re-
sources in the area of trade expansion,
and responsibilities which from time to
time extend to other matters. We have
hoped that the executive branch, the in-
dependent agencies, and the major busi-
ness organizations would go ahead with
the steps that many experienced and
knowledgeable people acknowledge are
required. It is much to their credit to
initiate these changes in advance of a
congressional report.

Mr. President, I have outlined some of
the steps which we in the Senate have
taken to make the Nation aware of the
gravity of our balance-of-payments
problems and have touched upon a few of
the recommendations which we are mak-
ing in an attempt to improve matters.

As in the past, we will continue to do
all that we can to increase the oppor-
tunities for small, regional, and all
American business to increase their in-

¢ “77.8. Balance of Payments—Fourth Quar-
ter and Year 1968,"” by Lederer and Parrish,
Survey of Current Business, U.S. Department
of Commerce, March 1969, pp. 24-25.

i “Perspective on World Business, Aspects
of TU.S. Balance-of-Payments Difficulties,”
World Business Magazine, the Chase Man-
hattan Bank, N.A., April 1969, p. 3.

s “Sparkman Commends Businessmen and
Report on Export Expansion . .. etc.,"” Dec. 20,
1968.
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ternational markets, and correspond-
ingly bolster the U.S. balance of pay-
ments.

UNITED STATES TRAILS SOVIET IN
EXOTIC POWER

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to insert in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD a copy of an article
which appeared in the Business and Fi-
nance section of the New York Times on
May 18 under the headline “United
States Trails Soviet in Exotic Power.”

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcCORD,
as follows:

UNITED STATES TRAILS SOVIET IN ExOoTIC POWER

(By Gene Smith)

Los AnGeLES—The Russians have a word
for it, and so do we. Scientifically it’s known
as magnetohydrodynamics (MHD).

It's one of several promising methods that
are being carefully evaluated to determine
the eventual successor to the tried and true
systems of generating electricity—namely,
steam generation by fossil fuels (coal, oil and
gas) and water power.

EXPERIMENTAL WORK

The more promising challenges include:
thermionics, thermoelectricity, electrohydro-
namics, fuel cells, fusion and MHD. The pres-
ent evolutionary step is nuclear-fueled power
which is in reality steam generation coupled
with nuclear fission to supply heat to pro-
duce steam,

The breeder reactor, which produces more
fuel than it consumes and is not expected to
become practical until the mid nineteen-
seventles at the earllest—Is basically just a
variation of existing pressurized water and
boiling reactor water concepts.

Meanwhile, experimental work goes on
around the world. Few would question that
the leadership in nuclear power rests in this
nation, a comforting thought in light of ever
increasing demands for energy. But it is
equally important to know where the Unitec
States stands in the race for development of
the newer methods and when there will be a
major breakthrough.

Joseph C. Rengel, executive vice president
for nuclear energy systems at the Westing-
house Electric Corporation, in a discussion of
all major methods, concluded that “Miss Nu-
clear Power is not easy to displace; Miss Fuel
Cell has some promise, but Miss MHD is a
long way back.” He dismissed each of the
other methods as well beyond reach of serious
consideration at this time in an address to a
forum on future power in mid-February in
Washington, D.C.

More recently at a symposium on engineer-
ing aspects of MHD at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, 1t became clear that
the Russians are well in the world lead In
the development of MHD. The top Russian
scientist, Dr. Aleksandr Sheindlin, said he
personally believed that thermionics and fuel
cells are not in the proper perspective to large
scale power developments, thus echoing Mr.
Rengel's diagnosis.

An MHD generator somewhat resembles
& rocket nozzle or a plece of pipe. Electrodes
are imbedded in the walls of the pipe, which
is placed between the poles of a powerful
electromagnet. Hot gas from the combustion
chamber or a nuclear reactor is forced
through the pipe at high speed, butting the
magnetic lines of force, which generate cur-
rent in accordance with physical laws of In-
duction. The current is picked up by the
electrodes and then flows into a power dis-
tribution system.

LACK OF DISCUSSION

The theory comes under the same physical
laws that govern the operatior of conven-
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tional generators and turbines, but it has
certaln inherent advantages, chief among
which are: the ability to handle extremely
high temperatures, the abllity to handle
power levels of much greater magnitude and
the fact that there are no moving parts.

In an interview after the M.IT. meeting,
Dr. Sheindlin sald he felt that in this coun-
try there seems to be a lack of careful dis-
cussion of the other methods of power gen-
eration besides nuclear.

“In your country, nuclear power has a
great potential for many years, but so does
conventional power from fossil fuels and
there will be equally important applications
50 long as fossil fuel still accounts for a
large part of your over-all power genera-
tion,” he sald, adding:

“Look how orders for nuclear power have
fallen off even in this country this year.”

THEORIES CONFIRMED

Only last Wednesday was Westinghouse
able to announce receipt of the first order this
year for a large nuclear power plant. The
800,000-kilowatt wunit was ordered by the
Alabama Power Company.

Dr. Sheindlin said he expected to be able
soon to place in operation a pilot MHD plant
with a total capacity of over 75,000 kilowatts,
of which the MHD generator would account
for some 25,000 kilowatts.

"“We are at that state of development where
our knowledge is such that without a prac-
tical test we do not know exactly what the
future limits will be,” he sald.

The Russian scientist was equally pleased
to report that the work of the leading Amer-
ican MHD scientist, Dr. A. R. Kantowitz of
the Avco Research Laboratory in Everett,
Mass., had confirmed many of his own the-
orles.

“Dr. Kantowitz has suggested that large
capacity MHD peaking stations would cost
significantly less than conventional units.
He also pointed out that such plants could
be started up in a few seconds and would,
thus, have great significance on electric sys-
tems now in use. We intend to report this to
our Soviet colleagues,” Dr. Sheindlin said.

Dr. Kantowitz warned a House subcom-
mittee in March, 1968, that “without your
enthuslastic support, the United States,
which was privileged to first create the
promise of MHD, is now and will continue to
fall behind the other leading countries where
MHD has vigorous government support.”

He called for funds to develop a 30,000-
kilowatt pilot plant and pointed out that
MHD could save this nation a billion dollars
a year based on the present rate of energy
consumption due to the 50 per cent or better
efficiency of MHD plants.

THE FUEL CELL

He also stressed the fact that MHD plants
would result in a dramatic reduction in
thermopollution of water bodies as well as air
pollution. Through 1968, the Avco Corpora-
tlon, working with a group of electric utilities
had spent §8-million to reach the technical
competence for the nation, only to reach the
point where Dr. Eantowitz predicted that
MHD machines of the future would bear the
“made in Japan” or “made in the Soviet
Union labels.

Much more attention has been pald to the
fuel cell, which is a device consisting of a
positive and a negative electrode and an
electrolight that converts chemical energy
directly into electric energy, thus eliminating
heat engines and electromechanical genera-
tors. Those who backed fuel cells see in them
the often-promised “little black box" that
supplies all the power needs for each house
and building.

Fuel cells have been given strong impetus
by the nation's space program and have
reaped the attendant publicity of the space
age. The Columbia Gas System, working with
the Pratt & Whitney Division of the United
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Aircraft Corporation, has been experimenting
since 1961 with a natural gas fuel cell.

Officials of the gas company feel that such
cells might become economically competitive
and reliable by 1975. A large group within the
gas industry has now joined in a $21-million,
nine-year program to see whether this may
come true.

There are more companies involved in this
phase than in any of the other new systems.
Chief among the would-be developers are
Westinghouse; General Electric Company;
Leesona Corporation; Bolt, Beranek & New-
man, Inc.; Clevite Corporation; ESB, Inc.:
Gulton Industries, Inc.; Union Carbide Cor-
poration; Yardeney Electric Corporation, and
others.

The search for new and economical means
of producing electricity has gone into many
flelds. The Marks Polarized Corporation re-
ceived in 1967 a patent for a charged aerosol
generator that iz described as a direct heat-
to-power device and in mid-March the Edison
Electrie Institute announced it would sponsor
a three-year research project at M.IT. to
determine the practicality of using super
conducting magnets in power generators to
increase output.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I was
particularly struck by the fact that a
major portion of the article is devoted to
the assertion that the United States is
trailing the Soviet Union in the develop-
ment of a magnetohydrodynamic electric
power generator. This, indeed, is a sad
commentary on the attention this Nation
is giving to advanced power generator
techniques, especially since it was an
American scientist who developed the
Nation’s first MHD generator just 10
years ago. The Soviets have used our
10 years of pioneering research and have
put it to practical use to generate power
for private and industrial use. MHD
powerplants promise to be 50 percent
more efficient than the most advanced
electric power generators now available,
Electricity is generated by passing a hot
gas through a magnetic field. Because of
its unique operating characteristies, it
will operate without polluting the atmos-
phere; it will operate in areas which lack
the water to sustain conventional plants,
and MHD plants can operate with a
variety of coals. This last point is espe-
cially important to Montana. Montana
has extensive deposits of coal in the
eastern half of the State.

It seems unfortunate, Mr. President,
that so little attention is given to fuel
generators, since coal is our most abun-
dant resource. Today the United States
manufactures only a small percentage
of the total electric generators used in
this country, and it appears from this
article that we are now losing the oppor-
tunity to assume & major role in the
future electric generator market, both
here and abroad.

For some time now, my colleague, Sen-
ator METcaLF, and I have been interested
in the progress here in the United States
involving magnetohydrodynamics. We
have had correspondence with the Office
of Coal Research in the Department of
the Interior concerning the development
of an MHD pilot plant in Montana which
would generate at least 10 megawatts of
electricity. We have asked the Appro-
priations Committee of the Senate to
provide funds in the fiscal 1970 budget
for such a pilot plant. The purpose
of such a plant would be to work out
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the practical engineering and operating
problems of bulk power MHD generators.
Hopefully this would lead to the con-
struction of large-scale commercial MHD
powerplants so that they can bring low-
cost power to our growing population and
to industry without the side effects of
air and water pollution.

URGENT NEED TO EXPAND OUR
FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, yester-
day I testified before the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry in support of
an expansion and improvement of the
food stamp and commodity distribution
programs. I ask unanimous consent that
a summary of my remarks before the
committee be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY U.S. SENATOR
JosepH M. MONTOYA
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman, I have a rather lengthy
statement with attachments which I would
llke to submit for the record and proceed
to summarize for the Committee the essence
of the observations I have made therein.

I come to this Committee today with a
sense of nostalgia having served as a mems-
ber of the Committee for four years since
first coming to the U.S. Senate. It was with
regret that I left the Committee in January
of this year. I had many fond memories of
our deliberations and accomplishments. It's
a pleasure to be back and to appear to testify
on a subject I know is of considerable in-
terest to the Committee—that is, food as-
sistance programs.

I have always been a strong supporter of
the Food Stamp Program and was pleased to
have played a role in getting San Miguel
County, New Mexico designated as one of
the original national pilot Food Stamp proj-
ect areas in 1961. We now have 22 of New
Mexico's 32 countles participating.

HUNGER AND MALNUTRITION IN NEW MEXICO

There is hunger in New Mexico, my col-
leagues, just like there 1s hunger throughout
the Nation.

I have appended a table, Appendix I, to my
statement which shows a county by county
breakdown of the number of “poor” families
in New Mexico. The number is astounding—
being almost twice that of the national
average.

The percentage of poor families, by OEO
standards, in the Nation is 15.1%, but in New
Mexico it is a dramatic 27.4%.

The problem is even worse in many of the
counties of the State, For example, in Mora
County 67.1% of the familles have been clas-
sified by OEO as poor; in Taos County, 63.5%;
in Guadalupe County, 45.3%; in Rio Arriba
County, 50.7%: in Sandoval County, 58.2%;
in San Miguel County, 49.1%; and in Tor-
rance County, 40.5% of the families are clas-
sified as “poor.” Only three of the 32 New
Mexico counties are on a par with the Na-
tion as a whole—which itself is no source of
pride. The other 29 counties have two, three,
and four times, the national average of
“poor” families.

In many of these counties, the average in-
come is extremely low. In Taos County, for
example, 20% of the families had no in-
come and 30% of the familles had incomes
below $100 per month. The average family
income was $76.20 per month with the aver-
age slze of family being 4.13. This would
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average to less than $19 per month per in-
dividual to provide the necessities of life.

Cases of physical defects as a result of
improper diets, undernourishment and mal-
nutrition have been reported, There was even
one case last year where one little boy was
sald to have “probably starved to death” in
Socorro County, New Mexico. Nurses, educa-
tors and others have commented on hunger
in New Mexico, and I have made additional
references In my statement to some of these
instances.

Suffice it to say that “there is hunger in
New Mexico” and not just in isolated cases.
Hunger in New Mexico, like elsewhere in the
country, is too prevalent to let our con-
sclence rest. We must do more than we have
been doing to correct this desplcable situa-
tion,

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM IN NEW MEXICO

The Food Stamp Program has been a God-
send to those 22 countles participating in
New Mexico. The food-buying power of low
income families has been Increased measur-
ably, improving the quality and quantity of
their diets. Appendix II to my statement
shows the level of participation by county on
February, 1969.

Since inception of the first pilot program
in 1861, through March of this year, the
total value of coupons issued in New Mexico
was $23,780,000, of which $10,771,000 was in
“bonus" stamps. I think it is significant to
note that two countles—Bernallllo and Los
Alamos—have been added since December,
1968, increasing the number of participants
by about 20,000—from approximately 36,500
to the present 56,500. Thus, the benefits to
New Mexico have been significantly greater
in the past five or six months than ever be-
fore and will continue to improve.

While we are speaking of “benefits,” I
think we should pause and ask ourselves,
“Who does benefit from the Food Stamp
Program?” The answer to this would be,
“everybody!” Not only have the Food Stamp
participants benefited but also the farmers
and ranchers who produce the food; the
processors who process the products; the
wholesalers and the retailers who sell the
products; communities which in turn re-
celve additional revenues; and society which
has been hamstrung by having to care for
the sick, the deformed, and others who can-
not contribute to soclety because of diseases
brought on by malnutrition but who, in-
stead, draw on our resources.

In New Mexico, for example, it was re-
ported that, “The benefits of this program
are manifold. Revenue to the State and com-
munities recelved from the 4% sales tax col-
lected on the food purchases made with
only the bonus coupons amounted to $108,-
385.60 for the last fiscal year (FY 1988)."

Who benefits from the Food Stamp Pro-
gram? Everybody!

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED

Pralseworthy as the Food Stamp Program
and other food assistance programs have
been, the magnitude of the hunger and mal-
nutrition problems we have seen revealed,
attest to the fact that we have only scratched
the surface in attempting to meet the nu-
tritional needs of our citizenry,

Among the shortcomings and weaknesses
I have heard voiced, I would list:

The fact that needy persons cannot afford
the cost of the stamps;

Upon changing from the Commodity Pro-
gram to the Food Stamp Program there is as
much as a 609% decrease In participation
partly due to more stringent requirements;

Lack of nutrition education and consumer
education programs that would make avail-
able services and information concerning
better nutrition;

Insufficlent food stamp purchases for large,
poor families;
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A need for intensive outreach to increase
participation of needy persons as well as ad-
ditional Spanish-speaking persons adminis-
tering the program in Northern New Mexico;

Mcre stamp distribution centers; and

Lack of funds.

In New Mexico, out of an estimated 235,000
persons falling below the poverty level, only
about 56,500 participate in Food Stamps. An-
other 18,000 or 19,000 participate in the Com-
modity Distribution Program, Thus, a total
of approximately 75,000 participate in some
kind of food assistance program in my State.
While all of the remaining 160,000 individ-
uals falling below the poverty level may not
be in need of food assistance, obviously there
is still a great need that is not belng met.

The above-mentioned shortcomings and
weaknesses in the program have led to this
gap.

LEGISLATIVE PROFOSALS

You have pending before this Committee
at least five bills proposing numerous amend-
ments to the Food Stamp and Commeodity
Distribution Programs. Two of these bills,
5. 839 and S. 1608, I introduced. A third, S.
2014, introduced by Senator McGovern, I
joined In cosponsoring. Senator Talmadge
has a bill, S. 1864, and Senator Mondale has
a bill, 8. 6.

I will not take your time to go Into detail
about these various proposals. I have at-
tached as appendices III and IV summaries
of my bills before you.

I think it is significant to note that all
these bills, although differing in some lesser
respects, are very similar, if not identical,
in their major provisions. I would urge this
Committee to pick the best features from
the varlous proposals before you and to re-
port out a measure that is meaningful in
terms of meeting the problems we face.

As a minimum, however, I believe that any
proposal recommended by this Committee
should include at least the following pro-
visions:

(1) Remove needless constricting limita-
tions on the appropriation of funds for op-
erating the Food Stamp Program in any fiscal
year subsequent to 1969;

(2) Permit direct operatlon by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture of a Food Stamp Pro-
gram in any political subdivision of a State
where local governing officlals refuse or are
not able to provide a food assistance program
for needy families;

(3) Provide for cost-sharing arrangements
whereby the Secretary of Agriculture could
contribute up to 509 of the administrative
costs of local food stamp programs;

(4) Authorize the establishment of mini-
mum nationwide eligibility standards for
participation In the Food Stamp Program;

(5) Provide free food stamps to the lowest
iIncome families;

(6) Lower the purchase price of stamps
for those who pay;

(7) Increase the total stamp value so that
all participants are able to purchase an ade-
quate diet; and

(8) Place a limitation on the maximum
percentage of a household’s income that shall
be charged for their coupons, and permit a
family to purchase less than its full coupon
allotment.

In addition to these suggested changes,
I have itemized other changes on pages 6 and
7 of my statement which I feel are absolute-
ly essential and to which I call your atten-
tion.

COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM

In closing, I would like to make a brief
comment in relation to the Commodity Dis-
tribution Program. One of the bills I in-
troduced, S. 339, refers specifically to the
Commodity Distribution Program and not to
the Food Stamp Program. The Commodity
Distribution Program still plays a vital part
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where there are no Food Stamp Programs and
could play an even bigger role if improved
upon and comhbined with the Food Stamp
Program.

S. 339 would bring about a number of
needed reforms. As I have stated, I have
attached a summary of the provisions and
the need for this bill as appendix V. Briefly,
however, the bill would:

Specifically direct the Secretary of Agril-
culture to distribute food to needy fam-
ilies and households and in sufficient quan-
tities and at a sufficlent number of locations
so as to provide recipients with at least the
minimum daily nutritional allowances rec-
ommended by competent authority;

Direct the Becretary to establish food dis-
tribution outlets in any State or political
subdivision where the need exists and where
appropriate authorities have falled to pro-
vide either an adequate food distribution
or food stamp program; and

Authorize the Secretary, when he has to
take such independent actlon to contract
with any competent person, firm, or nonprofit
organization for the distrlbution of foods.
Under such contracts, food must be distrib-
uted without diserimination, and reciplents
must be informed that it has been donated
by the Federal government.

S. 2014, introduced by Senator McGovern
and in which I have joined as cosponsor,
would authorize operation of both the Food
Stamp and Commodity Distribution Pro-
grams in the same community if such was
found to be feasible and desirable in meet-
ing the nutritional needs of the community.
I urge your favorable consideration of S. 339
along with the other measures pending be-
fore you.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportu-
nity to present my views on the need to ex-
pand and improve on our food assistance
programs. I do not in any way mean to
prejudge the findings and recommendations
to be made by the Senate Select Commlittee
on Nutrition and Hunger. That Committee,
chaired so ably by Senator McGovern and on
which five members of this Committee serve,
has been doing a magnificant job in exposing
the hunger problem in America and seeking
solutions to it.

I do feel, however, as I know Senator Mc-
Govern, Senator Talmadge, Senator Mondale
feel, in introducing their measures, that
there are a number of basic adjustments that
can be made at this time without waiting
for the final report which is not due until
after December, of this year.

There is much that can be done now. The
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry has
the primary jurisdiction in this matter. You
are the legislative Committee. You have
served us well in the past, and I am confident
you will do so again. Thank you.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the Recorp, the full text
of my testimony before the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry on the need
to expand our food assistance programs.

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

STATEMENT BY U.S. SENATOR JOSEPH M.

MONTOYA
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chalrman, Colleagues. It is with a
sense of nostalgia that I appear before you
today to testify in support of legislation to
extend and expand our food assistance pro-

grams. I say a sense of nostalgia because I
have fond memories of the four years that

I served as a member of this Committee. I
have fond memories and recollections of our

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

many dellberations and the many accom-
plishments of this Committee during that
time. It is indeed a pleasure to be back at
this time for I had not had the opportunity
to visit with the Committee since leaving it
in January.

While I look with fond memories at what
has been accomplished in the past, I cannot
help but reflect upon the fact that we could
have done better. Of course, we can always
say that we could and should have done bet-
ter; however, action is the better test of our
intentions. For that reason I wanted to take
a few moments this morning to voice my
strong support of measures presently pend-
ing before you to extend and expand on the
success of the Food Stamp Program and other
food assistance programs. I view the Food
Stamp Act of 1964—in spite of all the anti-
poverty measures that we have seen enacted
In recent years—as the single most meaning-
ful, and potentially most far-reaching, meas-
ure of any in the constant struggle against
poverty.

I have always supported the Food Stamp
Program. I am pleased to have played a role
in getting San Miguel County, New Mexico,
designated as one of the original national
pllot Food Stamp project areas. Since then, I
have fought for and supported not only the
Food Stamp Act of 1964, but every effort to
strengthen and expand it. I have introduced
a number of measures of my own in the past
and expect to continue to lend my support to
the program.

HUNGER AND MALNUTRITION IN NEW MEXICO

I remember reading in The Evening Star a
few weeks ago, an article reporting on testi-
mony of our colleague, Senator Hollings. The
article was entitled, *“Yes, Senators, ‘There is
Hunger in South Carolina.'” I wish to state
to you today that, “Yes, Senators, there is
hunger in New Mexico.” But more than that,
there 1s hunger throughout this rich nation
of ours. This, of course, 1s no secret. It cer-
tainly has been no secret to those who have
been suffering. It has been no secret to us in
Congress. And, in light of the revelations of
the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition
and Human Needs, on which five members in-
cluding the Chairman of this Committee,
serve, these conditions are no secret to the
natlon as a whole.

I would like to discuss with you the prob-
lems and needs of New Mexico—problems
and needs which I am sure are reflected na-
tionwide. New Mexico is a sparsely popu-
lated State. We are among the largest States
in the Union in terms of geography, but
among the smallest in population. We have
only roughly over one million population.
With perhaps 400,000 of these concentrated
in Albuquerque, the remaining 600,000 citi-
zens of New Mexico are scattered throughout
the State, many of whom live in villages or
communities of only a few people, far re-
moved from other villages or from centers of
commercial activity.

Poverty exists in New Mexico, but in
Northern New Mexico, where the Spanish-
speaking citizens and the American Indian
citizens are concentrated, poverty abounds
and s at its worst.

For the State of New Mexlco as a whole,
27.4% of all famllies were “poor” in 1966 by
the Office of Economic Opportunity stand-
ards, This compares with 15.1% for the na-
tion as a whole. These 1966 OEO figures were
based on the definitlon of poverty family
income level of the Soclal Security Adminis-
tration, according to family size and urban-
rural residence.

The Executlve Director of the New Mexlco
Health and Social Services Department stated
to me in a letter In response to an inquiry
on my part, that, ‘“The most recent estimate
of the number of persons below the poverty
level in New Mexico indicates that we have
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234,664 persons falling within an Iincome
class that could be considered as below the
poverty level.” This again, is out of a popu-
lation of approximately one million,

However, the problem is even worse for
many counties in New Mexico than even this
gruesome statistic. For example:

In Mora County where approximately 85%
of the 5,900 residents are Spanish surnamed,
67.1% of the families were classified as
“poor” by the OEO in 1866. Of these, only
1,502 were participating in the Food Stamp
Program as of February 1869.

In Guadalupe County with a population of
5,100, 45.3% of the families are classified as
“poor” by the OEO.

In Rio Arriba County with a population of
26,300, 50.7% were classified as *“poor".

In Taos County, with a population of 17,~
600, 63.6% of the families are classified as
iy

Sandoval County has 58.2% of its families
in the “poor” category.

San Miguel County has 49.1 of its families
classified as “poor",

Torrance County has 40.5% of its familles
in the “poor” classification.

I could go on through the remainder of
New Mexico's 32 counties and we would find
that conditions are little better in very few
cf them.

In fact, only three countles out of 32 in
New Mexico have a percentage of ‘“poor”
families lower than the national percentage:
Los Alamos County has 2.1% of its families
in the *“poor" classification; Lea County,
13.0%; and Bernalillo County is right at the
national average of 15.09% of its families
“poor”. All the other 29 counties are far
above the national average in “poor” fami-
lies—some of them as much as two, three,
and four times, and more.

I am appending a table, Appendix I, to my
statement showing the breakdown by county
in New Mexico.

In Taos County, New Mexico, where, as I
have stated, 63.5% of the families are classi-
fied as “poor” by OEO, the Program Director
of the Emergency Food and Medical Project
for the County, was quoted as stating that,
*. . . this matter of hunger was one of the
most hidden problems within the county. We
at no time suspected that in a country so
advanced that problems of food would ex-
ist . . .” He went on to state that, “We are
more firmly convinced at this point that
there 1s a starvation situation within many
family units.”

From a survey taken of 100 families in this
county, 209% of the families had no income
and 30% of the familles had incomes below
$100 per month. The average family income
was $76.20 per month, 24% of the familles
were recelving welfare ald, and the average
size of the famlly was 4.13.

In Rio Arriba County, a county health
nurse was quoted as stating that six out of
ten individuals handled through her office
suffered from physical defects as a result of
improper diets, undernourishment and mal-
nutrition.

In Socorro County, a Community Action
Program Director has reported on the mal-
nutrition that exists in the county and says
he knows of at least one little boy who “prob-
ably starved to death.”

I will not bore the Committee with addi-
tional examples. I think it suffices to say as
I indicated earlier that “there is hunger in
New Mexico,” and it is not just in isolated
cases. Hunger in New Mexico, like elsewhere
in the country, is too prevalent to let our
consciences rest. We need to do more than
we have been doing to correct this desplicable
situation.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM IN NEW MEXICO

In these areas I have been speaking of in
New Mexico, the Food Stamp Program has
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been a God-send. San Miguel County in New
Mexico was one of the eight original counties
designated in 1961 for a pllot food stamp
program. The success of the program in San
Miguel County and in the other seven initial
counties in the Nation, of course, have led
to additional designations and eventually to
the Food Stamp Act of 1964.

In those counties in New Mexico where
the Food Stamp Program is in existence, the
food buying-power of low income Iamilies
has been increased measurably. As a result
the quality and quantity of their diets has
been improved.

We have 22 of the 32 New Mexico counties
participating in the Food Stamp Program.
The remaining 10 are participating in the
Commodity Distribution Program. In Feb-
ruary of this year, we had 56,340 persons par-
ticipating in the Food Stamp Program, with
a total coupon value of $950,493 of which
$438,346 was in “bonus coupons”. The
“bonus” was 46% of the total value of the
coupons, with the average bonus per person
being $7.78 for the month of February.
For the first eight months of fiscal year
1069 (July 1968 through February 1969),
the total coupon value of Food Stamp cou-
pons issued in the 22 counties in New Mexico
was 5,607,858 of which $2,6224056 was in
bonus coupons.

The total value of Food Stamps issued in
the State since inception of the program in
1961 is approximately £22,000,000, including
over £9,500,000 worth of “bonus” stamps.

The impact of this program has been of
great significance. I might add that the im-
pact is even greater than might appear from
a glance of the above statistics. Bernalillo
County, with almost 19,000 participants of
the approximate 56,500 participants, has only
been in the program since December of 1968.
For the three months of December 1968
through February 1969, this County, because
of its large number of participants, has re-
ceived $1,034,930 in total coupons, of which
$551,339 was in bonus coupons, This accounts
for almost 20% of the entire amount received
by New Mexico during an eight month period.
The point I am making here is that in time,
the Food Stamp Program will be of far more
assistance to individuals in New Mexico than
it has been in the past because of the in-
creased number of participants.

Attached as Appendix II is a chart show-
ing, by county in New Mexico, participation
in the Food Stamp Program on February
1969.

I think one should pause in speaking of
the aid that New Mexico, and the Nation as
a whole, has received from the Food Stamp

and ask ourselves, “just who has
benefited?”

The answer to the above question would
be, “everybody” Not only have the Food
Stamp participants benefited, but also the
farmers and ranchers who produce the food,
the processors who process the products, the
wholesalers and the retailers who sell the
products, communities who In turn receive
additional revenues, and society who has
been crippled and hamstrung by having to
care in its hospitals and other institutions
for those who cannot contribute to society
because of diseases brought on by malnutri-
tion.

I think too often we hear the complaint
that the only ones that benefit are those that
are too lazy to work and who prefer to be
leeches. This is a gross misrepresentation of
the real facts and a revelation that those who
make such charges are blind to the real
situation.

Most of the individuals recelving Food
Stamps have little or no income, not because
they do not want to work, but because they
do not have any work. In Rio Arriba County,
New Mexico, for example, the unemployment
rate is 20.7% as of 1967, In Mora County the
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unemployment rate was 12.,6% in 1867, and
had been as high as 17.7% in 1966 and 20.7%
in 1964. In San Miguel County in 1967, the
unemployment rate was 12.0% and was as
high as 15.6% in 1964.

These are not individuals unwilling to
work, as anyone who is familiar with the
counties would inform you. They are indi-
viduals who simply have no work and no
prospects of any jobs. They thus have no
income with which to buy the necessities of
life. To compound the matter, there are many
others, not refiected in the above statistics,
who are underemployed and consequently
cannot earn enough to buy an adequate
diet for their families.

Because of their lack of proper and ade-
quate diets, indlviduals in these familles
suffer a higher incidence of illnesses, infant
mortalities, and crippling diseases, Our wel-
fare rolls are taxed, but so are our limited
hospital facilities, our limited medical serv-
ices, and other needs that must be met by
society because of the Increased lllnesses, No
one need remind us either that a sick man
not only drains society but can do little or
nothing to contribute to it. The cost of so-
clety by not providing an adequate diet for
the less fortunate is far more in the long
run than the cost of providing a nutritional
diet.

As I have also stated, the farmers and
ranchers of this country benefit as well from
the Food Stamp and Commodity Distribu-
tion Programs. There is an increased demand
for food and food products as more and
more people are enabled to eat more and
better foods. More livestock will be required.
More feed grains to feed the livestock. More
feed lots to feed the livestock. More crops
will need be grown with the chain of other
economic benefits that will thus be set off,
More people can be put to work and eventu-
ally taken off the asslstance programs.

Our food outlets likewise will benefit from
Increased sales, and sales of better quality
foods. Sales of other necesslties such as cloth-
ing and shelter will increase as money is
released from the need to buy food.

Does this sound too far-fetched? I think
not!

Let me quote, if I may, from a comment
made by the Executive Director of the New
Mexico Health and Soclal Services Depart-
ment. He states:

“It is apparent that the increase in pur-
chasing power of the families participating
in the Food Stamp Program has a significant
impact on the business community in those
counties where the program is operating, The
benefits of this program are manifold. Rev-
enue to the State and Communities received
from the 49 sales tax collected on the food
purchases made with ONLY the bonus cou-
pons amounted to $108,385.60 for the last
fiscal year (FY 1969).”

If there is any doubt of the favorable im-
pact of the Food Stamp Program on other
segments of society, I think that this one
example should dispel the doubt.

IMPROVEMENTS IN FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
NEEDED

Pralseworthy as the Food Stamp Program
and other food assistance programs have
been, the magnitude of the hunger and mal-
nutrition problems we have seen revealed—
some of which I have spoken of this morn-
ing—attest to the fact that we have only
scratched the surface in attempting to meet
the nutritional needs of our citizenry. There
are many short-comings and weaknesses in
existing programs.

In Taos County, for example, it was stated
that: . . . the Welfare Department and the
Food Stamp Program in no way s adequate
to offset the problem of malnutrition of star-
vation in the area. Less than 209% of the
participants in the Emergency Food Project
were receiving assistance from the Welfare or
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other programs within the area. The other
percentage was left to hustle for themselves
concerning the necessity for food.”

In this same county it was indicated that
the Food Stamp Program has a “very bad
image"” due to the fact that needy persons
cannot afford the cost of the stamps. Some
borrow money when stamps are avallable and
then repay the loan as they are able to.

It has also been reported that upon chang-
ing from the Commodity Program to the
Food Stamp Program there is a 60% decrease
in participation in some areas partly due to
more stringent requirements. In some of
these areas there has been a gradual increase
with time, but in others there is none.

Ancother complaint I have heard voiced on
numercus occasions is that the high cost of
food stamps is a very significant limiting fac-
tor on participation. One Community Action
Program Director reports that, “The Com-
munity Action Program finds families every
day that are living In poverty conditions,
qualify according to the OEO guidelines, and
yet are not eligible for Food Stamps or must
pay 80 to 90 dollars. Large families are ex-
tremely victimized." He suggests that free
Food Stamps should be made avallable to
eligible familles who cannot afford to buy
the stamps.

The Executive Director of the New Mexico
Health and Social Services Department indi-
cates that in his opinion, among the condi-
tions leading to malnutrition in New Mexico
are: inadequate family income to provide
proper diets; inadequate education about

proper nutrition; the lack of nutrition edu-
cation and consumer education; programs
that would make available services and in-
formation concerning better nutrition; and
the combination of quite minimum financial
assistance standards and the relatively high

purchase requirements in the Food Stamp
Program.

These problems are echoed in county after
county in New Mexico.

In addition to the problems of cost and
minimum eligibility standards there is an
additional problem with large, poor families
for whom the food stamp purchases are very
insufficient.

There is obviously a need for intensive out-
reach to increase participation of needy per-
sons. In New Mexico out of an estimated
235,000 persons falling below the poverty
level, only about 56,500 participate in Food
Stamps. Another 18,000 or 19,000 participate
in the Commodity Distribution Program for
& total of approximately 75,000 participating
in some kind of food assistance program,
While all of them remaining 160,000 individ-
uals falling be